
Dear Enfield Council

Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield’s housing 
needs, I strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other 
purposes.  I believe that there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the 
Green Belt is a precious resource that should be protected and preserved for future 
generations.

I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt.   The 
garden centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people 
from Enfield and beyond.  Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural 
activities should be encouraged and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food 
and plant production.

Enfield’s ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land
[brownfield].  I refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently 
published by CPRE-London, Enfield RoadWatch and The Enfield Society.  It provides 
evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly in areas that need regeneration and 
would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure upgrades.

The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, 
economic, public health and other reasons that have been identified.  The Council has a 
duty of care for the Green Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and 
any intentions to release parts of it should be taken out of the local plan.

The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Dear Enfield Council,

Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation.

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important
consultation. 

While I support housing development and support the
ambition to meet Enfield’s housing needs, I strongly object to
the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other
purposes.  I believe that there are alternatives available to meet
housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious resource
that should be protected and preserved for future generations. 

I am particularly concerned that Crews Hill has been singled
out for release from the Green Belt.   The garden centres and
other businesses there provide employment and a resource for
people from Enfield and beyond.  Instead of losing Crews Hill
for housing, its horticultural activities should be encouraged
and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and
plant production.

Enfield’s ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on
previously-built land [brownfield].  I refer you to the report,
Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by
CPRE-London, Enfield RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. 
It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly
in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public
transport and other infrastructure upgrades.

The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many
environmental, ecological, economic, public health and other
reasons that have been identified.  The Council has a duty of
care for the Green Belt, in accordance with the London Plan
and the National Planning Policy Framework, and any
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intentions to release parts of it should be taken out of the local 
plan.

Thank you for taking my views into consideration on this 
important consultation.



Dear Enfield Council

Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield’s housing
needs, I strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes.
My responses to the consultation questions below reflect my beliefs that there are
alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious resource
that should be protected and preserved for future generations.

Question 1 – 
I have identified the following policies that are still Relevant because they highlight the
importance of and/or protect the Green Belt:
Core Strategy: 7, 8, 9, 11, 12, 13, 20, 21, 25, 30, 31, 33, 34, 35, 36.
Development Management Document: 59, 61-65, 72-75, 77, 82-91.

The following policies that relate to the Green Belt need to be Changed:
Core Strategy: 29 and 32 should be changed to reflect the importance of the Green Belt to
these functions.
Development Management Document: 71, 78, 79 and 80 should remove the loopholes that
make the stated protection dubious.

Several policies in both documents need to be changed to allow changes of land use
[excluding the Green Belt] that would permit mixed use development.

Question 2 –
1. NO GREEN BELT SITES SHOULD BE CONSIDERED FOR RELEASE. GROWTH
CAN BE ACCOMMODATED ON PREVIOUSLY DEVELOPED LAND/
BROWNFIELD.
2. Enfield RoadWatch and CPRE-London have compiled a comprehensive register of
brownfield opportunities of all types and sizes which shows sufficient sites for housing and
infrastructure during the plan period and beyond.
3. The A10 Retail Parks and Southbury area should be masterplanned before piecemeal
development picks away at the prime sites. With increased train service, this area could
provide a new mixed-use community of many more homes than Meridian Water.
4. Enfield’s Strategic Industrial Locations [SIL[ need to be masterplanned so that areas
closest to public transport can be released for mixed use development, while other areas
can be intensified through stacking or better land-use, with no loss of employment.
Question 3 –
a) All the options listed on page 9 are worth exploring, except for the final option which
suggests revisiting the Green Belt boundaries, which is unnecessary, given that a robust,
thorough and professional boundary review was conducted, approved and adopted in 2013.
To quote the Council itself: The review’s primary objective is to provide for a strong
defensible Green Belt boundary that will endure and protect the openness and rural
character of the surrounding countryside of Enfield from encroachment. The review
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provides an understanding of the current strengths and weaknesses of the existing Green
Belt boundaries and has in turn recommended amending the boundary where appropriate
to provide certainty over the next 15 to 20 years. Another boundary review should not be
needed until 2028 at the earliest.

b) The Council should explore the development opportunities offered by possible
increased service on the Liverpool Street – Cheshunt line, which would allow some
development and improvements on suitable sites at Southbury and Turkey Street Stations,
in addition to Edmonton Green. It should also explore the possibility of reinstating the
Carterhatch Lane Station on this line between Southbury and Turkey Street, to permit
some development in that area.
c) The Local Plan revision should not be used as a reason to release Green Belt. It is
unnecessary.
d) Please see my response to Q2.
e) The suggested options will definitely contribute to the accommodation of Enfield’s
growing population. However, these options need to be combined with creative
masterplanning of several large sites, including the Southbury/A10 corridor, Brimsdown
and Edmonton Green and its surrounds, and more estate regeneration, all in conjunction
with transportation upgrades. All these solutions together will not only provide good
homes for the borough’s residents, but will create new vibrant communities and
improvements in deprived areas. THERE IS NO NEED TO BUILD ON THE GREEN
BELT!

Question 4 –
a) Yes!
b) The options are not clear, but I would support a policy that values and protects Enfield’s
heritage and culture.
d) Hard to answer without a definition of ‘appropriate’.
Question 5 – 
a) Yes
b) Depends on the location
c) Yes
Question 8 –
Please refer to my response to Q2 about the brownfield register.
Question 10 –
c) Please refer to my responses to Q2 and Q3.
d) Industry should not be moved into the Green Belt. Additional employment space can be
achieved by mixed-use development and intensification of existing industrial sites.
Question 13 – 
All of the above, plus leisure centres, Council offices, transport hubs and retail.
Question 14 –
c) The importance of open and blue spaces cannot be judged by their quality, accessibility
or size. Open spaces serve a wide variety of purposes. In addition to the traditional five
purposes of the Green Belt, a long list of environmental, economic and social benefits have
now been identified including:
• Creating a sense-of-place and facilitating community cohesion;
• Increasing physical activity for adults and children;
• Adapting to climate change through CO2 absorption, shading or flood alleviation;
• Improving mental health;
• Creating more attractive places to work, live and visit;
• Encouraging active transport like walking and cycling;
• Improving air quality;



• Improving water quality by reducing harmful runoff into local rivers; and
• Enhancing biodiversity and opportunities for wildlife.

Therefore, open spaces, including Green Belt sites, which may appear inaccessible or of
low quality, are in fact serving very important functions. For these reasons, all our Green
Belt sites should be preserved and protected. I would also like to reinforce my response to
Q2 that another Green Belt Boundary Review is unnecessary because the 2013 review is
still valid.

d) and e) I refer you to my previous response. Open spaces, including the Green Belt, serve
many functions and should be preserved and protected.

h) It can contribute a lot by not building on the Green Belt!

Question 16 –
c) Protect the Green Belt and don’t suggest building on it.

I look forward to a Draft Local Plan that has creative solutions and does not target any
sections of the Green Belt for de-designation.

The comments provided in my response to this consultation are my own views.



Dear Enfield Council

Re. Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.

I am a resident and council tax payer in this borough and i do not believe you are taking
any steps to take our views into consideration. there are a number of brown field sites
across the borough that are perfect for regeneration, indeed there is a piece of land , the
old library on Enfield road, that has remained empty for over 15 years as you will not give
permission to build on it but seem prepared to give permission to build on open fields
and green belt. 

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield’s housing
needs, I strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other
purposes. My responses to the consultation questions below reflect my beliefs that there
are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations.

Question 1 – 
I have identified the following policies that are still Relevant because they highlight the
importance of and/or protect the Green Belt:
Core Strategy: 7, 8, 9, 11, 12, 13, 20, 21, 25, 30, 31, 33, 34, 35, 36.
Development Management Document: 59, 61-65, 72-75, 77, 82-91.

The following policies that relate to the Green Belt need to be Changed:
Core Strategy: 29 and 32 should be changed to reflect the importance of the Green Belt
to
these functions.
Development Management Document: 71, 78, 79 and 80 should remove the loopholes
that
make the stated protection dubious.

Several policies in both documents need to be changed to allow changes of land use
[excluding the Green Belt] that would permit mixed use development.

Question 2 –
1. NO GREEN BELT SITES SHOULD BE CONSIDERED FOR RELEASE. GROWTH
CAN BE ACCOMMODATED ON PREVIOUSLY DEVELOPED LAND/ BROWNFIELD.
2. Enfield RoadWatch and CPRE-London have compiled a comprehensive register of
brownfield opportunities of all types and sizes which shows sufficient sites for housing
and infrastructure during the plan period and beyond.
3. The A10 Retail Parks and Southbury area should be masterplanned before piecemeal
development picks away at the prime sites. With increased train service, this area could
provide a new mixed-use community of many more homes than Meridian Water.
4. Enfield’s Strategic Industrial Locations [SIL[ need to be masterplanned so that areas
closest to public transport can be released for mixed use development, while other areas
can be intensified through stacking or better land-use, with no loss of employment.

Question 3 – 
a) All the options listed on page 9 are worth exploring, except for the final option which
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suggests revisiting the Green Belt boundaries, which is unnecessary, given that a robust,
thorough and professional boundary review was conducted, approved and adopted in
2013. To quote the Council itself: The review’s primary objective is to provide for a strong
defensible Green Belt boundary that will endure and protect the openness and rural
character of the surrounding countryside of Enfield from encroachment. The review
provides an understanding of the current strengths and weaknesses of the existing
Green Belt boundaries and has in turn recommended amending the boundary where
appropriate to provide certainty over the next 15 to 20 years.Another boundary review
should not be needed until 2028 at the earliest.

b) The Council should explore the development opportunities offered by possible
increased service on the Liverpool Street – Cheshunt line, which would allow some
development and improvements on suitable sites at Southbury and Turkey Street
Stations, in addition to Edmonton Green. It should also explore the possibility of
reinstating the Carterhatch Lane Station on this line between Southbury and Turkey
Street, to permit some development in that area.
c) The Local Plan revision should not be used as a reason to release Green Belt. It is
unnecessary.
d) Please see my response to Q2.
e) The suggested options will definitely contribute to the accommodation of Enfield’s
growing population. However, these options need to be combined with creative
masterplanning of several large sites, including the Southbury/A10 corridor, Brimsdown
and Edmonton Green and its surrounds, and more estate regeneration, all in conjunction
with transportation upgrades. All these solutions together will not only provide good
homes for the borough’s residents, but will create new vibrant communities and
improvements in deprived areas. THERE IS NO NEED TO BUILD ON THE GREEN
BELT!

Question 4 –
a) Yes!
b) The options are not clear, but I would support a policy that values and protects
Enfield’s heritage and culture.
d) Hard to answer without a definition of ‘appropriate’.

Question 5 – 
a) Yes
b) Depends on the location
c) Yes

Question 8 –
Please refer to my response to Q2 about the brownfield register.

Question 10 –
c) Please refer to my responses to Q2 and Q3.
d) Industry should not be moved into the Green Belt. Additional employment space can
be achieved by mixed-use development and intensification of existing industrial sites.

Question 13 – 
All of the above, plus leisure centres, Council offices, transport hubs and retail.

Question 14 –
c) The importance of open and blue spaces cannot be judged by their quality,
accessibility or size. Open spaces serve a wide variety of purposes. In addition to the
traditional five purposes of the Green Belt, a long list of environmental, economic and
social benefits have now been identified including:
• Creating a sense-of-place and facilitating community cohesion;



• Increasing physical activity for adults and children;
• Adapting to climate change through CO2 absorption, shading or flood alleviation;
• Improving mental health;
• Creating more attractive places to work, live and visit;
• Encouraging active transport like walking and cycling;
• Improving air quality;
• Improving water quality by reducing harmful runoff into local rivers; and
• Enhancing biodiversity and opportunities for wildlife.

Therefore, open spaces, including Green Belt sites, which may appear inaccessible or of 
low quality, are in fact serving very important functions. For these reasons, all our Green 
Belt sites should be preserved and protected. I would also like to reinforce my response 
to Q2 that another Green Belt Boundary Review is unnecessary because the 2013 
review is still valid.

d) and e) I refer you to my previous response. Open spaces, including the Green Belt, 
serve many functions and should be preserved and protected.

h) It can contribute a lot by not building on the Green Belt!

Question 16 –
c) Protect the Green Belt and don’t suggest building on it.

I look forward to a Draft Local Plan that has creative solutions and does not target any 
sections of the Green Belt for de-designation.

The comments provided in my response to this consultation are my own views.



Dear Enfield Council

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing 
needs, I strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing and other 
purposes. I believe that there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the 
Green Belt is a precious resource that should be protected and preserved for future 
generations. Once it has gone it is gone forever.

I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The 
garden centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people 
from Enfield and further afield. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural 
activities should be encouraged and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food 
and plant production.

Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously -built land
(brownfield). I refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently 
published by CPRE-London, Enfield RoadWatch and the Enfield Society. It provides 
evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly in areas that need regeneration and 
would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure upgrades.

The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, 
economic, public health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a 
duty of care for the Green Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and 
any intentions to release parts of it should be taken out of the local plan.

The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Dear Enfield Council 

Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation 

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation. 

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I 

strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that 

there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious 

resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations. 

I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The garden 

centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from Enfield and 

beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be encouraged 

and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production. 

Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield]. 

refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, Enfield 

RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly 

in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure 

upgrades. 

The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public 

health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green 

Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it 

should be taken out of the local plan. 

The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views. 
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Dear Enfield Council 

Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation 

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation. 

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I 
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that 
there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious 
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations. 

I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The garden 
centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from Enfield and 
beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be encouraged 
and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production. 

Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield]. 
refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, Enfield 
RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly 
in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure 
upgrades. 

The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public 
health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green 
Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it 
should be taken out of the local plan. 

The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views. 
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I would like to submit my comments on the local plan, specifically page 130, figure 7.2. Area number 21 within the figure depicts the area of Ross
House on Windmill Hill.

As a resident of Shirley road, I have some concerns over this, which are as follows:

1. This is already a very busy junction and has the potential to worsen dramatically if more cars were parked here.
2. The transient nature of rental flats may have a significant impact on the safety and security of the residents, many of whom have young children,
or are elderly. The street is made up of young families and older residents, and is a quiet residential area. It is not suited to a rapid change of
residential mix.
3. The footprint of the tower would also create a significant environment and social impact on the existing residents, including increased rubbish
(making the existing rat pest problem worse), and the logistics of managing refuse for 20 - 30 flats.
4. The comments made by the developer in answer to the consultation seem to demonstrate a lack of effective planning or consideration of the
concerns of the existing residents, and the custodians of Enfield. If this is allowed to proceed, this would manifest itself in a series of stand-offs
between the Council and the developer as the actual economic driver would very soon overtake any commitment to the area and its residents. This
type of situation has been seen time and time again (e.g. a reduced proportion of social housing and/or affordable flats; poor finishing and cost-
cutting leading to sub-standard developments; a lack of consideration for existing residents, and the potential physical impact on their home and
environment).
5. The suitability of public drains and associated infrastructure in the area to cope with resultant construction.
6. The proximity of schooling and current increased demands to local competition, and/or propensity for increased traffic through a congested high
street.
7. I am sceptical as to the quality and nature of the shops for the proposed spaced underneath the flats. Enfield has enough betting shops and fast
food outlets as it is, however these establishments can afford the high rents demanded from developers.
8. There are trees on this site which are subject to TPOs. I do not believe it would be possible to protect these with the proposed plans.
9. The transport infrastructure on this train line is the worst in the country, it would not cope with the added pressures this building would bring.
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Dear Enfield Council

Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation. 

 Although this is a standard letter, with which I whole heartedly agree, I must stress the 
importance of the natural environment to both mental and physical health. The air quality in 
Enfield is already poor and the removal of any green belt land or trees will have a dramatic 
impact on the health and well-being of Enfield's residents.
Furthermore, Crews Hill represents a wonderful opportunity to encourage horticultural activities 
and given the imminent withdrawal from Europe it has never been more important to encourage 
home grown fruit and veg. 
 The opportunity to build in areas much in need of regeneration should also not be passed by. 
The removal of the green belt will mean that London will merge with Cheshunt, thereby making 
urban sprawl reach,uninterrupted, from Central London to Hoddesdon.

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield’s housing needs, 
I strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes.  I believe 
that there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a 
precious resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations. 

I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt.   The 
garden centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from 
Enfield and beyond.  Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be 
encouraged and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production.

