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Dear Neeru Kareer,
Re: Enfield Issues & Options ‘Towards a New Local Plan’ 2036
The level of housing need of 1,876 homes per year is more than double the rate of
delivery in recent years (draft policy H1 and Table 5.1). Potentially this level of
growth will have a big impact not only within Enfield but also beyond Enfield’s
administrative boundaries. The document states that there is a need for 50 hectares
of new industrial land (paragraph 6.2.6), although the supporting evidence does not
appear to have been published. The document also states that it is ‘impractical’ to
accommodate identified needs for employment without Green Belt release
(paragraph 6.2.15).
Notwithstanding the clear challenge of how this level of growth could be
accommodated, the main focus of the consultation document is on development
management policies (chapters 3-11). There is little within the document to explain
how Enfield Council thinks it can achieve its development needs. The five ‘broad
options’ for growth contained with Chapter 2 are little more than broad concepts and
largely repeat the similarly open-ended consultation carried out in 2015. Therefore it
is not possible at this stage to provide anything other than very general comments.
East of the A10, the consultation document identifies the need for a ‘pro-active
approach to land assembly, SIL substitution through relocation, consolidation,
intensification and optimising efficiency through design.’ It is noted that a Call for
Sites forms part of this consultation. Any development opportunities arising are likely
to require sustained engagement with a large number of landowners, tenants, and
other stakeholders. There is no indication within the consultation document as to
how far this work has progressed, nor is it explained what contribution such an
approach could make towards meeting development needs.
The Growth Options diagram (Figure 2.2) identifies Crews Hill as a potential
development option, together with what appears to be Whitewebbs Lane. Paragraph

9.3.8 states that “there are already strong sustainability arguments in favour of
development on some Green Belt land, for example Crews Hill could provide a highly
accessible hub for growth supported by all necessary infrastructure”. This could
have implications for the Borough of Broxbourne and it would be helpful if Enfield
Council could publish more details of any such proposals so that we can engage and
respond in a meaningful way.
From Chapter 10 of the document it appears that Enfield Council is progressing with
the Northern Gateway Access Package (NGAP) project (page 182). Figure 10.2
(page 178) indicates Enfield’s RIS2 submission regarding M25 east-facing slips.
These proposals do not appear to have been published and we would welcome the
opportunity to review or comment on any emerging highways proposals where these
might impact on the network within Broxbourne.
It is likely that there will be a range of cross-boundary planning issues and evidence
which will need to be published and discussed, once greater clarity is received in
respect of Enfield Council’s proposed growth locations and how these will affect
existing and planned infrastructure. We have some concern that the Local Plan
timetable set out does not allow sufficient time for proper consultation, should
significant cross-boundary planning issues arise before the Local Plan is published
(Regulation 19 stage, scheduled for 2019 according to Figure 1.8). From the timeline
the Council is not intending to consult on a draft Local Plan incorporating
development sites, but is intending to proceed straight to publication. Given that the
Local Planning Regulations do not permit further changes after publication and prior
to submission, this effectively precludes the correction of any shortcomings in the
Plan prior to submission.
Given the potentially difficult and controversial decisions facing Enfield Council in
identifying specific development sites, meaningful engagement will be critical going
forward. We look forward to continued dialogue and co-operation with Enfield
Council over the coming months, and request the opportunity for meaningful
engagement on specific development proposals prior to publication of the Enfield
Local Plan. As a first step, we would like to arrange a meeting to understand your
proposed way forward and what cross-boundary strategic planning issues this might
entail.
Best Regards,
Martin Paine
Planning Policy Manager
Broxbourne Borough Council

Local Plan Team
Strategic Planning and Design
Enfield Council
Freepost, NW5036
EN1 3BR
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Dear Sir/ Madam
Regulation 18 Consultation – New Local Plan for Enfield 2018-2036
Thank you for consulting us on the document ‘Towards a New Local Plan 2036, Public
Consultation (Regulation 18) – December 2018’. We responded previously to the issues
and options consultation undertaken by Enfield Council in 2015. We understand that
this revised plan builds on the information originally submitted and that you are seeking
comment to help refine a draft strategy and associated policies.
We received your formal consultation email on 5 December 2018 and wish to provide
comment with regards to our remit. We hope that you find our comments useful.
However if you have any issues or queries please don’t hesitate to contact us.
Environment Agency position
Our aim is to assist you prepare and implement a sound, robust, and effective plan that
is reflective of national policy and your local evidence base. We hope that this
collaborative process leads to a plan that delivers sustainable development, contributes
to a stronger economy, and safeguards the environment for future generations.
We are pleased to see that care has been taken to protect the borough’s green and
blue infrastructure (Section 5), and to promote sustainable development (Section 11).
However, we have concerns regarding the justification of several key policies based on
proportionate evidence, and due to the lack of a specific contaminated land policy.
Without a robust evidence base to support your new local plan and changes to the
proposed policies, we would likely find the proposed submission document
unsound.
Our detailed comments are provided below, following the general order of the topics
presented in the draft local plan document. Where the necessary evidence base is
lacking we have clearly highlighted this and provided our recommendations. Where we
wish to see policies strengthened we have outlined the additional content we would like
included. We have also referenced the relevant sections and policy numbers for ease of
navigating our response.
Section 2 – Promoting good growth options in Enfield
Section 2.12 – Strategic plan-led approach to Green Belt
Paragraph 2.12.1 identifies opportunities for the Green Belt to provide “an accessible
and sustainable option or options to help meet our growth challenge”. This must be
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carried out in line with the National Planning Policy Framework (as revised July 2018)
(NPPF) environmental objective: “to contribute to protecting and enhancing our natural,
built and historic environment; including making effective use of land, [and] helping to
improve biodiversity”.
Page 51 sets out the benefits and challenges that this growth option poses, to ensure a
sensitive and planned approach to development in this area. However an additional
bullet point should be added to the ‘challenges’ section, highlighting the importance of
protecting the borough’s natural environment. We have particular concerns regarding
the impact of developments on the water environment – rivers, streams and ditches,
ponds and lakes, all wetland habitats - and wish to ensure that this receives adequate
protection. We suggest that if development is proposed in the Green Belt the Council
expect that areas of ecological value (land and water based) are protected, conserved,
and where feasible enhanced.
Section 2.5 – Enfield’s draft vision and growth objectives
The draft local plan outlines in this section the draft vision for the London Borough of
Enfield, setting out aspirations for affordability and accessibility, opportunity and
enterprise, diversity and equality, and a place that delivers. There is minimal reference
to the natural environment in this vision, which we feel should be amended to celebrate,
and aspire to enhance, the natural environment of the borough, recognising the multiple
benefits it has to offer. Providing an increased quality of life, safety from flood risk, clean
water, healthy air, and access to recreational space to promote physical and mental
wellbeing should be integral to this vision, reflecting the aspirations of the wider plan.
Section 4 – Design excellence
Policy D3 – Design for co-location and mixed use development
The draft local plan identifies mixed use development and the co-location of different
types of development as a critical part of meeting the housing demands of the borough.
The plan states that “we will require exceptional design to make this acceptable and
protect health and amenity”. While we support the intention of this policy we are
concerned that the risks associated with land contamination have not been adequately
identified. We require assurance, and evidence, that this has been considered when
allocating housing under the new local plan. Additionally, we will expect developers to
submit suitable evidence in the form of a Preliminary Risk Assessment, to identify the
risk associated with source-pathway-receptor linkages where land is potentially
contaminated.
Further comments outlining our expectations with regards to contaminated land and
groundwater protection are outlined under Section 11. Please ensure that a link is
provided from this policy to the contaminated land policy, to guide developers to the
appropriate requirements.
Policy D4 – Designing for a sustainable, safe and inclusive borough
Section 4.5 considers the future proofing of new development, ensuring it is fit for
purpose, safe, and suitable throughout its life cycle. We are particularly pleased to see
reference to circular economy principles in Policy D4, but wish to suggest some
amendments based on work currently being undertaken by the Greater London
Authority in reference to major developments.
1) The policy should include the management of waste and resources during the entire
life-span of the development. This will maximise the opportunities for greater
resource efficiency, moving waste up the waste mitigation hierarchy (as per the
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National Planning Policy for Waste, NPPW) but ensuring that the collection of
recyclables is facilitated through the design of the building. This should include space
for the collection and storage of materials, and take into consideration the access/
egress of collection vehicles.
2) To support and strengthen circular economy principles it is important to ensure that
developers, designers, and architects incorporate plans for the promotion of material
extraction and reuse during demolition or disassembly stages. Currently the policy
focuses only on reuse of materials during construction, and the ongoing maintenance
of buildings and spaces. This should be amended to ensure alignment with the ‘Draft
London Plan, Policy D1 – London’s form and characteristics, paragraph 3.1.10’
where it emphasises the consideration of circular economy principles at the start of
the design process.
Section 5 – Meeting Enfield’s housing needs
Policy H1 – Housing growth and quality
The Council has set out its aspiration to deliver 1,876 homes per year in the plan period
between 2018 and 2036. The plan states that this will be achieved by “exploring the
possibility for development in all places with capacity to accommodate new homes”. The
Council must ensure that the Sequential Test, as described in paragraph 157 of the
NPPF, is carried out when locating development or allocating sites through planning
policy. This must form part of the evidence base to support the local plan. This will
ensure that development is directed towards areas with the lowest risk of flooding.
Please refer to our comments on Policy SUS4 below for further detail.
Section 9 – Enfield’s green and blue spaces
Section 9.2 – Protecting and enhancing local open space
We welcome the objective of Policy GI1, to support improvements, enhancements, and
management that improves both quality and access to existing open space. However
waterbodies should be recognised in this section as open spaces. Section 2.86 of the
London Plan (2016) defines green infrastructure as “the network of all green and open
spaces together with the Blue Ribbon Network”. It states that open spaces can be
‘linear’ including “towpaths alongside the Thames, canals and other waterways”. We
would therefore expect to see all waterways in the borough designated as linear open
spaces in the new local plan.
Policy GI4 – Biodiversity and Sites of Importance for Nature Conservation (SINC)
We support this policy which seeks to protect and enhance the borough’s natural
environment, identifying biodiversity as an important part of life within the Borough and
as an indicator of wider environmental health. With regards to our remit we are
particularly concerned with rivers, streams and ditches, ponds, lakes, wetlands and all
associated wetland habitats. In light of this the following should be included in the
policy, or supporting paragraphs:
1) Policy points a) and b) reference appropriate development and the mitigation
hierarchy. The London Borough of Enfield encompasses one Site of Special
Scientific Interest (Chingford SSSI) and many Local Wildlife Sites (LWS), and the
Council should be very clear in its protection of these sites, i.e. development should
only be permitted to proceed under exceptional circumstances (where there is an
overriding public interest). LWS are not offered protection under the NPPF and so
protection through the local plan is required to ensure that these do not become
degraded or lost through inappropriate development.
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Adequate protection of the Lea Valley Regional Park (LVRP) must also be
considered. The LVRP must be excluded from all opportunity areas for development.
Connectivity of green spaces throughout the Lee Valley must be maintained and
enhanced, and where opportunities arise to extend this connectivity laterally they
should be realised.
2) Policy point c) seeks to promote the qualitative enhancement of biodiversity sites.
The Council should make it clear to applicants how it expects them to respond to this
request. This will ensure that the policy is deliverable, in line with the ‘effective’
requirement of the four tests of soundness, under paragraph 35 of the NPPF. We
recommend that you amend this policy taking into account our suggestions under
point 4 below.
Proposals which affect the borough’s river environments should take into account
and contribute towards achieving the aims of plans and policies, including the Lee
Valley Regional Park Authority Park Development Framework, the Thames River
Basin Management Plan, and the Water Framework Directive. These plans should
be clearly referenced in the policy or associated supporting paragraphs.
3) Policy points d) and e) are concerned with improving conditions to encourage an
increase in biodiversity throughout the borough. The NPPF states in paragraph 170
that “planning policies and decisions should contribute to and enhance the natural
and local environment by; … d) minimising impacts on and providing net gains for
biodiversity”. To reflect this the policy should include a requirement for proposals to
achieve biodiversity net gain where it is feasible and proportionate to do so.
As you may be aware the Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs
(DEFRA) have recently consulted on whether to mandate biodiversity net gain. We
anticipate the release of a new metric for measuring net gain this year and suggest
that not incorporating this into policy now would be a missed opportunity.
4) To support the points outlined above the bullet points in the policy section titled ‘we
will expect development proposals to’ should be amended. The following additional
direction for developers is suggested for inclusion.
It is important that developers are aware of the requirement to provide evidence in
the form of up-to-date ecological surveys, undertaken by a competent ecologist, to
support their plans. The types of evidence required should be proportionate to the
scale and location of the proposed development, as well as its likely impact on
biodiversity and any legal protection of the site.
Development should be planned to avoid habitat loss and fragmentation, with
opportunities sought to improve ecological connectivity, including through the
creation, restoration, enhancement, and linking of habitats. Biodiversity already
present should be safeguarded and enhanced, with the provision of new areas of
habitat appropriate to the ecology of the area. Where European Protected Species
are evident – such as bats, great crested newts, dormice, or otters – the Council
should apply the three derogation tests required by the European Union Birds and
Habitats Directive (2012), page 29.
Developers should consider potential opportunities to provide new benefits for
wildlife, for example through habitat creation or enhancement, regardless of whether
or not significant harm to species or habitat is anticipated. This could be achieved by;
planting new native trees, species rich shrubs, hedgerows, and grasslands;
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connecting existing habitats and enhancing migratory routes; creation of ponds;
provision of integrated roosting opportunities; river or stream restoration; sustainable
urban drainage systems; and de-culverting stretches of main rivers to improve water
dependant habitats. This aligns with the requirement under paragraph 170 of the
NPPF which expects the contribution to, and enhancement of, the natural and local
environment.
Policy GI5 – Blue ribbon networks
We support this policy which aims to protect and enhance the borough’s Blue Ribbon
Network, recognising its multi-functional environmental, social, and economic role.
Watercourses provide biodiversity habitat to support water and land based wildlife, while
at the same time providing valuable recreational space. Where they are enhanced or
restored river corridors can also increase the value of developments, providing scenic
views, amenity spaces, and improving climate change resilience. We are particularly
pleased to see the Council’s aspiration to work with us closely on matters relating to
flood and water quality management. However, we recommend that some of the
concepts referenced in this policy are explored further.
1) Policy point h) requires developers to consider the restoration of waterbodies to their
natural state. We strongly support this requirement, but the requested 8m buffer strip
should be more clearly defined. We would also like to see this point strengthened by
the inclusion of provisions for culverted rivers, of which there are several throughout
the borough. We would find the following wording acceptable “Restore waterbodies
to their natural state, including the daylighting of culverted watercourses, and ensure
developments provide a minimum of an 8m buffer strip to the main river, measured
from the top of the river bank, defined as the point at which the bank meets the level
of the surrounding land”.
2) Policy point i) requests that developers provide an assessment of the impacts on
waterbodies expected by a proposed development. This should be taken a step
further so that developments adjacent to rivers are required to make improvements to
help achieve Water Framework Directive (WFD) objectives and increase biodiversity.
Under the WFD the UK is required to prevent the deterioration of any water body.
Additionally it requires each water body to reach Good Ecological Status/ Potential by
2027. To achieve this, actions and measures have been identified through the
Thames River Basin Management Plan. Paragraph 170 of the NPPF encourages the
consideration of river basin management plans when putting planning policies and
development proposals together.
The Environment Agency’s Catchment Data Explorer provides access to the actions
and measures needed across the waterbodies in the borough. Any proposed
development must not compromise the opportunity to delivery improvements and
where appropriate should contribute to achieving these objectives. Examples of the
types of improvements that can be expected of developers include; the removal of
obstructions, de-culverting, re-grading of banks to a natural profile, improving inchannel habitats, and reducing levels of shade (e.g. tree thinning). Where
improvement of the waterbody is not feasible the Council should request that the
developer make a financial or land contribution towards the restoration of
watercourses in the borough.
Alternatively, the Council could include an additional policy in the local plan to
specifically assist with the delivery of the WFD and Thames River Basin
Management Plan actions and objectives. This is the approach adopted by the
London Borough of Haringey in its Development Management DPD July 2017 (Policy
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DM28). The waterbodies in the borough and their classifications are included below
for reference (Table 1), the Council should provide strong policy direction to restore
and enhance these watercourses to realise their full value.
Table 1: London Borough of Enfield waterbodies and WFD classifications
Water body ID

