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The Conservators of Epping Forest Response to
London Borough of Enfield (LBE) Local Plan 2017-2036
Regulation 18 consultation
Promoting good growth (Chapter 2) and Sustainable Movement & Transport (Chapter 10)
1. The Conservators welcome the general direction and emphasis of the proposed
Policies of the Local Plan, particularly towards a modal shift in transport access and
the clear aspirations to enhance the environment of Enfield. However, we also
recognise the significant task to achieve this given the level of development being
proposed. We also remain concerned, as with other Local Plans, with the different
time-scales that are implicit in the Plan, with transport infrastructure seemingly likely
to lag behind the speed of, or pressure for, residential development (para 10.1.5,
page 177).
2. As with other Local Plans close to or around Epping Forest SSSI/SAC, the new housing
targets and the relative lack of extensive open space provision, together are likely to
increase recreational pressures on existing sites like the Forest. Although the Forest
lies outside the Borough of Enfield, and the Lee Valley Park is situated between most
of Enfield and the Forest, the Forest’s nearest point (Pole Hill) lies under 2km from
the Alma Estate, Ponders End. Overall, the impact of the proposed expansion within
the Opportunity Area 3 (OA3 – Fig 2.2, page 34 and Fig. 2.15, page 53) and
particularly the Meridian Water development of 10,000 homes, which is situated
5km around the A406 from the southern parts of Epping Forest SSSI/SAC, could be
significant for both traffic generation and recreational impacts .
3. The Epping Forest Visitor Survey 2017 (Footprint Ecology) demonstrated a Zone of
Influence (ZoI) for recreational access to the SAC of 6.2km for visitors surveyed in the
autumn of that year. A new survey is planned for early summer 2019 to provide
additional information on visits to Epping Forest. The Conservators hope that we will
be able to work and share evidence-gathering with a wider range of local authorities
than for the 2017 survey and would greatly welcome further discussions with LBE on
this issue.
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4. In addition, the proposed large population increase along the Upper Lee Valley
(OA3), and the concomitant increase in industrial activity being proposed, is likely to
add to traffic movements, even with the efforts to ensure modal shift. CrossRail 2
seems unlikely to be in place before the end of the Plan period and we are
concerned that development without this new railway infrastructure will mean big
increases in pressure on the roads out of the OA3 area, including on the A406 and
M25 corridors eastwards through Epping Forest.
5. We welcome the new emphasis within the NGAP package (para 10.2.11, page 182)
on modal shift that has been advanced since the updated NEAAP of 2014. We give a
cautious welcome to the aim to seek east-facing slip roads onto the M25 (Fig 10.2,
page 178), which we assume will be restricted to HGV traffic, although there is little
explanation in the Plan. The only reference to this seems to be in para 2.14.2
(second bullet point) concerning “improvements to the M25 corridor”. Given the
limited information in Policy T1, The Conservators would be concerned should any
consideration be given to a new NGAR proposal. We hope that the exclusion of this
from Regulation 18 will ensure this remains the case at Regulation 19.

Enfield’s Green and Blue Spaces (Chapter 9)
6. We also welcome Policy GI4 (page 170, Chapter 9), in particular, as although Epping
Forest is outside the Borough and is not named in the Plan, this Policy (GI4a) and b))
demonstrates a recognition of the Council’s role in protecting sites. We consider
that, for the Regulation 19 submission Plan, there would need to be more
accompanying text, including reference to Epping Forest SAC as well as Lee Valley
SPA. We would also consider that the Policy itself would be more formally worded at
the submission stage. The wording should clearly set out the Council’s role as a
Competent Authority under the Habitat Regulations 2017.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment and we look forward to attending the
forthcoming meeting in March with Council Officers.

-----oo00oo-----
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Department for Education
Sanctuary Buildings
Great Smith Street
London
SW1P 3BT
Tel: 0370 000 2288
www.gov.uk/dfe

6th February 2019

Our Ref: DfE/Local Plan/Enfield 2019

Dear Sir/Madam,
Re: Enfield Local Plan Issues and Options
Consultation under Regulation 18 of Town and Country Planning (Local Planning)
(England) Regulations 2012
Submission of the Department for Education
1.

The Department for Education (DfE) welcomes the opportunity to contribute to the
development of planning policy at the local level.

2.

Under the provisions of the Education Act 2011 and the Academies Act 2010, all new
state schools are now academies/free schools and the DfE is the delivery body for many
of these, rather than local education authorities. However, local education authorities still
retain the statutory responsibility to ensure sufficient schools, including sixth form places,
and have a key role in securing contributions from development to new education
infrastructure. In this context, we aim to work closely with local authority education
departments and planning authorities to meet the demand for new school places and
new schools. We do this through a variety of means, including by supporting the
adoption of sound local plan policies, site allocations and guidance (all based on robust
evidence) that facilitate the delivery of education infrastructure where and when it is
needed and maximise developer contributions for schools. In this capacity, we would like
to offer the following comments in response to the proposals outlined in the above
consultation document.

3.

4.

General Comments on the Local Plan Approach to New Schools
The DfE notes that very significant growth in housing stock is expected in the borough
over the plan period, with the housing target proposed in the Mayor’s latest draft new
London Plan increasing to 1,876 dwellings per annum from 2019/20 until 2028/29 (up
from 798 dwellings per annum). This will place significant new pressure on social
infrastructure such as education facilities. The Local Plan will need to be ‘positively
prepared’ to meet the objectively assessed development needs and infrastructure
requirements.
The DfE welcomes reference within the plan to support the development of appropriate
social and community infrastructure (e.g. Chapter 8). We also support the principles set
out in policy SI1 Social and Community Infrastructure regarding ensuring development is
supported by appropriate community facilities to meet local needs, aligning delivery of
such infrastructure with the needs of existing and new communities, and seeking
planning obligations to secure new and improved facilities to mitigate the impacts of
developments. In light of the requirement for all Local Plans to be consistent with
national policy, you will have no doubt taken account of key national policies relating to
the provision of new school places, but it would be helpful if they were explicitly
referenced or signposted within the document. In particular:
1

- The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) advises that local planning authorities
(LPAs) should take a proactive, positive and collaborative approach to ensuring that a
sufficient choice of school places is available to meet the needs of communities and that
LPAs should give great weight to the need to create, expand or alter schools to widen
choice in education (para 94).
- The DfE supports the principle of Enfield Council safeguarding land for the provision of
new schools to meet government planning policy objectives as set out in paragraph 94
of the NPPF. When new schools are developed, local authorities should also seek to
safeguard land for any future expansion of new schools where demand indicates this
might be necessary.
- Enfield Council should also have regard to the Joint Policy Statement from the
Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government and the Secretary of State
for Education on ‘Planning for Schools Development’1 (2011) which sets out the
Government’s commitment to support the development of state-funded schools.
5.

Given the above and the Duty to Cooperate on strategic priorities such as community
infrastructure (NPPF para 24-27)2, the DfE encourages close working with local
authorities during all stages of planning policy development to help guide the
development of new school infrastructure and to meet the predicted demand for primary
and secondary school places. Please add the DfE to your list of relevant organisations
with which you engage in preparation of the plan.

6.