Enfield’s ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield]. 
I refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, 
Enfield RoadWatch and The Enfield Society.  It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 
homes, mostly in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and 
other infrastructure upgrades.

The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, 
public health and other reasons that have been identified.  The Council has a duty of care for the 
Green Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release 
parts of it should be taken out of the local plan.

The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.

 Many thanks for your attention
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Dear Enfield Council

Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation. 

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet
Enfield’s housing needs, I strongly object to the proposal to release
Green Belt for housing or other purposes.  I believe that there are
alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is
a precious resource that should be protected and preserved for future
generations. 

I am particularly concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for
release from the Green Belt.   The garden centres and other businesses
there provide valuable employment and a resource for people from
Enfield and beyond.  Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its
horticultural activities should be encouraged and enhanced so that it can
once again be a hub for food and plant production.

Enfield’s ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-
built land [brownfield].  I refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield
which was recently published by CPRE-London, Enfield RoadWatch and
The Enfield Society.  It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000
homes, mostly in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from
public transport and other infrastructure upgrades thereby enriching
Enfield.

The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental,
ecological, economic, public health and other reasons that have been
identified.  The Council has a duty of care for the Green Belt, in
accordance with the London Plan and the National Planning Policy
Framework, and any intentions to release parts of it should be taken out
of the local plan.

Thank you for taking my views into consideration on this important
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consultation.



Dear Enfield Council 

Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation 

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation. 

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I 

strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that 

there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious 

resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations. 

I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. Crews Hill is a 

unique part of Enfield and there's probably nowhere else like it in London. It developed to provide 

London with vegetables, plants and flowers and over the years the many garden centres have grown 

up. The garden centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people 

from Enfield and beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should 

be encouraged and enhanced. Most are family run businesses handed down the generations, both 

owned and tenanted, many of whom would find it difficult if not impossible to relocate. 

Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield]. 

refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, 

Enfield RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, 

mostly in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other 

infrastructure upgrades. 

The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public 

health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green 

Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it 

should be taken out of the local plan. 

The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views. 
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Dear Enfield Council 

Re. Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation 

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation. 

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield’s housing needs, I 
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. My responses to 
the consultation questions below reflect my beliefs that there are alternatives available to meet 
housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious resource that should be protected and 
preserved for future generations. I really cannot believe that I need to answer these questions, the 
Green Belt should be protected in its entirety and, as stated below, there are alternatives. The 
Council has already allowed some incursions and, having allowed them in, I’m sure that Tottenham 
Hotspur’s requirements will increase until the point where they find somewhere else and sell the 
site. As they did in Cheshunt. That’s a sizable piece of Green Belt already gone, do you really want to 
be the council that sells off even more. 

Question 1 –  
I have identified the following policies that are still Relevant because they highlight the 
importance of and/or protect the Green Belt: 
Core Strategy: 7, 8, 9, 11, 12, 13, 20, 21, 25, 30, 31, 33, 34, 35, 36. 
Development Management Document: 59, 61-65, 72-75, 77, 82-91. 

The following policies that relate to the Green Belt need to be Changed: 
Core Strategy: 29 and 32 should be changed to reflect the importance of the Green Belt to 
these functions. 
Development Management Document: 71, 78, 79 and 80 should remove the loopholes that 
make the stated protection dubious. 

Several policies in both documents need to be changed to allow changes of land use [excluding the 
Green Belt] that would permit mixed use development. 

Question 2 – 
1. NO GREEN BELT SITES SHOULD BE CONSIDERED FOR RELEASE. GROWTH CAN BE
ACCOMMODATED ON PREVIOUSLY DEVELOPED LAND/ BROWNFIELD.
2. Enfield RoadWatch and CPRE-London have compiled a comprehensive register of brownfield
opportunities of all types and sizes which shows sufficient sites for housing and infrastructure during
the plan period and beyond.
3. The A10 Retail Parks and Southbury area should be masterplanned before piecemeal
development picks away at the prime sites. With increased train service, this area could provide a
new mixed-use community of many more homes than Meridian Water.
4. Enfield’s Strategic Industrial Locations [SIL[ need to be masterplanned so that areas closest to
public transport can be released for mixed use development, while other areas can be intensified
through stacking or better land-use, with no loss of employment.

Question 3 – 
a) All the options listed on page 9 are worth exploring, except for the final option which suggests
revisiting the Green Belt boundaries, which is unnecessary, given that a robust, thorough and
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professional boundary review was conducted, approved and adopted in 2013. To quote the Council 
itself: The review’s primary objective is to provide for a strong defensible Green Belt boundary that 
will endure and protect the openness and rural character of the surrounding countryside of Enfield 
from encroachment. The review provides an understanding of the current strengths and weaknesses 
of the existing Green Belt boundaries and has in turn recommended amending the boundary where 
appropriate to provide certainty over the next 15 to 20 years. Another boundary review should not 
be needed until 2028 at the earliest. 

b) The Council should explore the development opportunities offered by possible increased service
on the Liverpool Street – Cheshunt line, which would allow some development and improvements
on suitable sites at Southbury and Turkey Street Stations, in addition to Edmonton Green. It should
also explore the possibility of reinstating the Carterhatch Lane Station on this line between
Southbury and Turkey Street, to permit some development in that area.
c) The Local Plan revision should not be used as a reason to release Green Belt. It is unnecessary.
d) Please see my response to Q2.
e) The suggested options will definitely contribute to the accommodation of Enfield’s growing
population. However, these options need to be combined with creative masterplanning of several
large sites, including the Southbury/A10 corridor, Brimsdown and Edmonton Green and its
surrounds, and more estate regeneration, all in conjunction with transportation upgrades. All these
solutions together will not only provide good homes for the borough’s residents, but will create new
vibrant communities and improvements in deprived areas. THERE IS NO NEED TO BUILD ON THE
GREEN BELT!

Question 4 – 
a) Yes!
b) The options are not clear, but I would support a policy that values and protects Enfield’s heritage
and culture.
d) Hard to answer without a definition of ‘appropriate’.

Question 5 – 
a) Yes
b) Depends on the location
c) Yes

Question 8 – 
Please refer to my response to Q2 about the brownfield register. 

Question 10 – 
c) Please refer to my responses to Q2 and Q3.
d) Industry should not be moved into the Green Belt. Additional employment space can be achieved
by mixed-use development and intensification of existing industrial sites.

Question 13 –  
All of the above, plus leisure centres, Council offices, transport hubs and retail. 

Question 14 – 
c) The importance of open and blue spaces cannot be judged by their quality, accessibility or size.



Open spaces serve a wide variety of purposes. In addition to the traditional five purposes of the 
Green Belt, a long list of environmental, economic and social benefits have now been identified 
including: 
• Creating a sense-of-place and facilitating community cohesion;
• Increasing physical activity for adults and children;
• Adapting to climate change through CO2 absorption, shading or flood alleviation;
• Improving mental health;
• Creating more attractive places to work, live and visit;
• Encouraging active transport like walking and cycling;
• Improving air quality;
• Improving water quality by reducing harmful runoff into local rivers; and
• Enhancing biodiversity and opportunities for wildlife.

Therefore, open spaces, including Green Belt sites, which may appear inaccessible or of low quality, 
are in fact serving very important functions. For these reasons, all our Green Belt sites should be 
preserved and protected. I would also like to reinforce my response to Q2 that another Green Belt 
Boundary Review is unnecessary because the 2013 review is still valid. 

d) and e) I refer you to my previous response. Open spaces, including the Green Belt, serve many 
functions and should be preserved and protected.

h) It can contribute a lot by not building on the Green Belt!

Question 16 – 
c) Protect the Green Belt and don’t suggest building on it.

I look forward to a Draft Local Plan that has creative solutions and does not target any sections of 
the Green Belt for de-designation. 

The comments provided in my response to this consultation are my own views. 



Dear Enfield Council

Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield’s housing 
needs, I strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other 
purposes.  I believe that there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the 
Green Belt is a precious resource that should be protected and preserved for future 
generations.

I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt.   The 
garden centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people 
from Enfield and beyond.  Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural 
activities should be encouraged and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food 
and plant production.

Enfield’s ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land
[brownfield].  I refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently 
published by CPRE-London, Enfield RoadWatch and The Enfield Society.  It provides 
evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly in areas that need regeneration and 
would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure upgrades.

The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, 
economic, public health and other reasons that have been identified.  The Council has a 
duty of care for the Green Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and 
any intentions to release parts of it should be taken out of the local plan.

The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Dear Enfield Council 

Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation 

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation. 

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I 

strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that 

there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious 

resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations. 

I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. Crews Hill is a 

unique part of Enfield and there's probably nowhere else like it in London. It developed to provide 

London with vegetables, plants and flowers and over the years the many garden centres have grown 

up. The garden centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people 

from Enfield and beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should 

be encouraged and enhanced. Most are family run businesses handed down the generations, both 

owned and tenanted, many of whom would find it difficult if not impossible to relocate. 

Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield]. 

refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, 

Enfield RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, 

mostly in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other 

infrastructure upgrades. 

The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public 

health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green 

Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it 

should be taken out of the local plan. 

The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views. 
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Dear Enfield Council 

Res onse to the Local Plan Issues and O tions Consultation 

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation. 

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I 
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that 
there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious 
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations. 

I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The garden 
centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from Enfield and 
beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be encouraged 
and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production. 

Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield]. 
refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, Enfield 
RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly 
in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure 
upgrades. 

The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public 
health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green 
Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it 
should be taken out of the local plan. 

The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views . 
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Dear Enfield Council

Res onse to the Local Plan Issues and O tions Consultation 

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that
there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations.

I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The garden 
centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from Enfield and
beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be encouraged
and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production.

Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield]. 
refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, Enfield
RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly
in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure
upgrades.

The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public
health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green
Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it
should be taken out of the local plan.

The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Dear Enfield Council

Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield’s housing 
needs, I strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other 
purposes.  I believe that there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the 
Green Belt is a precious resource that should be protected and preserved for future 
generations.

I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt.   The 
garden centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people 
from Enfield and beyond.  Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural 
activities should be encouraged and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food 
and plant production.

Enfield’s ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land
[brownfield].  I refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently 
published by CPRE-London, Enfield RoadWatch and The Enfield Society.  It provides 
evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly in areas that need regeneration and 
would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure upgrades.

The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, 
economic, public health and other reasons that have been identified.  The Council has a 
duty of care for the Green Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and 
any intentions to release parts of it should be taken out of the local plan.

The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Dear Enfield Council 

Response to the local Plan Issues and Options Consultation 

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation. 

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I 

strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that 

there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious 

resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations. 

I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. Crews Hill is a 

unique part of Enfield and there's probably nowhere else like it in London. It developed to provide 

London with vegetables, plants and flowers and over the years the many garden centres have grown 

up. The garden centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people 

from Enfield and beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should 

be encouraged and enhanced. Most are family run businesses handed down the generations, both 

owned and tenanted, many of whom would find it difficult if not impossible to relocate. 

Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield]. 

refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, 

Enfield RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, 

mostly in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other 

infrastructure upgrades. 

The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public 

health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green 

Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it 

should be taken out of the local plan. 

The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views. 
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Dear Enfield Council

Re. Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.

While I support the ambition to meet Enfield’s housing needs, I strongly object to the 
proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. My responses to the 
consultation questions below reflect my beliefs that there are alternatives available to 
meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious resource that should be 
protected and preserved for future generations.

Question 1 – 
I have identified the following policies that are still Relevant because they highlight the
importance of and/or protect the Green Belt:
Core Strategy: 7, 8, 9, 11, 12, 13, 20, 21, 25, 30, 31, 33, 34, 35, 36.
Development Management Document: 59, 61-65, 72-75, 77, 82-91.

The following policies that relate to the Green Belt need to be Changed:
Core Strategy: 29 and 32 should be changed to reflect the importance of the Green Belt 
to
these functions.
Development Management Document: 71, 78, 79 and 80 should remove the loopholes 
that
make the stated protection dubious.

Several policies in both documents need to be changed to allow changes of land use 
[excluding the Green Belt] that would permit mixed use development.

Question 2 –
1. NO GREEN BELT SITES SHOULD BE CONSIDERED FOR RELEASE. GROWTH
CAN BE ACCOMMODATED ON PREVIOUSLY DEVELOPED LAND/ BROWNFIELD.
2. Enfield RoadWatch and CPRE-London have compiled a comprehensive register of
brownfield opportunities of all types and sizes which shows sufficient sites for housing
and infrastructure during the plan period and beyond.
3. The A10 Retail Parks and Southbury area should be masterplanned before
piecemeal development picks away at the prime sites. With increased train service, this
area could provide a new mixed-use community of many more homes than Meridian
Water.
4. Enfield’s Strategic Industrial Locations [SIL[ need to be masterplanned so that areas
closest to public transport can be released for mixed use development, while other
areas can be intensified through stacking or better land-use, with no loss of
employment.

Question 3 – 
a) All the options listed on page 9 are worth exploring, except for the final option which
suggests revisiting the Green Belt boundaries, which is unnecessary, given that a
robust, thorough and professional boundary review was conducted, approved and
adopted in 2013. To quote the Council itself: The review’s primary objective is to provide
for a strong defensible Green Belt boundary that will endure and protect the openness
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and rural character of the surrounding countryside of Enfield from encroachment. The 
review provides an understanding of the current strengths and weaknesses of the 
existing Green Belt boundaries and has in turn recommended amending the boundary 
where appropriate to provide certainty over the next 15 to 20 years. Another boundary 
review should not be needed until 2028 at the earliest.

b) The Council should explore the development opportunities offered by possible
increased service on the Liverpool Street – Cheshunt line, which would allow some
development and improvements on suitable sites at Southbury and Turkey Street
Stations, in addition to Edmonton Green. It should also explore the possibility of
reinstating the Carterhatch Lane Station on this line between Southbury and Turkey
Street, to permit some development in that area.
c) The Local Plan revision should not be used as a reason to release Green Belt. It is
unnecessary.
d) Please see my response to Q2.
e) The suggested options will definitely contribute to the accommodation of Enfield’s
growing population. However, these options need to be combined with creative
masterplanning of several large sites, including the Southbury/A10 corridor, Brimsdown
and Edmonton Green and its surrounds, and more estate regeneration, all in
conjunction with transportation upgrades. All these solutions together will not only
provide good homes for the borough’s residents, but will create new vibrant
communities and improvements in deprived areas. THERE IS NO NEED TO BUILD ON
THE GREEN BELT!

Question 4 –
a) Yes!
b) The options are not clear, but I would support a policy that values and protects
Enfield’s heritage and culture.
d) Hard to answer without a definition of ‘appropriate’.

Question 5 – 
a) Yes
b) Depends on the location
c) Yes

Question 8 –
Please refer to my response to Q2 about the brownfield register.

Question 10 –
c) Please refer to my responses to Q2 and Q3.
d) Industry should not be moved into the Green Belt. Additional employment space can
be achieved by mixed-use development and intensification of existing industrial sites.

Question 13 – 
All of the above, plus leisure centres, Council offices, transport hubs and retail.

Question 14 –
c) The importance of open and blue spaces cannot be judged by their quality,
accessibility or size. Open spaces serve a wide variety of purposes. In addition to the
traditional five purposes of the Green Belt, a long list of environmental, economic and
social benefits have now been identified including:
• Creating a sense-of-place and facilitating community cohesion;
• Increasing physical activity for adults and children;
• Adapting to climate change through CO2 absorption, shading or flood alleviation;
• Improving mental health;



• Creating more attractive places to work, live and visit;
• Encouraging active transport like walking and cycling;
• Improving air quality;
• Improving water quality by reducing harmful runoff into local rivers; and
• Enhancing biodiversity and opportunities for wildlife.

Therefore, open spaces, including Green Belt sites, which may appear inaccessible or 
of low quality, are in fact serving very important functions. For these reasons, all our 
Green Belt sites should be preserved and protected. I would also like to reinforce my 
response to Q2 that another Green Belt Boundary Review is unnecessary because the 
2013 review is still valid.

d) and e) I refer you to my previous response. Open spaces, including the Green Belt, 
serve many functions and should be preserved and protected.

h) It can contribute a lot by not building on the Green Belt!

Question 16 –
c) Protect the Green Belt and don’t suggest building on it.

I look forward to a Draft Local Plan that has creative solutions and does not target any 
sections of the Green Belt for de-designation.