Water body name

GB106038027960

Salmon Brook
Upstream Deephams
STW
Turkey Brook and
Cuffley Brook
Pymmes and Salmon
Brooks – Deephams
STW to Tottenham
Locks
Lea Navigation
(Fieldes Weir to
Enfield Lock)
Pymmes Brook
upstream Salmon
Brook confluence
Small River Lee (and
tributaries)
New River
Lea Navigation Enfield
Lock to Tottenham
Locks

GB106038033180
GB106038027910

GB106038077851

GB106038027940

GB106038033200
GB806100111
GB106038027950

Overall WFD Chemical Ecological
Classification Status
Status/
(2016)
Potential
Moderate
Good
Moderate

Poor

Good

Poor

Moderate

Good

Moderate

Poor

Fail

Poor

Moderate

Good

Moderate

Moderate

Good

Moderate

Moderate
Bad

Good
Good

Moderate
Bad

3) To further support the protection of the Blue Ribbon Network a policy point that
considers the impact of artificial light on watercourses should be included. River
corridors are very sensitive to lighting and we request that watercourses and their
(minimum) 8m buffer zones are designed to remain intrinsically dark (i.e. a Lux level
of 0-2). This policy should seek specific requirements for all artificial lighting to be
directional and focused with cowlings to reduce light spill into river corridors. These
measures will reduce the potential impact on the commuting or foraging of vulnerable
species, specifically any protected species.
Section 11 – Sustainable infrastructure and environmental impact
Policy SUS1 – Sustainable building
We are pleased that the draft local plan references the extensive industrial heritage of
the borough and identifies the “increased need for decontamination of land as part of
the development process” (paragraph 11.2.3). With regards to our remit we are
particularly concerned with development on land where a previous use of the site may
have caused contamination, and where potentially contaminating development is
proposed within a Source Protection Zone (SPZ). This is very important due to the
borough’s industrial history and prevalence of SPZs.
This policy expects development proposals to “assess, protect and improve soil quality,
avoiding and remediating contamination”. We do not consider this sufficient to address
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the risk and implications associated with development within areas of contamination, or
above areas of sensitive groundwater. The new local plan should include a separate
policy to address this consideration, otherwise we will likely find the plan unsound. This
policy should consider the information outlined below.
1) The existing Enfield Plan, Core Strategy (2010-2025) and associated Development
Management Document (2014) includes policies to ensure the remediation of
contaminated land (Policy 32 and DMD 70 respectively). The Council must ensure
that appropriate policies are also included in the new local plan to reflect the
requirements of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), paragraphs 170 to
180.
2) The policy should aim to protect people and the environment by tackling land
contamination and pollution. Developers should be required to; submit a Preliminary
Risk Assessment (PRA) alongside any planning application where contaminated land
is suspected. For potentially contaminated land developers should ensure that sites
are suitable or made suitable for the intended use, and prevent contamination from
being activated or spread during construction. The policy should promote the relevant
guidance such as; The Environment Agency’s approach to groundwater protection
(2018), the Model Procedures for the Management of Land Contamination (CLR11),
and Managing and reducing land contamination: guiding principles (GPLC).
The policy should prevent developers from discharging to ground through land
affected by contamination. The Environment Agency does not regard the use of
boreholes or other deep structures for the discharge of sewage effluent as a routinely
appropriate disposal option, because they concentrate the flow of effluent at one
location and bypass the soil layers. Where a proposed development is not located
near surface water or foul sewers, drainage decisions should use the sustainable
drainage system hierarchy and not resort to borehole soakaways.
3) To protect groundwater resources the policy should highlight the importance of
Source Protection Zones, where groundwater is particularly sensitive, and should
include strong wording to prevent high risk development proposals within these
locations (for example petrol filling stations). This includes proposals that have the
potential to release hazardous substances to ground, involve effluent discharge, or
will physically disturb an aquifer. In addition, policies should require the avoidance of
potential dewatering activities within these areas.
Policy SUS2 – Sustainable living and working
We support this policy, which aims to minimise the environmental impact of
developments through management of resource consumption. We are particularly
pleased to see the requirement to reduce water consumption to 105 litres per head per
day or less, in line with the London Plan, and that a water efficiency standard for
commercial development has been set in line with BREEAM (the BRE Environmental
Assessment Method).
Section 11.4 – Sustainable infrastructure
The draft local plan correctly identifies the increased pressure developments place on
local infrastructure, particularly with regards to waste and waste water. Paragraph
11.4.13 highlights the upgrade work currently ongoing at Deephams Sewage Works to
increase capacity from a population of 885,000 to 941,000. While we agree this is a
positive step towards catering for the future needs of the area we are concerned that
this planned increase will take a long time. Consideration will need to be given to the
ability of the water and waste water infrastructure to cope with the growth proposed in
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the new local plan. We strongly recommend that you liaise with Thames Water to
ascertain whether there is enough capacity to serve new development in the borough.
Policy SUS3 – Sustainable infrastructure
The NPPF highlights the importance in paragraph 20 of making sufficient provision in
local plans for “waste management, water supply, [and] wastewater”. This policy, SUS3,
actively seeks to promote sustainable and reduced resource consumption, minimise
waste, promote recycling, and improve connectivity. We are supportive of this policy,
but would like to suggest some amendments to further strengthen it.
1) To reduce the risk of pollution to surface and groundwater from new developments
this policy should clearly require developers to connect to a mains sewer and to
provide the Council with evidence that they have consulted with Thames Water to
confirm wastewater capacity prior to development approval.
2) Policy point h) requires new development proposals to comply with the policies of the
new North London Waste Plan once adopted. Paragraphs 11.4.11 and 11.4.12 relate
to this policy, outlining the Council’s aspiration to seek a better geographical spread
of facilities across the borough in future, reducing dependence on existing sites in the
east. It should be noted that the significance of noise, dust, odour, and transport
related impacts may be enhanced in less industrialised parts of the borough. When
putting together housing allocations, the sites should be steered away from higher
risk waste disposal and treatment facilities. Site selection criteria should include
proximity to regulated sites.
3) Finally, we would like to request the addition of a policy point to ensure that all new
waste facilities are fully enclosed, or offer an equivalent level of protection. The
purpose of this is to improve air quality and reduce dust and particulate pollution.
This includes the provision of fast acting doors, which default closed, for all access
and egress points. Large open fronted buildings should be avoided as these provide
a low pressure pathway for dust and particulate matter to escape. This is of particular
importance where facilities are located in less industrialised areas.
Section 11.5
We are pleased to see that the extent of the flood risk issue in London has been
acknowledged and the Council’s intention to seek our endorsement of the Strategic
Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA). We are keen to work with the Council to ensure a
robust evidence base to support the new local plan. Production of an SFRA is an
essential requirement under paragraphs 156-161 of the NPPF. However, as previously
stated, without sight of this, and other evidence base documents, we would likely find
the proposed submission document unsound in its current form.
The first step required to undertake a thorough review of flood risk is to complete a
Level 1 SFRA. This will enable the completion of the Sequential Test for any areas of
growth, or site allocations, to determine whether development can be directed first
towards areas of lowest flood risk. However, if following the Sequential Test there is
insufficient low risk land available a Level 2 SFRA will be required. The Level 2 SFRA
will help to demonstrate compliance with the Exception Test, showing whether or not
proposed sites are deliverable and feasible when taking account of flood risk. Both of
these assessments will need to take into account the impacts of climate change, and
should be completed using the most recent climate change projections. Once complete
the draft local plan should be revised to ensure it reflects the conclusions of the SFRA.
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Policy SUS4 – Minimising flood risk
We support the inclusion of a policy which aims to minimise current and future risk of
flooding to people and property. However in its current form we would likely find this
policy unsound. We require the following amendments to strengthen this policy and
ensure alignment with the NPPF.
1) Please note that paragraph 11.5.16 is incorrect as is currently written. It states that
Developers should refer to “the EA’s ‘Standing Advice on Flood Risk Assessment’ in
cases where an FRA is not required, including for householder applications and
minor non-residential extensions”, this is incorrect. A Flood Risk Assessment (FRA)
is required for all developments proposed in flood zones 2 or 3, please refer to NPPF
paragraph 163 and the associated footnote, number 50.
Paragraph 11.5.16 also states that “the Council will consult the EA on all proposals
accompanied by an FRA”, this is also incorrect. Please refer to the guidance ‘Flood
risk assessment: local planning authorities’ (this can be found on the gov.uk website),
this sets out when Flood Risk Standing Advice (FRSA) is applicable. Please use this
guidance to reword this paragraph correctly.
2) This policy requests that developments adjacent to a watercourse be set-back by at
least 8m of the banks. This should be amended to take account of flood defences.
We would find the following wording acceptable: “… should be set-back by either 8m
from the top of the bank or associated flood defence, whichever is furthest from the
watercourse, or where the river is in culvert the outer edge of the culvert …”.
3) This policy should be amended to make clear that the Sequential Test is required for
all development in Flood Zones 2 and 3 (subject to some exceptions listed in the
Planning Practice Guidance (PPG)). Clear guidance is required to ensure that new
development is directed to areas of lowest flood risk, with priority given to areas
within the borough in flood zone 1. This should be used to further support the policy
where it states a requirement to apply the “‘sequential approach’ to site layout by
locating the most vulnerable development within areas of lowest flood risk”. The
policy should set out clear criteria for the incorporation of flood resistance and
resilience measures, and for ensuring adequate flood defences commensurate with
the lifetime of the development (taking account of climate change).
4) The policy should require developers to provide appropriate site layout plans and
designs that allow for the maintenance or improvement of existing flood storage and
flow of flood waters on sites without increasing flood risk elsewhere. Please note that
we do not find the use of stilts or voids acceptable when planning for flood
compensation, developers should be directed away from these methods.
SUS5 – Surface water management
We support this policy to promote the use of Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS) to
mimic natural drainage processes where possible. To facilitate improved water quality
across the borough SuDS should be promoted as the first method of surface water
management when considering new developments, avoiding connection to surface
water sewers where possible.
Infiltration methods of surface water drainage should be used where possible to help
recharge groundwater and reduce surface water run-off. Paragraph 11.6.4 states that
the use of infiltration SuDS is determined by “permeability of soils and geology, the
groundwater table and the presence of underlying aquifers”. This should also list the
presence of existing contamination as a barrier to the use of infiltration SuDS. Please
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include a reference to the (requested) contaminated land policy here to direct
developers to the relevant information.
The policy requires “Development to be designed to minimise flood risk and include
surface water drainage measures”. The policy should ensure that future climate
scenarios are taken into consideration by developers when putting plans together.
Proposed development plans should consider the impacts of more intense rainfall and
long periods with little rain.
Duty to Co-operate
Most natural resources extend across multiple Local Authority areas. We encourage the
Council to make full use of the Duty to Co-operate when revising this draft local plan.
Cross-boundary, collaborative working will ensure that strategic priorities across local
boundaries are properly co-ordinated. Please consider this when addressing climate
change, flood risk, waste management, habitat and biodiversity enhancement,
watercourse protection and improvement, water and waste resources.
Final comments
We would be happy to work with the Council to review any evidence base documents
and draft policies prior to the Regulation 19 consultation. This will be chargeable in line
with our planning advice service. If you wish to request a document review or meeting,
please contact us using the details below. Further information on our charged planning
advice service is available at; https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/planningadvice-environment-agency-standard-terms-and-conditions.
Thank you for consulting us on the draft local plan, we hope that our comments are
useful. Please don’t hesitate to get in touch if you have any questions.
Yours sincerely

Katherine Dalton
Planning Specialist | Sustainable Places

Direct e-mail: HNLSustainableplaces@environment-agency.gov.uk

End
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Neeru Kareer
Planning Policy Team
Strategic Planning & Design
Regeneration & Environment
Enfield Council
Freepost NW5026
EN1 3BR
By email:

Department: Planning
Our reference: LDF10/LDD16/CG01
Date: 28 February 2019

localplan@enfield.gov.uk
Neeru.kareer@enfield.gov.uk

Dear Ms Kareer
Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 (as amended);
Greater London Authority Acts 1999 and 2007; Town and Country Planning (Local
Development) (England) Regulations 2012
Re: Consultation on Enfield Towards a New Local Plan 2036 – Issues and Options
Thank you for consulting the Mayor of London on Enfield’s Towards a New Local Plan 2036 –
Issues and Options. As you are aware, all development plan documents must be in general
conformity with the London Plan under section 24 (1)(b) of the Planning and Compulsory
Purchase Act 2004. The Mayor has afforded me delegated authority to provide comments on the
emerging Local Plan on his behalf. Transport for London (TfL) have provided comments, which I
endorse, and are highlighted in this letter with detailed comments attached at Annex 1.
This letter sets out where you may need to amend proposed policies and supporting text to be
more in line with the emerging Draft New London Plan.
The draft new London Plan
The Mayor published his draft new London Plan for consultation on 1st December 2017 and the
Minor Suggested Changes (following consultation) on 13 August 2018. The Examination in Public
of the Draft London Plan commenced on 15 January 2019 with publication anticipated in Winter
2019/20. Once published, the new London Plan will form part of the Enfield Development Plan
and contain the most up-to-date policies.
Given the anticipated timetable for the submission of Enfield’s draft revised Local Plan, it is likely
the Local Plan will be required to be in general conformity with the new London Plan. The draft
new London Plan and its evidence base are material considerations in planning decisions.
Overall Strategy and objectives and the Green Belt
Whilst the Mayor supports the majority of the draft Local Plan’s objectives he does not support
the release of the Green Belt as set out in Draft New London Plan Policy G2. The National
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) does not require a review of the Green Belt. The fundamental