In this respect, the DfE commends, for example, the approach taken by the London
Borough of Ealing in producing a Planning for Schools Development Plan Document
(DPD, 2016)3. We are not suggesting that Enfield Council produces a separate DPD as
Ealing have done, but we do believe that the systematic approach they have taken is
informative for local plans. The DPD provides policy direction, establishes the Council’s
approach to providing primary and secondary school places and helps to identify sites
which may be suitable for providing them (including, where necessary and justified, on
Green Belt/MOL), whether by extension to existing schools or on new sites. It includes
site allocations as well as policies to safeguard the sites and assist implementation and
was adopted in May 2016 as part of the Local Plan. The DPD may provide useful
guidance with respect to an evidence based approach to planning for new schools in the
emerging Enfield Local Plan, securing site allocations for schools as well as providing
example policies to aid delivery through Development Management policies.

7.

Ensuring there is an adequate supply of sites for schools is essential and will ensure that
Enfield Council can swiftly and flexibly respond to the existing and future need for school
places over the plan period.

8.

9.

Site Allocations
At this early stage of the emerging Local Plan site allocations have not yet been drafted.
The next version of the Local Plan should seek to identify specific sites (existing or new)
which can deliver the school places needed to support growth, based on the latest
evidence of identified need and demand in the updated Infrastructure Delivery Plan
(IDP). We note and welcome the commitment to undertake a social infrastructure needs
assessment to inform an updated IDP.
The site allocations or associated safeguarding policies should also seek to clarify
requirements for the delivery of new schools, including when they should be delivered to

1

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/740441/
National_Planning_Policy_Framework_web_accessible_version.pdf
2
NPPF paragraph 24-27 specifies that this collaborative working should include infrastructure providers.
3
https://www.ealing.gov.uk/info/201164/local_plans/1961/planning_for_schools_dpd
2

support housing growth, the minimum site area required, any preferred site
characteristics, and any requirements for safeguarding additional land for future
expansion of schools where need and demand indicates this might be necessary. For an
example of the latter, see draft policy CC7 in Milton Keynes’s Plan:MK Preferred Option
draft from March 20174. Where schools are allocated as part of wider development
schemes, site allocations should make clear that the developments will be expected to
provide land at nil cost and contributions to the construction of the schools,
commensurate with the need generated by development.
10. Please note that Montagu Evans, on behalf of DfE, have made a representation to the
‘Call for Sites’ on land adjacent to Chase Farm Hospital which is now owned by DfE.
This asks the council to consider allocating parts of the site for education use and
housing.
11. While it is important to provide clarity and certainty to developers, retaining a degree of
flexibility about site specific requirements for schools is also necessary given that the
need for school places can vary over time due to the many variables affecting it. The DfE
therefore recommend the Council consider highlighting in the next version of the Local
Plan that:
- specific requirements for developer contributions to enlargements to existing schools
and the provision of new schools for any particular site will be confirmed at application
stage to ensure the latest data on identified need informs delivery; and that
- requirements to deliver schools on some sites could change in future if it were
demonstrated and agreed that the site had become surplus to requirements, and is
therefore no longer required for school use.
12. The local planning authority should note that there are two routes available for
establishing a new school. Firstly, where a local authority thinks a new school needs to
be established, section 6A of EIA 2006 places the local authority under a duty to seek
proposals from new school proposers (academy trusts) to establish an academy (free
school) and to specify a date by which proposals must be submitted to the local
authority. In this ‘local authority presumption route’ the local authority is responsible for
finding the site, providing the capital and pre-/post-opening funding and managing the
build process. Secondly, an academy trust can apply directly to the Department for
Education during an application round or ‘wave’ to set up a free school. The local
authority is less involved in this route but may support groups in pre-opening and/or may
provide a site for basic need. For further details please see:
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/establishing-a-new-school-free-school-presumption

Development Management
13. The DfE notes the adopted Development Management Policies include policy DMD 50
which requires non-residential major development to achieve at least BREEAM
‘Excellent’. DfE centrally funded schools are built to a specification that incorporates the
BREEAM ‘Very Good’ standard without certification. In the context of the need to
maximise value for money in education spending and make efficient and effective use of
public funds, we question if a requirement for schools to achieve BREEAM ‘Excellent’
rather than ‘Very Good’ is justified.
Forward Funding
14. In light of the significant housing growth proposed, including in the opportunity areas of
New Southgate and Upper Lee Valley, emerging DfE proposals for forward funding
schools as part of large residential developments may be relevant, for example if viability
becomes an issue. We would be happy to meet to discuss this opportunity further once
4

https://www.milton-keynes.gov.uk/planning-and-building/planning-policy/plan-mk
3

the options have been finalised and if/when relevant. Any offer of forward funding would
seek to maximise developer contributions to education infrastructure provision while
supporting delivery of schools where and when they are needed.
Evidence Base
15. The approach to planning for schools should be ‘justified’ based on proportionate
evidence. Chapter 8 refers to Enfield’s School Expansion Programme and states that the
assessment of need for school places will be updated. It will be helpful if this evidence
base can set out clearly how the forecast housing growth at allocated sites has been
translated (via an evidence based pupil yield calculation) into an identified need for
specific numbers of school places and new schools over the plan period. Anticipated
changes in flows of pupils across local authority boundaries (including as a result of new
development in adjoining boroughs) should be taken into account, particularly for
secondary schools, given the high prevalence of such movements in London. This will
help to demonstrate more clearly that the approach to the planning and delivery of
education infrastructure is justified based on proportionate evidence. If required, the DfE
can assist in providing good practice examples of such evidence base documents
relevant to this stage of your emerging Plan.
Developer Contributions and CIL
16. One of the tests of soundness is that a Local Plan is ‘effective’ i.e. the plan should be
deliverable over its period. In this context and with specific regard to planning for
schools, there is a need to ensure that education contributions made by developers are
sufficient to deliver the additional school places required to meet the increase in demand
generated by new developments. The DfE note that Enfield has a Section 106 SPD
(November 2016) which sets out details of education contributions, and implements a
Community Infrastructure Levy to fund rail and causeway infrastructure for Meridian
Water. The DfE support the Council’s approach to ensure developer contributions
address the impacts arising from growth. We recommend that the council considers
updating the SPD alongside the revised Local Plan.
17. The DfE would be particularly interested in responding to any update to the
Infrastructure Delivery Plan or review of infrastructure requirements, which will inform
any CIL review and/or amendments to the Regulation 123 list. As such, please add the
DfE to the database for future CIL consultations.
Conclusion
18. Finally, I hope the above comments are helpful in shaping Enfield Council’s Local Plan,
with specific regard to the provision of schools.
19. Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any queries regarding this response.
The DfE looks forward to continuing to work with Enfield Council to aid in the preparation
of a sound Local Plan.
Yours faithfully,

Douglas McNab MRTPI
Forward Planning Manager
T Web: www.gov.uk/dfe
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Neil Hall
LocalPlan
New Enfield Plan – Comments by the Duchy of Lancaster
27 February 2019 17:36:38