Other:

I work in a small landscape garden business in central London and we regularly use the 
businesses in Crews Hill. These are a vital source of plants and products for many 
gardening business throughout London. If the businesses in Crews Hill were no longer 
there, it would be really difficult to continue trading. I also live in Barnet and use various 
businesses in Crews Hill regularly  and know of many, many people who do too. This area 
is unique to  London and a vital source of horticultural products in London. 



Meeting Enfield’s housing needs
It’s telling which pictures have been chosen to illustrate this - all the completely 
HORRENDOUS, UGLY buildings!!

There seems to be a proposal to expand and build all over Crews Hill - this is NOT a good 
idea.  Why would you want to add to the population far away from any amenities - there 
are no shops, one tiny primary school (that cannot be expanded any further) no secondary 
school nearby (the town being the closest), no doctors, etc.  There is the one train station 
that has a limited service, and no regular bus service - you would thereby be limiting the 
prospective inhabitants to those who can afford to own and use a car, and would then be 
adding to traffic numbers and pollution. 

If you refer to the CPRE’s report, it shows a clear argument that housing need can be met 
by using brown field sites, and NOT use the Green Belt.  The Green Belt was created for 
exactly the reasons that seem relevant now - to ensure that housing doesn’t just spread and 
sprawl and close up any gaps between towns and villages.  We need to value our open 
spaces, that are so vital for our well being, our mental health, etc.  

It just seems an easy option for the Council to use Green Belt sites.  Why can’t there be 
some more inventive thinking, some more creative solutions found?  

I would like to register my opposition to any plans to build on the Green Belt. 

(I would also like to register my dissatisfaction with the nature of the on-line survey, as it 
requires signing up to an outside 3rd party, with a lot of associated non-privacy matters)
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As a resident of the Borough who lives near Enfield town centre,... I am obviously more 
than painfully aware of how many shops are and have been lying empty.  This so easily 
and quickly makes the town look as though it is failing, and attracts the ‘unseemly’ 
characters of society, and all they bring with them!

I have heard of the amount of youth crime that is happening, and has been happening, that 
again helps the town become a ‘no-go’ area, dangerous for people to walk around and feel 
safe, etc.  

I believe that it is not strictly the fault of the Council that these shops lay empty, but,.. 
there must be more to be done to encourage new proprietors to take over and generate 
some interest in the high street again.  Perhaps other enterprises could be tried - I 
remember the shop that used to be Mothercare (opposite WHSmiths in the precinct) was 
used to do some craft making workshops with kids through a school holiday.  Can this not 
become something a little more permanent.  Can such spaces be used as rehearsal studios, 
artist studios, temporary ‘pop up’ spaces??  A real buzz could be generated if something 
innovative could be encouraged.

Plus there are things like, the street cleaners.  Apparently the man who used to empty the 
bins etc on Chase Green has been moved to another ‘round’ - the the replacement is blokes 
in a small lorry who lazily drive across the grass to the bins to empty them - leaving tyre 
tracks everywhere - not acceptable!!  If the streets are left to look untidy, then again it 
makes the whole area look more run down and attracts the wrong kind of people, and puts 
off the right kind of people!

I do hope that some more positive changes can be made to the town - somehow!! 
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Dear Enfield Council

Re. Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation

As an Enfield resident I am thankful for the opportunity to respond to this important
consultation.

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield’s
housing needs, I strongly object to the proposed release of Green Belt areas for
housing or other purposes. My responses to the consultation questions below reflect my
beliefs that there are alternatives available to meet housing targets. The Green Belt is a
precious resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations!

Question 1 – 
I have identified the following policies that are still relevant because they highlight the
importance of and/or protect the Green Belt:
Core Strategy: 7, 8, 9, 11, 12, 13, 20, 21, 25, 30, 31, 33, 34, 35, 36.
Development Management Document: 59, 61-65, 72-75, 77, 82-91.

The following policies that relate to the Green Belt need to be changed:
Core Strategy: 29 and 32 should be changed to reflect the importance of the Green Belt
to these functions.

Development Management Document: 71, 78, 79 and 80 should remove the loopholes
that could be used to undermine the stated aim to protect the Green Belt.

Several policies in both documents need to be changed to allow changes of land use
[excluding the Green Belt] that would permit mixed use development.

Question 2 –
1. NO GREEN BELT SITES SHOULD BE CONSIDERED FOR RELEASE. GROWTH
CAN BE ACCOMMODATED ON PREVIOUSLY DEVELOPED LAND/ BROWNFIELD.
2. Enfield RoadWatch and CPRE-London have compiled a comprehensive register of
brownfield opportunities of all types and sizes which shows sufficient sites for housing
and infrastructure during the plan period and beyond.
3. The A10 Retail Parks and Southbury area should be masterplanned before
piecemeal development picks away at the prime sites. With increased train service, this
area could provide a new mixed-use community of many more homes than Meridian
Water.
4. Enfield’s Strategic Industrial Locations [SIL[ need to be masterplanned so that areas
closest to public transport can be released for mixed use development, while other
areas can be intensified through stacking or better land-use, with no loss of
employment.

Question 3 – 
a) All the options listed on page 9 are worth exploring, except for the final option which
suggests revisiting the Green Belt boundaries, which is unnecessary given that a
robust, thorough and professional boundary review was conducted, approved and
adopted in 2013. To quote the Council itself: The review’s primary objective is to provide
for a strong defensible Green Belt boundary that will endure and protect the openness
and rural character of the surrounding countryside of Enfield from encroachment. The
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review provides an understanding of the current strengths and weaknesses of the
existing Green Belt boundaries and has in turn recommended amending the boundary
where appropriate to provide certainty over the next 15 to 20 years. Another boundary
review should not be needed until 2028 at the earliest.

b) The Council should explore the development opportunities offered by possible
increased service on the Liverpool Street – Cheshunt line, which would allow some
development and improvements on suitable sites at Southbury and Turkey Street
Stations, in addition to Edmonton Green. It should also explore the possibility of
reinstating the Carterhatch Lane Station on this line between Southbury and Turkey
Street, to permit some development in that area.
c) The Local Plan revision should not be used as a reason to release Green Belt. It is
unnecessary.
d) Please see my response to Q2.
e) The suggested options will definitely contribute to the accommodation of Enfield’s
growing population. However, these options need to be combined with creative
masterplanning of several large sites, including the Southbury/A10 corridor, Brimsdown
and Edmonton Green and its surrounds, and more estate regeneration, all in
conjunction with transportation upgrades. All these solutions together will not only
provide good homes for the borough’s residents but will create new vibrant communities
and improvements in deprived areas. THERE IS NO NEED TO BUILD ON THE GREEN
BELT.

Question 4 –
a) Yes!
b) The options are not clear, but I would support a policy that values and protects
Enfield’s heritage and culture.

c) Fully agree.

f) Hard to answer without a definition of ‘appropriate’.

Question 5 – 
a) Yes
b) Depends on the location
c) Yes. New developments should not ruin the character of existing neighbourhoods.

Question 8 –
Please refer to my response to Q2 about the brownfield register.

Question 10 –
c) Please refer to my responses to Q2 and Q3.
d) Industry should not be moved into the Green Belt. Additional employment space can
be achieved by mixed-use development and intensification of existing industrial sites.

Question 13 – 
All of the above, plus leisure centres, Council offices, transport hubs and retail.

Question 14 –
c) The importance of open and blue spaces cannot be judged by their quality,
accessibility or size. Open spaces serve a wide variety of purposes. In addition to the
traditional five purposes of the Green Belt, a long list of environmental, economic and
social benefits have now been identified including:
• Creating a sense-of-place and facilitating community cohesion;
• Increasing physical activity for adults and children;



• Adapting to climate change through CO2 absorption, shading or flood alleviation;
• Improving mental health;
• Creating more attractive places to work, live and visit;
• Encouraging active transport like walking and cycling;
• Improving air quality;
• Improving water quality by reducing harmful runoff into local rivers; and
• Enhancing biodiversity and opportunities for wildlife.

Therefore, open spaces, including Green Belt sites, which may appear inaccessible or
of low quality, are in fact serving very important functions. For these reasons, all our
Green Belt sites should be preserved and protected. I would also like to reinforce my
response to Q2 that another Green Belt Boundary Review is unnecessary because the
2013 review is still valid.

d) and e) I refer you to my previous response. Open spaces, including the Green Belt,
serve many functions and should be preserved and protected.

h) It can contribute a lot by not building on the Green Belt!

Question 15 -

e) A zebra crossing or traffic light opposite St Thomas's Church and St Thomas's
Nursery as this improves safety for children in particular. Cars often pass this area at
high speeds.

The footpath on the west side of Prince George Avenue where it passes the green area
intersection with Merrivale is very narrow and located right next to a busy road. This
makes it very unsafe for children moving between St Thomas's Nursery / church-based
youth groups and Oakwood Park.

I would welcome a 20-mph zone in the whole of Oakwood. This would make it safer and
more pleasant to walk in our local area.

Question 16 –
c) Protect the Green Belt and don’t suggest building on it.

e) The streets adjacent to Eversley Primary School suffer from high traffic volumes
during drop-off and pick-up times at the school. Families who walk to school (including
babies in pushchairs) as well as local residents suffer increased air pollution due to the
long queues and due to drivers parking with idling engines.

f) Yes, as a parent of school age children I would welcome planning policy interventions
to control and limit traffic around schools.

I look forward to a Draft Local Plan that has creative solutions and does not target any
sections of the Green Belt for de-designation.

The comments provided in my response to this consultation are my own views.





Dear Sirs, 

Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options
Consultation

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this
important consultation. 

While I support housing development and support
the ambition to meet Enfield’s housing needs, I
strongly object to the proposal to release Green
Belt for housing or other purposes.  I believe that
there are alternatives available to meet housing
targets and that the Green Belt is a precious
resource that should be protected and preserved
for future generations. 

I am particularly concerned that Crews Hill has
been singled out for release from the Green Belt.  
The garden centres and other businesses there
provide employment and a resource for people
from Enfield and beyond.  Instead of losing Crews
Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be
encouraged and enhanced so that it can once
again be a hub for food and plant production.

Enfield’s ambitious housing targets can be
accommodated on previously-built land
[brownfield].  I refer you to the report, Space to
Build, Enfield which was recently published by
CPRE-London, Enfield RoadWatch and The
Enfield Society.  It provides evidence of sites for at
least 37,000 homes, mostly in areas that need
regeneration and would benefit from public
transport and other infrastructure upgrades.

The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the
many environmental, ecological, economic, public
health and other reasons that have been
identified.  The Council has a duty of care for the
Green Belt, in accordance with the London Plan
and the National Planning Policy Framework, and
any intentions to release parts of it should be
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taken out of the local plan.

Thank you for taking my views into consideration 
on this important consultation.

Keep fighting for people power!
Politicians and rich CEOs shouldn't make all the 
decisions. Today we ask you to help keep 
Change.org free and independent. Our job as a 
public benefit company is to help petitions like this 
one fight back and get heard. If everyone who saw 
this chipped in monthly we'd secure Change.org's 
future today.



Dear Enfield Council, 

I strongly object to houses being built on green belt areas. Houses should be built on 
brownfield sites and not destroy our beautiful green belt land. Crews Hill is a fabulous area 
best garden centres and open land and I like many local people do not want these green 
built areas destroyed and being built on. 

We simply cannot loose 7% of our green belt land. Destroying wildlife habitat and 
recreational and food production to housing which should be built on brownfield.

We need to keep Crews Hill, Oakwood Park, Trent Park and all our park's in borough from 
housing development.



Dear Enfield Council 

Response to the local Plan Issues and Options Consultation 

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation. 

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I 
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that 
there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious 
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations. 

I am concerned that trews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The garden 
centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from Enfield and 
beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be encouraged 
and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production. 

Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield]. I 
refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, Enfield 
RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly 
in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure 
upgrades. 

The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public 
health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green 
Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it 
should be taken out of the local plan. 

The comments provid�d in this response to the consultation are my own views. 
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Dear Enfield Council 

Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation 

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation. 

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I 
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housin or other ur oses. I believe that 
t ere are a ternat1ves availa le to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious 
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations. 

I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The garden 
centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from Enfield and 
beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be encouraged 
and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production. 

Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield .- I 
re er you to e report, pace to u, , n ,e w 1c was recent y pu 1s e y CPRE-London, Enfield 
RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly 
in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure 
upgrades. 

The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public 
health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green 
Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it 
should be taken out of the local plan. 

The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views. 
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Dear sir / madam,

Last week I received this leaflet at the train station and decided to write my suggestions. 
I have been living in Enfield for the last 3 years.
The problem of housing in Enfield as well as in London in general is that the authorities 
allowed a wild activity of property investors, who are charging absurd rental prices for 
small spaces. This is no longer the supply and demand rule, but an imposing of high prices 
from the landlords and agencies. Those like me who do not have any choice have to make 
sacrifices and pay what is asked for the sake of some safety in living. I still consider 
myself lucky as I do have a considerate landlord, but what I see and hear from other 
persons is really upsetting.
What the authorities should do in my view is to have properties (of quality) built and sold 
to those who do not yet own any property, where they will live in it themselves and which 
they should not be able to sell within a range of time (for example 10 years) so that this 
would not be another abusive opportunity for the property investors.
Housing should not be an investment, but a necessity. It is unfair to build houses/flats and 
deliver it all to those who will explore it and exploit others as it is currently happening . 
Most people are living on low salaries and working long hours and these are the ones who 
need support to buy a house.
These should also not be mixed with the normal social housing customers who are after all 
also customers of the property investors and in many cases contribute to an unsafe 
environment.
The government should support those honest working people who are paying taxes while 
being abused by the current housing system.
If this would happen, it would also regulate the supply/demand prices asked by the 
landlords which are abusive compared to other cities in the UK and to other big cities in 
Europe.
So: build decent houses, sell them to those who do not own any other property, make it a 
safe environment by not mixing with families in the social system, and make them 
understand these are not for investment, but for long term living.

Another problem of Enfield is the decaying commerce in the city centre. The amount of 
empty shops has increased considerably and  at some places the only shops available are 
the charity shops. How these can survive and the normal commercial shops not is 
something I still cannot understand. It seems that some unfair deal is in place there. Are 
these shops also under the hands of the fierce landlords?
It seems that these landlords have become the malaise of the system. They are abusive, 
they demand high prices, and worse even, they take the spending power of the local 
population and this money is not returned in the local market or re-invested on it. These 
are only cashing up, mostly in other neighbourhoods.
I even know some of these, but at the end it is an illusion to think that they could live from 
all the profit from the rents, but this is not what happens after all as I see some of these
'investors' going deeper and deeper into debt as they end up spending more than they earn.

Well, I hope you can take some of it all for the benefit of those who really deserve it.
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Dear Enfield Council 

Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation 

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation. 

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I 
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that 
there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious 
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations. 

I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The garden 
centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from Enfield and 
beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be encouraged 
and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production. 

Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield]. 
refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, Enfield 
RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly 
in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure 
upgrades. 

The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public 
health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green 
Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it 
should be taken out of the local plan. 

The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views. 
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Dear Enfield Council 

Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation 

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation. 

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I 
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that 
there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious 
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations. 

I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The garden 
centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from Enfield and 
beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be encouraged 
and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production. 

Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield]. 
refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, Enfield 
RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly 
in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure 
upgrades. 

The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public 
health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green 
Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it 
should be taken out of the local plan. 

The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views. 
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Dear Enfield Council 

Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation 

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation. 

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I 

strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that 

there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious 

resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations. 

I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The garden 

centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from Enfield and 

beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be encouraged 

and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production. 

Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield]. 

refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, Enfield 

RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly 

in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure 

upgrades. 

The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public 

health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green 

Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it 

should be taken out of the local plan. 

The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views. 
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Dear Enfield Council 

Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation 

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation. 

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I 
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that 
there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious 
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations. 

I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The garden 
centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from Enfield and 
beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be encouraged 
and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production. 

Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield]. 
refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, Enfield 
RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly 
in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure 
upgrades. 

The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public 
health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green 
Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it 
should be taken out of the local plan. 

The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views. 
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Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.

Firstly let me say how disappointed we are not to have been properly contacted directly by
Enfield Council on these important questions. Despite having been forced to create an
online account for Enfield council when we moved into the borough and then suffered
from the digital service not working correctly and failing to register our council tax sign up
correctly, enfield council has failed to use the opportunity of the digital service and our
contact details to contact us and request our response as part of this consultation about this
important issue - which directly affects us.