aim of Green Belt policy is to prevent urban sprawl by keeping land permanently open; the
essential characteristics of Green Belts are their openness and their permanence. The retention of
the Green Belt is also to assist in urban regeneration by encouraging the recycling of derelict and
other urban land. Enfield has two Opportunity Areas, being the Lee Valley and New Southgate.
The draft Local Plan identifies numerous potential redevelopment sites in Enfield Town (Figure
7.2).
Once established, Green Belt boundaries should only be altered where exceptional circumstances
are fully evidenced and justified, through the preparation or updating of plans. The Mayor, in his
draft new London Plan has set out a strategy for London to meet its housing need within its
boundaries without encroaching on the Green Belt or the loss of industrial capacity and therefore
there are no exceptional circumstances to warrant a Green Belt review.
Paragraph 2.12.2 of the Draft Local Plan describes Crews Hill station as a sustainable location for
growth. The settlement is highly constrained by Green Belt and is served by a train station with
three trains an hour at peak time, giving the area public transport accessibility levels ranging
between 0 and 1b. In addition, the nearest substantial town centre, Enfield Town, is not within
reasonable walking distance and there are no bus services serving the area. On all three counts the
Mayor, including Transport for London, does not consider Crews Hill to be a sustainable location
for growth as stated in Enfield’s Draft Local Plan. Echoing Transport for London’s response (Annex
1), it is considered that with such a low level of public transport connectivity, either current or
planned, the development of this area would be likely to be car dependent.
Enfield has traditionally identified large sites and broad areas to deliver the bulk of its planned
growth over plan periods, through a series of area action plans and masterplans. Maintaining this
approach will go some way in helping to meet the needs set out in the Draft Local Plan. This
approach should also be supported through the proactive identification of individual sites where
growth capacity can be more accurately determined, and delivery can take place more speedily.
The ‘call for sites’ being conducted by Enfield is welcomed and should result in the identification
of specific deliverable sites to form the basis of site allocations and should be considered as the
first step towards the formulation of a proactive approach which makes the best use of land in
accordance with Draft New London Plan Good Growth Policy GG2.
It is noted that this consultation of Enfield’s Draft Local Plan is not accompanied by any evidence
base, a point that was similarly raised in our response to Enfield’s first stage of consultation on the
Draft Local Plan three years ago. The more recent Inspector’s report for Edmonton Leeside Area
Action Plan Examination in Public made it clear that Enfield needed to conduct borough-wide
evidence-based work to support their strategic approach to planning in the area.
The Mayor’s response that follows, includes suggestions and other representations to clarify and
improve upon some policy areas and to ensure the document is more aligned with the draft new
London Plan.
On 12 February 2016, the Mayor provided comments (reference: LDF10/LDD16/MJ01) on A New
Local Plan for Enfield – Regulation 18 consultation, making suggestions as to how the Local Plan
should progress in light of the current London Plan. This letter follows on from that earlier advice
and now also relates to the Draft New London Plan.
Housing target
The draft new London Plan sets out how London’s housing need can be met within its boundaries.
The draft new London Plan sets Enfield a 10-year net housing completions target of 18,760 units
(1,876 per annum). Of this target, 9,830 completions should be identified from small sites. Whilst

Enfield’s Local Plan needs to consider the National Planning Policy Framework 2018, the National
Practice Guidance is clear that
Where a spatial development strategy has been published, local planning authorities should
use the local housing need figure in the spatial development strategy and should not seek to
re-visit their local housing need figure when preparing new strategic or non-strategic policies
(Paragraph: 018 Reference ID: 2a-018-20180913).
Enfield’s housing target is based on the borough’s capacity as set out in the London Strategic
Housing Land Availability Assessment 2017, which Enfield fed into; and a methodology for small
sites. Enfield is encouraged to prepare design codes to guide small housing developments in line
with draft London Plan policy H2 to promote the delivery of small sites in the borough.
Small sites
Enfield should take a proactive approach to delivering small sites, in line with draft London Plan
policy H2. In draft Local Plan policy H3, it is unclear what Enfield means by ‘underused sites’. The
approach should apply to all appropriate sites as outlined by draft London Plan policy H2 and take
into account the presumption in favour of small housing developments.
In order to plan effectively for small housing development and in the setting out of design codes,
Enfield should recognise that local character evolves over time and will need to change in the most
appropriate and sustainable locations in accordance with Draft New London Plan Policy H2B.
Affordable housing
Draft Local Plan policy H2 should note that the threshold for not submitting viability assessments
is 50% on publicly owned land and sites where industrial capacity is lost. The Mayor would not
support an approach that sets a lower threshold for the requirement of viability assessments. The
threshold approach does not prevent developments proposing less than 35% affordable housing to
come forward but requires them to be accompanied by a viability assessment.
In the next version of the document, Enfield should set out what the remaining 40% tenure split
will be in order to provide certainty to developers as this forms part of the threshold approach. In
order to follow the Fast Track Route, 35% of homes must meet these requirements and for any
additional affordable housing provided above that level a more flexible tenure mix can be applied
in accordance with Draft New London Plan (minor suggested changes) Policy H7B. Enfield should
set out its required affordable housing tenure mix based on its local housing evidence and viability
which indicates a greater need for social and affordable rented housing products.
The Mayor would support a policy that seeks affordable housing contributions from residential
schemes of less than 10 dwellings and encourages boroughs to do so. The boroughs of Camden
and Richmond have both fairly recently successfully introduced tariff-based approaches. Enfield’s
small housing sites target is sufficient enough to yield significant contributions from smaller
housing developments.
Built to rent
The Mayor welcomes Enfield’s support for Built to Rent schemes. With regards to the proposed
approach to affordable housing, please see the Mayor’s Further Suggested Change to the draft
new London Plan (M29.1) put forward as part of M29 – Build to Rent.

Older People’s Housing
The Mayor welcomes Enfield’s recognition of its annual benchmark for specialist older persons
housing of 195 homes a year as set out in Table 4.4 of the Draft New London Plan and Local Plan
Policy H7 should set out Enfield’s commitment to meeting this target. Furthermore, Enfield are
advised to take note of proposed further suggested changes to the Draft New London Plan, under
Matter 31, concerning the provision of specialist older persons housing and these alterations
should be taken into account in future versions of the Local Plan and especially in regard to policy
H7C where reference to C3 housing should be removed.
Gypsies and Traveller accommodation
The Mayor welcomes Enfield’s intention to undertake a Gypsy and Travellers Accommodation
Needs Assessment and the definition of Gypsy and Traveller as set out in Policy H16 of the Draft
New London Plan should be used to inform the study.
Design
The Mayor welcomes Enfield’s draft policy D2 regarding tall buildings and small scale infill and
extension developments. It would be helpful if this positive approach was more closely reflected by
the supporting text. In particular, as stated above, the supporting text could acknowledge in line
with draft London Plan policy H2, that local character evolves over time. The supporting text
should also separate the issues of tall buildings and higher densities. Higher density development
does not mean tall buildings. Enfield should note that well designed higher density schemes will
bring a range of social and built environment benefits to an area.
In addition, in line with draft London Plan policy D8, the policy should be clearer as to where tall
buildings will be acceptable in principle. Paragraph 4.3.1 sets out three broad locations where
there are existing tall buildings.
The Mayor welcomes the proposed policies that seek to future-proof development from the
impacts of climate change and that give consideration to de-construction.
Economy
The Mayor welcomes Enfield’s acknowledgement of the demand for additional industrial capacity
in the borough and its ambition to intensify existing industrial areas. The draft new London Plan
identifies Enfield as a borough that needs to provide additional industrial capacity. London
Industrial Land Demand (GLA 2017) indicates that Enfield requires in the region of 41.7ha of
industrial land up to 2041. Any approach to the intensification and release of industrial land
should take into account the London Plan and Local Plan evidence regarding the type of demand
for industrial capacity and follow the guidance set out in the Mayor’s Practice Note on Industrial
intensification and co-location through plan-led and masterplan approaches
(https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/practice_note_-_industrial_intensification.pdf ). In
addition, Enfield should apply the principle of no net loss of industrial floorspace capacity within SIL
and LSIS in accordance with Draft New London Plan Policy E4.
Before implementing draft Local Plan policy E2 Enfield should set out a borough-wide approach to
the protection, intensification and release / co-location of Enfield’s industrial capacity. Enfield
should provide evidence to support policies and site allocations, indicating the most suitable places
for increased industrial capacity as well as where additional industrial floorspace is most likely to be
provided (including potential floorspace) based on redevelopment potential and willingness of
land owners. The approach should note that SILs are London’s main reservoir of land for industry

and logistics and are critical to the long term effective functioning of London’s economy. Enfield
needs to demonstrate that its approach to industrial intensification is justified and effective.
The release of industrial land is not the only way to regenerate adjacent areas. High quality
developments within areas and supporting infrastructure can also improve existing
neighbourhoods, providing opportunities for growth and regeneration.
Whilst a limited amount of ancillary office space may be required to support industrial uses, any
new B1a floorspace in industrial locations should be strictly limited, including for example to upper
floors/mezzanines and managed so that B1a floorspace does not encroach on and compromise the
integrity or effectiveness of existing industrial activity. Offices should be directed to Enfield’s town
centres (as set out in draft Local Plan policy E3). If applied to industrial sites, it is considered the
approach set out in policy E2(e) is too broad and should be restricted to B1(c) uses, where local
evidence demonstrates sufficient demand.
The London Office Policy Review 2017 (GLA) indicates that Enfield currently has a small office
market (paragraph 6.2.45) which is unlikely to change unless Enfield creates the conditions for this
to happen as part of a wider strategic and economic approach. Strategic plans for office
development should take into account Table A1.1 of the Draft New London Plan which identifies
only two town centres in Enfield that fall within the office guidelines. Both Enfield Town and
Southgate are identified as centres that show demand for existing office functions, generally
within smaller units.
Affordable workspace
To ensure the next iteration of this approach is in conformity with the London Plan, the policy
should just refer to the mechanisms for securing affordable workspace. The reference to B1
floorspace in Policy E4 is too broad. B1a floorspace is not permitted in SIL, and in line with Draft
New London Plan Policy E1 should be directed to town centres. To support this approach, the
London Plan has two distinct policies to support new businesses: draft policy E2 on low-cost
business space, and draft policy E3 Affordable workspace which should be managed by a
workspace provider. Enfield should differentiate between the two, recognising that low-cost
business space is primarily about office type uses while affordable workspace is geared towards
specific social, cultural or economic development purposes.
Live/work space needs to be carefully managed to ensure the employment floorspace is retained.
Creative Enterprise Zone (CEZ) – Meridian works
The Mayor is very supportive of the creative industries across London and encourages Enfield to explore
the opportunities for these industrialise within the borough. However, Enfield should provide evidence to
support the proposed floorspace for creative uses at Meridian Water. The evidence prepared for the
London Plan and for the Edmonton Leeside Area Action Plan, which was supported by the Planning
Inspector show a demand for logistics to service London. This location at Meridian Water is well serviced
by the strategic road network and therefore remains an appropriate location for logistics. As stated above
Enfield need to develop a borough wide approach to industrial land based on local evidence.
It should also be noted that the Mayor’s CEZ’s as defined in the Glossary to the London Plan have already
been awarded.

Town centres
Enfield’s strategic approach to its town centres should be underpinned by evidence that
establishes the borough’s consumer needs over the plan period, identifies opportunities for good
growth and ensures resilience during a period of economic and technological challenges. In the
absence of appropriate and sufficient evidence and suitable site allocations for retail development
it is difficult to determine if the proposed approach is able to deliver adequate and appropriate
commercial capacity to meet the borough’s needs over the plan period.
Enfield’s approach to town centre uses as set out in draft policy TC1 should more clearly support a
town centre first approach, reflecting the text in paragraph 7.1.7. The current approach could be
counter-productive as it appears to allow town centre uses in many areas that would dilute the
concentration of town centre functions. In particular, the location of emerging growth and
investment areas is too broad. In accordance with Draft New London Plan Policy SD7, Enfield
should identify those centres which have the scope to accommodate commercial development and
housing growth taking into account the growth indicators set out in Table A1.1 of the Draft New
London Plan.
The Mayor welcomes the flexible approach to land uses, where required to support the vitality and
functioning of town centres reflecting the approach in Draft New London Plan Policy SD6,
supporting the adaptation and diversification of town centres in response to the challenges and
opportunities presented by multi-channel shopping, changes in technology and consumer
behaviour. Enfield should ensure that active frontages are enhanced and maintained within town
centre boundaries in line with Draft New London Plan Policy D1.
Proposed policy TC1 part (c) is not in conformity with the London Plan. It allows for the
introduction of town centre uses in SIL and could lead to the incremental erosion of SIL. The
supporting text refers only to industrial businesses selling their produce on their premises. The
Mayor would have no objection if the overarching policy limited the approach to cover ancillary
sales. The town centres elsewhere in Enfield will provide sufficient capacity to accommodate town
centre uses.
Transport
The Mayor welcomes support for the planned rail infrastructure projects that are listed. It should
be noted that the East-West Rapid Transit strategic and major road enhancement projects
within Enfield, are not included as specific projects in the draft London Plan or Mayor’s
Transport Strategy and would require further assessment as there is no current commitment or
funding secured.
The Mayor also welcomes measures to reduce the impact of private vehicles outlined in draft
Local Plan policy T2 including reference to application of the Healthy Streets Approach (part a)
and the adoption of maximum car parking standards as well as car lite housing wherever feasible
(part e). As part of the policy there should be an explicit requirement to comply with maximum
car parking standards set out in policy T6 of the draft London Plan. The positive approach to car
lite housing should be expanded to encourage car free development in line with the draft
London Plan.
The Mayor welcomes the emphasis in draft Local Plan policy T3 and elsewhere in making active
travel the natural choice, consistent with the Mayor’s approach in the draft London Plan and the
Mayor’s Transport Strategy.

Social and Green infrastructure
The Mayor welcomes Enfield’s support for the protection, provision and enhancement of social
and green infrastructure and the improved health and well-being of residents across the borough,
including addressing poor air quality.
The Mayor welcomes Enfield’s approach in the protection of trees. However, while the protection
of tress is important, the policy should also promote opportunities for new trees and woodlands in
order to increase the extent of London’s urban forest in line with Draft New London Plan Policy
G7 and in achieving the Mayor’s ambition to increase tree canopy cover in London by more than
10% by 2050. Furthermore, the draft plan should reflect the requirement that development
proposals that would result in the loss of existing trees should be informed by CAVAT, i-Tree Eco
or similar valuation system in their replacement in accordance with Draft New London Plan Policy
G7.
Enfield’s Draft Policy G14 should do more to reflect Draft New London Plan Policy G6, for
example making it clear that development proposals should aim to secure net biodiversity gain and
should be informed by the best available ecological information taking into consideration that
Enfield’s most up-to-date Biodiversity Action Plan was published in 2011.
Next Steps
I hope these comments can inform the next version of Enfield’s Local Plan. As currently drafted
the Mayor has strong concerns regarding the de-designation of the Green Belt and the
approach to industrial land and considers that if these are not amended could raise issues of
conformity with the London Plan. The Mayor will issue his formal opinion on general conformity
when requested at the proposed publication stage. If you would like to discuss any of my
representations in more detail, please contact Celeste Giusti (020 7983 4811) who will be happy
to discuss and arrange a meeting. We especially encourage you to talk to us on finding ways to
accommodate housing and employment growth without encroaching on the Green Belt.
Yours sincerely

Juliemma McLoughlin
Chief Planner
Cc:

Joanne McCartney, London Assembly Constituency Member
Nicky Gavron, Chair of London Assembly Planning Committee
National Planning Casework Unit, DCLG
Lucinda Turner, TfL