Please find below our comments and observations on the emerging Plan.
We would welcome the opportunity to discuss our land adjacent to Hadley Wood
Station as a sustainable release from the Green Belt. This land has already been
submitted to the call for sites process.
Section 2 - Promoting Good Growth Options
General Comments
The Duchy considers that a hybrid approach to meeting the challenging growth
requirements is required. To provide a range of housing opportunities, minimise
the need to travel and provide new homes in a range of locations it is considered
that the benefits of each option should be maximised.
We would particularly support growth focussed around Town Centres and all
Stations, and Plan Led Green Belt Review. The two strategic options are in any
event inter linked and the need to provide access to rail transport could form part
of the exceptional circumstances for altering Green Belt boundaries.
Locations and opportunities should be maximised around transport interchanges
to encourage modes other than the car, especially those with rail access and
complementary local services such as schools, jobs and retail opportunities.
Some areas of Green belt will be extremely sensitive and will need protecting.
However, other areas on the urban fringe may lend themselves to sensitively
designed development as ‘infill’ or ‘rounding off’ without harming the overall
strategic purpose in that location. They have often been protected for many years
despite their being no public access or use, and therefore restricting the delivery of
homes and in practice offering few community benefits.
It is recognised that a balance will need to be struck to also encourage renewal of
existing urban areas, but if planned in a balanced fashion these objectives need
not conflict with each other. A wider range of locations for housing is essential to
help accelerate housing delivery and provide a wider spread of market and
affordable homes across the Borough, and not just in the east.
The new plan should be informed by a comprehensive Green Belt review to
identify suitable opportunities for sustainable development across the whole
Borough and around all stations.
Figure 2.2 Growth Options Diagram
Figure 2.2 should be amended to identify the area around Hadley Wood Station as
a potential area for growth and for Green Belt Review. There is no justification why
the area around Hadley Wood Station should be excluded from consideration
under the spatial options. The Duchy has put forward a suitable 11ha site adjacent
to the Station into the call for sites process. This should be considered.
It is also noted that Figure 2.2 does not accord with growth Objective 1 at 2.6.2
which recognises the need focus development around all stations as part of a

sustainable development strategy.
2.8 Town Centres and Areas Around Stations
This spatial option recognises the advantage of being within 800m of a rail station.
These sustainability advantages can be part of the exceptional circumstances for
Green Belt review. The Duchy supports this option provided it includes the
consideration of land around Hadley Wood Station. This could be a missed
opportunity and is one of the few options for growth in the north western part of the
Plan area. The Duchy has submitted a suitable site adjacent to the station to the
call for sites process.
The Town Centres and Areas Around Stations option should include land around
Hadley Wood Station in accordance with Objective 1. Duchy land at Camlet Way
should be considered as a sustainable site.
2.12 Strategic Plan-Led Review of the Green Belt
The Duchy supports the review of Green Belt boundaries especially where this
would help deliver sustainable development around established transport hubs. It
is considered that this can be part of the NPPF exceptional circumstances test and
accords with the approach at NPPF138.
However, we are extremely concerned that this option is to be limited to the Crews
Hill area as set out at 2.12.2 when other sustainable options are available at
Hadley Wood, and potentially elsewhere. The exercise appears to be predetermined rather than based on an objective process that casts the net wide and
considers all options that benefit from rail access.
Large scale growth at Crews Hill will require major infrastructure investment and
land assembly. There are few existing services or facilities. Growth is likely to
result in the sprawl of Enfield north to the M25 further fracturing the Green Belt in
this location and significantly narrowing the gap with Cuffley. If proposed at a
smaller scale it is likely to be unsustainable and divorced from key facilities.
It is therefore not clear why the Crews Hill option is stated at 2.12.2 to perform
better than say selective release around existing settlements, and especially at
places like Hadley Wood. Such smaller options could result in rounding off and
infill, avoiding the need for major Green Belt incursions. They have the benefiting
of existing infrastructure making them easier to deliver and more likely to meet
affordable housing requirements. These factors must also be considered in the
appraisal of such growth options.
The Green Belt assessment must be fine grained and detailed enough to consider
a wide range of options. Releasing several smaller sites on the urban edge and at
Hadley Wood must be tested as an alternative to the Crews Hill area. It is not clear
why this area is being favoured or why it is it has the greatest potential as the Plan
states.
The Duchy supports the review of Green Belt boundaries provided it considers
land around all stations and smaller site options, such as land at Hadley Wood
Station, as a reasonable alternative to Crews Hill. The review should be combined
with other spatial options and with the focus for growth around rail hubs to
maximise the benefits.
Neil Hall
Planning and Development
Office tel - 0207 269 1700 Office fax - 0207 269 1710

Website - www.duchyoflancaster.co.uk
This message is confidential and may be legally privileged or otherwise protected from disclosure. If
you are not the intended recipient, please telephone or e:mail the sender and delete this message
and any attachment from your system; you must not copy or disclose the contents of this message or
any attachment to any other person.
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Islington Swifts
LocalPlan
New Enfield Local Plan Consultation response.
25 February 2019 22:55:48

Dear Enfield Local Plan Consultation
Reference: page 169, section 9.5 Biodiversity and Sites of Importance for Nature Conservation.
In summary:
· We request that section 9.5 Biodiversity and Sites of Importance for Nature Conservation includes a requirement for integrated nesting and
roosting sites such as "swifts bricks" and "bat bricks" in new development, incuding refurbishments and extensions where suitable.
· This is in line with the draft London Plan which states: "in developing Development Plan policies, boroughs should... 3) support the protection
and conservation of priority species and habitats that sit outside the SINC network... 4)... [include] features such as artificial nest sites, that
are of particular relevance and benefit in an urban context" (Chapter 8 Policy G6B).
·

The draft Islington Local Plan provides an ideal model for a clause for this (G4 Biodiversity section 5.27 page 153).

(Links to relevant Local Plans are included at the end.)
In more detail:
We are Islington Swifts Group and are a voluntary independent conservation group acting to promote endangered urban biodiversity such as
swifts.
Although we originated in Islington we are active in Enfield including:
·

Article in The Enfield Society newsletter issue 210, page 9.

·

Upcoming talk for The Enfield Society on Tuesday 26th March at Jubilee Hall.

· Project with Countryside plc at Shepcot House, New Avenue Estate N14, to transfer the swifts colony which is located in a building scheduled
for demolition in 2020:
there are at least 27 pairs of swifts currently (possibly the largest colony in one building in London), and 42 nesting bricks for swifts have
already been installed by the contractor in two new buildings.
Our comment relates to page 169, section 9.5 Biodiversity and Sites of Importance for Nature Conservation.
·

Swifts are amber-listed in the UK due to their rapid decline (25% in 5years based on latest BTO statistics #), house sparrows are red-listed.

·

These birds are currently found in Enfield (confirmed by London Bird Atlas, 2018).

·

Loss of nest sites is a significant factor in their decline (RSPB ##).

·

This demand for nest sites can successfully be met by integrated nesting sites in buildings (Action for Swifts ###).

·

Integrated roosting sites can also be provided for bats (Ibstock ####).

·

These are low cost and zero maintenance.