We chose to move into Enfield - close to Hilly Fields 16 months ago - specifically because
it enabled us to live next door to and have access to the huge and beautiful green belt
spaces. 

During that time we’ve had a child and have felt glad of our choice to live in Enfield and
close to the green belt to benefit from the clean air and outdoors.

While We support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield’s
housing needs, We strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or
other purposes. Our responses to the consultation questions below reflect our beliefs that
there are alternatives available to meet housing targets.

We feel strongly that the Green Belt is a precious resource that should be protected and
preserved for future generations.

If decisions are made to build on the green belt we will be reconsidering whether we wish
to live near Crews Hill and in Enfield borough.

Question 1 – 
We have identified the following policies that are still relevant because they highlight
the importance of and/or protect the Green Belt:
Core Strategy: 7, 8, 9, 11, 12, 13, 20, 21, 25, 30, 31, 33, 34, 35, 36.
Development Management Document: 59, 61-65, 72-75, 77, 82-91.

The following policies that relate to the Green Belt need to be Changed:
Core Strategy: 29 and 32 should be changed to reflect the importance of the Green Belt
to these functions.
Development Management Document: 71, 78, 79 and 80 should remove the loopholes
that make the stated protection dubious.

Several policies in both documents need to be changed to allow changes of land use
[excluding the Green Belt] that would permit mixed use development.

Question 2 –
1. We strongly believe that no green belt site need to be released. It seems clear from the
evidence that Enfield’s need for housing growth can be accommodated by previously
developed land and brownfield land.
2. We are pleased to find out that Enfield RoadWatch and CPRE-London have compiled a
comprehensive register of brownfield opportunities of all types and sizes which shows
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sufficient sites for housing and infrastructure during the plan period and beyond.
3. The A10 Retail Parks and Southbury area should be masterplanned before piecemeal
development picks away at the prime sites. With increased train service, this area could
provide a new mixed-use community of many more homes than Meridian Water.
4. Enfield’s Strategic Industrial Locations [SIL] need to be masterplanned so that areas
closest to public transport can be released for mixed use development, while other areas
can be intensified through stacking or better land-use, with no loss of employment.

Question 3 – 
a) All the options listed on page 9 are worth exploring, except for the final option which
suggests revisiting the Green Belt boundaries, which is unnecessary, given that a robust,
thorough and professional boundary review was conducted, approved and adopted in 2013.
To quote the Council itself: The review’s primary objective is to provide for a strong
defensible Green Belt boundary that will endure and protect the openness and rural
character of the surrounding countryside of Enfield from encroachment. The review
provides an understanding of the current strengths and weaknesses of the existing Green
Belt boundaries and has in turn recommended amending the boundary where appropriate
to provide certainty over the next 15 to 20 years. Another boundary review should not be
needed until 2028 at the earliest.

b) The Council should explore the development opportunities offered by possible
increased service on the Liverpool Street – Cheshunt line, which would allow some
development and improvements on suitable sites at Southbury and Turkey Street Stations,
in addition to Edmonton Green. It should also explore the possibility of reinstating the
Carterhatch Lane Station on this line between Southbury and Turkey Street, to permit
some development in that area.
c) The Local Plan revision should not be used as a reason to release Green Belt. It is
unnecessary.
d) Please see our response to Q2.
e) The suggested options will definitely contribute to the accommodation of Enfield’s
growing population. However, these options need to be combined with creative
masterplanning of several large sites, including the Southbury/A10 corridor, Brimsdown
and Edmonton Green and its surrounds, and more estate regeneration, all in conjunction
with transportation upgrades. All these solutions together will not only provide good
homes for the borough’s residents, but will create new vibrant communities and
improvements in deprived areas.

The option to build at Crews Hill is disruptive (to businesses and residents from the
borough and surrounding borough’s leisure activities) but also would create more
commuter load to an already unsustainable rail line and train operator (Greg Northern).
The line from Hertford north through Crews Hill, Gordon hill and Enfield Chase to
Moorgate  is already grossly overloaded and delayed - there are already huge difficulties
for us as commuters to travel on that route and further commuter load to that line will
create worse experience for current residents. 

Enfield council has not demonstrated an interest or influence to force improvements to the
poor service and overloaded capacity of that line and the operator Great Northern, so we
feel it would be grossly irresponsible to current residents to continue to load the train line
with additional development and commuters from Crews Hill.

Question 4 –
a) Yes
b) The options are not clear, but I would support a policy that values and protects Enfield’s
heritage and culture.
d) Hard to answer without a definition of ‘appropriate’.



Question 5 – 
a) Yes
b) Depends on the location
c) Yes

Question 8 –
Please refer to our response to Q2 about the brownfield register.

Question 10 –
c) Please refer to our responses to Q2 and Q3.
d) Industry should not be moved into the Green Belt. Additional employment space can be
achieved by mixed-use development and intensification of existing industrial sites.

This would be grossly irresponsible of Enfield council not to first use brownfield and
repurpose existing industrial sites in the borough. Enfield has a rich and respected history
of the industries and businesses in the borough shaping London and the UK’s presence
with manufacturing and influence. It is more important to regenerate  and reinvigorate the
already existing ‘industrial’ areas of the borough with additional employment space -
which is better served by the train lines and connections from Liverpool Street or Victoria
line from Seven sisters. 

Question 13 – 
All of the above, plus leisure centres, Council offices, transport hubs and retail.

Question 14 –
c) The importance of open and blue spaces cannot be judged by their quality, accessibility
or size. Open spaces serve a wide variety of purposes. In addition to the traditional five
purposes of the Green Belt, a long list of environmental, economic and social benefits have
now been identified including:
• Creating a sense-of-place and facilitating community cohesion;
• Increasing physical activity for adults and children;
• Adapting to climate change through CO2 absorption, shading or flood alleviation;
• Improving mental health;
• Creating more attractive places to work, live and visit;
• Encouraging active transport like walking and cycling;
• Improving air quality;
• Improving water quality by reducing harmful runoff into local rivers; and
• Enhancing biodiversity and opportunities for wildlife.

Therefore, open spaces, including Green Belt sites, which may appear inaccessible or of
low quality, are in fact serving very important functions. For these reasons, all our Green
Belt sites should be preserved and protected. We would also like to reinforce our response
to Q2 that another Green Belt Boundary Review is unnecessary because the 2013 review is
still valid.

d) and e) I refer you to our previous response. Open spaces, including the Green Belt,
serve many functions and should be preserved and protected. We value the abilities the
green space provides us especially access to clean air for the borough

h) It can contribute a lot by not building on the Green Belt

Question 16 –
c) Protect the Green Belt and don’t suggest building on it.



We look forward to a Draft Local Plan that has creative solutions and does not target any 
sections of the Green Belt for de-designation.

The comments provided in our response to this consultation are our own views. 



Dear Enfield Council 

Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation 

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation. 

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I 
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that 
there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious 
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations. 

I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The garden 
centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from Enfield and 
beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be encouraged 
and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production. 

Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield]. 
refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, Enfield 
RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly 
in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure 
upgrades. 

The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public 
health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green 
Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it 
should be taken out of the local plan. 

The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views. 
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Dear Enfield Council

Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.

I strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes.  I believe that there are alternatives
available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious resource that should be protected and preserved for now
and future generations.

I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt.   The garden centres and other businesses
there provide employment and a resource for people from Enfield and beyond.  Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its
horticultural activities should be encouraged and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production.

Enfield’s ambitious housing targets can be and should be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield]. 
Once the green belt starts to get eroded where does it stop? The new residents need transport links, hospitals and schools too.
Will they be built in the vicinity too?

The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public health and other reasons that
have been identified.  The Council has a duty of care for the Green Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and
any intentions to release parts of it should be taken out of the local plan.

The reason people love Enfield, is it’s green belt. Do not destroy it !

The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Dear Enfield Council

Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation. 

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield’s housing needs, 
I strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes.  I believe 
that there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a 
precious resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations. 

I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt.   The 
garden centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from 
Enfield and beyond.  Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be 
encouraged and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production.

Enfield’s ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield]. 
I refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, 
Enfield RoadWatch and The Enfield Society.  It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 
homes, mostly in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and 
other infrastructure upgrades.

The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, 
public health and other reasons that have been identified.  The Council has a duty of care for the 
Green Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release 
parts of it should be taken out of the local plan.

The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Hello,

I oppose this reduction in Enfield green areas. Please add this to the petition. 
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Dear Enfield Council 

Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation 

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation. 

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I 
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that 
there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious 
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations. 

I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. Crews Hill is a 
unique part of Enfield and there's probably nowhere else like it in London. It developed to provide 
London with vegetables, plants and flowers and over the years the many garden centres have grown 
up. The garden centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people 
from Enfield and beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should 
be encouraged and enhanced. Most are family run businesses handed down the generations, both 
owned and tenanted, many of whom would find it difficult if not impossible to relocate. 

Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield]. 
refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, 
Enfield RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, 
mostly in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other 
infrastructure upgrades. 

The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public 
health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green 
Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it 
should be taken out of the local plan. 

The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views. 
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I live in Crews Hill, I have a number of things I want to say about the Enfield Plan and the 
proposals for Crews Hill. They are listed below as bullet points:

1) The Green Belt in the North of the borough provides lungs for London. It is  really
important green space much used and loved by locals and visitors from farther afield who
enjoying walking, the garden centres and country houses including Myddelton House,
Forty Hall and Capel Manor College.
It is essential that these open green spaces are preserved and properly managed by the
council.

2) Whilst there is a station at Crews Hill it has a much reduced train service which is pretty
unsuitable for families and people commuting from here into London on a daily basis for
work.

3) There are no facilities for residents in Crews Hill .

4) The station and land surrounding it is very close to the M25 motorway. The government
is attempting to improve air quality in London and residents health by restricting diesel
engines in London. Further housing in Crews Hill will expose residents to motorway
pollution,  particularly along Burnt Farm Ride which goes under the motorway. This
would not provide a healthy diesel fume free environment for residents.

5) There is considerable pollution of the green belt around Crews Hill.
There is a long list of outstanding enforcement notices for infringements on planning in the
area.
This includes constant burning of substances causing acrid smoke and sewage fumes form
the anaerobic digester on Cattlegate Farm.
Living in the area is difficult and sometimes hazardous to health.
Whilst the limited council resources try and resolve these infringements, progress is pretty
non existent.
If more housing was built in the Crews Hill area the council would be under even more
pressure to prevent this misuse of the green belt.
To do so would mean having a team of officers that can patrol the area at night when the
burning takes place as catching the culprits at it, is the only way to successfully prosecute
against these activities.
The council would need to dedicate considerable additional manpower and money to
managing Crews Hill if additional residential property was to be built here.

6) Crews Hill is a high property value area and it would be difficult to meet the target of
50% affordable housing by building in this area.

7) There are family run businesses with several generations of family history in Crews
Hill, some of whom have residential houses on their sites, are they to be driven off?
This would be very unpopular with residents and visitors to Crews Hill and unacceptable
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for these businesses.

8) There are also listed buildings and other old properties of historic interest in Crews Hill.
Any development would have to take into account these properties and their ancient
history. My own house was built in 1650 along with The Paddocks at the same time for
example.

9) If there has to be some small scale housing in Crews Hill it should be restricted to
brown field sites or previously built on sites.
Consideration needs to be given to unlawful change of use from green field land
designated pasture, meadow or agricultural land into what appears to be brown field site
due to illegal dumping and installation of hard surfaces.
Unscrupulous land owners in the area have done this in the hope of gaining planning for
housing on what is still legally green field land.
The council is poor at enforcing against these infringements so these unscrupulous land
owners have for many years been allowed to destroy their green belt land with this end in
mind. this land must not be built in as it encourages more land owners to flout the UK
planning loads and makes a mockery of town and country planning.

I trust my views will be included in your assessment of residents comments. 



Dear Enfield Council 

Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation 

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation. 

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I 
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that 
there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious 
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations. 

I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The garden 
centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from Enfield and 
beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be encouraged 
and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production. 

Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield). 
refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, Enfield 
RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly 
in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure 
upgrades. 

The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public 
health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green 
Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it 
should be taken out of the local plan. 

The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views. 
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Dear Enfield Council 

Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation 

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation. 

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I 
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that 
there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious 
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations. 

I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The garden 
centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from Enfield and 
beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be encouraged 
and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production. 

Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield]. 
refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, Enfield 
RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly 
in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure 
upgrades. 

The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public 
health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green 
Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it 
should be taken out of the local plan. 

The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views. 
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Dear Enfield Council

Re. Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield’s
housing needs, I strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt in Enfield for
housing or other purposes. Please protect the Green Belt for wildlife to survive and
future generations to enjoy. It is very precious and needs to be supported.

My responses to the consultation questions below reflect my beliefs that there are
alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations and for nature.

Question 1 – 
I have identified the following policies that are still Relevant because they highlight the
importance of and/or protect the Green Belt:
Core Strategy: 7, 8, 9, 11, 12, 13, 20, 21, 25, 30, 31, 33, 34, 35, 36.
Development Management Document: 59, 61-65, 72-75, 77, 82-91.

The following policies that relate to the Green Belt need to be Changed:
Core Strategy: 29 and 32 should be changed to reflect the importance of the Green Belt
to
these functions.
Development Management Document: 71, 78, 79 and 80 should remove the loopholes
that
make the stated protection dubious.

Several policies in both documents need to be changed to allow changes of land use
[excluding the Green Belt] that would permit mixed use development.

Question 2 –
1. NO GREEN BELT SITES SHOULD BE CONSIDERED FOR RELEASE. GROWTH
CAN BE ACCOMMODATED ON PREVIOUSLY DEVELOPED LAND/ BROWNFIELD.
2. Enfield RoadWatch and CPRE-London have compiled a comprehensive register of
brownfield opportunities of all types and sizes which shows sufficient sites for housing
and infrastructure during the plan period and beyond.
3. The A10 Retail Parks and Southbury area should be masterplanned before
piecemeal development picks away at the prime sites. With increased train service, this
area could provide a new mixed-use community of many more homes than Meridian
Water.
4. Enfield’s Strategic Industrial Locations [SIL[ need to be masterplanned so that areas
closest to public transport can be released for mixed use development, while other
areas can be intensified through stacking or better land-use, with no loss of
employment.

Question 3 – 
a) All the options listed on page 9 are worth exploring, except for the final option which
suggests revisiting the Green Belt boundaries, which is unnecessary, given that a
robust, thorough and professional boundary review was conducted, approved and
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adopted in 2013. To quote the Council itself: The review’s primary objective is to provide
for a strong defensible Green Belt boundary that will endure and protect the openness
and rural character of the surrounding countryside of Enfield from encroachment. The
review provides an understanding of the current strengths and weaknesses of the
existing Green Belt boundaries and has in turn recommended amending the boundary
where appropriate to provide certainty over the next 15 to 20 years. Another boundary
review should not be needed until 2028 at the earliest.

b) The Council should explore the development opportunities offered by possible
increased service on the Liverpool Street – Cheshunt line, which would allow some
development and improvements on suitable sites at Southbury and Turkey Street
Stations, in addition to Edmonton Green. It should also explore the possibility of
reinstating the Carterhatch Lane Station on this line between Southbury and Turkey
Street, to permit some development in that area.
c) The Local Plan revision should not be used as a reason to release Green Belt. It is
unnecessary.
d) Please see my response to Q2.
e) The suggested options will definitely contribute to the accommodation of Enfield’s
growing population. However, these options need to be combined with creative
masterplanning of several large sites, including the Southbury/A10 corridor, Brimsdown
and Edmonton Green and its surrounds, and more estate regeneration, all in
conjunction with transportation upgrades. All these solutions together will not only
provide good homes for the borough’s residents, but will create new vibrant
communities and improvements in deprived areas. THERE IS NO NEED TO BUILD ON
THE GREEN BELT!

Question 4 –
a) Yes!
b) The options are not clear, but I would support a policy that values and protects
Enfield’s heritage and culture.
d) Hard to answer without a definition of ‘appropriate’.

Question 5 – 
a) Yes
b) Depends on the location
c) Yes

Question 8 –
Please refer to my response to Q2 about the brownfield register.

Question 10 –
c) Please refer to my responses to Q2 and Q3.
d) Industry should not be moved into the Green Belt. Additional employment space can
be achieved by mixed-use development and intensification of existing industrial sites.

Question 13 – 
All of the above, plus leisure centres, Council offices, transport hubs and retail.