Annex 1 – Transport for London Comments
Please note that these comments represent the views of TfL officers and are made on a “without
prejudice” basis. They should not be taken to represent an indication of any subsequent Mayoral
decision in relation to this matter. These comments also do not necessarily represent the views of the
Greater London Authority (GLA). A separate response has been prepared by TfL Commercial
Development (TfL Property) to reflect TfL’s interests as a landowner and potential developer in
Enfield.
Thank you for giving Transport for London (TfL) the opportunity to comment on the draft Enfield
Local Plan – Towards a New Local Plan 2036. We welcome the aspiration of the draft local plan to
support growth and enabling people to get around by walking, cycling, and public transport. In
particular, we welcome the approach set out in the draft local plan to further reduce car use and
implement the Healthy Streets approach borough wide.
The draft London Plan was published in December 2017 and was open for public consultation until
March 2018. Following the consultation, a revised draft was published in August 2018 showing Minor
Suggested Changes made in response to consultation comments. The draft London Plan is a material
consideration in assessing local policy and determining planning applications.
We have set out a number of comments and proposed changes which we hope are helpful. We look
forward to continuing to work together in drafting the final document and are committed to
continuing to work closely with the GLA to deliver integrated planning, and make the case for
continued investment in transport capacity and connectivity to enable Good Growth in Enfield and
beyond.
Our comments and proposed changes to the draft Enfield Local Plan are:
Section 2.12.2
The draft local plan states Crews Hill has strong sustainability arguments in favour of developing
some green belt land. The area around Crews Hill station has a Public Transport Accessibility Level
ranging from only 1a to1b (on a scale of 1a – 6b, with 6b being the highest), with the wider area
recording PTAL 0. Crews Hill station is currently served by Great Northern services between Hertford
North and Moorgate, with a maximum of three trains per hour in the peak. There are no bus services
serving this area. With such a low level of public transport connectivity either current or planned, the
development of this area would be likely to be car dependent. For London to grow sustainably an
integrated approach to land use and transport would be necessary to achieve a 75% mode share for
walking cycling and public transport in outer London (to achieve a city-wide target of 80%). The
focus for large scale mixed use development should be on growth corridors, town centres and
‘opportunity’ areas, where there is planned investment in the public transport network. TfL
recommends the Council look at stations with higher public accessibility levels, for example those
near retail parks.
Section 7
The Enfield Town scheme has been de-scoped from the Mini-Hollands programme. Enfield will
submit a Liveable Neighbourhoods bid for this location and if successful will be granted funding. If

they are not successful, this will have a negative impact on the goal of building a vibrant town centre
at this location.
Section 10
Page 177 – The Local Plan should mention the Strategic Bus Review of all routes into Central London
as this may have an impact on ridership.
Policy T1
TfL welcomes support for the planned rail infrastructure projects that are listed. It should be noted
that the East-West Rapid Transit strategic and major road enhancement projects within Enfield, are
not included as specific projects in the draft London Plan or Mayor’s Transport Strategy and would
require further assessment as there is no current commitment or funding secured.
Suggested change to requirements for development proposals (additional text in bold):
The need for development proposals to contribute to bus network infrastructure is welcomed
however the policy could be strengthened with the addition of contributions to service
improvements as well as access (including step free access), capacity and interchange improvements
to local rail and underground stations.
Policy T2
TfL welcomes measures to reduce the impact of private vehicles outlined in this policy including
reference to application of the Healthy Streets Approach (part a) and the adoption of maximum car
parking standards as well as car lite housing wherever feasible (part e). As part of the policy there
should be an explicit requirement to comply with maximum car parking standards set out in policy T6
of the draft London Plan. The positive approach to car lite housing should be expanded to encourage
car free development in line with the draft London Plan. In relation to road safety (part c) reference
could usefully be made to the Mayor’s Vision Zero initiative.
Suggested changes to requirements for development proposals:
They should provide active electric vehicle charging points at a minimum of 20% (one fifth) of car
parking spaces and the remaining 80% of spaces should provide passive provision to comply with
London Plan policy T6. Construction Logistics Plans and Delivery and Servicing Plans should be
submitted alongside planning applications to detail how the impact of road based freight can be
mitigated and maximum use made of the alternatives. Development proposals may also be required
to provide funding towards the investigation and/or implementation of Controlled Parking Zones to
address concerns about on street parking.
Policy T3
TfL welcomes the emphasis in this policy and elsewhere in making active travel the natural choice,
consistent with the Mayor’s approach in the draft London Plan and the Mayor’s Transport Strategy.
Reference should be made to the requirement to meet London Plan policyT5 cycle parking standards
as a minimum and for the need to have regard to design guidance including the London Cycling

Design Standards (LCDS) or any successor document. The Healthy Streets approach referred to in
Local Plan policy T2 will also have a role to play here. In relation to part c care should be taken to
ensure that any routes to be used by both cyclists and walkers are fit for purpose and designed to
appropriate standards as set out in LCDS.
Policy T4
TfL welcomes the intention to make more school trips safe, sustainable and healthy. This could
usefully cross reference Local Plan policy T2 in relation to Healthy Streets and road safety (Vision
Zero).

Crossrail 2
Over-arching comment: Four-tracking and Crossrail 2
TfL welcomes the support for Crossrail 2 serving Enfield and agrees with the summary that the
project could transform transport accessibility, housing and growth opportunities in the borough.
Four-Tracking is sometimes described as a stage of Crossrail 2 (eg. blue box page 182), and at other
times is described as if it is a separate initiative altogether (eg. 10.2.9.).
TfL recommends that consideration is given to providing a specific reference which clarifies what
both Four-Tracking and Crossrail 2 represent, as below for example, and that this is reflected in the
references in the document.
Crossrail 2 is a new railway running across London in the South West - North East corridor. In
the Northeast, it is planned to serve all of the West Anglia Main Line stations in the Borough:
Meridian Water, Ponders End, Brimsdown and Enfield Lock with up to 12 trains per hour in
each direction. Accommodating these extra trains relies on Four-Tracking the West Anglia
Mainline (between Tottenham Hale to the south of the Borough, and Broxbourne to the
North), as well as a Crossrail 2 tunnel underneath inner and Central London, connecting with
the Southwest Main Line at Wimbledon. This level of service increase could not be
accommodated by Four-Tracking alone, as there is not sufficient capacity for additional
trains at, or on the approaches to Liverpool Street or Stratford, the existing terminus points of
the service.
Opportunities exist to Four-Track the West Anglia Main Line in advance of the opening of a
Crossrail 2 tunnel in the mid 2030s. Without Crossrail 2, these would deliver a lesser train
service increase, but could still support growth in the corridor. One opportunity is an
emerging proposal to four-track part of the line between Tottenham Hale and Meridian
Water and this was the subject of a bid for the Government’s Housing Infrastructure Funding
in late 2018. Further opportunities exist to deliver more extensive four-tracking all the way to
Broxbourne prior to the opening of Crossrail 2, however there is currently no committed
funding for this.
While Four-Tracking to Broxbourne as an early stage of Crossrail 2 was endorsed by the West Anglia
Taskforce, there is no formal commitment to this at present by the Crossrail 2 project team. This is

because in early 2018, the Mayor of London and the Secretary of State for Transport jointly
commissioned an Independent Affordability Review that has been scrutinising the funding, finance,
cost and risk of the scheme. This includes investigating ways in which the scheme could be delivered
in phases. Further work is ongoing, and the Government have said that they will ‘consider the case
for the project at the Spending Review’1. The Mayor remains committed to delivering Crossrail 2, and
it is at the heart of both his Transport Strategy and London Plan.
Section 2: Promoting Good Growth Options in Enfield
We support the identification of the Upper Lee Valley and New Southgate Opportunity Areas in the
Enfield 2036 Growth Options diagram (Figure 2.2, page 34) (though it should be noted that the draft
New London Plan 2017 refers to the Lee Valley Opportunity Area rather than the Upper Lee Valley
Opportunity Area).
In the draft Growth Objectives (section 2.6), TfL supports the promotion of sustainable patterns of
development including areas around stations (Objective 1, page 37), and the aim of providing a
planning strategy for growth aligned with planned new and improved major transport infrastructure
(Objective 4, page 37).
Paragraph 2.13.5 (page 52) states that ‘the current [Crossrail 2] business case being made to the
government outlines Enfield would need to provide a further 40,000+ new homes out of the 200,000
homes to be realised through land released by Crossrail 2’.
This statement, and the subsequent reference to ‘a 40,000 housing requirement to make Crossrail 2
a reality for Enfield’, is inaccurate. This should be reworded to reflect that the Crossrail 2 Business
Case indicates that the scheme could unlock around 20 to 30,000 extra homes in Enfield, and that
the delivery of this many new homes is not a requirement for the scheme to happen – it is the scale
of new housing that the scheme could unlock.
Paragraph 2.13.6 states that ‘The Mayor’s draft new London Plan due to be examined in early 2019 is
planning for a time period up to 2041 but as it is drafted the Plan does not make strategic policy
provision for Crossrail 2 to happen.’ This meaning of this wording is not clear and should be revised.
Para. 2.13.2 indicates that there is road infrastructure investment associated with Crossrail 2. This is
not the case, though level crossings are proposed to be closed and alternative access routes will be
provided as required. Furthermore the plan should make it clear that road tunnelling at New
Southgate remaining unfunded.
Section 5: Meeting Enfield’s Housing Needs
Crossrail 2 supports the Council’s ambitions to provide the substantial quantum of new homes which
Enfield needs over the plan period. We welcome recognition in Draft Policy Approach H1 that new
infrastructure investment such as Crossrail 2 could create opportunities to deliver increased growth
in a sustainable way.

Section 10: Sustainable Movement and Transport
On Figure 10.4 (page 180), Crossrail2 should be rewritten as Crossrail 2, and an opening date of mid
2030’s should be referred to.
We welcome the support for Crossrail 2 set out in Draft Policy Approach T1 (page 183), including the
expectation that development proposals safeguard and consider access to existing and future
infrastructure projects. Part (a) of the Draft Policy Approach indicates that ‘associated infrastructure
to improve east-west connectivity’ is within the scope of Crossrail 2; this is not the case, though level
crossings are proposed to be closed and alternative access routes will be provided as required.

Dear Sir or Madam,
Enfield Local Plan – Issues and Options Consultation December 2018
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the above consultation. This letter relates
to the services of the Environment & Infrastructure Department at Hertfordshire County
Council, which also incorporates other services provided by the county council where
relevant.
Enfield Council is located to the south of Hertfordshire abutting Broxbourne
Borough, Welwyn Hatfield Borough and Hertsmere Borough. There are two
settlements within Enfield Borough (Crews Hill and Hadley Wood) that border
Hertfordshire which may potentially result in some cross-boundary issues.
Potential cross-boundary issues which may arise from the current consultation
document are considered below.
Education Provision
The broad options for delivering growth outlined in Chapter 2 indicate that Crews
Hill and Upper Lee Valley could accommodate significant development prior to
2036.
It is unclear how many homes will be allocated at specific locations at the current
stage of Plan-production, however, the development in Enfield needs to ensure
that sufficient school places are provided in tandem with the proposed housing to
prevent additional pressure being placed on existing schools where there are
already capacity issues. Pressure should be avoided on schools within both
Enfield and Hertfordshire or any other adjoining authority areas.
HCC is aware of the functioning of Enfield’s School Expansion Programme, as
mentioned in paragraph 8.1.13. New schools are likely to be required with the
growth scenarios Enfield are heading towards. A more detailed infrastructure

requirement should be included in the Local Plan/Masterplan as part of the Planmaking process.
Currently, Potters Bar within Hertfordshire has a small amount of outflow into the
Hadley Wood area at primary level but the town does not rely on places in Enfield
to meet demand and there is not a great deal of inflow into Potters Bar.
Approximately 13% of the children attending primary schools in the Waltham
Cross Primary Planning Area live within Enfield. There are also approximately
13% of children attending secondary school within the Cheshunt Secondary
Planning Area who originate from Enfield. Whilst there is not an immediate
pressure on places within these areas, significant growth is expected and
adjoining primary and secondary planning areas are experiencing a close match
between supply and demand for places. Considerations would need to be made
should there be a significant level of housing within Enfield due to the level of flow
into Hertfordshire. Whilst there may be a level of flow from Hertfordshire children
into Enfield we would expect this to be less than the previously mentioned flow
but Enfield would have to confirm this with their education admissions team.
When expected pupil flows are established, appropriate contributions should be
made to mitigate against any impact that may be caused on Hertfordshire
services.
Highways
HCC welcomes the opportunity to continue to work with Enfield Council and other
neighbouring planning authorities as major junction improvements and other
highways schemes may potentially have an impact upon the road network in
Hertfordshire and beyond.
HCC fully endorses Enfield’s aspiration stated in paragraph 10.4.2 to provide
opportunities to increase the number of people cycling within the borough but
would also add that all those concerned should build and develop links to
adjoining boroughs such as Broxbourne and the wider transport network, some of
which links to Hertfordshire.
HCC agrees that the only real way of reducing pollution from traffic is to reduce
vehicle numbers and encourage the use of the most environmentally-friendly
vehicles available. We are committed to work with all authorities to better plan,
develop and run our transport network to address the real health issues
associated with poor air quality.
HCC will work with Enfield to better manage how the pressure of increased
growth within areas such as Broxbourne will affect parking demand within the
area. As indicated within the consultation document, more sustainable growth and
better public and sustainable travel choices will need to be adopted to
accommodate the proposed growth within Enfield and beyond.

As public transport runs across and through a number of boroughs adjacent to
Hertfordshire County, we are keen to work in partnership to fully utilise the
benefits these type of services can bring.
HCC see opportunities to work with Enfield to build upon the existing transport
links it has with Broxbourne to improve the quality of the road network, including
the footways, so that a larger percentage of cross-borough journeys can be made
by foot, cycle or public transport.
General comments
As Enfield borough lies adjacent to three Hertfordshire boroughs, we suggest
changing paragraph 1.9.1 to also include Welwyn Hatfield and Hertsmere.
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To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Mark Silverman
LocalPlan
Laura Wood
Towards a new Local Plan for Enfield 2018 - 2036
25 February 2019 14:26:20

Good afternoon,
I am writing in response to your current Issues and Options consultation. We do not appear to
have received a notification of the consultation in December but following receipt of the Duty to
Co-operate Panel invitation, are aware that the consultation closes this week, so provide some
brief comments as follows.
The step change in housing delivery which is required across London is acknowledged in the
Issues and Options document and we welcome the recognition that all options will need to be
considered, including a commitment in Policy GI2 to undertake a Green Belt boundary review
and an assessment of whether exceptional circumstances might exist to justify changing Green
Belt boundaries. At this stage, it is unclear if or how, the full objectively assessed housing need
of 1876 homes per year will be met and would suggest that following the completion of
additional technical work, including the call for sites, Policy H1 is worded less ambiguously. The
current reference to “secure the conditions to bring forward a sufficient supply of homes to meet
the identified needs of existing and future households by seeking to deliver at least 1,876 homes
per year in the plan period” is open to interpretation and has implications for neighbouring
authorities who must all look to accommodate their OAN.
Although LB Enfield’s boundary with Hertsmere is relatively short and characterised by open
countryside between Hadley Wood and Potters Bar, this boundary is not picked up in the Issues
and Options and it is unclear why Potters Bar and Hertsmere are not identifiable on the key
diagram. We would ask this is addressed in your draft plan. It is not clear whether any growth is
being considered in Hadley Wood although it is noted that Crews Hill, which also has a mainline
station, is identified as a potential local for additional development. Finally, we would ask that
reference is made to the emerging South West Hertfordshire Joint Strategic Plan as this will
consider long term growth requirements across five local authorities in our part of Hertfordshire
and help guide our obligations under the duty to co-operate.
We look forward to meeting with you to consider the cross-boundary implications of our
respective emerging Local Plans.
Regards
Mark Silverman