· The installation of 42 bricks for swifts at New Avenue Estate N14 by Countryside plc demonstrates that it is straightforward to install a highdensity of these nesting bricks in mainstream developments.
We request that section 9.5 Biodiversity and Sites of Importance for Nature Conservation includes a requirement for integrated nesting and
roosting sites in new development.
Note that the draft London Plan includes a requirement for: "in developing Development Plan policies, boroughs should... 3) support the
protection and conservation of priority species and habitats that sit outside the SINC network... 4)... [include] features such as artificial nest sites,
that are of particular relevance and benefit in an urban context" (Chapter 8 Policy G6B).
The draft Hackney Plan 2033 includes a specific requirement for nesting boxes for swifts, sparrows, starlings and/or bats in developments
(Section LP47 Biodiversity, clause D).
The draft Bexley Local Plan also states that "All development including minor development, such as rear extensions, has the ability to provide
biodiversity measures such as green roofs, walls and habitat features (e.g. bat and bird boxes). Urban living bird species such as swifts have
been in decline... The Council encourages bird and bat boxes to be incorporated directly into the building fabric" (Biodiversity clause 6.58, page
98).
The draft Islington Plan 2020-2035 includes an ideal standard clause as follows:
· G4 section 5.27 page 153 states: "Islington’s wildlife depends not only on green spaces, but also on the artificial fabric of the city. Buildings
can provide roosting sites for bats and nesting opportunities for birds such as swifts, house sparrow, peregrine falcon and black redstart, species
that have seen large population declines, and which are dependent on built areas for their survival. Walls can provide habitats for many of
species of plant, including ferns and mosses, and also provide spaces for invertebrates. Developments involving refurbishment and/or extension
of existing buildings may impact species using the existing buildings, therefore measures to ensure retention and enhancement of such species
will be required. Developments involving new and existing buildings should also utilise opportunities to attract new species to a site through such
measures. All wildlife habitats must be designed in accordance with the council's Biodiversity Action Plan, and in many cases, will include micro
habitat creation. Artificial nest boxes/bricks should be incorporated within developments (refurbishments, extensions and/or new build) to provide
nesting and roosting opportunities for birds, including species under threat such as swifts, house martins, swallows and house sparrows, and
where appropriate, bats."

References:
# https://blx1.bto.org/birdtrends/species.jsp?s=swift
## https://www.rspb.org.uk/our-work/conservation/conservation-and-sustainability/safeguarding-species/help-us-help-swifts/
### http://actionforswifts.blogspot.com/2013/06/swifts-occupy-ibstock-swift-bricks-at.html
#### https://www.ibstockbrick.co.uk/kevington/eco-products/
Local Plans:
https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/draft_london_plan_-showing_minor_suggested_changes_july_2018.pdf
https://hackney.gov.uk/article/4275/Local-plan-2033-LP33http://www.bexley.gov.uk/sites/bexley-cms/files/2019-02/BLP-Reg-18-Consultation-Paper-for-Publication-February-2019.pdf
https://www.islington.gov.uk/~/media/sharepoint-lists/publicrecords/planningandbuildingcontrol/publicity/publicnotices/20182019/20181119localplanstrategicanddmpoliciesdpdreg18nov2018reducedsize1.pdf

Dean Bradley House
52 Horseferry Road
London
SW1P 2AF
Tel: 020 7261 0447
Fax: 020 7633 0811
enquiries@wildlondon.org.uk
www.wildlondon.org.uk

27th February 2019

Planning Policy
Strategic Planning and Design
Enfield Council
Civic Centre, Silver Street
EN1 3BR

Dear Madam or Sir,

ENFIELD; TOWARDS A NEW LOCAL PLAN 2036; ISSUES AND OPTIONS
Public Consultation (Regulation 18), December 2018
Thank you for giving London Wildlife Trust the opportunity to comment on the above. The Trust has
been infrequently active in Enfield over the past 15 years or so, but we are undertaking enhancements
on the Pymmes Brook and are now engaged with Council in its plans for Meridian Water. We are also
partners at Walthamstow Wetlands in the Lee Valley working with neighbouring borough councils, the
Lee Valley Regional Park Authority, Natural England and others to manage and help future-proof the
quality of the ecological assets within the Valley and associated statutory and non-statutory wildlife sites
within it.
The Trust recognises the challenges the borough faces that the New Local plan aims to address. These
include “significant disparities in the borough, especially in access to and quality of the local environment
and infrastructure such as provisions for health, education, open space and transport facilities.” The
demand and requirement for new housing in London means we also understand that the Council needs
“to plan for a significant amount of housing growth” and “looking at new ways of building homes, new
sources of housing land and new areas of the borough not previously considered for homes.” To
achieve this whilst at the same time not compromising – and hopefully enhancing – the natural
environmental assets of the borough will requires significant care.
We set out or comments and suggested amendments below.
1. Introduction
1.9 Enfield in London and the wider context
There is some important natural environment context too, such as the river Lee catchment (Lee, Lee
Navigation, Pymmes/Salmon Brooks, etc,), which we acknowledge is referred to in later chapters but
underplayed here. We recommend that there should be reference to the Lee Valley being a major bird
migratory route, and that with 37% of Enfield designated as Metropolitan Green Belt with some important
tracts of woodland is also of important context.1 The borough supports a regionally important population
of globally threatened (and protected) stag beetle, largely in and around Ponders End, as well as other
protected species.
9.6 The Council is a key partner in these initiatives and will play a vital role in the promotion and
delivery of the economic growth and environmental resilience of these areas.
1

“Over a third of the borough is designated greenbelt that makes a significant contribution to its unique character” (para 4.1.4.)

Protecting London’s wildlife for the future
The London Wildlife Trust is a company limited by guarantee registered in England and Wales no. 1600379 and registered charity no. 283895.

.

Figure 1.6: Challenges in Enfield
The Trust welcomes and supports: Protect and enhance the borough’s biodiversity and habitats and
positively plan for addressing the implications of climate change.
1.11 Challenges facing Enfield
Para 1.11.1: We welcome reference to “unparalleled access to high quality greenspaces; our long
established local character (supported by local culture, history and heritage);…”
Para 1.11.2: We welcome and support the Plan’s commitment to “Provide for new and improved open
space, and green and blue infrastructure” and “Protect and enhance the borough’s biodiversity and
habitats, including designated areas of national importance and positively plan for addressing the
implications of climate change.”
2. Promoting good growth options in Enfield
We acknowledge that during the consultations prior to this draft that there was support for building
homes in the Upper Lee Valley, town centres, the A10 corridor and on existing Council-owned estates.
The was also some support for low density housing in the Green Belt, “recognising that not all Green
Belt is open countryside.”2
Para 2.3.4. We acknowledge the need for new burial space in the borough, as there is still a
considerable potential shortfall.
These pressures will also undoubtedly exert adverse impacts on biodiversity, especially on
species less tolerant of people, or vulnerable to the impacts of diffuse pollution.
2.4 How must we plan differently?
Para 2.4.1 We note that “Exhausting all reasonable opportunities on brownfield land, making
underused land work harder and optimising densities remains first principles of this new Local
Plan.” We are concerned that many brownfield sites support biodiversity interest and ‘underused’
land does not recognise its existing ecological value (which may be low or high) or potential.
Reliance on the existing network of ‘protected’ green spaces is not enough to address the needs
to support biodiversity and adapt the borough to the impacts of a changing climate; good growth
applies to Enfield’s natural environmental assets as well [CHECK]
Box: How can we plan to deliver differently?
We welcome and support the principles behind “Direct new development opportunities back to
our main town centres to help them thrive; Relax retail policies and promote development within
individual residential curtilages; Intensify development in areas around station[s];” and
“Proactively manage and optimise low density industrial land to increase capacity for
redevelopment for both housing and employment.”
We are concerned that “Redevelop underutilised and low-density land such as surface car parks
and underused highway land for both housing and employment” may result in the loss of green
space. We support the principle but this needs to align with the aims to address inequalities of
open space provision.
We are concerned that “Optimise the Council’s land portfolio for new development including
estate renewal and regeneration programmes;” and “Revisit Green Belt boundaries in line with
the NPPF to promote sustainable patterns of development to meet growth” is likely to result in a
net loss of green space, and also the potential to enhance the quality of existing green space.
The loss of greenspace in existing housing estates through in-fill will cause disproportionate
impacts on people’s access to greenspace, especially in areas of deficiency.
2 Somewhat curious statement as Green Belt, by definition, has to be open in character (NPPF, 2018).
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2.5 Enfield’s draft vision and growth objectives
We are concerned that this otherwise admiral vision for the borough makes no mention of the
natural environment for its intrinsic worth, and the several thousand species that also have their
home in the borough. Enfield supports an important biodiversity and is adjacent to a nationally
significant migratory route for birds. We would recommend an additional line should be included
in the vision along the lines of:
A Place for Diversity, & Equality, and Sustainability
New and regenerated neighbourhoods will be safe and defined by the highest standards of
well designed, affordable, accessible and eco-friendly homes and with access to public
spaces. Enfield’s natural environment will be protected, enhanced and promoted to ensure
its biodiversity flourishes and people’s access to nature is closer to home.
2.6 Growth objectives
 Objective 1: Promoting and managing growth
Whilst we support the general principles behind this objective we remain concerned
aspects of this, such as potential designation of Green Belt land and in-fill of housing
estates, could result in a significant net loss of green space in the borough. Further detail
is required to ascertain the environmental impacts of where and how new development
will be encouraged.


