
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

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 Enfield Council

I’m writing to respond to this important consultation. I both live and work in the 
borough.

While I support housing development in principal and appreciate 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 site and is well known not just locally but further afield 
so it attracts visitors from outside the borough bringing business into the borough 
which is another of Enfield’s aims.  It is a vibrant area that has developed over 
decades. 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 Green Belt was established to stop urban sprawl and permanently 
protect green spaces so it should not even be considered for housing 
development.

I feel very strongly about this as I’m sure many other local people do so I dearly 
hope you will listen to our concerns.
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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.

I do 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, Enfieldwhich 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 add my voice to a resounding NO to building on green belt land.
Any green belt, ever!
You, the council must safeguard this invaluable asset which we are lucky enough to be guardians of in Enfield.
No swapping, trading, or any other cleverly disguised way of hiding what is happening.
The green belt was established for a reason. That reason has not diminished or gone away. When every other
avenue has been exhausted, when there is not a postage stamp of land left in Enfield suitable for building homes
on.....then you must declare Enfield full up, no room left here, go somewhere else.
Amid all the current uncertainty in every walk of life, how can anyone dictate that we must build x number of 
new homes “to meet demand” regardless of the consequences.  Stand up to the government, tell them you are 
not prepared to build on green belt because it is too precious to be destroyed. Poor air quality is already 
damaging our health in and around city centres. What sense can there be in squashing increasing numbers of 
people and their cars, their boilers heating their homes etc., into an already overcrowded and polluted outer 
London borough.
Please safeguard this precious irreplaceable asset for the benefit of future generations.
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I strongly object to the dispersal of any green belt land,especially to greedy house builders whose sole aim is to 
maximise their profits by using this land instead of the less profitable brownfield sites,of which there are plenty. 
I would urge the council to promote the use of these sites for the (in many instances)sub standard housing 
projects.
The green belt land is surely. for the people, The council are the custodians,not the owners.
In my view the real problem is NEVER mentioned,overpopulation,too many people means not enough 
houses,hospitals,schools etc.etc. Enfield council,like England,should erect the "House full"signs.
I know this subject is taboo! It is not being a racist to raise this issue,it is being a realist!.
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I am opposed to development on any green belt land or open spaces. This land has many benefits for our well 
being both mentally and physically. Whilst I appreciate there is a need for housing there are brown fill sites, 
many empty houses and shops which could be utilised for this purpose. What will happen in years to come 
when we no longer have green open spaces to enjoy but exist in a concrete jungle?
We pride ourselves in Enfield for the green open spaces which we are very fortunate to have let’s keep it that 
way for future generations.
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Dear LBE,

Re. Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this important consultation. I have tried to
reply online but the link was not working, hence an email copy. 

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.



I sent the email below yesterday to the ‘Local Plan’ address but it was returned so I have 
tried again.

Building on green belt at Crews Hill 

I object to the above proposal to build new houses on the above sites on the 
grounds of :  a) it is green belt 

b) there is not the existing infra structure to support so many extra
dwellings in an area that is already over congested with traffic . 
Questions that support my objections : 

*where will Primary & Secondary school children go to school , & how
will they get there ? 

* where will the nearest GP practice be , and how will patients get there ?
*where will the nearest shops be , & how will residents get there ?
*where will the bus stops be , for those who cannot drive a car / cannot

afford a car , & how often will the buses run ? 
*where will the Community Centre be built - & who will pay for it ?

Community activities for all ages are essential to make an area grow - such as 
playgroups, scouts , yoga , chess, coffee mornings for the elderly, U3A, etc. 

* what are the plans to provide accommodation for Religious services of
every faith ?  
Please consider my questions , and reply . 
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Yet another cosy collaboration between Enfield Council and
Fairview!!!

I support housing development to meet Enfield’s housing
needs, but strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt
for housing or other purposes.