Mark Silverman
Planning Policy Team Leader
Hertsmere Borough Council | Civic Offices | Elstree Way | Borehamwood | Herts |
WD6 1WA

Consultation: New Draft Local Plan 2036 and Heritage Strategy
Highways England Reference: #6399
Dear Sir/Madam,
Thank you for inviting Highways England to provide comments on Enfield Councils ‘Issues and
Options’ Draft New Local Plan 2036 and Heritage Strategy.
Highways England’s role is to operate, maintain and modernise the strategic road network
(SRN) in line with the Roads Investment Strategy, reflecting public interest and to provide
effective stewardship of the network’s long term operation and integrity. In the case of Enfield
this relates to the M25, in particular Junction 24, 25 and 26 and A10. We would be concerned if
any material increase in traffic were to occur on the SRN as a result of planned growth in Enfield
without careful consideration of mitigation measures. It is important that the Local Plan provides
the planning policy framework to ensure development cannot progress without the appropriate
infrastructure in place.
When considering proposals for growth, any impacts on the SRN will need to be identified and
mitigated as far as reasonably possible. We will support a local authority proposal that considers
sustainable measures which manage down demand and reduces the need to travel.
Infrastructure improvements on the SRN should only be considered as a last resort. Proposed
new growth will need to be considered in the context of the cumulative impact from already
proposed development. It is recognised that the proposed Local Plan will play an important role
in delivering growth in Enfield.
For background, you may be interested to read the guide to working with Highways England on
planning matters which sets out the way we will engage with communities, local authorities, and
the development industry to deliver development and, thus, economic growth, whilst
safeguarding the primary function and purpose of the SRN. Please see the following link:
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/461023/N150227__Highways_England_Planning_Document_FINAL-lo.pdf
In general we are supportive of the approach set out in the consultation document, however
there is no specific mention of the SRN within the document except within the maps. We are
aware Local Plan development in Enfield could have a material impact on the SRN and
therefore the SRN should be considered in the Local Plan and it’s key evidence.
Thank you for consulting Highways England on the Local Plan Issues and Options. Detailed
comments cannot be made until the Transport Assessment (explaining the traffic impact of the
preferred options for development) , part of the key evidence for the Local Plan, has been
submitted. We look forward to working in partnership to understand the implications of the
Enfield Local Plan as it develops.
I am aware that an invitation has been extended for Highways England to attend a Duty to
Cooperate Panel session of 21 March. We will be very pleased to join that discussion
opportunity when the Meridian Water development site and Meridian Water railway proposals
will be discussed. I hope that this meeting will give us an opportunity to make connections with
Enfield Council officers and to start to make arrangements to meet to discuss the local plan as it
emerges.
Lastly, Highways England do not have any comments to make on the Heritage Strategy as this
will have no impact on the SRN.
I trust that in the meantime the information set out in this letter assists you in your plan

preparation If you have any queries, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Our ref: PL00518203
Strategic Planning & Design
Enfield Council
FREEPOST
NW5036
EN1 3BR

By email: localplan@enfield.gov.uk
28 February 2019
Dear Sir/Madam
London Borough of Enfield: Towards a New Local Plan – Issues and Options
Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the above consultation document. As the
Government’s adviser on the historic environment, Historic England is keen to ensure that the
conservation and enhancement of the historic environment is taken fully into account at all
stages and levels of the Local Plan process.
Subject to a number of comments detailed below, Historic England broadly welcomes the
draft Plan and we are pleased to note Objective 3 within the Draft Vision for Enfield regarding
enhancing the Borough’s heritage assets. We consider that the draft Plan conforms to the key
requirements of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) in respect of the historic
environment: to contain policies to conserve and enhance the historic environment (para 20),
set out a positive strategy for its conservation and enjoyment (para 185), and be underpinned
by relevant and up-to-date evidence (paras 31 and 187). We note the significant amount of
preparatory work that has gone into the Plan in terms of heritage considerations, and are of
the view that it offers an excellent platform for the Council to successfully conserve and
enhance the historic environment while managing the growth agenda for the Plan period.
Historic England has produced a number of advice notes to help in the interpretation and
application of national policy and guidance in this area which we would commend to you in
the development of the draft Local Plan – in particular Good Practice Advice Note 1 – The
Historic Environment in Local Plans (https://historicengland.org.uk/imagesbooks/publications/gpa1-historic-environment-local-plans/).
Historic England, 4th Floor, Cannon Bridge House, Dowgate Hill, London EC4R 2YA
Telephone 020 7973 3700 Facsimile 020 7973 3001
HistoricEngland.org.uk
Please note that Historic England operates an access to information policy.
Correspondence or information which you send us may therefore become publicly available.

We also have a number of comments relating to individual issues within the consultation
document:
Growth strategy and areas: We note the options identified for accommodating new
development and growth across the Borough at section 2.7, and would concur that a
balanced approach that distributes development across these locations according to their
sensitivity is sensible. All of the broad locations referred to have historic environment
considerations to varying degrees, and as such it will be important that the results of
characterisation exercises are actively applied in order to ensure that the quantum and
design of new development is appropriate to its context.
Call for Sites: We would stress that the identification of potential sites for development offers
the earliest opportunity to also identify and address heritage considerations. Using available
information on designated heritage (such as the National Heritage List for England
at https://historicengland.org.uk/listing/the-list/ and the Historic Environment Record held
by the Greater London Archaeological Advisory Service (GLAAS) will be important to ensure
these are addressed to avoid any issues that may delay development proposals later on in
the process. Other sources of information include the characterisation exercises referred to in
the draft Plan, the Council’s own Local Heritage List and the various conservation area
character appraisals and assessments that are available. Further advice can be found here:
•
•

The Setting of Heritage Assets (http://historicengland.org.uk/imagesbooks/publications/gpa3-setting-of-heritage-assets/)
Site Allocations (https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/historicenvironment-and-site-allocations-in-local-plans/)

Tall buildings: We note section 4.3 dealing with this issue, but consider that this requires
further detail both in terms of the supporting text and the specifics of policy D2. We would
suggest that results of the Call for Sites exercise, further analysis of recent characterisation
studies and the Council’s 2013 Tall Buildings report should all be used in identifying whether
there are potential locations for tall buildings and the specific design parameters that would
be expected. This would go some way to establishing a properly plan-led approach to tall
buildings in the borough and also take account of policy D8 in the emerging London Plan and
its requirement for identified locations for tall buildings as well as detail on potential building
heights.
Town centres: The reference to historic assets in the section headed ‘Managing Town
Centres’ of draft policy TC2 is to be welcomed, although we consider the policy could go
further in acknowledging the role of historic character in ensuring Enfield’s town centres are
Historic England, 4th Floor, Cannon Bridge House, Dowgate Hill, London EC4R 2YA
Telephone 020 7973 3700 Facsimile 020 7973 3001
HistoricEngland.org.uk
Please note that Historic England operates an access to information policy.
Correspondence or information which you send us may therefore become publicly available.

attractive and successful places to visit, work and shop. The potential implications for the
heritage of town centres go much further than simply ongoing town centre management
issues, and the possible effects of development proposals should be addressed in the draft
policy.
Draft policy HE2: We recommend that the final paragraph of the policy is amended as
follows to better reflect the NPPF and best practice in relation to archaeology:
Where a development has the potential to impact archaeological remains, developers should
submit with their application an Archaeological Desk Based Assessment and potentially an
evaluation report in order to assess the significance of the archaeological resource.
Archaeological remains of national significance should be preserved in situ. Where a proposal
affects archaeological remains of regional or local significance, developers should mitigate
harm as appropriate in relation to the significance of the remains and record evidence to be
deposited with the Greater London Historic Environment Record and the local archive
Monitoring: We note that there is as yet no proposed monitoring framework or indicators
related to the draft Plan proposed, and look forward to being consulted on the Sustainability
Appraisal for the draft Plan which is likely contain this detail. Historic England has produced
advice on how to incorporate the historic environment in this type of
exercise: https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/sustainability-appraisaland-strategic-environmental-assessment-advice-note-8/
It should be noted that the draft London Plan policy M1 (Monitoring) contains a new Key
Performance Indicator relating to heritage. This is intended to monitor whether the
applications that the GLA are consulted on have a beneficial, neutral or harmful impact on
the historic environment – we would commend this approach to the Council in developing
the monitoring framework for the next iteration of the Plan.
I trust these comments are helpful. Please note that this advice is based on the information
that has been provided to us and does not affect our obligation to advise on, and potentially
object to any specific development proposal which may subsequently arise from these
documents, and which may have adverse effects on the environment.
In the meantime, please do not hesitate to contact me should you require any further
information.
Yours faithfully

Historic England, 4th Floor, Cannon Bridge House, Dowgate Hill, London EC4R 2YA
Telephone 020 7973 3700 Facsimile 020 7973 3001
HistoricEngland.org.uk
Please note that Historic England operates an access to information policy.
Correspondence or information which you send us may therefore become publicly available.

Tim Brennan MRTPI
Historic Environment Planning Adviser

Historic England, 4th Floor, Cannon Bridge House, Dowgate Hill, London EC4R 2YA
Telephone 020 7973 3700 Facsimile 020 7973 3001
HistoricEngland.org.uk
Please note that Historic England operates an access to information policy.
Correspondence or information which you send us may therefore become publicly available.

Dear Neeru
The Authority’s Regeneration and Planning Committee considered your draft Plan at its meeting
on 14th February 2019. Whilst acknowledging the challenges which the draft Plan seeks to
address the Committee considered that there was considerable scope for joint working.
Of the five ‘development options’ identified those identified as ‘movement corridors’,
‘regeneration programme’ and ‘Crossrail 2’ each point to investment in the eastern section of
the Borough and could lead to new investment in the Regional Park. The development of ‘The
Wave’ at the Lee Valley Leisure Centre, Picketts Lock is consistent with these spatial options in
this part of the Borough.
New investment in the eastern corridor either linked to the ‘movement corridor’ or ‘estate
regeneration’ irrespective of the advent of ‘Crossrail 2’ could work to the advantage of the
Authority as it reviews its land holdings in this area.
Our primary concern is the absence of any clear policy which would support new major
investment in leisure at the Lee Valley Leisure Complex at Picketts Lock. During the last decade
through a series of joint meetings we have understood that the Council desires major investment
in a new National and Regional development at this site. This would complement the
considerable amount of housing development proposed for the Borough’s eastern corridor
including that at Meridian Water and would help to deliver ‘good growth’ as defined in the draft
London Plan (2017). In November, the Authority announced that it had agreed terms with the
‘The Wave’, to create a new major surfing and outdoor leisure activity centre at the Complex.
This will be an innovative scheme using the latest in wave design technology and would create a
national and international leisure destination. Give the site’s current designation within the

green belt the Authority needs the right policy environment to enable this fantastic opportunity
to be realised. A dedicated policy which reflects the scale of our shared ambitions is required.
There needs to be additional references to the value of the Regional Park in terms of the Lee
Valley Special Protection Area, Ramsar and the several areas of Sites of Metropolitan Importance
for Nature Conservation (SMINCS) which are within the Regional Park within the Borough.
Inclusion of a specific reference to the development of ‘ecological networks/linkages’ to connect
with strategic areas of green infrastructure, including the Regional Park is required. Reference to
the Authority’s recently adopted Biodiversity Action Plan would be consistent with policy intent.
Other references need to be included in the draft Plan regarding the Regional Park’s unique
value in providing for cycling and walking routes and its value in improving connectivity with
adjacent Counties and London Boroughs. Improved links from across the Borough to the
Regional Park should be considered as part of the Council’s commitment to delivering ‘Mini
Holland’ to address legibility and permeability to make connections. Specific reference to the
Authority’s emerging Park Development Framework’s, Strategic Policies in either text or an
Appendix should be included. This would be consistent with Section 14 2) (a) and (b) of the Lee
Valley Regional Park Act 1966.
An additional response will be sent regarding the ‘call for sites’ which has accompanied your
consultation. The Committee requested that a dedicated joint officer meeting should be held to
consider these matters. Please acknowledge receipt.
Regards,
PS just read your statement under Matter 65 to the London Plan EIP. It makes an interesting
read and I recognise the scope for joint working given our shared concerns!
Stephen Wilkinson BA, BPl, Dip LA, MBA, MRTPI
Head of Planning and Strategic Partnerships

Lee Valley Regional Park Authority
Myddelton House, Bulls Cross, Enfield, Middlesex, EN2 9HG
Tel: 01992 717711 Fax: 01992 788623
www.leevalleypark.org.uk

Disclaimer
Lee Valley Regional Park Authority E-mail Disclaimer.... This email and any files transmitted with it are
confidential and intended solely for the use of the individual or entity to whom they are addressed. If
you are not the intended recipient, the use of the information by disclosure, copying or distribution is
prohibited and may be unlawful. If you have received this email in error please notify the systems
manager at postmaster@leevalleypark.org.uk. The email should then be deleted. The views expressed in

Date: 28 February 2019

Enfield Council
Planning Policy
Silver Street
London
EN1 EXA

T +44 (0)20 7198 2000
F +44 (0)20 7198 2001
www.lsh.co.uk
Lambert Smith Hampton
United Kingdom House
180 Oxford Street
London
W1D 1NN

Dear Sir/Madam.

DRAFT ENFIELD TOWARDS A NEW LOCAL PLAN 2036 ISSUES AND OPTIONS
Lambert Smith Hampton has been instructed by the Metropolitan Police Service (MPS) to make
representations to the above consultation document.

Consultation on the Draft Enfield Local Plan Issues and Options (DELP) started on 5 December
2018. Chapter 2 ‘Promoting good growth options in Enfield’ states that Enfield should now ‘deliver
1,876 additional dwellings each year between April 2019 and March 2029 which equates to 18,760
homes over the next 10 years’.

The proposed growth in homes, offices and other uses will significantly increase the need for
policing and the cost for associated infrastructure. This represents a legitimate infrastructure
requirement that should be accounted for within the DELP. We therefore request Enfield Council to
include a policy within the Local Plan which relates to crime mitigation. The most effective way to
fund policing is through Section 106 agreements (potentially Community Infrastructure Levy). The
following text justifies the acceptance of Policing as a legitimate CIL/S106 charging item and lists
the breakdown on infrastructure sought by MPS.

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (2018)

Chapter 8 of the NPPF (2018) states that Planning Policies and decisions should aim to achieve
healthy, inclusive and safe places which:

b) Are safe and accessible, so that crime and disorder, and the fear of crime, do not
undermine the quality of life or community cohesion – for example through the use of clear
and legible pedestrian routes, and high quality public space, which encourage the active
and continual use of public areas.
1

Acceptance of Policing Infrastructure as a Legitimate S106 and CIL Charging Item

It is widely accepted and documented that policing infrastructure represents a legitimate item for
inclusion within the CIL + S106. A number of policing authorities have sought legal advice on this
issue and received confirmation of this. The advice also confirms that S106 and CIL infrastructure
is not limited to buildings and could include equipment such as surveillance infrastructure and
CCTV, staff set up costs, vehicles, mobile IT and PND. A breakdown of non-building related
infrastructure sought by MPS is detailed below.