Objective 2: Achieving design excellence
We support this objective.



Objective 3: Enhancing Enfield’s assets
We support this objective, but recommending adding to the last point:
To protect conditions for and secure enhancements to biodiversity.



Objective 4: Promoting a green environment
We support this objective.

2.7 A growth strategy for people and places
We acknowledge that each of the seven “potential options has its strengths and weaknesses”
and that at this stage “a deliberate decision has been made not to identify a preferred
development strategy” in the consultation document. We respond to each below.
2.8 Town Centres and areas around stations
We concur with the benefits and challenges described in the supporting paras. Overall, we
believe this is one of the preferred approaches. However, existing densities may make provision
of new green space difficult to achieve.
2.9 Transport corridors
We concur with the benefits and challenges described in the supporting paras. Overall, we
believe this is one of the preferred approaches.
2.10 Estate renewal and regeneration programmes
We concur with the benefits and challenges described in the supporting paras, and for the
opportunities to secure green infrastructure gains at Meridian Water. In-fill of existing housing
estates, however, can result in the net loss of green space, and such approaches need to ensure
that the value and potential benefits of greenspaces assets within estates are adequately
considered, and ideally enhanced through regeneration. This has been a key concern within the
Neighbourhoods Green programme.3
3

Wheeler, N. 2011. Greener Neighbourhoods: A good practice guide to managing green space, National Housing Federation. See:
www.neighbourhoodsgreen.org.uk/resources/greener-neighbourhoods-
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2.11 The Eastern Corridor and industrial areas
We concur with the benefits and challenges described in the supporting paras, and believe this is
one of the preferred approaches. We note figure 2.13 includes part of the Trust’s Camley Street
Natural Park; the role of this site within King’s Cross’s regeneration could be a model for new
green infrastructure within post-industrial land development.
2.12 Strategic plan-led approach to Green Belt
We acknowledge the benefits and challenges as set out in the supporting paras, although we
don’t necessarily agree with all. We recognise the need for taking a strategic plan-led approach
to the borough’s Green Belt as a necessary option to explore to accommodate projected
population growth. This, of course, may conclude that the existing Green Belt boundaries are
justified under the criteria of the NPPF; any proposed changes would need to be justified on their
own terms, rather than simply to find space for new development.
2.13 Future Crossrail 2 growth corridors
We concur with the benefits and challenges described in the supporting paras, and believe this is
one of the preferred approaches. Nevertheless, this will likely place increasing pressure on
existing railside greenspace, and would need to sensitively consider the nearby SSSI and Lee
Valley Special Protection Area.
2.14 Opportunity Areas
We concur with the benefits and challenges described in the supporting paras, and believe this is
one of the preferred approaches. We welcome in the reference under the Upper Lee Valley (para
2.14.2) that “Environmental benefits should also rebalance a heavily urban and industrialised
corridor with accessible, safe and quality green open spaces in the Lee Valley Regional Park and
its reservoirs.”
2.15 Do noting [sic] is not an Option
We concur with this.
3. Enhancing heritage
3.2 Design quality and local character
We concur with the rationale described in the supporting paras.


HE1 Draft policy approach: Design quality and local character
We welcome and support this policy approach.

3.3 Designated heritage assets
We concur with the rationale described in the supporting paras.


HE2 Draft policy approach: Designated heritage assets, their setting and
archaeology
We welcome and support this policy approach.

3.4 Locally listed and undesignated heritage assets and cultural practices
We concur with the rationale described in the supporting paras.


HE3 Draft policy approach: Locally listed and undesignated heritage assets and
cultural practices
We welcome and support this policy approach.

3.5 Views
 HE4 Draft policy approach: Views
We welcome and support this policy approach.
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4. Design excellence
We concur with the rationale described in the supporting paras.
4.2 Achieving design excellence
 D1 Draft policy approach: Achieving design excellence
We welcome and support this policy approach.
4.3 Character and density
 D2 Draft policy approach: Character and density
We welcome and support this policy approach.
4.4 Design for co-location and mixed use development
 D3 Draft policy approach: Design for co-location and mixed use development
We welcome and support this policy approach.
4.5 Designing a sustainable, safe and inclusive borough
 D4 Draft policy approach: Designing for a sustainable, safe and inclusive borough
We welcome and support this policy approach.
5. Meeting Enfield’s housing needs
We support para 5.13 in that “Crucially, all new development across the borough needs to support...
the environmental, social and economic sustainability;”
5.2 Housing growth and quality
 H1 Draft policy approach: Housing growth and quality
We welcome the recognition that new housing will need to “protect[] and enhance[e] the
borough’s physical, natural and historic environment.”
5.4 Small sites
We acknowledge the policy direction of the New London Plan for the development of small sites.
There are some boroughs which will rely significantly on small sites to meet their housing targets,
but which may also have, for example, an existing deficit of access to natural green space. Whilst
small sites will make an important contribution to housing delivery, they often contribute to
boroughs’ stock of locally accessible open space and wildlife habitats, and it may be difficult to
balance their loss. We would expect that the potential, for small sites to contribute to other
borough objectives as well as housing needs to be considered.


H3 Draft policy approach: Small sites
We welcome the statement that “Applications are required to be in compliance with all
other relevant Local Plan policies.”