There are many “brownfield“ options to meet housing targets
without sacrificing the Green Belt, a precious resource that
MUST be protected and preserved for future generations, to
give this suspiciously favoured developer another plum, pricey
and profitable project. The huge Carland plot and Toys 'r' Us
site and several plots alongside the River Lea at Brimsdown
could be highly suitable, with a bit of imagination and
flexibility.

Question 1 – 
The following policies that remain pertinent 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
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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 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 

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
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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 have lived in the borough for over 40 years and during that time have made regular use of 
the green spaces within the area and also the facilities offered in the garden centres at 
Crews Hill. Over the years I have witnessed houses/flats being built on every bit of land 
that was once green space. Example being the development now known as Foxwood Green 
Close, which was home to badgers, owls, hedgehogs and other varieties of birds, all of 
which have disappeared. Also in Queen Annes Gardens, a single house with beautiful 
gardens has been flattened and replaced by a block of flats. Insufficient parking space 
provided in the flats results in the overflow of vans clogging the road and driveways. 
Enfield has seen a huge increase in population,  but Enfield Town itself appears to be 
dying. How is building more housing going to improve the lives of existing residents?. The 
infrastructure was not designed to accommodate so many people. I am very much against 
using green space for building especially when there are brown field sites available. 
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Dear sirs

I and my wife, are extremely happy with the beautiful Green Belt area we live in. YES we 

want to keep the Green Belt for wild life, recreation and food production.
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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.

Firstly, Enfield Council leads a major £6bn, 20-year London regeneration programme – Meridian 
Water which will bring 10,000 homes and thousands of jobs to Enfield, right next to the beautiful 
Lee Valley Regional Park. The housing targets can be also accommodated on previously-built land 
[brownfield]. The CPRE-London’s report Space to Build, Enfield 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.

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 
Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic and 
public health reasons that have been all identified and documented.  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 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
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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 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 

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. 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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Good evening,

As residents on Shirley Road, Enfield and members of the SRRA, we wish to put our
views and concerns across.

Living directly across the road from Ross house we are greatly alarmed and worried by the
potential  / proposed plans that Enfield Council are considering. We strongly object to
these plans for reasons outlined below :

A high rise building at the edge of a protected site would be totally out of place and
character.
It would degrade the appeal and unique features of the area.
Lack of privacy - a multitude of properties overlooking us with views into our
rooms.
Lack of light - blocking all natural sunlight at the front of our house.
An unsightly view of a high rise.
Overcrowding, additional traffic pollution and congestion at an already overused
junction,
This type of building is out of place and is against everything we moved here for.
The impact of current residents parking ( as permit holders we often can't park in our
own street) and the ease of      access to our properties. 
The footprint of the tower would have a significant social impact on existing
residents of Shirley Road  to include an increase of waste /rubbish which will
encourage only more rodents than there currently are.
We have just been though an extremely lengthy subsidence claim, as have many of
our neighbours. Given that the area has a history of subsidence, any major building
works would only make the existing issue worse. The location and soil type is not
suited to this type of over development.

I believe there is also a proposal for the Probation Office ( at the rear of our house ) to be 
developed into a destination restaurant.
This is exactly what this part of Enfield and the local residence, particularly ourselves, do 
not want or need.

Again we would have no privacy, no peace and an increase of rubbish, pest infestation, 
delivery noise and pollution on our doorstep. 

Where I understand there may be a housing shortage, do you want to degrade the current 
Enfield further and turn it into just another overpopulated , dirty town. Looking at what 
you want to consider , I fear this may be Enfield Councils goal,  to the dismay of those 
who care about the area and want to preserve its ' best features '.

Quality over quantity comes to mind.
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Good evening,

As residents on Shirley Road, Enfield and members of the SRRA, we wish to put our views and 
concerns across.