For example, in the case of The Queen (on the application of The Police and Crime Commissioner
for Leicestershire) v Blaby District Council [2014] EWHC 1719 (Admin), Judge Foskett stated:
61… “I do not, with respect, agree that the challenge mounted by the Claimant in this case can be
characterised as a quibble about a minor factor. Those who, in due course, purchase properties on
this development, who bring up children there and who wish to go about their daily life in a safe
environment, will want to know that the police service can operate efficiently and effectively in the
area. That would plainly be the “consumer view” of the issue. The providers of the service (namely,
the Claimant) have statutory responsibilities to carry out and, as the witness statement of the Chief
Constable makes clear, that in itself can be a difficult objective to achieve in these financially
difficult times. Although the sums at stake for the police contributions will be small in comparison to
the huge sums that will be required to complete the development, the sums are large from the point
of view of the police.

62. I am inclined to the view that if a survey of local opinion was taken, concerns would be
expressed if it were thought that the developers were not going to provide the police with a
sufficient contribution to its funding requirements to meet the demands of policing the new area.”

The above conclusions echo those reached in an earlier appeal case of Land off Melton Road,
Barrow-upon-Soar (APP/X2410/A/12/2173673), in which the Secretary of State endorsed the
following findings of the Inspector:
291… “the twelfth core planning principle of the Framework… can only be served if policing is
adequate to the additional burdens imposed on it in the same way as any other local public service.
The logic of this is inescapable. Section 8 of the Framework concerns the promotion of healthy
communities and planning decisions, according to paragraph 69, should aim to achieve places
which promote, inter alia, “safe and accessible environments where crime and disorder and the
fear of crime do not undermine quality of life or community cohesion.

2

292. Adequate policing is so fundamental to the concept of sustainable communities that I can see
no reason, in principle, why it should be excluded from the purview of S106 financial contributions,
subject to the relevant tests applicable to other public services. There is no reason, it seems to me,
why police equipment and other items of capital expenditure necessitated by additional
development should not be so funded alongside, for example, additional classrooms and stock and
equipment for libraries.” (emphasis added)”
There is an extensive array of Secretary of State and Planning Inspectorate decisions that
compellingly support the above conclusions, including two in July 2017.

Breakdown on Infrastructure sought by MPS

A breakdown of non-building related infrastructure likely to be sought by the MPS is as follows:
 Staff set up costs
- Uniforms.
- Radios.
- Workstation/Office equipment.
- Training.
 Vehicles
- Patrol vehicles.
- Police community support officers (PCSO) vehicles.
- Bicycles.
 Mobile IT: The provision of mobile IT capacity to enable officers to undertake tasks whilst
out of the office in order to maintain a visible presence.
 CCTV technologies: Automatic Number Plate Recognition (ANPR) cameras to detect crime
related vehicle movements.
 Police National Database (PND): Telephony, licenses, IT, monitoring and the expansion of
capacity to cater for additional calls.

Summary

It is essential to deliver the necessary policing infrastructure to support the growth in homes, offices
and other uses, and support the cost of associated non-building related infrastructure.
3

MPS is working hard to achieve cost savings and find new and alternative sources of capital and
revenue funding to support policing in London.

We consider that funding should be collected through Section 106 contributions from individual
developments to ensure that the necessary funding is accounted for in the meantime.

We consider that it would be sensible to arrange a meeting to discuss the S106 contributions to
mitigate the impact on crime. We would also be grateful if you could keep us informed of any future
stages of the plan.

Should you have any queries or issues in relation to this representation, please do not hesitate to
contact me on the details provided below.

Yours faithfully,

Vincent Gabbe
Director
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Local Planning Team
Enfield LBC
Silver St
London
EN1 3XA

Hannah Lorna Bevins
Consultant Town Planner
Tel: 01926 439127
n.grid@woodplc.com
Sent by email to:
localplan@enfield.gov.uk

06 December 2018
Dear Sir / Madam
Enfield LBC: Draft Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
SUBMISSION ON BEHALF OF NATIONAL GRID
National Grid has appointed Wood to review and respond to development plan consultations on its behalf.
We have reviewed the above consultation document and can confirm that National Grid has no comments to
make in response to this consultation.
Further Advice
National Grid is happy to provide advice and guidance to the Council concerning our networks. If we can be
of any assistance to you in providing informal comments in confidence during your policy development,
please do not hesitate to contact us.
To help ensure the continued safe operation of existing sites and equipment and to facilitate future
infrastructure investment, National Grid wishes to be involved in the preparation, alteration and review of
plans and strategies which may affect our assets. Please remember to consult National Grid on any
Development Plan Document (DPD) or site-specific proposals that could affect our infrastructure. We would
be grateful if you could add our details shown below to your consultation database:
Hannah Lorna Bevins
Consultant Town Planner

Spencer Jefferies
Development Liaison Officer, National Grid

n.grid@woodplc.com

box.landandacquisitions@nationalgrid.com

Wood E&I Solutions UK Ltd
Gables House
Kenilworth Road
Leamington Spa
CV32 6JX

National Grid House
Warwick Technology Park
Gallows Hill
Warwick
CV34 6DA

Gables House
Kenilworth Road
Leamington Spa
Warwickshire CV32 6JX
United Kingdom
Tel +44 (0) 1926 439 000
woodplc.com

Wood Environment
& Infrastructure Solutions UK Limited
Registered office:
Booths Park, Chelford Road, Knutsford,
Cheshire WA16 8QZ
Registered in England.
No. 2190074

Yours faithfully
[via email]
Hannah Lorna Bevins
Consultant Town Planner
cc. Spencer Jefferies, National Grid

Date:
Our ref:

11 March 2019
266795

Enfield Borough Council

Customer Services
Hornbeam House
Crewe Business Park
Electra Way
Crewe
Cheshire
CW1 6GJ

BY EMAIL ONLY

T 0300 060 3900

Dear Sir/Madam
Planning consultation: New Local Plan for Enfield 2018 – 2036, Issues and Options
Thank you for your consultation on the above dated 05 December 2018 which was received by
Natural England on the same date.
Natural England is a non-departmental public body. Our statutory purpose is to ensure that the
natural environment is conserved, enhanced, and managed for the benefit of present and future
generations, thereby contributing to sustainable development.
Emerging strategic approach for Epping Forest Special Area of Conservation (SAC)
A new mitigation strategy is currently being formulated for Epping Forest SAC. The strategy is
intended to avoid an adverse effect resulting from both recreational pressure and air quality
deterioration arising from development coming forward over the next plan period. In the absence of
a strategic approach to mitigation, an adverse effect on the SAC is likely and development may not
be able to come forward. Natural England is advising a number of authorities as to their
responsibilities as competent authorities under the Habitats Regulations (2017) in relation to the
emerging approach.
As part of the work required to produce the Mitigation Strategy, Footprint Ecology undertook a visitor
survey to identify a recreational zone of influence and to identify the distance the majority of visitors
will travel to visit Epping Forest SAC. This report identified that 75% of visitors travelled up to 6.2Km
to the SAC.
Natural England therefore advises that in the interim period (that is until further evidence collected
during Summer 2019 can be examined and taken into account. Aiming for January 2020), a zone of
influence (ZoI) of 6.2Km is used to determine whether residential applications will have a
recreational impact on Epping Forest SAC.
A significant proportion of the Borough of Enfield lies within the identified ZoI. There is the potential
for a significant amount of housing to come forward in the Eastern part of the borough, in closer
proximity to the SAC, as part of the Upper Lee Valley Opportunity Area (OA). We advise that the
mitigation strategy should form a key strategic consideration for development proposed to be
delivered within this area.
Natural England has now issued revised Interim Advice on the approach, which can be used by
authorities to determine planning applications. It still does not address the potential air pollution
impacts as Natural England is still considering the recently updated Habitats Regulations
Assessment for the Epping Forest District local plan. In relation to recreational pressure, the advice
refers to a number of potential mitigation options as part of a ‘toolbox’ approach. Provision of
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Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspace (SANG) is the preferred option, however the other options
allow for flexibility where this is demonstrably not possible due to spatial limitations in urban areas.
This advice it attached to this response.
In the context of Enfield Local Plan, policy should be produced which outlines the expectations for
mitigation measures required for development coming forward within the ZoI. In order to
demonstrate no adverse effect on the SAC in-combination with other plans and projects, the Plan
should demonstrate how development coming forward over the course of the plan period will
provide sufficient avoidance and mitigation measures through the Mitigation Strategy. Allocation
policies should be clear as to the requirements for mitigation in relation to specific allocations.
In relation to air quality, traffic modelling should be undertaken to assess the likely change in Annual
Average Daily Traffic (AADT) movements on roads within 200m of the SAC resulting from
development coming forward over the course of the plan period, in-combination with other plans and
projects. Where an adverse effect is identified, either alone or in-combination, avoidance and
mitigation measures should be provided sufficient to preclude the possibility an effect arising from
development within the plan.
Lee Valley Special Protection Area (SPA) – Walthamstow Wetlands
Walthamstow Wetlands - part of the Lee Valley SPA - opened to the public in 2017. Development
proposed at Meridian Water is within walking distance of the wetlands, and as such is likely to
contribute to additional recreational pressure at the site. Natural England has engaged with the
development of the Enfield Leeside Area Action Plan, which relates to the first 5000 units of
development, and have outlined our position through a Statement of Common Ground with Enfield
Council. If the Enfield Local Plan proposes to allocate additional residential development at the site,
consideration will have to be given as to the potential for additional precautionary mitigation and
avoidance measures through further discussion with Natural England.
Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA)
The Local Plan should be screened under Regulation 105 of the Conservation of Habitats and
Species Regulations 2017 (as amended) at an early stage so that outcomes of the assessment can
inform key decision making on strategic options and development sites. It may be necessary to
outline avoidance and/or mitigation measures at the plan level, which will usually need to be
considered as part of an Appropriate Assessment, including a clear direction for project level HRA
work to ensure no adverse effect on the integrity of internationally designated sites.
As mitigation is likely to be required through this plan to demonstrate no adverse effect in relation to
European sites, we advise that following the People Over Wind European Court Judgment, an
appropriate assessment of the plan will be required.
Natural England would welcome early discussion on the HRA of the plan and can offer further
advice as policy options are progressed.
Natural England advises that all relevant Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSIs), European sites
(Special Areas of Conservation and Special Protect Areas) and Ramsar sites1 should be included
on the proposals map for the area so they can be clearly identified in the context of proposed
development allocations and policies for development. Designated sites should be protected and,
where possible, enhanced.
The Plan’s vision and strategy
Natural England advises that the Plan’s vision and emerging development strategy should address
impacts on and opportunities for the natural environment and set out the environmental ambition for
the plan area. The plan should take a strategic approach to the protection and enhancement of the
natural environment, including providing a net gain for biodiversity, considering opportunities to
enhance and improve connectivity. Where relevant there should be linkages with the Biodiversity
1

The following wildlife sites should also be given the same protection as European sites: potential SPAs, possible SACs, listed or
proposed Ramsar sites and sites identified, or required, as compensatory measures for adverse effects on European sites
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Action Plan, Local Nature Partnership, National Park/Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty
Management Plans, Rights of Way Improvement Plans and Green Infrastructure Strategies, Nature
Recovery Network (amend as appropriate to the local area).
Sites of Least Environmental Value
In accordance with the paragraph 171 of NPPF, the plan should allocate land with the least
environmental or amenity value. Natural England expects sufficient evidence to be provided,
through the SA and HRA, to justify the site selection process and to ensure sites of least
environmental value are selected, e.g. land allocations should avoid designated sites and
landscapes and significant areas of best and most versatile agricultural land and should consider
the direct and indirect effects of development, including on land outside designated boundaries and
within the setting of protected landscapes.
Biodiversity
The Plan should set out a strategic approach, planning positively for the creation, protection,
enhancement and management of networks of biodiversity. There should be consideration of
geodiversity conservation in terms of any geological sites and features in the wider environment.
A strategic approach for networks of biodiversity should support a similar approach for green
infrastructure (outlined below). Planning policies and decisions should contribute and enhance the
natural and local environment, as outlined in para 170 of the NPPF. Plans should set out the
approach to delivering net gains for biodiversity. Net gain for biodiversity should be considered for
all aspects of the plan and development types, including transport proposals, housing and
community infrastructure.
Green Infrastructure
Green infrastructure refers to the living network of green spaces, water and other environmental
features in both urban and rural areas. It is often used in an urban context to provide multiple
benefits including space for recreation, access to nature, flood storage and urban cooling to support
climate change mitigation, food production, wildlife habitats and health & well-being improvements
provided by trees, rights of way, parks, gardens, road verges, allotments, cemeteries, woodlands,
rivers and wetlands.
Green infrastructure is also relevant in a rural context, where it might additionally refer to the use of
farmland, woodland, wetlands or other natural features to provide services such as flood protection,
carbon storage or water purification.
A strategic approach for green infrastructure is required to ensure its protection and enhancement,
as outlined in para 171 of the NPPF. Green Infrastructure should be incorporated into the plan as a
strategic policy area, supported by appropriate detailed policies and proposals to ensure effective
provision and delivery. Evidence of a strategic approach can be underpinned by Green
Infrastructure Strategy. We encourage the provision of green infrastructure to be included as a
specific policy in the Local Plan or alternatively integrated into relevant other policies, for example
biodiversity, green space, flood risk, climate change, reflecting the multifunctional benefits of green
infrastructure.
If you have any queries relating to the advice in this letter please contact our consultations team at
consultations@naturalengland.org.uk.
Yours sincerely,

Chris Baines
Sustainable Development
Thames Team
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Sterling Way
London N18 1QX
D

Councillor Nesil Caliskan
Leader, Enfield Council
Silver Street
London EN1 3XA
cllr.nesil.caliskan@enfield.gov.uk
Sent by email only
28 February 2019

Dear Councillor Caliskan,
Re: Enfield – Towards a New Local Plan 2036
We are delighted to outline below our response to your public consultation on Enfield’s New Local
Plan 2036 and welcome the opportunity to participate in the process of shaping the future growth
of the borough and the issues and options within the Plan.
As the local provider of hospital services we see increasing demand every day, particularly for
unscheduled care. As you will be aware, the indices of deprivation and healthy life expectancies
within the local area could be greatly improved; see figures below.