5.9 Gypsy and traveller accommodation
 H8 Draft policy approach: Gypsy and traveller accommodation
We welcome the statement that “Development does not have a detrimental impact on the
natural environment.”
7. Planning for vibrant town centres
7.4 Evening and night time economy
Under para 7.4.8 we are concerned that this doesn’t address the impacts of the night-time
economy on nocturnal biodiversity, such as bats, or a desire to protect dark skies within the city.
Whilst the policy is aimed at town centres, these can and do support biodiversity, with bats also
subject to legal protection.
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TC4 Draft policy approach: Evening and night time economy
We recommend that also needs to acknowledge adverse environmental impacts, along
the lines of:
Development proposals would need to demonstrate that:
 There would be no detrimental harm to the local environment and/or amenity of the
neighbours resulting from the use itself or from those travelling to and from the facility;

8. Community and social infrastructure
We welcome and support the rationale described in the supporting paras.


SI1 Draft policy approach: Social and community infrastructure
We welcome and support this policy approach.



SI2 Draft policy approach: Health and wellbeing
We welcome and support this policy approach. We suggest clause h) should be
amended slightly:
 h) The need for new or improved, or access to inclusive open space and sports
facilities, including good quality, secure playspace and informal recreation provision
for young people, access to food growing and accessible natural green and blue
spaces to encourage greater participation in physical activity and provide relief from
the urban environment; and

9. Enfeld’s green and blue spaces
We welcome and support the rationale described in the supporting paras, with the additional following
observations and recommendations.
9.1 Introduction
Para 9.1.3 should also reference the objectives of the Government’s 25-Year Environment Plan
and Biodiversity 2020, the England Biodiversity Strategy.
9.2 Protecting and enhancing local open space
We concur with the rationale described in the supporting paras.


GI1 Draft policy approach: Green and blue spaces
We welcome and support this policy approach. However, for clarity and consistency,
green, blue and open space are used interchangeably, and it would be useful to define
this. As open space can be ‘grey’ space (hard surfaced public realm), we suggest that the
policy should ether be titled ‘Open space’, or that first line is amended to:
“The Council will protect, and enhance the quality and improve access to green and blue
space.”

9.3 Green Belt and Metropolitan Open Land
We concur with the rationale described in the supporting paras 9.3.1 to 9.3.6. We remain
concerned that if the existing Green Belt boundaries already meet NPPF criteria (paras 9.3.7,
9.3.8), then a review cannot be justified alone on a decision to release Green Belt for new
development. The proposed review of Green Belt boundaries needs to consider the implications
of potential release of GB other than simply meeting development targets (such as unintended
environmental impacts on biodiversity and the ability to adapt to climate change).


GI2 Draft policy approach Green and blue spaces
We acknowledge the policy approach. We suggest that the policy is slightly amended to:
“The Council will protect the openness of Enfield’s Green Belt and MOL and seek to
enhance its quality and accessibility, by:
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b) Supporting development, which improves the quality of and access to Green Belt
and MOL areas for beneficial uses such as biodiversity conservation, outdoor sport…”
9.4 Greening the borough
Para 9.4.2 We would argue it’s “…increasing the number of appropriate trees…”
Para 9.4.4. Whilst we recognise that allotments can benefit biodiversity it depends on their size,
location and crucially their management. Very intensely-managed allotments are not necessarily
good for wildlife; the propensity at the moment is to maximise their use given the growing
demand for food-growing.
Para 9.4.5 London Wildlife Trust published research with the GLA and Greenspace Information
for Greater London (GiGL) in 2010 which highlighted approximately 3,000 ha of vegetated cover
has been lost from London’s gardens between 1998 and 2007, and if that the trend is set to
continue without appropriate constraints London’s gardens would effectively disappear by 2060.4


GI3 Draft policy approach: Greening the borough
We welcome and support the policy approach.

9.5 Biodiversity and Sites of Importance for Nature Conservation
Para 9.5.1 We would recommend that reference to biodiversity’s intrinsic value is also
referenced.
We recommend that an additional paragraph is added prior to 9.5.2 that sets out what biodiversity
interest is in the bough which can then link to the Facts box. This should be along the lines of:
“Protection and enhancement of biodiversity is underpinned by a network of statutory and
non-statutory wildlife sites throughout Enfield and in adjacent boroughs. These include a
Site of Special Scientific Interest and 41 Sites of Importance for Nature Conservation (see
Facts) within Enfield and close to internationally designated sites just outside. Other
parks, greenspaces and gardens are also valuable for supporting biodiversity. In addition
a large number of wildlife species present are legally protected or considered priorities for
conservation, and are of material consideration in land use decisions.”
The Chingford Reservoirs SSSI lies between two components of the Lee Valley Special
Protection Area and Ramsar site, and close to the Epping Forest Special Area of Conservation.
The Trust has published Spaces Wild which sets out the system behind the notification of
London’s SINCs, their threats and their purposes.5
In para 9.5.2 we recommend that there is a statement to the effect that SINC data should be
regularly reviewed in order to set the framework required under para 174 of the NPPF. Current
criteria set out by the London Wildlife Sites Board is that boroughs should be reviewing SINC
status and boundaries every five or so years, and certainly not more than 10 years to ensure that
planning decisions are made on the best available data. In this respect, Greenspace information
for Greater London (GiGL) is the authoritative source of data on London’s natural environment,
providing contextual services that informs the work of ecologists, park managers, and planners in
many of the London boroughs.6 Becoming a partner in GiGL would provide access to these
services for Enfield, and in doing so meet the Mayor’s expectation set out in the London

4

Smith, C., et al (2010), London Garden City; Investigating the changing anatomy of London’s private gardens, and the scale of
their loss, London Wildlife Trust, Greenspace information for Greater London, and Greater London Authority.
See: www.wildlondon.org.uk/sites/default/files/files/London%20Garden%20City%20-%20full%20report(1).pdf
5 Hallam, G. and Frith, M. (2015). Spaces Wild; championing the values of London’s wildlife sites, London Wildlife Trust.
See: www.wildlondon.org.uk/news/2015/10/20/spaces-wild-critical-importance-protecting-london%E2%80%99s-wild-spaces
6 www.gigl.org.uk/
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Environment Strategy that all London boroughs and other major land managers should have an
agreement with GiGL.
In para 9.5.3 we recommend that there is reference to securing biodiversity net gain through
development, in line with the NPPF.


GI4 Draft policy approach: Biodiversity and Sites of Importance for Nature
Conservation.
We welcome and support the policy approach. We recommend, however, that clause a)
is strengthened to explicitly reference biodiversity net gain:
“New development should aim to incorporate opportunities to enhance biodiversity,
wherever possible, and seek to secure net gain in biodiversity value. Adverse impacts
on biodiversity that cannot be avoided or mitigated, should as a last resort be
compensated through an appropriate offsetting metric.”

9.6 Blue Ribbon Network
We concur with the rationale described in the supporting paras.


GI5 Draft policy approach: Blue Ribbon Network
We welcome and support the policy approach.

9.7 Burial space and crematoriums
We concur with the rationale described in the supporting paras.


GI6 Draft policy approach: Burial space and crematorium
The Trust has experience of objecting to cemetery extensions that would, cause adverse
impacts to biodiversity, and advising on planned interventions on existing cemeteries.
We recommend that this policy should explicitly reference the need to avoid adverse
environmental impacts:
“The Council will protect existing and support additional land to be used for burial
space and crematoriums where:
 x) there are no environmental impacts that cannot be effectively avoided or
mitigated;”

10. Sustainable movement and transport
We concur with the rationale described in the supporting paras, and support the draft policy
approaches.
11. Sustainable infrastructure and environmental impact
11.1 Introduction
We concur with the benefits and challenges described in the supporting paras
11.2 Sustainable building
We concur with the benefits and challenges described in the supporting paras, and welcome the
aims of the borough to address these.