Living directly across the road from Ross house we are greatly alarmed and worried by the 
potential  /proposed plans that Enfield Council are considering. We strongly object to these plans for 
reasons outlined below :

A high rise building at the edge of a protected site would be totally out of place and character.
It would degrade the appeal and unique features of the area.
Lack of privacy - a multitude of properties overlooking us with views into our rooms.
Lack of light - blocking all natural sunlight at the front of our house.
An unsightly view of a high rise.
Overcrowding, additional traffic pollution and congestion at an already overused junction,
This type of building is out of place and is against everything we moved here for.
The impact of current residents parking ( as permit holders we often can't park in our own
street) and the ease of      access to our properties. 
The footprint of the tower would have a significant social impact on existing residents of Shirley
Road  to include an increase of waste /rubbish which will encourage only more rodents than
there currently are.
We have just been though an extremely lengthy subsidence claim, as have many of our
neighbours. Given that the area has a history of subsidence, any major building works would
only make the existing issue worse. The location and soil type is not suited to this type of over
development.

I believe there is also a proposal for the Probation Office ( at the rear of our house ) to be developed 
into a destination restaurant.
This is exactly what this part of Enfield and the local residence, particularly ourselves, do not want or 
need.

Again we would have no privacy, no peace and an increase of rubbish, pest infestation,  delivery 
noise and pollution on our doorstep. 

Where I understand there may be a housing shortage, do you want to degrade the current Enfield 
further and turn it into just another overpopulated , dirty town. Looking at what you want to consider , I 
fear this may be Enfield Councils goal,  to the dismay of those who care about the area and want to 
preserve its ' best features '.

Quality over quantity comes to mind.

Thank you
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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 character of the surrounding countryside of Enfield from encroachment. The

560



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 

Having read the consultation documents online, I would like to put forward my views.  

I am in favour of more housing, improved infrastructure, and facilities which encourage 
business In our Borough. 

However I believe that reducing the Green Belt would be a most retrograde step. Green 
belt is a vital resource and was a visionary move when it was set up. Green Belt provides 
many benefits for the whole community, and recent research has shown how Green Belt 
access is important for mental health. 

Once Green Belt is lost it would be well nigh impossible to retrieve, and dangerous 
precedent would be set.

Please take this email as my strong objection to proposals that reduce the amount of Green 
Belt in our Borough.  
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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

I am local resident and have a number of concerns about your proposed options. 

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.  Once you build on it it's 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 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 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.

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.

If you build on the Green Belt the local community and wildlife will suffer irreparable 
damage. Please don't. 

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 wish to register my disapproval of the proposed plans for Crews Hill and probable loss of green 
belt land here.
This area is popular with people coming from all over to visit the nurseries and walkers alike.  The 
road is not suitable for the amount of traffic that would be generated by a large housing 
development.  As there is no bus service which runs all day to Crews Hill and the train service is 
quite poor residents would have to use cars.
This road is always heavily used in rush hour and also when there are the constant problems on 
A10/M25
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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, Enfieldwhich 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.  
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,

Our feedback on the proposals outlined within the Enfield Local Plan

 Meeting Enfield's Housing Need:

1. A high rise block of height TBC, situated at the extreme edge of a protected site, as proposed on the current
Windmill Hill site of Metaswitches' office block, appears to fall under the very definition of "piecemeal by
private developers" that the plan is trying to avoid.

2. If the Council is intending to drop in one-off high density high rise developments in every brown site
available, this will (a) not begin to meet the targets set out above, (b) provide very specific accommodation
more suited to the developers rather than the "genuinely affordable homes" designed to meet the needs of
specific groups, (c) help to degrade the unique features of the area that attracted them to this site in the first
place, and (d) has the potential to create additional traffic pollution and congestion at an already overused
junction.

3. The solution to rebalancing is not to bring the existing low density areas up to the level of the high density
areas, thus weakening the unique areas of the borough.

Impact on the Environment:

1. The impact on the air quality and access at an already busy junction - Enfield is already very crowded with
poor air quality, and traffic issues along the main roads (Windmill Hill, Chase Side and Old Park Avenue), with
speeding and noise pollution major issues that do not seem to be addressed by the Council or the Police. Further
density and additional cars would only add to the traffic congestion and existing problems (speeding, pollution,
and use of the Borough as a "rat run" to the M25 and the A10)

2. The Council must publish results of independently conducted Environmental and Equality Impact
Assessments before these plans progress any further in order to ensure there is no negative impact on both the
environment and those with protected characteristics.