Chair: Dr Peter Carter OBE

Chief Executive: Maria Kane

We believe that the local plan for Enfield is a crucial element that can influence the population
health for Enfield now and into the future. In particular, we think that there should be
considerable focus on improvements in the following areas which will positively impact the
physical and mental health and wellbeing of the population:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Housing – fabric, quality and affordability
Local environmental conditions – in particular, continuing to reduce the all too prevalent
incidence of knife crime, and the adverse impact of the local gang culture, to enhance
safety and security within the Borough
Education open to all
Food & nutrition – reducing markedly the ready access to fast food outlets and promoting
conditions and initiatives which support intake of a healthy balanced diet
Transport – encouraging shift away from motorised to public or walking/cycling
Employment opportunities

We support fully the priorities identified and the plans to address housing shortage, estate
renewal and regeneration, tackle environmental issues, maximise access to green spaces and to
invest significantly in the transport infrastructure (sections 5, 9, 10). We know that if we observe
improvements in these specific issues we can expect an improvement in general health and
wellbeing, and therefore start to impact on the unscheduled care element of demand on hospital
services.
We support the target to achieve 50% affordable housing in the new planned housing schemes
(section 5.3) and would anticipate provisions for nomination rights for public sector staff. The
NHS has significant workforce challenges now, and these are only likely to be exacerbated in the
future. We need to provide public sector staff with all incentives possible to be able to live locally
to their workplace, and in housing that is genuinely affordable to them. We understand that these
workforce challenges, however, are not particular to the NHS but are prevalent across other
public sector disciplines.
Given the projected increase in the percentage of people aged 75 and over will increase from
approximately 5% of the population to just over 20% by 2023, in our view it is vital that new
housing stock takes account of frailty specific housing needs for this tranche of the population.
We would expect that successful local regeneration schemes would lead to improvements in
healthy life expectancies, a reduction in deprivation indices and will reduce demand for acute
hospital services, which are becoming unaffordable for local NHS commissioners. This is a key
priority for the Sustainability and Transformation Plan, in light of the significant affordability
challenges faced across the health and social care landscape. However, we would encourage
you to consider how these regeneration plans do not break-up communities. Often there is social
cohesion with different families providing mutual support and overview. As our populations
become more elderly we see mutual support between individuals and families will be a major
facet going forward.
We welcome the ambition to provide greater flexibility in some industrial areas for intensification
and co-location areas for higher density employment and housing development. However, we
would emphasise the need to ensure sufficient and appropriate primary care services are built in
to these plans, along with other community-based health assets such as pharmacies, maternity
services and blood testing facilities. We believe that these areas should also include other
facilities that provide opportunities for the local population to meet and participate in community
events and other wellbeing activities.
There is an evidence base to suggest that enhancing primary care infrastructure should be a
priority for the local community. The Trust sees over 180,000 patients in the emergency
department every year; only 9-10% of which result in an inpatient admission, suggesting
alternative models would improve early intervention and better population well-being. Up to 55%
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of our daily attendances are seen and treated in our urgent care centre that is staffed by
emergency nurse practitioners and general practitioners.
A map showing the flow of patients into the emergency department is shown below:

We welcome the Plan’s stated ambition (section 8.1) to develop community infrastructure and
would welcome participation in discussion around appropriate access to funding through Section
106 and the Community Infrastructure Levy in order to ensure we continue to be an accessible
and responsive provider of healthcare for the local community.
We fully support initiatives to improve the health and wellbeing of the local population; we too
want people to be well not sick. A reduction in a reliance on motor vehicles, achieved in part
through provision of safe cycling and walking routes, ready access to play facilities and centres
with exercise facilities for older children are to be encouraged. The benefits of exercise in
enhancing and maintaining health and wellbeing are well evidenced.
Your plans to promote a competitive economy and move towards a higher wage economy,
enabling individuals and business to succeed are welcomed (section 6). The Trust is a very
significant local employer, with over 3,300 staff. As such, we believe working in partnership is
essential so that we can attract and retain a high calibre clinical workforce. To reiterate, we
welcome the focus on affordable housing, often relied upon by our staff, and the development of
vibrant town centres and enhancing community cohesion around the hospital. Similarly, with the
hospital at the crossroads of the A406 and A10, the proposals to enhance local transport
networks could have a beneficial effect on our wider staff’s mobility and patient access to the
hospital.
Thank you for considering our response to this vital public consultation. We would be delighted to
clarify any of the points raised, and look forward to continuing our work in partnership to enhance
the wellbeing of the local population while making Enfield a vibrant, healthy place to live and
work.
Yours sincerely,

Maria Kane, Chief Executive
On behalf of North Middlesex University Hospital NHS Trust
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RE: Enfield Local Plan 2036 – TfL Comments
Please note that these comments represent the views of TfL officers and are made on a
“without prejudice” basis. They should not be taken to represent an indication of any
subsequent Mayoral decision in relation to this matter. These comments also do not
necessarily represent the views of the Greater London Authority (GLA). A separate response
has been prepared by TfL Commercial Development (TfL Property) to reflect TfL’s interests as
a landowner and potential developer in Enfield.
Thank you for giving Transport for London (TfL) the opportunity to comment on the draft
Enfield Local Plan – Towards a New Local Plan 2036. We welcome the aspiration of the draft
local plan to support growth and enabling people to get around by walking, cycling, and public
transport. In particular, we welcome the approach set out in the draft local plan to further
reduce car use and implement the Healthy Streets approach borough wide.
The draft London Plan was published in December 2017 and was open for public consultation
until March 2018. Following the consultation, a revised draft was published in August 2018
showing Minor Suggested Changes made in response to consultation comments. The draft
London Plan is a material consideration in assessing local policy and determining planning
applications.
We have set out a number of comments and proposed changes which we hope are helpful.
We look forward to continuing to work together in drafting the final document and are
committed to continuing to work closely with the GLA to deliver integrated planning, and
make the case for continued investment in transport capacity and connectivity to enable Good
Growth in Enfield and beyond.
Our comments and proposed changes to the draft Enfield Local Plan are:
Section 2.12.2
The draft local plan states Crews Hill has strong sustainability arguments in favour of
developing some green belt land.. The area around Crews Hill station has a Public Transport
Accessibility Level ranging from only 1a to1b (on a scale of 1a – 6b, with 6b being the highest),
with the wider area recording PTAL 0. Crews Hill station is currently served by Great Northern
services between Hertford North and Moorgate, with a maximum of three trains per hour in
the peak. There are no bus services serving this area. With such a low level of public transport
connectivity either current or planned, the development of this area would be likely to be car
dependent. For London to grow sustainably an integrated approach to land use and transport
would be necessary to achieve a 75% mode share for walking cycling and public transport in
outer London ( to achieve a city-wide target of 80%) . The focus for large scale mixed use
development should be on growth corridors, town centres and ‘opportunity’ areas, where
there is planned investment in the public transport network. TfL recommends the Council
look at stations with higher public accessibility levels, for example those near retail parks.
Section 7
The Enfield Town scheme has been de-scoped from the Mini-Hollands programme. Enfield
will submit a Liveable Neighbourhoods bid for this location and if successful will be granted
funding. If they are not successful, this will have a negative impact on the goal of building a
vibrant town centre at this location.

Section 10
Page 177 – The Local Plan should mention the Strategic Bus Review of all routes into Central
London as this may have an impact on ridership.
Policy T1
TfL welcomes support for the planned rail infrastructure projects that are listed. It should be
noted that the East-West Rapid Transit strategic and major road enhancement projects within
Enfield, are not included as specific projects in the draft London Plan or Mayor’s Transport
Strategy and would require further assessment as there is no current commitment or funding
secured.
Suggested change to requirements for development proposals (additional text in bold):
The need for development proposals to contribute to bus network infrastructure is welcomed
however the policy could be strengthened with the addition of contributions to service
improvements as well as access (including step free access), capacity and interchange
improvements to local rail and underground stations.
Policy T2
TfL welcomes measures to reduce the impact of private vehicles outlined in this policy
including reference to application of the Healthy Streets Approach (part a) and the adoption of
maximum car parking standards as well as car lite housing wherever feasible (part e). As part of
the policy there should be an explicit requirement to comply with maximum car parking
standards set out in policy T6 of the draft London Plan. The positive approach to car lite
housing should be expanded to encourage car free development in line with the draft London
Plan. In relation to road safety (part c) reference could usefully be made to the Mayor’s Vision
Zero initiative.
Suggested changes to requirements for development proposals:
They should provide active electric vehicle charging points at a minimum of 20% (one fifth) of
car parking spaces and the remaining 80% of spaces should provide passive provision to
comply with London Plan policy T6. Construction Logistics Plans and Delivery and Servicing
Plans should be submitted alongside planning applications to detail how the impact of road
based freight can be mitigated and maximum use made of the alternatives. Development
proposals may also be required to provide funding towards the investigation and/or
implementation of Controlled Parking Zones to address concerns about on street parking.
Policy T3
TfL welcomes the emphasis in this policy and elsewhere in making active travel the natural
choice, consistent with the Mayor’s approach in the draft London Plan and the Mayor’s
Transport Strategy. Reference should be made to the requirement to meet London Plan
policyT5 cycle parking standards as a minimum and for the need to have regard to design
guidance including the London Cycling Design Standards (LCDS) or any successor document.
The Healthy Streets approach referred to in Local Plan policy T2 will also have a role to play
here. In relation to part c care should be taken to ensure that any routes to be used by both
cyclists and walkers are fit for purpose and designed to appropriate standards as set out in
LCDS.

Policy T4
TfL welcomes the intention to make more school trips safe, sustainable and healthy. This
could usefully cross reference Local Plan policy T2 in relation to Healthy Streets and road
safety (Vision Zero).
Crossrail 2
Over-arching comment: Four-tracking and Crossrail 2
TfL welcomes the support for Crossrail 2 serving Enfield and agrees with the summary that the
project could transform transport accessibility, housing and growth opportunities in the
borough.
Four-Tracking is sometimes described as a stage of Crossrail 2 (eg. blue box page 182), and at
other times is described as if it is a separate initiative altogether (eg. 10.2.9.).
TfL recommends that consideration is given to providing a specific reference which clarifies
what both Four-Tracking and Crossrail 2 represent, as below for example, and that this is
reflected in the references in the document.
Crossrail 2 is a new railway running across London in the South West - North East
corridor. In the Northeast, it is planned to serve all of the West Anglia Main Line
stations in the Borough: Meridian Water, Ponders End, Brimsdown and Enfield Lock
with up to 12 trains per hour in each direction. Accommodating these extra trains
relies on Four-Tracking the West Anglia Mainline (between Tottenham Hale to the
south of the Borough, and Broxbourne to the North), as well as a Crossrail 2 tunnel
underneath inner and Central London, connecting with the Southwest Main Line at
Wimbledon. This level of service increase could not be accommodated by FourTracking alone, as there is not sufficient capacity for additional trains at, or on the
approaches to Liverpool Street or Stratford, the existing terminus points of the service.
Opportunities exist to Four-Track the West Anglia Main Line in advance of the opening
of a Crossrail 2 tunnel in the mid 2030s. Without Crossrail 2, these would deliver a
lesser train service increase, but could still support growth in the corridor. One
opportunity is an emerging proposal to four-track part of the line between Tottenham
Hale and Meridian Water and this was the subject of a bid for the Government’s
Housing Infrastructure Funding in late 2018. Further opportunities exist to deliver more
extensive four-tracking all the way to Broxbourne prior to the opening of Crossrail 2,
however there is currently no committed funding for this.
While Four-Tracking to Broxbourne as an early stage of Crossrail 2 was endorsed by the West
Anglia Taskforce, there is no formal commitment to this at present by the Crossrail 2 project
team. This is because in early 2018, the Mayor of London and the Secretary of State for
Transport jointly commissioned an Independent Affordability Review that has been
scrutinising the funding, finance, cost and risk of the scheme. This includes investigating ways
in which the scheme could be delivered in phases. Further work is ongoing, and the
Government have said that they will ‘consider the case for the project at the Spending

Review’1. The Mayor remains committed to delivering Crossrail 2, and it is at the heart of both
his Transport Strategy and London Plan.
Section 2: Promoting Good Growth Options in Enfield
We support the identification of the Upper Lee Valley and New Southgate Opportunity Areas
in the Enfield 2036 Growth Options diagram (Figure 2.2, page 34) (though it should be noted
that the draft New London Plan 2017 refers to the Lee Valley Opportunity Area rather than
the Upper Lee Valley Opportunity Area).
In the draft Growth Objectives (section 2.6), TfL supports the promotion of sustainable
patterns of development including areas around stations (Objective 1, page 37), and the aim of
providing a planning strategy for growth aligned with planned new and improved major
transport infrastructure (Objective 4, page 37).
Paragraph 2.13.5 (page 52) states that ‘the current [Crossrail 2] business case being made to
the government outlines Enfield would need to provide a further 40,000+ new homes out of
the 200,000 homes to be realised through land released by Crossrail 2’.
This statement, and the subsequent reference to ‘a 40,000 housing requirement to make
Crossrail 2 a reality for Enfield’, is inaccurate. This should be reworded to reflect that the
Crossrail 2 Business Case indicates that the scheme could unlock around 20 to 30,000 extra
homes in Enfield, and that the delivery of this many new homes is not a requirement for the
scheme to happen – it is the scale of new housing that the scheme could unlock.
Paragraph 2.13.6 states that ‘The Mayor’s draft new London Plan due to be examined in early
2019 is planning for a time period up to 2041 but as it is drafted the Plan does not make
strategic policy provision for Crossrail 2 to happen.’ This meaning of this wording is not clear
and should be revised.
Para. 2.13.2 indicates that there is road infrastructure investment associated with Crossrail 2.
This is not the case, though level crossings are proposed to be closed and alternative access
routes will be provided as required. Furthermore the plan should make it clear that road
tunnelling at New Southgate remaining unfunded.
Section 5: Meeting Enfield’s Housing Needs
Crossrail 2 supports the Council’s ambitions to provide the substantial quantum of new
homes which Enfield needs over the plan period. We welcome recognition in Draft Policy
Approach H1 that new infrastructure investment such as Crossrail 2 could create
opportunities to deliver increased growth in a sustainable way.
Section 10: Sustainable Movement and Transport
On Figure 10.4 (page 180), Crossrail2 should be rewritten as Crossrail 2, and an opening date
of mid 2030’s should be referred to.

We welcome the support for Crossrail 2 set out in Draft Policy Approach T1 (page 183),
including the expectation that development proposals safeguard and consider access to
existing and future infrastructure projects. Part (a) of the Draft Policy Approach indicates that
‘associated infrastructure to improve east-west connectivity’ is within the scope of Crossrail
2; this is not the case, though level crossings are proposed to be closed and alternative access
routes will be provided as required.