SUS1 Draft policy approach: Sustainable building
We welcome and support the policy approach.

11.3 Sustainable living and working
We concur with the benefits and challenges described in the supporting paras, and welcome the
aims of the borough to address these.
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SUS2 Draft policy approach: Sustainable living and working
We welcome and support the policy approach.

11.4 Sustainable infrastructure
We concur with the benefits and challenges described in the supporting paras, and welcome the
aims of the borough to address these.


SUS3 Draft policy approach: Sustainable infrastructure
We welcome and support the policy approach.

11.5 Water and ﬂooding
We concur with the benefits and challenges described in the supporting paras, and welcome the
aims of the borough to address these.


SUS4 Draft policy approach: Minimising ﬂood risk
We welcome and support the policy approach.

11.6 Managing surface water
We concur with the benefits and challenges described in the supporting paras, and welcome the
aims of the borough to address these.


SUS5 Draft policy approach: Surface water management
We welcome and support the policy approach.

If you want further clarification on any of these points please do not hesitate to contact me.
Yours sincerely,

Mathew Frith
Director of Conservation
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Mark Furnish
LocalPlan
Towards a New Local Plan 2036 - Issues and Options
26 February 2019 18:01:27

Dear Sir/Madam,
Thank you for consulting Sport England on the Issues and Options document.   Sport England has an
established role within the planning system which includes providing advice and guidance on all
relevant areas of national and local policy as well as supporting Local Authorities in developing their
evidence base for sport.
Sport England aims to ensure positive planning for sport by enabling the right facilities to be provided
in the right places based on robust and up-to-date assessments of need for all levels of sport and for
all sectors of the community. To achieve this aim our planning objectives are to PROTECT sports
facilities from loss as a result of redevelopment, ENHANCE existing facilities through improving their
quality, accessibility and management and to PROVIDE new facilities that are fit for purpose and
meet demands for participation now and in the future. You will also be aware that Sport England is a
statutory consultee on planning applications affecting playing fields. Further detail on Sport England’s
role and objectives within the planning system can be found via the following link:
https://www.sportengland.org/facilities-planning/planning-for-sport/aims-and-objectives/
Sport England has reviewed the document in light of these planning objectives and national planning
policy set out in the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and does not consider that it
complies with this policy framework. Sport England, therefore, does not consider its policies and
supporting text are sound and objects to the document. These objections and other comments
relating to the document are detailed out below:
2. Promoting good growth options in Enfield
Sport England supports that improving health and wellbeing of Enfield’s population and supporting
healthier lifestyle is included within the Local Plan’s growth objectives. Tackling health equalities and
inactivity aligns not only with Sport England’s Strategy, Towards and Active Nation, but also the
Governments Strategy, Sporting Future: A New Strategy for an Active Nation. Sport and recreation is
an important factor in improving, and maintaining, a healthy and active lifestyle.
In relation to the potential option for a strategic plan-led approach to the Green Belt suggested in
2.12, Sport England would highlight that the Green Belt has an important function for the delivery of
sport, recreation and activity therefore the impact on the population’s health should be fully
considered when considering reducing the Green Belt. Sport England would object to any site
allocations, policies or development that would result in the loss of, or prejudice the use of, sports
facilities within the Green Belt.
4. Design Excellence
Sport England considers that the design of where communities live and work is key to keeping people
active and placemaking should create environments that make the active choice the easy choice.
Sport England along with Public Health England have launched our revised guidance, Active Design,
which intends to inform the urban design of places, neighbourhoods, buildings, streets and active
open spaces to promote sport and active lifestyles. The guide sets out ten principles to consider
when designing places that would contribute to creating well designed healthy communities which
has considerable synergy to the objectives and policies of the Issues and Options document (and
therefore Local Plan), particularly in relation to encouraging healthy communities, co-location and
active travel. Sport England recommend that these links between the Local Plan and Active Design
are developed further and are really drawn out in by having clear references to Active Design, its
principles and the Active Design Checklist within the Local Plan. Active Design principles and the
submission of a completed Active Design checklist could, for example, be added to the design
requirements in Policy D1 and in Policy SI2. More information on Active Design, including the
guidance, can be found via the following link;

http://www.sportengland.org/facilities-planning/planning-for-sport/planning-tools-and-guidance/activedesign/
Sport England would happily advise further in relation to Active Design if required.
Sport England welcomes that the Council will adopt the agent of change principle however it is
recommended that examples used in paragraph 4.4.3 (noise and smells) are expanded to highlight
the potential issue of ball-strike from sports facilities. Residential development is often located next to
sports facilities, such as playing fields with cricket pitches, and if the appropriate mitigation against
the risk of ball strike does not form part of the new development the play on the playing field could
detrimentally affected.
6. Promoting a competitive economy
The employment polices and supporting text appears to focus on office, industrial, knowledge and
technological employment however sport makes a huge contribution to the lives of individuals, to the
economy and to society. Sport England has undertaken research to examine the economic value of
sport in England. The main conclusions are:
In 2010, sport and sport-related activity generated Gross Value Added (GVA) of £20.3 billion – 1.9%
of the total GVA in England. This placed sport within the top 15 industry sectors in England and
higher than sale and repair of motor vehicles, insurance, telecoms services, legal services and
accounting (*Economic value of sport in England June 2013 published by Sport England). Sport and
sport-related activity is estimated to support over 400,000 full-time equivalent jobs – 2.3% of all jobs
in England.
Sport also generates a range of wider benefits, both for individuals and society:
•
The benefits of playing sport include the well-being/happiness of individuals taking part,
improved health and education, a reduction in youth crime, environmental benefits, stimulating
regeneration and community development, and benefits to the individual and wider society through
volunteering.
•
Consumption of sport benefits include the well-being/happiness of spectators, and the
national pride/feel good factor through sporting success/achievement.
The economic value of sport in terms of health and volunteering in England is estimated in
•
2011-2012 to have been £2.7 billion per annum for volunteering and £11.2 billion per annum for
health.
Traditional forms of employment have been changing in the last 100 years, unfortunately the
perception of what employment land is, has not. The introduction of B8 distribution challenged local
authorities in the 80’s and ‘90s as more of these uses came forward. Sport is often overlooked as an
employer.
It is Sport England’s contention that Enfield should consider D2 sports uses; fitness clubs, gyms,
climbing centres and five aside centres, to be acceptable on employment sites, as they do create
sustainable employment opportunities and provide work experience and qualifications. When sports
facilities are designed in as part of an employment part e.g. Wolverhampton Business Park or Harwell
Science Park, it creates a better and more sustainable working environment and therefore an
attractive area for business to locate in or relocate to.   Furthermore, it should not be overlooked that
there are usually more employment opportunities generated through a commercial gym, e.g. David
Lloyd Gyms, or commercial football, e.g. Football First, or a gymnastics club (D2 uses), than a
500,000m2 B8 use.
Sport England therefore recommends that sport and recreation facilities are considered in
employment areas which could complement the more traditional ‘employment uses’ or create more
employment opportunities.
7. Planning for vibrant town centres