Question 14 –
c) The importance of open and blue spaces cannot be judged by their quality,
accessibility or size. Open spaces serve a wide variety of purposes. In addition to the
traditional five purposes of the Green Belt, a long list of environmental, economic and
social benefits have now been identified including:
• Creating a sense-of-place and facilitating community cohesion;
• Increasing physical activity for adults and children;



• Adapting to climate change through CO2 absorption, shading or flood alleviation;
• Improving mental health;
• Creating more attractive places to work, live and visit;
• Encouraging active transport like walking and cycling;
• Improving air quality;
• Improving water quality by reducing harmful runoff into local rivers; and
• Enhancing biodiversity and opportunities for wildlife.

Therefore, open spaces, including Green Belt sites, which may appear inaccessible or 
of low quality, are in fact serving very important functions. For these reasons, all our 
Green Belt sites should be preserved and protected. I would also like to reinforce my 
response to Q2 that another Green Belt Boundary Review is unnecessary because the 
2013 review is still valid.

d) and e) I refer you to my previous response. Open spaces, including the Green Belt, 
serve many functions and should be preserved and protected.

h) It can contribute a lot by not building on the Green Belt!

Question 16 –
c) Protect the Green Belt and don’t suggest building on it.

I look forward to a Draft Local Plan that has creative solutions and does not target any 
sections of the Green Belt for de-designation.

The comments provided in my response to this consultation are my own views.



I find it alarming that Enfield Council is proposing to build houses on the Green Belt. The 
Green Belt should be protected especially when there is evidence that sufficient brown 
site space is available.
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Dear all,
I was given this email by the chair of the Barnet society to comment about the use of green belt lands for
development.

These are national resources as well as local and they can’t be brought back. They are valuable to developers,
because they back onto countryside or park lands and so they can yield a high profit. However, it is not in
anyone els’s interests for obvious reasons.

Can you therefore please ensure that already built up areas are considered in detail, first. For instance, there is
only one story on many of the Barnet shops and local builders are making a wonderful job of extending some of
these upwards, while keeping the buildings in a sympathetic style to the rest of High Barnet High St.

It is lazy town planning, unfair on residents and a form of asset-stripping, to sell off irreplaceable parkland and
countryside. This acts as a lung for London, helps to limit urban sprawl, provides leisure opportunities for all
Londoners and it ensures the future of London as a great place to live. Thought and work needs to be put into
working with the community to increase residential housing in a way that does not damage the location for
residents and future generations.

New towns with eco features in the planning and buildings can work well to increase housing in a good way.
Here amenities and transport, parking and parklands can be created for excellent new urban environments which
will appeal to buyers, and developers, as in Denmark, where people are placed at the heart of building
environments where people can thrive.
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Dear Enfield Council

Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield’s housing needs, I 
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes.  I believe that 
there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious 
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations.

I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt.   The garden 
centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from Enfield and 
beyond.  Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be encouraged 
and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production.

Enfield’s ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield].  I 
refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, 
Enfield RoadWatch and The Enfield Society.  It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, 
mostly in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other 
infrastructure upgrades.

The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public 
health and other reasons that have been identified.  The Council has a duty of care for the Green 
Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it 
should be taken out of the local plan.

The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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I very strongly appose the Council’s plan to build on Enfield’s Open Spaces & Greenbelt Land !
At the last Greenbelt Forum Meeting in th Civic Centre, a Councillor stated the need to provide better air 
quality for residents of the proposed accommodation.
If Open Spaces and GreenbeltLand are lost to buildings, the air quality would surely be reduced!
Enfield already has a shortage of GP practices, so what about the health of the people to be accommodated in 
the new buildings?
Why is the council not considering building on the manyBrownfield areas?
Surely, this would help to regenerate those areas for the people who are still living near them and thus helping 
them?
When any Greenbelt Land is destroyed and built on, we shall also endanger and lose many animals who are 
currently living on them! This would surely destroy our environments!

So, please stop destroying “England’sGreen and pleasant land!! Think what you will be taking away for our 
future generation!!

Crewe’s Hill is highly regarded in the Gardening world. People from all areas, not only from London, from 
nearby counties visit it and shop in the Garden Centres.
What a great loss of a beautiful area of Enfield if you build there,
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To Enfield Council,

I strongly object to the proposal to develop green belt land for housing in the borough
when there are still brownfield sites available for development, per the CPRE's Space to
Build in Enfield report. 
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Dear Enfield Council

Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation. 

I do not support the ambition to meet Enfield’s housing needs, and in particular, I strongly 
object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes.  I believe that 
there are alternatives available to meet any housing targets and that the Green Belt is a 
precious resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations. 

I am particularly concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the 
Green Belt.   The garden centres and other businesses there provide employment and a 
resource for people from Enfield and beyond.  Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its 
horticultural activities should be encouraged and enhanced so that it can once again be a 
hub for food and plant production.

Enfield’s ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land
[brownfield].  I refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently 
published by CPRE-London, Enfield RoadWatch and The Enfield Society.  It provides 
evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly in areas that need regeneration and 
would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure upgrades.

The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, 
economic, public health and other reasons that have been identified.  The Council has a 
duty of care for the Green Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the National 
Planning Policy Framework, and any intentions to release parts of it should be taken out of 
the local plan.

Thank you for taking my views into consideration on this important consultation.
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Dear Enfield Council

Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation. 

I strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes.  I 
believe that there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt 
is a precious resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations. 

I am particularly concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the 
Green Belt.   The garden centres and other businesses there provide employment and a 
resource for people from Enfield and beyond.  Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its 
horticultural activities should be encouraged and enhanced so that it can once again be a 
hub for food and plant production.
Enfield’s ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land
[brownfield].  I refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently 
published by CPRE-London, Enfield RoadWatch and The Enfield Society.  It provides 
evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly in areas that need regeneration and 
would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure upgrades.

The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, 
economic, public health and other reasons that have been identified.  The Council has a 
duty of care for the Green Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the National 
Planning Policy Framework, and any intentions to release parts of it should be taken out of 
the local plan.

Thank you for taking my views into consideration on this important consultation.
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Dear Sirs at Enfield Council,

My Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation is as follows

First thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield’s housing 
needs, I strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. 
I believe that there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green 
Belt is a precious resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations.

I am extremely concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green 
Belt. The garden centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for 
people from Enfield and beyond not to mention the many pleasurable hours spent there for 
us pensioners. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should 
be encouraged and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant 
production.
Enfield’s ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land
[brownfield]. I refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently 
published by CPRE-London, Enfield RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides 
evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly in areas that need regeneration and 
would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure upgrades.

The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, 
economic, public health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a 
duty of care for the Green Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and 
any intentions to release parts of it should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views,

360



Dear Sir/Madam,

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield’s 
housing needs, I know everyone needs somewhere to live.  I strongly object to the 
proposal to release Green Belt for housing or any other purposes.  I believe that there 
are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious 
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations.

I do not want the green belt reduced because it is essential for London and particularly 
Enfield to have a green lung.  I work in the NHS and know how important green spaces 
are to improving air quality.  It is particularly important because of the M25, A10 and the 
North Circular running through/near Enfield.  This borough has one of the worst air 
quality.  Poor air quality

I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt.  
The garden centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for 
people from Enfield and beyond.  Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its 
horticultural activities should be encouraged and enhanced so that it can once again be 
a hub for food and plant production.  The Council could show leadership in supporting 
food and plant production because poorer  local residents are increasingly dependent 
on food banks.  It is shameful that the Council is not supporting its poorest residents 
through supporting food production.

Enfield’s ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land
[brownfield].  I refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently 
published by CPRE-London, Enfield RoadWatch and The Enfield Society.  It provides 
evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly in areas that need regeneration and 
would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure upgrades.

Over a hundred years ago, Londoners opposed the building on available land, because 
they recognised the need for green space.  Londoners need green space more than 
ever in these days of austerity.  The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many 
environmental, ecological, economic, public health and other reasons that have been 
identified.  The Council has a duty of care for the Green Belt, in accordance with the 
London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it should be taken out 
of the local plan.

London's green spaces are too important to build on.  As a local resident, I am 
particularly keen not to see a loss of green belt and green spaces in general.

I am writing to my MP about my concerns. 
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Dear Enfield Council

Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation. 

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield’s housing needs, I 
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes.  I believe that 
there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious 
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations. 

I am particularly concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt.  
The garden centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from 
Enfield and beyond.  Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be 
encouraged and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production.

Enfield’s ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield].  I 
refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, 
Enfield RoadWatch and The Enfield Society.  It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, 
mostly in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other 
infrastructure upgrades.

The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public 
health and other reasons that have been identified.  The Council has a duty of care for the Green 
Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the National Planning Policy Framework, and any 
intentions to release parts of it should be taken out of the local plan.

Thank you for taking my views into consideration on this important consultation.
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To Enfield Council:

Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield’s housing needs, I
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that there
are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious resource that
should be protected and preserved for future generations.

I am appalled that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt.   The garden
centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from Enfield and
beyond.  Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be encouraged and
enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production.

Enfield’s ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield].  I
refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London,
Enfield RoadWatch and The Enfield Society.  It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes,
mostly in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other
infrastructure upgrades.

The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public
health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green Belt,
in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it should be
taken out of the local plan.

The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views which I hold very
strongly.
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Dear Enfield Council

Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation. 

The Green Belt was established for a reason.  To prevent urban sprawl and provide a green lung for 
town dwellers.  It should not be given over to housing.

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield’s housing needs, I 
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes.  I believe that 
there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious resource 
that should be protected and preserved for future generations. 

I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt.   The garden 
centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from Enfield and 
beyond.  Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be encouraged and 
enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production.

Enfield’s ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield].  I refer 
you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, Enfield 
RoadWatch and The Enfield Society.  It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly in 
areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure 
upgrades.

The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public 
health and other reasons that have been identified.  The Council has a duty of care for the Green Belt, 
in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it should be 
taken out of the local plan.

The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Dear Enfield Council

Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation

I am pleased that the Council has provided the opportunity for me to comment on the proposed 
2020 to 2036 Local Plan. I trust that the views of local people will be given full weight. 

As a resident of Enfield for the past 37 years I greatly value the open spaces we have. Our 
borough would be rather different if we didn't have Metropolitan Open Land and the Green Belt. 
I therefore oppose any release of land under these protections for housing. As an example, to 
put more housing in Crews Hill would ruin the area. The nurseries provide a good set of lightly 
developed, popular retail outlets which are important for employment  while providing a hint of 
green. To replace them with housing would go against the principle of the green belt. The Green 
Belt is a precious resource that was put in pace for the long-term to provide breathing space. Its 
existence is needed more now than when the idea was first put forward.

Reports such as Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, Enfield 
RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. have shown that Enfield's housing needs can be met from 
brownfield sites.  The sites mentioned are mostly in areas that need regeneration and would 
benefit from public transport and other infrastructure upgrades.

I strongly believe that the Green Belt musty be retained in its entirety and that any suggestion of 
releasing parts of it should be taken out of the local plan.

The above comments are my personal views but will, I am certain, be shared by most people in 
Enfield.
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1. Brownfield sites can more than accomodate Enfields proposed housing.

2. Building all over Crews Hill will result in many job losses

3. Having lived in Hounslow for many years the green spaces in Enfield
are a resourse that should not be taken for granted. Once they're gone
they cannot be reclaimed.
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1. Brownfield sites can more than accomodate Enfields proposed housing.

2. Building all over Crews Hill will result in many job losses

3. Having lived in Hounslow for many years the green spaces in Enfield
are a resourse that should not be taken for granted. Once they're gone
they cannot be reclaimed.
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Dear Enfield Council 

Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation 

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation. 

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I 
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that 
there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious 
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations. 

I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The garden 
centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from Enfield and 
beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be encouraged 
and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production. 

Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield]. 
refer you to the report, Space to 8l)i/d, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, Enfield 
RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly 
in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure 
upgrades. 

The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public 
health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green 
Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it 
should be taken out of the local plan. 

The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views. 
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Dear Enfield Council

Thank you for allowing residents to respond to this important consultation.

While I support essential housing development in Enfield, I strongly object to the proposal 
to reclassify Green Belt for housing or other purposes. My family, and many other families 
from across Enfield and beyond, use Green Belt land for recreation almost every weekend 
and benefit enormously from it as a resource. 

Having studied in details background information relating to your proposals, I remain 
more convinced than ever that the Green Belt is a very precious thing, beneficial for the 
health and wellbeing of Londoners and for nature, something that must be protected and 
preserved for future generations to use and enjoy.

I know of research by the CPRE-London branch that clearly shows alternatives available 
to meet housing targets. Their report, Space to Build, Enfield was recently published in 
association with Enfield RoadWatch and The Enfield Society and provides evidence of 
sites for at least 37,000 homes on brownfield sites, mostly in areas that already need 
regeneration and which would benefit from the accompanying public transport and 
infrastructure upgrades.

I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The 
many small and medium sized businesses there provide employment and a resource for 
people from Enfield and beyond.  Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural 
activities should be encouraged and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food 
and plant production, so in tune with current environmental thinking for lower food miles.

The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, 
economic, public health and other reasons that have been identified.  The Council has a 
duty of care for the Green Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and I 
strongly object to any  intention to release parts of it as part  of the local plan. Once it's 
gone, it's gone forever. 
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Dear Enfield Council

Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield’s housing 
needs, I strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other 
purposes.  I believe that there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the 
Green Belt is a precious resource that should be protected and preserved for future 
generations.

I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt.   The 
garden centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people 
from Enfield and beyond.  Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural 
activities should be encouraged and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food 
and plant production.

Enfield’s ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land
[brownfield].  I refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently 
published by CPRE-London, Enfield RoadWatch and The Enfield Society.  It provides 
evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly in areas that need regeneration and 
would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure upgrades.

The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, 
economic, public health and other reasons that have been identified.  The Council has a 
duty of care for the Green Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and 
any intentions to release parts of it should be taken out of the local plan.

The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Dear Enfield Council 

Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation 

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation. 

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I 

strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that 

there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious 

resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations. 

I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. Crews Hill is a 

unique part of Enfield and there's probably nowhere else like it in London. It developed to provide 

London with vegetables, plants and flowers and over the years the many garden centres have grown 

up. The garden centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people 

from Enfield and beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should 

be encouraged and enhanced. Most are family run businesses handed down the generations, both 

owned and tenanted, many of whom would find it difficult if not impossible to relocate. 

Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield]. 

refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, 
Enfield RoadWatch and !he Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, 

mostly in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other 

infrastructure upgrades. 

The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public 

health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green 

Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it 

should be taken out of the local plan. 

The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views. 
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Dear Enfield Council 

Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation 

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation. 

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I 
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that 
there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious 
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations. 

I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The garden 
centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from Enfield and 
beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be encouraged 
and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production. 

Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield]. 
refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, Enfield 
RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly 
in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure 
upgrades. 

The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public 
health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green 
Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it 
should be taken out of the local plan. 

The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views. 
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Dear Enfield Council

Re. Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield’s
housing needs, I strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or
other purposes. My responses to the consultation questions below reflect my beliefs
that there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a
precious resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations.

Question 1 – 
I have identified the following policies that are still Relevant because they highlight the
importance of and/or protect the Green Belt:
Core Strategy: 7, 8, 9, 11, 12, 13, 20, 21, 25, 30, 31, 33, 34, 35, 36.
Development Management Document: 59, 61-65, 72-75, 77, 82-91.

The following policies that relate to the Green Belt need to be Changed:
Core Strategy: 29 and 32 should be changed to reflect the importance of the Green Belt
to
these functions.
Development Management Document: 71, 78, 79 and 80 should remove the loopholes
that
make the stated protection dubious.

Several policies in both documents need to be changed to allow changes of land use
[excluding the Green Belt] that would permit mixed use development.

Question 2 –
1. NO GREEN BELT SITES SHOULD BE CONSIDERED FOR RELEASE. GROWTH
CAN BE ACCOMMODATED ON PREVIOUSLY DEVELOPED LAND/ BROWNFIELD.
2. Enfield RoadWatch and CPRE-London have compiled a comprehensive register of
brownfield opportunities of all types and sizes which shows sufficient sites for housing
and infrastructure during the plan period and beyond.
3. The A10 Retail Parks and Southbury area should be masterplanned before
piecemeal development picks away at the prime sites. With increased train service, this
area could provide a new mixed-use community of many more homes than Meridian
Water.
4. Enfield’s Strategic Industrial Locations [SIL[ need to be masterplanned so that areas
closest to public transport can be released for mixed use development, while other
areas can be intensified through stacking or better land-use, with no loss of
employment.