3. The footprint of the towers 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 impact on a series of protected trees does not appear to have been considered. The response from the
developer seems to easily dismiss the trees with a blatant disregard for the current protection orders, impact on
the environment, and the impact on the community if these trees are removed to make way for a residential
tower.

Community and Social Infrastructure

1. The impact on the existing resident's parking and ease of access to their properties. As a cul-de-sac on the
edge of a town, at a significant junction, I believe that bringing in many more cars and visitors will have a
significant impact on the exiting residents, including the ability to park, and increased noise levels.

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 recent changes to the rail timetable passing through Enfield Chase into central London has resulted in a
significantly poorer, less reliable service that is already operating beyond capacity. Adding significant volume
to an already overstretched transport link (if the new homes are actually filled by commuters, which is a point
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not actually evidenced in the plan) would be irresponsible of any Council, potentially dangerous, and would
have serious detrimental impact on  commute times, overcrowding of platforms and trains, and the perception of
the Borough.

Design Excellence

1. The area has a history of subsidence, and any major building work would only make the existing issue worse.
The location, and nature of the soil, are really not suited to the building of a large tower block. Construction in
this area, especially of the magnitude proposed will result in substantial disturbance of the subsoil , made
significantly worse by the potential pile drivers needed to secure the height of the proposed construction. Our
properties were not built to withstand ground movement.

2. The comments made by the developer in answer to the consultation seem to demonstrate a complete lack of
effective planning or any 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 quickly 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).

3. The suitability of public drains and associated infrastructure in the area have not been adequately assessed to
check if they are able to cope with resultant construction.

4. Does Enfield Council truly believe that adapting the Magistrates Court on Windmill Hill will discourage the
self-employed and remote workers from travelling into Kings Cross? There is absolutely zero evidence showing
that Enfield residents are desperate for a "destination restaurant" (many restaurants are already struggling to
remain open), and/or a collaboration space (London is chock-full of these already). With magistrate courts
closing around London, this will simply swap a currently useful facility for a restaurant that no-one will
want/need.

Meeting Enfield's Housing Needs

1. I would question whether the actual "needs" have been correctly assessed, or if this is being driven by
outdated targets. I would ask that Enfield Council reassess the impact and provide an honest and current
appraisal.

2. I would also question whether the early plans have taken any genuine consideration of the existing drainage,
schools capacity, etc. as the plan seems to be based around projections and assumptions, rather than actual data.

3. We would, as individual residents and as a residentail commitee, jointly hold any authority and individual
private developers responsible for disturbances to the integrity of our properties resulting from proposed
development. This would add significant cost to the budget and change the nature of the interaction between the
residents of the borough, the Council, and the firms looking to make significant profits at the expense of  the
existing residents, the Council, and any new residents who are offered sub-standard accommodation and/or
services.

Summary

1. The outcome of these plans, taken as a whole, will be entirely detrimental to the Council, the existing
residents, the local area, and Enfield as a whole.

2. Within 5 - 10 years, the area will be considered "just another suburb of London" as the uniqueness and
character of the place are swallowed up by piece-meal, privately developed white elephants (see the flats above
Enfield Town Station as a guide of things to come), and I worry that the residents who can move will move,
leading to an even more fractured and transient borough.





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 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. 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.
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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

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

I grew up in Enfield living in Pembroke Avenue Ladysmith Road and Bycullah Avenue 
and attended Carterhatch Infant and Junior School also Chase Girls school 

While I support necessary housing development for local people 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. 
Solution should firstly be brownfield sites. 

I am particularly concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the 
Green Belt.   As a child I visited crews hill with my parents to buy garden plants. As a 
teenager I visited the public houses to eat and drink. 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. This would seem a 
far better answer for the environment 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.  

If we lose the Green Belt that will be it. It is irreplaceable!!

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. 