Sport England welcomes that paragraph 7.2.9 acknowledges that sport uses can, and will, make an
important contribution to the health and vibrancy of town centres and advocates the relaxation of
general guidelines for A1 uses.   This would enable sport and leisure facilities to be located in areas
where they are needed. As a result, Sport England supports that Policy TC2 would facilitate such
uses within town centres and also seeks to improve town centre’s impact on health and wellbeing,
which has parallels with some Active Design principles.
8. Community and social infrastructure.
Sport England objects to how indoor and outdoor sport facilities are addressed within the document.
Sports faciliites appear to be spread over three policies (and two chapters) and is not overly clear.  
The Council have a Playing Pitch Strategy (PPS) which is mentioned in paragraph 9.27 but not within
the section that appears predominately address sport (8.3). There is limited discussion about sport
and recreation facilities and the conclusions of any robust assessments and what any strategy is
advising to meet current and future sporting needs in the document.
The Local Plan should be informed by the Council’s PPS which highlights key issues with outdoor
sports provision and how it should addressed. These recommendations and actions should then form
a single policy that addresses outdoor sport provision that seeks to protect existing facilities, enhance
existing facilities and provide new facilities in line with robustly identified needs.   Similarly, another
policy should address indoor/built sport facilities. The limitations of spreading sport facilities
throughout a number of policies and including them within wider definitions such as open space and
community facilities means the policies do not consider the nuances of sport facility provision and
does not give the adequate protection against their loss to another form of community facility or a
more general open space.
The policies within the Issues and Options document do not set out clear vision for sport and
recreation facilities, including what is required and where to meet needs nor does it provide adequate
protection. In this respect, the policies allow for the loss of sport facilities, including playing field, if a
local need cannot be demonstrated which is a lower threshold than identifying a surplus of provision.  
The Polices also allow for the loss of facilities if it ,has been marketed for over 12 months or
unsuitable in size and scale for its location. This is not does not align with the NPPF, paragraph 97 or
Sport England’s Playing Field Policy, that only allows the loss of sports facilities, including playing
field, if there is a robustly identified surplus, it is being replaced by another facility of at least
equivalent quality, quantity and accessibility, its for another sports facility the benefits of which
outweigh the loss or it is for ancillary facilities. These is different to merely taking into consideration
suitability, viability and unsuccessful marketing. The Council’s current approach, therefore, is not
consistent with national policy, justified by its evidence base or effective
Sport England is also concerned to the reference to ‘playing pitches’ throughout the document.
Although playing pitches are key to sport it is entire playing field (which is made up of a pitch or a
number of pitches) that requires protection in the NPPF and the Councils’ PPS. The reference to
‘playing pitches’ should therefore be amended to ‘playing fields’.
Sport England does, however, welcome the that Council will seek organisations to enter into
Community Use Agreements as stated in paragraph 9.2.4 as this would allow the community greater
access to sports facilities. Sport England have a template that can be forwarded to help
applicants/developers if required.
10 Sustainable movement and transport
Sport England welcome the chapters stance of supporting walking and cycling, ie. Active Travel
modes, as this can be an important way that a community can create, and maintain, an active and
healthy lifestyle.
Conclusion
Sport England does not consider that the issues and options document is fully informed by up-to-date
and robust assessments and strategies for indoor and outdoor sport and is, therefore, not informed by
strategically identified demands and needs despite the Council having developed a PPS.  In addition,

polices intended to plan for sport do not have the protection required by the NPPF, paragraph 97, and
are not considered effective to adequately plan for indoor and outdoor sports facilities. As a result
they do not align with Sport England’s Planning Policy or the NPPF. Sport England, therefore, does
not consider that the plan is positivity prepared, effective or consistent with National Policy.
Sport England advises addressing these issues by creating a policy for indoor sports facilities and
another for outdoor sports facilities taking into account the NPPF, paragraphs 96 and 97, Sport
England’s Planning Policy and the Council PPS. The Council should also develop a indoor/built sport
facility strategy to address these facilities.
In addition, in light of the Council’s objective to encourage healthy communities Sport England
recommended imbedding Active Design within the design policies and also allow a sufficient degree
of flexibility within employment areas to accommodate sport and leisure facilities.
Sport England would be happy to work alongside the Council to develop any policy and answer any
queries in relation to the above.
If you have any questions please do not hesitate to contact the above.
Yours sincerely
Mark Furnish
Planning Manager

Sport England

This girl can

1st Floor, 21 Bloomsbury Street, London, WC1B 3HF

We have updated our Privacy Statement to reflect the recent changes to data protection law but rest
assured, we will continue looking after your personal data just as carefully as we always have. Our
Privacy Statement is published on our website, and our Data Protection Officer can be contacted by
emailing Erin Stephens

The information contained in this e-mail may be subject to public disclosure under the
Freedom of Information Act 2000. Additionally, this email and any attachment are
confidential and intended solely for the use of the individual to whom they are addressed.

If you are not the intended recipient, be advised that you have received this email and any
attachment in error, and that any use, dissemination, forwarding, printing, or copying, is
strictly prohibited. If you voluntarily provide personal data by email, Sport England will
handle the data in accordance with its Privacy Statement. Sport England’s Privacy
Statement may be found here https://www.sportengland.org/privacy-statement/ If you have
any queries about Sport England’s handling of personal data you can contact Erin
Stephens, Sport England’s Data Protection Officer directly by emailing
DPO@sportengland.org

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

michael priaulx
LocalPlan
Edward Mayer
Enfield Local Plan consultation: section 9.5.
26 February 2019 13:11:16

Dear Enfield Local Plan consultation,
Please find below the response to this consultation from Swift Conservation (www.swiftconservation.org), we are a national wildlife conservation organisation.
With regard to section 9.5 Biodiversity and Sites of Importance for Nature Conservation
(pages 169-170):
Swift Conservation would like to see the beneficial species which make up our
potentially rich urban biodiversity, and rely on buildings for their survival, to be given
higher priority, as these species are becoming seriously endangered in the Borough and
the UK as buildings are refurbished and demolished and their habitat is lost without
replacement.
In particular swifts, house sparrows and starlings, whose numbers have all dropped by
50% or more in the last 20 years, and also bats who are also threatened in many areas.
Creating new nesting and roosting sites is straightforward, as integrated nest and roost
bricks have been proven to be effective and are cheap, almost invisible, easy to install
and involve zero maintenance.
We would like to see these integrated bricks installed in all new developments that are
suitable,
together with an emphasis on providing street shade trees, "green" walls, "green" roofs,
and also a move towards sustainable urban drainage systems and rainwater harvesting
to relieve the "hardening" of the London landscape by the covering over of front and
rear gardens to provide parking, barbecue areas etc. This is directing rainwater straight
to the sewers where it has the potential to cause flooding, while the associated drying
out of the areas around dwellings is provoking subsidence, and altogether it is denying
plants and trees the water they need to survive.
Stand-alone combined swifts nest and bat roost towers are now available which are no
larger than a mobile phone mast or lamp post, and we would like to see these installed
for all major projects.
We would also like to see ecological surveys becoming mandatory for building works in
areas known to support the key species mentioned above, and appropriate protection
measures taken following the project ecologist's recommendations.

Yours sincerely,
Michael Priaulx, Edward Mayer
On behalf of Swift Conservation
Email: mail@swift-conservation.org
Website: www.swift-conservation.org