Question 3 – 
a) All the options listed on page 9 are worth exploring, except for the final option which
suggests revisiting the Green Belt boundaries, which is unnecessary, given that a
robust, thorough and professional boundary review was conducted, approved and
adopted in 2013. To quote the Council itself: The review’s primary objective is to provide
for a strong defensible Green Belt boundary that will endure and protect the openness

373



and rural character of the surrounding countryside of Enfield from encroachment. The
review provides an understanding of the current strengths and weaknesses of the
existing Green Belt boundaries and has in turn recommended amending the boundary
where appropriate to provide certainty over the next 15 to 20 years.Another boundary
review should not be needed until 2028 at the earliest.

b) The Council should explore the development opportunities offered by possible
increased service on the Liverpool Street – Cheshunt line, which would allow some
development and improvements on suitable sites at Southbury and Turkey Street
Stations, in addition to Edmonton Green. It should also explore the possibility of
reinstating the Carterhatch Lane Station on this line between Southbury and Turkey
Street, to permit some development in that area.
c) The Local Plan revision should not be used as a reason to release Green Belt. It is
unnecessary.
d) Please see my response to Q2.
e) The suggested options will definitely contribute to the accommodation of Enfield’s
growing population. However, these options need to be combined with creative
masterplanning of several large sites, including the Southbury/A10 corridor, Brimsdown
and Edmonton Green and its surrounds, and more estate regeneration, all in
conjunction with transportation upgrades. All these solutions together will not only
provide good homes for the borough’s residents, but will create new vibrant
communities and improvements in deprived areas. THERE IS NO NEED TO BUILD ON
THE GREEN BELT!

Question 4 –
a) Yes!
b) The options are not clear, but I would support a policy that values and protects
Enfield’s heritage and culture.
d) Hard to answer without a definition of ‘appropriate’.

Question 5 – 
a) Yes
b) Depends on the location
c) Yes

Question 8 –
Please refer to my response to Q2 about the brownfield register.

Question 10 –
c) Please refer to my responses to Q2 and Q3.
d) Industry should not be moved into the Green Belt. Additional employment space can
be achieved by mixed-use development and intensification of existing industrial sites.

Question 13 – 
All of the above, plus leisure centres, Council offices, transport hubs and retail.

Question 14 –
c) The importance of open and blue spaces cannot be judged by their quality,
accessibility or size. Open spaces serve a wide variety of purposes. In addition to the
traditional five purposes of the Green Belt, a long list of environmental, economic and
social benefits have now been identified including:
• Creating a sense-of-place and facilitating community cohesion;
• Increasing physical activity for adults and children;
• Adapting to climate change through CO2 absorption, shading or flood alleviation;
• Improving mental health;



• Creating more attractive places to work, live and visit;
• Encouraging active transport like walking and cycling;
• Improving air quality;
• Improving water quality by reducing harmful runoff into local rivers; and
• Enhancing biodiversity and opportunities for wildlife.

Therefore, open spaces, including Green Belt sites, which may appear inaccessible or 
of low quality, are in fact serving very important functions. For these reasons, all our 
Green Belt sites should be preserved and protected. I would also like to reinforce my 
response to Q2 that another Green Belt Boundary Review is unnecessary because the 
2013 review is still valid.

d) and e) I refer you to my previous response. Open spaces, including the Green Belt, 
serve many functions and should be preserved and protected.

h) It can contribute a lot by not building on the Green Belt!

Question 16 –
c) Protect the Green Belt and don’t suggest building on it.

I look forward to a Draft Local Plan that has creative solutions and does not target any 
sections of the Green Belt for de-designation.

The comments provided in my response to this consultation are my own views.
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Dear Enfield Council

Re. Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield’s
housing needs, I strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or
other purposes. My responses to the consultation questions below reflect my beliefs
that there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a
precious resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations.

Question 1 – 
I have identified the following policies that are still Relevant because they highlight the
importance of and/or protect the Green Belt:
Core Strategy: 7, 8, 9, 11, 12, 13, 20, 21, 25, 30, 31, 33, 34, 35, 36.
Development Management Document: 59, 61-65, 72-75, 77, 82-91.

The following policies that relate to the Green Belt need to be Changed:
Core Strategy: 29 and 32 should be changed to reflect the importance of the Green Belt
to
these functions.
Development Management Document: 71, 78, 79 and 80 should remove the loopholes
that
make the stated protection dubious.

Several policies in both documents need to be changed to allow changes of land use
[excluding the Green Belt] that would permit mixed use development.

Question 2 –
1. NO GREEN BELT SITES SHOULD BE CONSIDERED FOR RELEASE. GROWTH
CAN BE ACCOMMODATED ON PREVIOUSLY DEVELOPED LAND/ BROWNFIELD.
2. Enfield RoadWatch and CPRE-London have compiled a comprehensive register of
brownfield opportunities of all types and sizes which shows sufficient sites for housing
and infrastructure during the plan period and beyond.
3. The A10 Retail Parks and Southbury area should be masterplanned before
piecemeal development picks away at the prime sites. With increased train service, this
area could provide a new mixed-use community of many more homes than Meridian
Water.
4. Enfield’s Strategic Industrial Locations [SIL[ need to be masterplanned so that areas
closest to public transport can be released for mixed use development, while other
areas can be intensified through stacking or better land-use, with no loss of
employment.
Question 3 –
a) All the options listed on page 9 are worth exploring, except for the final option which
suggests revisiting the Green Belt boundaries, which is unnecessary, given that a
robust, thorough and professional boundary review was conducted, approved and
adopted in 2013. To quote the Council itself: The review’s primary objective is to provide for
a strong defensible Green Belt boundary that will endure and protect the openness and rural
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character of the surrounding countryside of Enfield from encroachment. The review provides an
understanding of the current strengths and weaknesses of the existing Green Belt boundaries and
has in turn recommended amending the boundary where appropriate to provide certainty over
the next 15 to 20 years.Another boundary review should not be needed until 2028 at the
earliest.

b) The Council should explore the development opportunities offered by possible
increased service on the Liverpool Street – Cheshunt line, which would allow some
development and improvements on suitable sites at Southbury and Turkey Street
Stations, in addition to Edmonton Green. It should also explore the possibility of
reinstating the Carterhatch Lane Station on this line between Southbury and Turkey
Street, to permit some development in that area.
c) The Local Plan revision should not be used as a reason to release Green Belt. It is
unnecessary.
d) Please see my response to Q2.
e) The suggested options will definitely contribute to the accommodation of Enfield’s
growing population. However, these options need to be combined with creative
masterplanning of several large sites, including the Southbury/A10 corridor, Brimsdown
and Edmonton Green and its surrounds, and more estate regeneration, all in
conjunction with transportation upgrades. All these solutions together will not only
provide good homes for the borough’s residents, but will create new vibrant
communities and improvements in deprived areas. THERE IS NO NEED TO BUILD ON
THE GREEN BELT!

Question 4 –
a) Yes!
b) The options are not clear, but I would support a policy that values and protects
Enfield’s heritage and culture.
d) Hard to answer without a definition of ‘appropriate’.
Question 5 –
a) Yes
b) Depends on the location
c) Yes
Question 8 –
Please refer to my response to Q2 about the brownfield register.
Question 10 –
c) Please refer to my responses to Q2 and Q3.
d) Industry should not be moved into the Green Belt. Additional employment space can
be achieved by mixed-use development and intensification of existing industrial sites.
Question 13 –
All of the above, plus leisure centres, Council offices, transport hubs and retail.
Question 14 –
c) The importance of open and blue spaces cannot be judged by their quality,
accessibility or size. Open spaces serve a wide variety of purposes. In addition to the
traditional five purposes of the Green Belt, a long list of environmental, economic and
social benefits have now been identified including:
• Creating a sense-of-place and facilitating community cohesion;
• Increasing physical activity for adults and children;
• Adapting to climate change through CO2 absorption, shading or flood alleviation;
• Improving mental health;
• Creating more attractive places to work, live and visit;
• Encouraging active transport like walking and cycling;
• Improving air quality;
• Improving water quality by reducing harmful runoff into local rivers; and
• Enhancing biodiversity and opportunities for wildlife.



Therefore, open spaces, including Green Belt sites, which may appear inaccessible or
of low quality, are in fact serving very important functions. For these reasons, all our
Green Belt sites should be preserved and protected. I would also like to reinforce my
response to Q2 that another Green Belt Boundary Review is unnecessary because the
2013 review is still valid.

d) and e) I refer you to my previous response. Open spaces, including the Green Belt,
serve many functions and should be preserved and protected.

h) It can contribute a lot by not building on the Green Belt!



Dear Enfield Council

Re. Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.
While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield’s housing needs,
I strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. My
responses to the consultation questions below reflect my beliefs that there are alternatives
available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious resource that should be
protected and preserved for future generations.

Question 1 – 
I have identified the following policies that are still Relevant because they highlight the
importance of and/or protect the Green Belt:
Core Strategy: 7, 8, 9, 11, 12, 13, 20, 21, 25, 30, 31, 33, 34, 35, 36.
Development Management Document: 59, 61-65, 72-75, 77, 82-91.
The following policies that relate to the Green Belt need to be Changed:
Core Strategy: 29 and 32 should be changed to reflect the importance of the Green Belt to
these functions.
Development Management Document: 71, 78, 79 and 80 should remove the loopholes that
make the stated protection dubious.
Several policies in both documents need to be changed to allow changes of land use [excluding
the Green Belt] that would permit mixed use development.

Question 2 –
1. NO GREEN BELT SITES SHOULD BE CONSIDERED FOR RELEASE. GROWTH CAN
BE ACCOMMODATED ON PREVIOUSLY DEVELOPED LAND/ BROWNFIELD.
2. Enfield RoadWatch and CPRE-London have compiled a comprehensive register of brownfield
opportunities of all types and sizes which shows sufficient sites for housing and infrastructure
during the plan period and beyond.
3. The A10 Retail Parks and Southbury area should be masterplanned before piecemeal
development picks away at the prime sites. With increased train service, this area could provide a
new mixed-use community of many more homes than Meridian Water.
4. Enfield’s Strategic Industrial Locations [SIL[ need to be masterplanned so that areas closest to
public transport can be released for mixed use development, while other areas can be intensified
through stacking or better land-use, with no loss of employment.

Question 3 – 
a) All the options listed on page 9 are worth exploring, except for the final option which suggests
revisiting the Green Belt boundaries, which is unnecessary, given that a robust, thorough and
professional boundary review was conducted, approved and adopted in 2013. To quote the
Council itself: The review’s primary objective is to provide for a strong defensible Green Belt
boundary that will endure and protect the openness and rural character of the surrounding
countryside of Enfield from encroachment. The review provides an understanding of the current
strengths and weaknesses of the existing Green Belt boundaries and has in turn recommended
amending the boundary where appropriate to provide certainty over the next 15 to 20 years.
Another boundary review should not be needed until 2028 at the earliest.
b) The Council should explore the development opportunities offered by possible increased
service on the Liverpool Street – Cheshunt line, which would allow some development and
improvements on suitable sites at Southbury and Turkey Street Stations, in addition to Edmonton
Green. It should also explore the possibility of reinstating the Carterhatch Lane Station on this
line between Southbury and Turkey Street, to permit some development in that area.
c) The Local Plan revision should not be used as a reason to release Green Belt. It is
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unnecessary.
d) Please see my response to Q2.
e) The suggested options will definitely contribute to the accommodation of Enfield’s growing
population. However, these options need to be combined with creative masterplanning of several
large sites, including the Southbury/A10 corridor, Brimsdown and Edmonton Green and its
surrounds, and more estate regeneration, all in conjunction with transportation upgrades. All
these solutions together will not only provide good homes for the borough’s residents, but will
create new vibrant communities and improvements in deprived areas. THERE IS NO NEED TO
BUILD ON THE GREEN BELT!

Question 4 –
a) Yes!
b) The options are not clear, but I would support a policy that values and protects Enfield’s
heritage and culture.
d) Hard to answer without a definition of ‘appropriate’.

Question 5 – 
a) Yes
b) Depends on the location
c) Yes

Question 8 –
Please refer to my response to Q2 about the brownfield register.

Question 10 –
c) Please refer to my responses to Q2 and Q3.
d) Industry should not be moved into the Green Belt. Additional employment space can be
achieved by mixed-use development and intensification of existing industrial sites.

Question 13 – 
All of the above, plus leisure centres, Council offices, transport hubs and retail.

Question 14 –
c) The importance of open and blue spaces cannot be judged by their quality, accessibility or
size. Open spaces serve a wide variety of purposes. In addition to the traditional five purposes of
the Green Belt, a long list of environmental, economic and social benefits have now been
identified including:
• Creating a sense-of-place and facilitating community cohesion;
• Increasing physical activity for adults and children;
• Adapting to climate change through CO2 absorption, shading or flood alleviation;
• Improving mental health;
• Creating more attractive places to work, live and visit;
• Encouraging active transport like walking and cycling;
• Improving air quality;
• Improving water quality by reducing harmful runoff into local rivers; and
• Enhancing biodiversity and opportunities for wildlife.
Therefore, open spaces, including Green Belt sites, which may appear inaccessible or of low
quality, are in fact serving very important functions. For these reasons, all our Green Belt sites
should be preserved and protected. I would also like to reinforce my response to Q2 that another
Green Belt Boundary Review is unnecessary because the 2013 review is still valid.
d) and e) I refer you to my previous response. Open spaces, including the Green Belt, serve many
functions and should be preserved and protected.
h) It can contribute a lot by not building on the Green Belt!

Question 16 –
c) Protect the Green Belt and don’t suggest building on it.
I look forward to a Draft Local Plan that has creative solutions and does not target any sections



of the Green Belt for de-designation.
The comments provided in my response to this consultation are my own views.



Dear Enfield Council

Res onse to the Local Plan Issues and O tions Consultation 

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that
there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations.

I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The garden

centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from Enfield 
 

andbeyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be encouraged 
and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production.

Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield].

refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, 
 

EnfieldRoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly 
in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure
upgrades.

The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public
health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green
Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it
should be taken out of the local plan.

The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Dear Enfield Council

Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation. 

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield’s housing needs, I 
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that there 
are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious resource that 
should be protected and preserved for future generations.  

I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt.   The garden centres 
and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from Enfield and beyond. 
 Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be encouraged and enhanced 
so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production.

Enfield’s ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield].  I refer 
you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, Enfield 
RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly in 
areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure upgrades.

The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public health 
and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green Belt, in 
accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it should be taken 
out of the local plan.

The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Dear Enfield Council

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield’s 
housing needs, I strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for 
housing or other purposes.  I believe that there are alternatives available
to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious resource that 
should be protected and preserved for future generations.

I am particularly concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release 
from the Green Belt.   The garden centres and other businesses there provide 
employment and a resource for people from Enfield and beyond.  I have been 
using these facilities for over 50 years, and quite extensively over the
past 25 years since I have been living close to this area.
Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities
should be encouraged and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for
food and plant production.

Enfield’s ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built 
land [brownfield].  I refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which
was recently published by CPRE-London, Enfield RoadWatch and The Enfield 
Society.  It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly in 
areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and
other infrastructure upgrades.

The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, 
ecological, economic, public health and other reasons that have been 
identified.  The Council has a duty of care for the Green Belt, in
accordance with the London Plan and the National Planning Policy Framework, 
and any intentions to release parts of it should be taken out of the local
plan.

Thank you for taking my views into consideration on this important 
consultation.

378



Dear Enfield Council 

Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation 

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation. 

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I 

strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that 

there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious 

resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations. 

I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. Crews Hill is a 

unique part of Enfield and there's probably nowhere else like it in London. It developed to provide 

London with vegetables, plants and flowers and over the years the many garden centres have grown 

up. The garden centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people 

from Enfield and beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should 

be encouraged and enhanced. Most are family run businesses handed down the generations, both 

owned and tenanted, many of whom would find it difficult if not impossible to relocate. 

Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield]. 

refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, 

Enfield RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, 

mostly in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other 

infrastructure upgrades. 

The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public 

health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green 

Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it 

should be taken out of the local plan. 