David Wilson

thameswaterplanningpolicy@savills.com
0118 9520 500
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Enfield Consultation on the draft new Local Plan for Enfield 2036 –
Issues and Options Consultation

Dear Sir/Madam,
Thank you for allowing Thames Water Utilities Ltd (Thames Water) to comment on the above.
As you will be aware, Thames Water Utilities Ltd (Thames Water) are the statutory water and
sewerage undertaker for the Borough and are hence a “specific consultation body” in
accordance with the Town & Country Planning (Local Planning) Regulations 2012. We have the
following comments on the consultation document:

Policy SUS3: Sustainable Infrastructure
Thames Water generally support the policy approach where it aims to help deliver sustainable
water supply, drainage and sewerage infrastructure. However, we consider the policy requires
improvement as it covers too many issues and should be re-drafted along the lines of Policy 21:
Delivering sustainable water supply, drainage and sewerage infrastructure, of the adopted Core
Strategy.
Thames Water seeks to co-operate and maintain a good working relationship with local planning
authorities in its area and to provide the support they need with regards to the provision of water
supply and sewerage/wastewater treatment infrastructure.
Water and wastewater infrastructure is essential to any development. Failure to ensure that any
required upgrades to the infrastructure network are delivered alongside development could result
in adverse impacts in the form of internal and external sewer flooding and pollution of land and
water courses and/or low water pressure.
A key sustainability objective for the preparation of Local Plans and Neighbourhood Plans should
be for new development to be co-ordinated with the infrastructure it demands and to take into
account the capacity of existing infrastructure. Paragraph 20 of the revised National Planning
Policy Framework (NPPF), July 2018, states: “Strategic policies should set out an overall strategy
for the pattern, scale and quality of development, and make sufficient provision for… infrastructure
for waste management, water supply, wastewater…”
Thames Water Utilities Limited – Registered Office: Clearwater Court, Vastern Road, Reading RG1 8DB
Company number 02366661. VAT registration no GB 537-4569-15

Paragraph 28 relates to non-strategic policies and states: “Non-strategic policies should be used
by local planning authorities and communities to set out more detailed policies for specific areas,
neighbourhoods or types of development. This can include allocating sites, the provision of
infrastructure…”
Paragraph 26 of the revised NPPF goes on to state: “Effective and on-going joint working between
strategic policy-making authorities and relevant bodies is integral to the production of a positively
prepared and justified strategy. In particular, joint working should help to determine where
additional infrastructure is necessary….”
The web based National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) includes a section on ‘water supply,
wastewater and water quality’ and sets out that Local Plans should be the focus for ensuring that
investment plans of water and sewerage/wastewater companies align with development needs.
The introduction to this section also sets out that “Adequate water and wastewater infrastructure
is needed to support sustainable development” (Paragraph: 001, Reference ID: 34-00120140306).
Policy 5.14 of The London Plan, March 2015, relates to Water Quality and Wastewater
Infrastructure and states: “LDF preparation E - Within LDFs boroughs should identify wastewater
infrastructure requirements ….” Policy 5.15 relates to Water Use and Supplies. Policy SI5 of the
new Draft London Plan December 2017 relates to water and wastewater infrastructure and
supports the provision of such infrastructure to service development.
It is important to consider the net increase in water and wastewater demand to serve the
development and also any impact that developments may have off site, further down the network.
The new Local Plan should therefore seek to ensure that there is adequate water and wastewater
infrastructure to serve all new developments. Thames Water will work with developers and local
authorities to ensure that any necessary infrastructure reinforcement is delivered ahead of the
occupation of development. Where there are infrastructure constraints, it is important not to under
estimate the time required to deliver necessary infrastructure. For example: local network
upgrades take around 18 months and Sewage Treatment & Water Treatment Works upgrades
can take 3-5 years.
The provision of water treatment (both wastewater treatment and water supply) is met by Thames
Water’s asset plans and from the 1st April 2018 network improvements will be from infrastructure
charges per new dwelling.
From 1st April 2018, the way Thames Water and all other water and wastewater companies
charge for new connections has changed. The changes mean that more of Thames Water’s
charges will be fixed and published, rather than provided on application, enabling you to estimate
your costs without needing to contact us. The services affected include new water connections,
lateral drain connections, water mains and sewers (requisitions), traffic management costs,
income offsetting and infrastructure charges.
Information on how off site network reinforcement is funded can be found here
https://developers.thameswater.co.uk/New-connection-charging
Thames Water therefore recommends that developers engage with them at the earliest
opportunity (in line with paragraph 26 of the revised NPPF) to establish the following:



The developments demand for water supply and network infrastructure both on and off
site;
The developments demand for Sewage/Wastewater Treatment and network infrastructure
both on and off site and can it be met; and



The surface water drainage requirements and flood risk of the development both on and
off site and can it be met.

Thames Water offer a free Pre-Planning service which confirms if capacity exists to serve the
development or if upgrades are required for potable water, waste water and surface water
requirements. Details on Thames Water’s free pre planning service are available at:
https://www.thameswater.co.uk/preplanning
In light of the above comments and Government guidance we consider that the New Local Plan
should include a specific policy on the key issue of the provision of water and
sewerage/wastewater infrastructure to service development, similar to Policy 21 of the Enfield
Core Strategy. This is necessary because it will not be possible to identify all of the
water/sewerage infrastructure required over the plan period due to the way water companies are
regulated and plan in 5 year periods (Asset Management Plans or AMPs). We recommend the
Local Plan include the following policy/supporting text:
PROPOSED NEW WATER/WASTEWATER INFRASTRUCTURE TEXT
“Where appropriate, planning permission for developments which result in the need for
off-site upgrades, will be subject to conditions to ensure the occupation is aligned with the
delivery of necessary infrastructure upgrades.”
“The Local Planning Authority will seek to ensure that there is adequate water and
wastewater infrastructure to serve all new developments. Developers are encouraged to
contact the water/waste water company as early as possible to discuss their development
proposals and intended delivery programme to assist with identifying any potential water
and wastewater network reinforcement requirements. Where there is a capacity constraint
the Local Planning Authority will, where appropriate, apply phasing conditions to any
approval to ensure that any necessary infrastructure upgrades are delivered ahead of the
occupation of the relevant phase of development.”
Local Authorities should also consider both the requirements of the utilities for land to enable them
to meet the demands that will be placed upon them. This is necessary because it will not be
possible to identify all the water and wastewater/sewerage infrastructure required over the plan
period due to the way water companies are regulated and plan in 5 year periods (AMPs). Thames
Water are currently in year 1 of the AMP6 period which runs from 1st April 2015 to 31st March
2020 and does not therefore cover the whole Local Plan period. AMP7 will cover the period from
1st April 2020 to 31st March 2025. The next Price Review, whereby the water companies’ AMP7
Business Plan will be agreed with Ofwat, will take place in 2019.
We therefore request that the new Local Plan include the following policy/supporting text:
“The development or expansion of water supply or waste water facilities will normally be
permitted, either where needed to serve existing or proposed development in accordance
with the provisions of the Development Plan, or in the interests of long term water supply
and waste water management, provided that the need for such facilities outweighs any
adverse land use or environmental impact that any such adverse impact is minimised.”
Paragraph 11.4.6 relates to Thames Water’s draft Water Resources Management Plan 2019. This
paragraph will need to be updated in line with the latest position on the revised draft WRMP19.
Further details are available on Thames Water’s website:
https://corporate.thameswater.co.uk/about-us/our-strategies-and-plans/water-resources

Deephams Sewage Works
Paragraph 11.4.13 relates to Thames Water’s Sewage Works and the Upgrade that is taking
place. The upgrade is nearing completion and therefore the paragraph should be updated to reflect
this.
Deephams Sewage Works not only serves LB Enfield, but also surrounding boroughs as set out
in the table below. Therefore, the level of future capacity will also depend in growth in these areas
and as set out in the new London Plan and paragraph 11.4.13 needs to be amended to reflect
this.

Local Authority Area

Deephams STW Catchment Area
(ha) within LPA

Barnet

4340

51%

Broxbourne

1130

57%

Enfield

6690

100%

Epping Forest

1590

24%

Haringey

1990

66%

Redbridge

120

2%

Waltham Forest

920

25%

Welwyn Hatfield

280

5%

Policy SUS4: Minimising Flood Risk
The National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) states that a sequential approach should be
used by local planning authorities in areas known to be at risk from forms of flooding other than
from river and sea, which includes "Flooding from Sewers".
When reviewing development and flood risk it is important to recognise that water and/or sewerage
infrastructure may be required to be developed in flood risk areas. By their very nature water and
sewage treatment works are located close or adjacent to rivers (to abstract water for treatment
and supply or to discharge treated effluent). It is likely that these existing works will need to be
upgraded or extended to provide the increase in treatment capacity required to service new
development. Flood risk sustainability objectives should therefore accept that water and sewerage
infrastructure development may be necessary in flood risk areas.
Flood risk sustainability objectives should also make reference to ‘sewer flooding’ and an
acceptance that flooding can occur away from the flood plain as a result of development where
off site sewerage infrastructure and capacity is not in place ahead of development.
With regard to surface water drainage it is the responsibility of the developer to make proper
provision for drainage to ground, watercourses or surface water sewer. It is important to reduce
the quantity of surface water entering the sewerage system in order to maximise the capacity for
foul sewage to reduce the risk of sewer flooding.

Limiting the opportunity for surface water entering the foul and combined sewer networks is of
critical importance to Thames Water. Thames Water have advocated an approach to SuDS that
limits as far as possible the volume of and rate at which surface water enters the public sewer
system. By doing this, SuDS have the potential to play an important role in helping to ensure the
sewerage network has the capacity to cater for population growth and the effects of climate
change.
In relation to section 1.6.7 we support the councils approach to dealing with surface waters using
the sequential approach. Developers should be required to document their approach to show why
they can’t achieve 100% SUDs.
Policy SUS2: Sustainable Living and Working
Water Efficiency/Climate Change
The Environment Agency has designated the Thames Water region to be “seriously water
stressed” which reflects the extent to which available water resources are used. Future pressures
on water resources will continue to increase and key factors are population growth and climate
change.
Water conservation and climate change is a vitally important issue to the water industry. Not only
is it expected to have an impact on the availability of raw water for treatment but also the demand
from customers for potable (drinking) water. Therefore, Thames Water support the mains water
consumption target of 110 litres per head per day (105 litres per head per day plus an allowance
of 5 litres per head per day for gardens) as set out in the NPPG (Paragraph: 014 Reference ID:
56-014-20150327) and support the inclusion of this requirement in Policy SUS2.
Thames Water promote water efficiency and have a number of water efficiency campaigns which
aim to encourage their customers to save water at local levels. Further details are available on the
our website via the following link:
https://www.thameswater.co.uk/Be-water-smart
It is our understanding that the water efficiency standards of 105 litres per person per day is only
applied through the building regulations where there is a planning condition requiring this standard.
As the Thames Water area is defined as water stressed it is considered that such a condition
should be attached as standard to all planning approvals for new residential development in order
to help ensure that the standard is effectively delivered through the building regulations.
Proposed policy text:
“Development must be designed to be water efficient and reduce water consumption.
Refurbishments and other non-domestic development will be expected to meet BREEAM
water-efficiency credits. Residential development must not exceed a maximum water use
of 105 litres per head per day (excluding the allowance of up to 5 litres for external water
consumption). Planning conditions will be applied to new residential development to
ensure that the water efficiency standards are met.”
Policy TC2: Successful Town Centres
Water fountains
Thames Water support the provision of public water fountains.
As part of the proposals set out in the London Environment Strategy to reduce plastic packaging,
the Mayor of London has set up a £5m partnership with Thames Water to install over 100 fountains
across the capital from spring 2019. The aim is to reduce the amount of single-use plastic bottles
that Londoners use, by installing drinking water fountains in areas that have high numbers of

people passing that are using single-use plastic bottles and would be likely to refill a bottle if a
drinking water fountain were installed. As part of the agreement Thames Water will maintain and
clean the water fountains over the long-term.
Basements
Thames Water requests that all basement development incorporates a positive pumped device or
other suitable flood prevention device to avoid the risk of sewage backflow causing sewer flooding.
This is because the wastewater network may surcharge to ground level during storm conditions.
Such measures are required in order to comply with the NPPF which highlights the need to avoid
flooding and also in the interests of good building practise as recognised in Part H of the Building
Regulations.
Failure to do so could lead to internal flooding of properties with foul sewage rendering the property
inhabitable for a considerable period of time while repairs are undertaken.

Policy H1 Housing Growth and Quality
Thames Water recognise the increased housing numbers identified in the local plan. The time to
deliver infrastructure required to service this level of development should not be underestimated.
It can take 18 months – 3 years for local upgrades and 3 – 5 years for more strategic solutions to
be delivered. It is therefore vital that the Council and Developers work alongside Thames Water
so that we can build up a detailed picture what is being built where, get confidence of when that
development is going to start and what the phasing of that development will be – please also see
our detailed comments in relation to Policy SUS3: Sustainable Infrastructure.
To support this Thames Water offers a Free pre planning service where developer can engage
Thames water to understand what if any upgrades will be needed to serve the development where
and when.
Link here > https://developers.thameswater.co.uk/Developing-a-large-site/Planning-yourdevelopment/Water-and-wastewater-capacity
We recommend developers attach the information we provide to their planning applications so
that the Council and the wider public are assured water and waste matters for the development
are being addressed. Please also refer to detailed comments above in relation to the infrastructure
section.
Where developers do not engage with Thames Water prior to submitting their application, this will
more likely lead to the recommendation that a Grampian condition is attached to any planning
permission to resolve any infrastructure issues.
If the housing requirement increases in light of the Government’s new housing methodology, then
existing spare capacity will be used up more quickly.
Deephams Sewage Treatment Works (located in Enfield Borough) serves the following boroughs
and so growth in these areas will also have an effect on capacity at the works:

Local Authority Area

Deephams STW Catchment Area
(ha) within LPA

Barnet

4340

51%

Broxbourne

1130

57%

Enfield

6690

100%

Epping Forest

1590

24%

Haringey

1990

66%

Redbridge

120

2%

Waltham Forest

920

25%

Welwyn Hatfield

280

5%

Meridian Water
Thames Water own land at Harbet Road (to the south of the North Circular) which is located
within the Meridian Water area. Major underground infrastructure runs through this area which
has the potential to significantly constrain the future use of this land.
Previous documents, such as the Meridian Water Masterplan and Edmonton Leeside AAP,
have shown the proposals for this area include formal sports pitches urban farm, allotments and
other uses on the land at Harbet Road, which is also proposed for potential flood storage. The
Lee Valley Regional Park Authority (LVRP) also has proposals for the site as set out in their
Park Development Framework. Thames Water consider it is important that any proposals for
Thames Water land are agreed with Thames Water.
We trust the above is satisfactory, but please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any queries.
Yours faithfully

Richard Hill
Head of Property

David Wilson

thameswaterplanningpolicy@savills.com
0118 9520 500
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Tel number

28th February 2019

Enfield Consultation on the draft new Local Plan for Enfield 2036 –
Issues and Options Consultation – Additional Comments from Thames
Water

Dear Sir/Madam,
Further to our initial response submitted by email on 25th February, please find below some
additional comments to the above consultation:
Objective 1: Promoting and managing growth and Paragraphs 2.12.1 to 2.12.5
Thames Water support the first bullet point of Objective 1 where it sets out that: “To promote
growth and help achieve sustainable patterns of development by ….. a strategic plan-led approach
to the release of Green Belt land where they are accessible and sustainable”.
Thames Water also support paragraphs 2.12.1 to 2.12.5 which set out the need for a plan led
review of Green Belt boundaries in accordance with the NPPF.
Thames Water consider that the land owned to the south of the William Girling Reservoir, which
has a lawful waste use, should be removed from the Green Belt as it does not contribute to the
openness of the Green Belt or the five purposes of Green Belt as set out in the National Planning
Policy Framework (NPPF).
The majority of the site has been used for waste recycling for nearly 30 years (as illustrated on
the aerial photo) and therefore constitutes brownfield/previously developed land. The southern
part of the site is also to be used by the North London Waste Authority as a site compound for a
number of years in association with the redevelopment of the Ecopark site.

Thames Water Utilities Limited – Registered Office: Clearwater Court, Vastern Road, Reading RG1 8DB
Company number 02366661. VAT registration no GB 537-4569-15

Aerial Photo – Land to South of William Girling Reservoir
Paragraph 136 of the NPPF, February 2019, states: “Once established, Green Belt boundaries
should only be altered where exceptional circumstances are fully evidenced and justified, through
the preparation or updating of plans. Strategic policies should establish the need for any changes
to Green Belt boundaries, having regard to their intended permanence in the long term, so they
can endure beyond the plan period. Where a need for changes to Green Belt boundaries has been
established through strategic policies, detailed amendments to those boundaries may be made
through non-strategic policies, including neighbourhood plans.”
It is considered that exceptional circumstances exist to remove the site from the Green Belt as it
no longer meets the purposes of Green Belt. Due to the sites lawful waste use it is largely covered
with tall stockpiles of waste materials for recycling which mean that the site is not open and does
not contribute towards openness or the five purposes of Green Belt listed in paragraph 134 of the
NPPF, February 2019.
If the Green Belt designation is removed, this could potentially enable redevelopment of part of
the lawful waste site which could enable environmental improvements on the remainder which
would improve openness and access.
We would be keen to meet with the Council to discuss the removal of the site from the Green Belt
as part of a Green Belt Review and look forward to hearing from you in due course.
Yours faithfully

Richard Hill
Head of Property