The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views. 
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We are writing to express our concern at the proposal to build on the Green Belt and other
Open Spaces around Enfield.

We have always enjoyed walking and being out in the fresh air. The Green Belt improves
the air quality around Enfield and also provides an area for recreation and sport. The health
benefits of this land are very important for people living and working in London and must
be protected for future generations.

The area also supports wildlife and biodiversity. At a time when so much of our land is
under threat from roads and other developments we must at least try to retain what we
already have rather than diminish it further. We need to maintain our ecosystems to
support the environment as a whole. 

Please can you explore all existing brownfield sites for development rather than attacking
such important and special assets as our Green Belt and Open Spaces.
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Dear Enfield Council 

Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation 

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation. 

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I 
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that 
there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious 
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations. 

I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The garden 
centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from Enfield and 
beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be encouraged 
and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production. 

Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield]. 
refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, Enfield 
RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly 
in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure 
upgrades. 

The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public 
health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green 
Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it 
should be taken put of the local plan. 

The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views. 
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Dear Enfield Council 

Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation 

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation. 

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I 
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that 
there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious 
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations. 

I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The garden 
centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from Enfield and 
beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be encouraged 
and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production. 

Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield]. 
refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, Enfield 
RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly 
in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure 
upgrades. 

The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public 
health and other reason£ that have been identified. The. Council has a duty of care for the Green 
Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it 
should be taken out of the local plan. 

The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views. 
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Enfield Council.

I object strongly to the proposal of Green Belt being released 
to meet the housing demand.
Crews Hill and Enfield Road are loved and appreciated by Enfield residents 
and wish these areas to be there for future generations.
Open Space is vital for the wellbeing of people of all ages, to enjoy
and at the same time help towards healthy mind and body.
An escape from this ever increasing Robotic world and addiction to
screens etc.
Enfield Council should be encouraging this, by protecting our Green Belt, 
not destroying it.
I suggest, that BROWN FIELD sites to be used as reported in 'Space to Build' 
and leave our precious GREEN BELT free.
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Dear Enfield Council

Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield’s 
housing needs, I strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or 
other purposes.  I believe that there are alternatives available to meet housing targets 
and that the Green Belt is a precious resource that should be protected and preserved 
for future generations.

I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt.  
The garden centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for 
people from Enfield and beyond.  Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its 
horticultural activities should be encouraged and enhanced so that it can once again be 
a hub for food and plant production.

Enfield’s ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land
[brownfield].  I refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently 
published by CPRE-London, Enfield RoadWatch and The Enfield Society.  It provides 
evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly in areas that need regeneration and 
would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure upgrades.

The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, 
economic, public health and other reasons that have been identified.  The Council has a 
duty of care for the Green Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and 
any intentions to release parts of it should be taken out of the local plan.

The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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The draft plan highlights ALL stations as centres for growth, simply on the assumption that s
station has good public transport accessibility. However, with only 4 trains per hour Hadley
Wood does not have good public transport (and it is in the lowest Public Transport Access Level
zones across the whole of Greater London as measured by TfL). Simply having a train station is
not an adequate definition of accessibility.

· Hadley Wood is not an appropriate area to target housing growth. It should be explicitly
excluded from the Council’s growth strategy.
· As drafted, small site development within 800m of a station has a presumption of approval;
this should not apply to Hadley Wood (or to other stations with limited services such as Crews
Hill).
Hadley Wood has poor infrastructure and poor public services. With no bank, NHS doctor, NHS
dentist, secondary school, Post Office, Public House, supermarket, etc, it cannot accommodate
significant growth.

· Hadley Wood does not meet the Councils criteria as a centre for growth (and should be
explicitly excluded).
Any small site development must protect the natural environment. Enfield policies need to be

enhanced to meet the Mayor of London’s target of ‘no net loss of bio-diversity’ and to include
stronger flood mitigation measures.

With almost 15,000 new homes targeted for small sites across Enfield, policies are required to
ensure that investment in transport, education and schools, health centres is strategically
planned and delivered.

· Any presumption of planning approval for small sites should be dependent upon the
existence and delivery of strategically planned investments in public services.
Hadley Wood is fortunate to be surrounded by Green Belt on all sides. Any significant changes

to Green Belt designations are not supported.
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Dear Enfield Council 

Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation 

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation. 

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I 
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that 
there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious 
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations. 

I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The garden 
centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from Enfield and 
beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be encouraged 
and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production. 

Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield]. 
refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, Enfield 
RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly 
in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure 
upgrades. 

The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public 
health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green 
Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it 
should be taken out of the local plan. 

The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views. 
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worked 

Enfield Local Plan Consultation 

I unaerstand that the revised draft Local Plan will propose using 
parts of the Green Belt within the boundaries of the London Borough of 
Enfield for housing development. 

In the nineteen-thirties people worked hard to establish a Green 
Belt around London and the Labour Councillors on the London County 
Council became some of the most ardent supportersdevoting money from the 
collection of genei'al rates paid in the metropolitan Horoughs and the City 
of London to Middlesex County Council and other c�unty Councils around 
London for the perchase of Land for inclusion in the Green Belt. The 
Green Belt (London and Home Counties) Act was passed in 1938 by Parliament 
to facilitate this proces and control. I know the foregoing because 1 
w�rked.for the London County Council from 1951 until it was abolished 
th 1�g�. 

In view of the history of the Green Belt, it would be a dereliction 
of the Council's civic duty to release any part of the Green Belt for 
development. 

It would be equally wrong to release any open apace of part thereof 
for development. In addition it would br illegal to do so where any land 
Has been dedicated as open spac• under the trust provisions of the Open 
S�a.ces Ao�, ., 11986. 
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Dear Enfield Council

Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield’s housing 
needs, I strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other 
purposes.  I believe that there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the 
Green Belt is a precious resource that should be protected and preserved for future 
generations.

I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt.   The 
garden centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people 
from Enfield and beyond.  Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural 
activities should be encouraged and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food 
and plant production.

Enfield’s ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land
[brownfield].  I refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently 
published by CPRE-London, Enfield RoadWatch and The Enfield Society.  It provides 
evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly in areas that need regeneration and 
would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure upgrades.

The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, 
economic, public health and other reasons that have been identified.  The Council has a 
duty of care for the Green Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and 
any intentions to release parts of it should be taken out of the local plan.

The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Dear Enfield Council

Re. Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield’s
housing needs, I strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or
other purposes. My responses to the consultation questions below reflect my beliefs
that there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a
precious resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations.

Question 1 – 
I have identified the following policies that are still Relevant because they highlight the
importance of and/or protect the Green Belt:
Core Strategy: 7, 8, 9, 11, 12, 13, 20, 21, 25, 30, 31, 33, 34, 35, 36.
Development Management Document: 59, 61-65, 72-75, 77, 82-91.

The following policies that relate to the Green Belt need to be Changed:
Core Strategy: 29 and 32 should be changed to reflect the importance of the Green Belt
to
these functions.
Development Management Document: 71, 78, 79 and 80 should remove the loopholes
that
make the stated protection dubious.

Several policies in both documents need to be changed to allow changes of land use
[excluding the Green Belt] that would permit mixed use development.

Question 2 –
1. NO GREEN BELT SITES SHOULD BE CONSIDERED FOR RELEASE. GROWTH
CAN BE ACCOMMODATED ON PREVIOUSLY DEVELOPED LAND/ BROWNFIELD.
2. Enfield RoadWatch and CPRE-London have compiled a comprehensive register of
brownfield opportunities of all types and sizes which shows sufficient sites for housing
and infrastructure during the plan period and beyond.
3. The A10 Retail Parks and Southbury area should be masterplanned before
piecemeal development picks away at the prime sites. With increased train service, this
area could provide a new mixed-use community of many more homes than Meridian
Water.
4. Enfield’s Strategic Industrial Locations [SIL[ need to be masterplanned so that areas
closest to public transport can be released for mixed use development, while other
areas can be intensified through stacking or better land-use, with no loss of
employment.

Question 3 – 
a) All the options listed on page 9 are worth exploring, except for the final option which
suggests revisiting the Green Belt boundaries, which is unnecessary, given that a
robust, thorough and professional boundary review was conducted, approved and
adopted in 2013. To quote the Council itself: The review’s primary objective is to provide
for a strong defensible Green Belt boundary that will endure and protect the openness
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and rural character of the surrounding countryside of Enfield from encroachment. The
review provides an understanding of the current strengths and weaknesses of the
existing Green Belt boundaries and has in turn recommended amending the boundary
where appropriate to provide certainty over the next 15 to 20 years.Another boundary
review should not be needed until 2028 at the earliest.

b) The Council should explore the development opportunities offered by possible
increased service on the Liverpool Street – Cheshunt line, which would allow some
development and improvements on suitable sites at Southbury and Turkey Street
Stations, in addition to Edmonton Green. It should also explore the possibility of
reinstating the Carterhatch Lane Station on this line between Southbury and Turkey
Street, to permit some development in that area.
c) The Local Plan revision should not be used as a reason to release Green Belt. It is
unnecessary.
d) Please see my response to Q2.
e) The suggested options will definitely contribute to the accommodation of Enfield’s
growing population. However, these options need to be combined with creative
masterplanning of several large sites, including the Southbury/A10 corridor, Brimsdown
and Edmonton Green and its surrounds, and more estate regeneration, all in
conjunction with transportation upgrades. All these solutions together will not only
provide good homes for the borough’s residents, but will create new vibrant
communities and improvements in deprived areas. THERE IS NO NEED TO BUILD ON
THE GREEN BELT!

Question 4 –
a) Yes!
b) The options are not clear, but I would support a policy that values and protects
Enfield’s heritage and culture.
d) Hard to answer without a definition of ‘appropriate’.

Question 5 – 
a) Yes
b) Depends on the location
c) Yes

Question 8 –
Please refer to my response to Q2 about the brownfield register.

Question 10 –
c) Please refer to my responses to Q2 and Q3.
d) Industry should not be moved into the Green Belt. Additional employment space can
be achieved by mixed-use development and intensification of existing industrial sites.

Question 13 – 
All of the above, plus leisure centres, Council offices, transport hubs and retail.

Question 14 –
c) The importance of open and blue spaces cannot be judged by their quality,
accessibility or size. Open spaces serve a wide variety of purposes. In addition to the
traditional five purposes of the Green Belt, a long list of environmental, economic and
social benefits have now been identified including:
• Creating a sense-of-place and facilitating community cohesion;
• Increasing physical activity for adults and children;
• Adapting to climate change through CO2 absorption, shading or flood alleviation;
• Improving mental health;



• Creating more attractive places to work, live and visit;
• Encouraging active transport like walking and cycling;
• Improving air quality;
• Improving water quality by reducing harmful runoff into local rivers; and
• Enhancing biodiversity and opportunities for wildlife.

Therefore, open spaces, including Green Belt sites, which may appear inaccessible or
of low quality, are in fact serving very important functions. For these reasons, all our
Green Belt sites should be preserved and protected. I would also like to reinforce my
response to Q2 that another Green Belt Boundary Review is unnecessary because the
2013 review is still valid.

d) and e) I refer you to my previous response. Open spaces, including the Green Belt,
serve many functions and should be preserved and protected.

h) It can contribute a lot by not building on the Green Belt!

Question 16 –
c) Protect the Green Belt and don’t suggest building on it.

I look forward to a Draft Local Plan that has creative solutions and does not target any
sections of the Green Belt for de-designation.

The comments provided in my response to this consultation are my own views.



Dear Enfield Council 

Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation 

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation. 

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I 
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that 
there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious 
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations. 

I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The garden 
centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from Enfield and 
beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be encouraged 
and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production. 

Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield]. 
refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, Enfield 
RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly 
in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure 
upgrades. 

The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public 
health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green 
Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it 
should be taken out of the local plan. 

The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views. 

---

) 
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Dear Enfield Council

Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation. 

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield’s housing 
needs, I strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other 
purposes.  I believe that there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the 
Green Belt is a precious resource that should be protected and preserved for future 
generations. 

I am particularly concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the 
Green Belt.   The garden centres and other businesses there provide employment and a 
resource for people from Enfield and beyond.  Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its 
horticultural activities should be encouraged and enhanced so that it can once again be a 
hub for food and plant production.

Enfield’s ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land
[brownfield].  I refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently 
published by CPRE-London, Enfield RoadWatch and The Enfield Society.  It provides 
evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly in areas that need regeneration and 
would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure upgrades.

The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, 
economic, public health and other reasons that have been identified.  The Council has a 
duty of care for the Green Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the National 
Planning Policy Framework, and any intentions to release parts of it should be taken out of 
the local plan.

Thank you for taking my views into consideration on this important consultation.
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Please enter my objection to Hadley Wood as a proposed centre for housing growth as a
small sitedevelopment  within 800m of a station.
My reasons are:
1. Hadley Wood is poorly served by infrastructure, public services and transport links. The
primary school is over-subscribed and there are no secondary schools easily accessible by
public transport. There are few and only small local shops; most of the available shop units
provide services rather than retail. There is no bank (and only currently a limited ‘paid for’
cash access point), no NHS services, post office, supermarket and the streets near the
station - Crescent East and Crescent West and Lancaster Ave are severely congested by
station parking.
2. Any available land is tightly limited by Green Belt and it is a regressive step to encroach
on this.

Hadley Wood should be excluded from the presumption to assign it as a centre for housing 
growth. 
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Dear Enfield Council 

Res onse to the Local Plan Issues and O tions Consultation 

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation. 

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I 

strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that 
there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious 
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations. 

I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The garden 
centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from Enfield and 
beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be encouraged 
and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production. 

Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield]. 
refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by (PRE-London, Enfield 
RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly 
in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure 
upgrades. 

The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public 
health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green 
Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it 
should be taken out of the local plan. 

The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Dear Enfield Council 

Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation 

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation. 

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I 

strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that 

there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious 

resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations. 

I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The garden 

centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from Enfield and 

beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be encouraged 

and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production. 

Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield]. 

refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, Enfield 

RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly 

in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure 

upgrades. 

The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public 

health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green 

Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it 

should be taken out of the local plan. 

The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views. 
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Dear Enfield Council

Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation. 

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield’s housing 
needs, I strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other 
purposes.  I believe that there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the 
Green Belt is a precious resource that should be protected and preserved for future 
generations. 

I am particularly concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the 
Green Belt.   The garden centres and other businesses there provide employment and a 
resource for people from Enfield and beyond.  Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its 
horticultural activities should be encouraged and enhanced so that it can once again be a 
hub for food and plant production.

Enfield’s ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land
[brownfield].  I refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently 
published by CPRE-London, Enfield RoadWatch and The Enfield Society.  It provides 
evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly in areas that need regeneration and 
would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure upgrades.

The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, 
economic, public health and other reasons that have been identified.  The Council has a 
duty of care for the Green Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the National 
Planning Policy Framework, and any intentions to release parts of it should be taken out of 
the local plan.

Thank you for taking my views into consideration on this important consultation.
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Dear Sir/Madam

I am writing in connection to the current local authority consultation regarding future 
planning and infrastructure.

Considering both the proximity of the green belt which surrounds Hadley Wood and the 
ongoing issues relating to both the local train station, it's record on timetables, along with 
the subsequent parking issues, I feel it inconceivable to consider any expansion of housing 
in or around the local area.

I would be grateful if you would take my consideration into account and would welcome 
being kept up to date with any future proposals.

Kind regards
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Dear Enfield Council 

Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation 

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation. 

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I 
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that 
there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious 
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations. 

I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The garden 
centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from Enfield and 
beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be encouraged 
and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production. 

Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield]. 
refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, Enfield 
RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly 
in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure 
upgrades. 

The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public 
health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green 
Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it 
should be taken out of the local plan. 

The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views. 
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I have read the complex document.  There will be many differing opinions on the suggestions made. 

I make just one comment.   The green belt MUST be preserved for the future whatever the cost. 
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Dear Enfeld Council

Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important 
consultation.

While I support housing development and support the ambition to 
meet Enfeld’s housing needs, I

srongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing 
or other purposes. I believe that

there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that 
the Green Belt is a precious

resource that should be protected and preserved for future 
generations.

I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release 
from the Green Belt. The garden

centres and other businesses there provide employment and a 
resource for people from Enfeld and

beyond. Insead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural 
activities should be encouraged

and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant
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production.

Enfeld’s ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on
previously-built land [brownfeld]. I

refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfeld which was recently
published by CPRE-London, Enfeld

RoadWatch and The Enfeld Society. It provides evidence of sites
for at leas 37,000 homes, mosly

in areas that need regeneration and would beneft from public
transport and other infrasructure

upgrades.

The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many
environmental, ecological, economic, public

health and other reasons that have been identifed. The Council
has a duty of care for the Green

Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any
intentions to release parts of it

should be taken out of the local plan.

The comments provided in this response to the consultation are
my own views.

Regards





Dear Enfield Council

Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield’s housing 
needs, I strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. 
I believe that there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green 
Belt is a precious resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations.

I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The 
garden centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people 
from Enfield and beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural 
activities should be encouraged and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food 
and plant production.

Enfield’s ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land
[brownfield]. I refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently 
published by CPRE-London, Enfield RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides 
evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly in areas that need regeneration and 
would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure upgrades.

The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, 
economic, public health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a 
duty of care for the Green Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and 
any intentions to release parts of it should be taken out of the local plan.

The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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I have sent comments by post to the Strategic Planning & Design department 
(you?). 

I have now had a look through the DMD’s & my comments are below: 
DMD 

1 I think that there should be a affordable housing target of 50%. 
5 No change, but ensure that at least 20% restrictions are retained. 
6 It is imperative that when high density new developments are planned 

 amenities such as shops, doctors, dentists & schools must form part of the plan. 
7 I would keep  this, about back land development, contrary to the London  

 Mayor’s views. 
16 More emphasis required on the need for local services such as shops, doctors, 
dentists & schools. 
33 There is an urgent need to prevent establishment of more betting shops, so tighten this 
up please. 
34 Evening Economy: can this be kept apart from residential areas & include a stated 

 minimum distance to mitigate against noise? 
43 Tall Buildings:  

* Needs to be defined - is it over 6 or 8 floors?
* Building height should be considered in relation to what exists and should be

challenged. Once high buildings are approved the temptation is that everyone
wants to develop to the new height. The result can then be

fundamental detrimental change to an area.
65 Air Quality: Please add “ Developments that would be exposed to

unacceptable levels of pollution will not be permitted. 

Please pass this on to whoever will be dealing with my earlier submission, 
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As a lifelong resident of Crews Hill I am concerned about any development on land 
designated as Green Belt. My late husband and I opposed any previous plans to build on 
the land occupied by horticultural sites particularly the Wates proposal in the 1970’s. Since 
then various businesses have been set up, most of which are not in keeping with the rural 
nature of the surroundings at Crews Hill. The only brown field site in the area prior to the 
Green Belt Act was the Braham’s factory in Strayfield Road which has already been used for 
housing. I strongly oppose any development on Green Belt land. 
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Dear Enfield Council 

Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation 

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation. 

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I 

strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that 

there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious 

resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations. 

I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The garden 

centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from Enfield and 

beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be encouraged 

and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production. 

Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield]. 

refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, Enfield 

RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly 

in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure 

upgrades. 

The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public 

health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green 

Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it 

should be taken out of the local plan. 

The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views. 
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Dear Enfield Council

Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation. 

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet
Enfield’s housing needs, I strongly object to the proposal to release
Green Belt for housing or other purposes.  I believe that there are
alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is
a precious resource that should be protected and preserved for future
generations. 

I am particularly concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for
release from the Green Belt.   The garden centres and other businesses
there provide employment and a resource for people from Enfield and
beyond.  Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural
activities should be encouraged and enhanced so that it can once again
be a hub for food and plant production.Doctors and health professionals
have long promoted the benefits to be gained from gardening and grow
your own yet you would wish to take away this hub.

Enfield’s ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-
built land [brownfield].  I refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield
which was recently published by CPRE-London, Enfield RoadWatch and
The Enfield Society.  It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000
homes, mostly in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from
public transport and other infrastructure upgrades.

The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental,
ecological, economic, public health and other reasons that have been
identified.  The Council has a duty of care for the Green Belt, in
accordance with the London Plan and the National Planning Policy
Framework, and any intentions to release parts of it should be taken out
of the local plan.
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Thank you for taking my views into consideration on this important 
consultation.



Dear Enfield Council

Re. Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield’s
housing needs, I strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or
other purposes. My responses to the consultation questions below reflect my beliefs
that there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a
precious resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations.

Question 1 – 
I have identified the following policies that are still Relevant because they highlight the
importance of and/or protect the Green Belt:
Core Strategy: 7, 8, 9, 11, 12, 13, 20, 21, 25, 30, 31, 33, 34, 35, 36.
Development Management Document: 59, 61-65, 72-75, 77, 82-91.

The following policies that relate to the Green Belt need to be Changed:
Core Strategy: 29 and 32 should be changed to reflect the importance of the Green Belt
to these functions.
Development Management Document: 71, 78, 79 and 80 should remove the loopholes
that make the stated protection dubious.

Several policies in both documents need to be changed to allow changes of land use
[excluding the Green Belt] that would permit mixed use development.

Question 2 –
1. NO GREEN BELT SITES SHOULD BE CONSIDERED FOR RELEASE. GROWTH
CAN BE ACCOMMODATED ON PREVIOUSLY DEVELOPED LAND/ BROWNFIELD.
2. Enfield RoadWatch and CPRE-London have compiled a comprehensive register of
brownfield opportunities of all types and sizes which shows sufficient sites for housing
and infrastructure during the plan period and beyond.
3. The A10 Retail Parks and Southbury area should be masterplanned before
piecemeal development picks away at the prime sites. With increased train service, this
area could provide a new mixed-use community of many more homes than Meridian
Water.
4. Enfield’s Strategic Industrial Locations [SIL[ need to be masterplanned so that areas
closest to public transport can be released for mixed use development, while other
areas can be intensified through stacking or better land-use, with no loss of
employment.

Question 3 – 
a) All the options listed on page 9 are worth exploring, except for the final option which
suggests revisiting the Green Belt boundaries, which is unnecessary, given that a
robust, thorough and professional boundary review was conducted, approved and
adopted in 2013. To quote the Council itself: The review’s primary objective is to provide
for a strong defensible Green Belt boundary that will endure and protect the openness
and rural character of the surrounding countryside of Enfield from encroachment. The
review provides an understanding of the current strengths and weaknesses of the

405



existing Green Belt boundaries and has in turn recommended amending the boundary
where appropriate to provide certainty over the next 15 to 20 years.Another boundary
review should not be needed until 2028 at the earliest.

b) The Council should explore the development opportunities offered by possible
increased service on the Liverpool Street – Cheshunt line, which would allow some
development and improvements on suitable sites at Southbury and Turkey Street
Stations, in addition to Edmonton Green. It should also explore the possibility of
reinstating the Carterhatch Lane Station on this line between Southbury and Turkey
Street, to permit some development in that area.
c) The Local Plan revision should not be used as a reason to release Green Belt. It is
unnecessary.
d) Please see my response to Q2.
e) The suggested options will definitely contribute to the accommodation of Enfield’s
growing population. However, these options need to be combined with creative
masterplanning of several large sites, including the Southbury/A10 corridor, Brimsdown
and Edmonton Green and its surrounds, and more estate regeneration, all in
conjunction with transportation upgrades. All these solutions together will not only
provide good homes for the borough’s residents, but will create new vibrant
communities and improvements in deprived areas. THERE IS NO NEED TO BUILD ON
THE GREEN BELT!

Question 4 –
a) Yes!
b) The options are not clear, but I would support a policy that values and protects
Enfield’s heritage and culture.
d) Hard to answer without a definition of ‘appropriate’.

Question 5 – 
a) Yes
b) Depends on the location
c) Yes

Question 8 –
Please refer to my response to Q2 about the brownfield register.

Question 10 –
c) Please refer to my responses to Q2 and Q3.
d) Industry should not be moved into the Green Belt. Additional employment space can
be achieved by mixed-use development and intensification of existing industrial sites.

Question 13 – 
All of the above, plus leisure centres, Council offices, transport hubs and retail.

Question 14 –
c) The importance of open and blue spaces cannot be judged by their quality,
accessibility or size. Open spaces serve a wide variety of purposes. In addition to the
traditional five purposes of the Green Belt, a long list of environmental, economic and
social benefits have now been identified including:
• Creating a sense-of-place and facilitating community cohesion;
• Increasing physical activity for adults and children;
• Adapting to climate change through CO2 absorption, shading or flood alleviation;
• Improving mental health;
• Creating more attractive places to work, live and visit;
• Encouraging active transport like walking and cycling;



• Improving air quality;
• Improving water quality by reducing harmful runoff into local rivers; and
• Enhancing biodiversity and opportunities for wildlife.

Therefore, open spaces, including Green Belt sites, which may appear inaccessible or
of low quality, are in fact serving very important functions. For these reasons, all our
Green Belt sites should be preserved and protected. I would also like to reinforce my
response to Q2 that another Green Belt Boundary Review is unnecessary because the
2013 review is still valid.

d) and e) I refer you to my previous response. Open spaces, including the Green Belt,
serve many functions and should be preserved and protected.

h) It can contribute a lot by not building on the Green Belt!

Question 16 –
c) Protect the Green Belt and don’t suggest building on it.

I look forward to a Draft Local Plan that has creative solutions and does not target any
sections of the Green Belt for de-designation.

The comments provided in my response to this consultation are my own views.



To whom it may concern

I strongly object to the draft Local Plan proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes.  I 
believe that there are better alternatives available to meet housing targets. In particular, brownfield sites 
elsewhere in the Borough are available and have been woefully under-exploited. These sites are also more 
suitable for the associated improvement to road and public transport than the Green Belt, which is an 
irreplaceable resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations. In addition, the local 
authority continues to approve mixed use development including redundant retail space within Enfield, 
resulting in empty shops. These would be better used as small housing plots only. 

I am especially concerned that Crews Hill and the land adjacent to Enfield Road have been suggested for 
release from the green belt. Such development in these areas would increase traffic on narrow roads, e.g along 
Clay Hill and Whitewebbs Lane, and result in the need for road improvements, which are out of keeping and 
unwanted.  Both these areas also lack the necessary social infrastructure, such as schools and GPs, to support 
and increased population.

In particular, at Crews Hill the garden centres and other businesses provide employment and a resource for 
people from Enfield and beyond.  Losing Crews Hill for housing will decrease the ability for home-grown 
food production capability following Brexit.  This removes the area's opportunity and potential to increase its 
horticultural, food and plant production.  We should be encouraging more locally produced food and the jobs 
its production brings.

The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public health and 
other reasons that have been identified.  The Council has a duty of care for the Green Belt, in accordance with 
the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it should be taken out of the local plan.

There should be increased pressure on TfL to improve the frequency of trains on both train Enfield lines. The 
addition of Enfield Town to the overground network has resulted in no tangible improvement in services, 
indeed, key peak trains have been lost, and off-peak frequency is unchanged. Trains on the Enfield Chase line 
stopping at intermediate stations, eg, Grange Park, were cut on the basis of flawed data collected by TfL.
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Dear Enfield Council

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield’s 
housing needs, I strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or 
other purposes.  I believe that there are alternatives available to meet housing targets 
and that the Green Belt is a precious resource that should be protected and preserved 
for future generations. The same areas are being over generated and populated whilst 
areas crying out for schools and housing and regeneration are being ignored. 
Furthermore, the infrastructure is already struggling to meet the needs of residents.

I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt.  
The garden centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for 
people from Enfield and beyond.  Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its 
horticultural activities should be encouraged and enhanced so that it can once again be 
a hub for food and plant production.

Enfield’s ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land
[brownfield].  I refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently 
published by CPRE-London, Enfield RoadWatch and The Enfield Society.  It provides 
evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly in areas that need regeneration and 
would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure upgrades.

The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, 
economic, public health and other reasons that have been identified.  The Council has a 
duty of care for the Green Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and 
any intentions to release parts of it should be taken out of the local plan.

The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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We wish to register our full support for all the comments made by the Enfield RoadWatch 
Action Group in their 'Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation'.  The 
Green Belt was put in place to stop urban sprawl.  A noble purpose for the benefit of 
society as a whole, which is just as valid today as it ever was.

There are other options.  We owe it to future generations to not weaken it in any way.

From:-
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To whom it may concern

Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation

I am writing in response to the Council's proposals for building on the Green Belt.

While I recognise the need for housing development and support the ambition to meet
Enfield’s housing needs, I strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for
housing or other purposes.  I believe that there are alternatives available to meet
housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious resource that should be protected
and preserved for future generations.  Once it is gone, it is gone.

I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt.  
The garden centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for
people from Enfield and beyond.  I cannot imagine how it would be appropriate to
attempt to turn this into a primarily residential area.  Whilst there is a station, the service
is not regular, and it is not supported by a good infrastructure of public transport. 
 Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be encouraged
and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production.

Enfield’s ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built (ie,
brownfield) land.  I refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently
published by CPRE-London, Enfield RoadWatch and The Enfield Society.  It provides
evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly in areas that need regeneration and
would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure upgrades and is available
here:  http://www.cprelondon.org.uk/projects/item/2427-space-to-build-in-enfield.

The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological,
economic, public health and other reasons that have been identified.  The Council has a
duty of care for the Green Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and
any intentions to release parts of it should be taken out of the local plan.

These comments reflect my own views.
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Dear Enfield Council 

Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation 

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation. 

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I 

strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that 

there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious 

resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations. 

I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. Crews Hill is a 

unique part of Enfield and there's probably nowhere else like it in London. It developed to provide 

London with vegetables, plants and flowers and over the years the many garden centres have grown 

up. The garden centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people 

from Enfield and beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should 

be encouraged and enhanced. Most are family run businesses handed down the generations, both 

owned and tenanted, many of whom would find it difficult if not impossible to relocate. 

Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield]. 

refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, 

Enfield RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, 

mostly in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other 

infrastructure upgrades. 

The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public 

health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green 

Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it 

should be taken out of the local plan. 

The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views. 
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Dear Sir / Madam,

In response to Local Plan issues -

I am a very much in favour of protecting the Green Belt for environmental, ecological and 
public health reasons ...

and strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt land for housing and other 
purposes ... It cannot be allowed to happen!!

I therefore suggest that the Council, in order to fulfil its duty of care to the Green Belt and 
its Residents and future generations, should ensure now, and in the future, that the 
release any Green Belt land should not be included as part of its Local Plan
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Dear Enfield Council

Response to the local Plan Issues and Options Consultation 

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, I
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. I believe that
there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a precious
resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations.

I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt. The garden 
centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people from Enfield and
beyond. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities should be encouraged
and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant production.

Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land [brownfield]. 
refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-London, Enfield
RoadWatch and The Enfield Society. It provides evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly
in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure
upgrades.

The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, public
health and other reasons that have been identified. The Council has a duty of care for the Green
Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to release parts of it
should be taken out of the local plan.

The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Enfield used to hold the title of the greenest london borough, that is why i.moved here. We need the green belt
for wildlife and for people to be able to breathe. I thought trees etc helped oxygenation. This borough will end
up concrete jungle!! Enfield town has been systematically ruined, with traffic lights all over the place. Enfield
has.not the facilities for extra housing. It is absolutely impossible to get a doctor's appointment. The hospitals
cannot cope as it is now without all these extra people.
Also with the possibility of fortnightly bin collections, extra housing will put extra strain.On these resources.
On the subject.of fortnightly bin collections surely can't somebody see that it will cause fly tipping, and the cost
of cleaning that up will end up costing even more money. Also the council tax going up, what is it actually
paying for, you never see a policeman, no wonder there is so much crime.
A very unhappy Enfield resident
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Dear Enfield Council

Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation.

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield’s 
housing needs, I strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or 
other purposes.  I believe that there are alternatives available to meet housing targets 
and that the Green Belt is a precious resource that should be protected and preserved 
for future generations.

I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt.  
The garden centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for 
people from Enfield and beyond.  Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its 
horticultural activities should be encouraged and enhanced so that it can once again be 
a hub for food and plant production.

Enfield’s ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land
[brownfield].  I refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently 
published by CPRE-London, Enfield RoadWatch and The Enfield Society.  It provides 
evidence of sites for at least 37,000 homes, mostly in areas that need regeneration and 
would benefit from public transport and other infrastructure upgrades.

The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, 
economic, public health and other reasons that have been identified.  The Council has a 
duty of care for the Green Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and 
any intentions to release parts of it should be taken out of the local plan.

The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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