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 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. 
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Dear Sirs,
I wish to voice my objection to Enfield council building on Green Belt land in the vicinity of Crews Hill or 
anywhere in the Borough of Enfield. It is essential to preserve these spaces for all Enfield’s citizens so the 
whole borough is not polluted with traffic fumes and built up areas. The presence of trees in the borough is a 
necessity to maintain clean and healthy air for all.
There are plenty of brownfield sites across the borough which could provide land for building. The dismal 
transport facilities in Crews Hill and other areas would make it impossible to get around. Roads would be grid 
locked by cars as there are only 2 trains per hour at Crews Hill and the bus only operates in the mornings! There 
is one an hour starting at 9.40 therefore not helping working people or schoolchildren.
If building is to occur at Crews Hill all these issues would need to be solved including extra classrooms for 
primary school children.
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Dear Enfield Council

Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation

I am responding to the consultation regarding the Local Plan for
Enfield. 

For many years I drove through Enfield and was struck by the
outstanding natural beauty of the Green Belt and I hoped that one
day I could live in such a beautiful area.  I am now an Enfield
resident with children at local schools and we are fortunate to live
on the edge of the beautiful Green Belt.  

We see on a daily basis the ecological value that the green belt
provides.  We know that Enfield roads have become busier (and
noisier) over the years and the retention of the Green Belt is now
more important than ever.    Our green belt and the mature trees it
holds, is positioned to alleviate the pollution in our borough as it
borders some  particularly busy roads (the A110, the Ridgeway,
the M25).  

Whilst I understand that the Council has to meet its housing
targets I fully believe that it can do this by focusing on brownfield
sites  and protect the Green Belt in the interests of all Enfield
residents now and for future generations.  

I strongly object to the release of Green Belt land for housing or
other purposes. 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,

It would be an awful shame to spoil the beautiful greenbelt and views of the countryside.

That’s the beauty of living in Enfield. It’s a convenient area with the public transport and living close to London 
and being surrounded by gorgeous views of the countryside.

I very much doubt there are many areas similar to Enfield without having to move so much farther out of 
London.

I beg you please rethink the decision of building housing on Enfield’s greenbelt.
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Please use the brownfield sites to meet your housing targets.   Build higher properties.   Build more densely.  
But keep the green belt for future generations before the air pollution gets even worse !!!!!
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I am writing to register my objection to the proposed building on the green belt land in the Crews Hill area.

What makes Enfield unique is this wonderful green area and it is wrong to obliterate this.

We should think ahead to the needs of the future generations and protect this asset.
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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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Having lived in Enfield for the last 42 years and enjoyed the green spaces Enfield has to
offer I want other people to have the same opportunities to enjoy the green belt land. I am
sure there are many brownfield sites to be used before our precious green belt is touched.
Once it is built on it is lost forever.
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Dear Enfield Council,
 whilst it is clear housing development will required to meet Enfields future 

housing requirements I was shocked to see you are actually considering development on our very 
precious Green Belt land at Crews Hill. I STRONGLY OBJECT TO THIS UNNECESSARY AND 
LUDICROUS PROPOSAL. PLEASE LEAVE OUR GREEN BELT ALONE!  I understand there are 
750 acres of previously developed land within the Borough, the so called BROWNFIELD sites. Please 
turn you attention to developing these areas before even thinking about destroying our beautiful 
green borough.
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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 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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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.

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 –
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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. 

https://enfieldroadwatch.co.uk/uncategorized/background-information-for-consultation-response/
https://enfieldroadwatch.co.uk/uncategorized/consultation-update-february-3-2019/




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 – 
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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 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.

http://www.parker-fitzgerald.com/


Submission to the consultation on the draft Local Plan for London Borough of Enfield 

Summary 

Planning for housing needs to be based on transport and employment availability and investments. 
If not, there is a risk of creating low employment ghettoes. 

Enfield continues to be a low job density borough. The plans in their current form will lead to more 
homes and people but no similar step increase in jobs. This will worsen unemployment levels in the 
borough and increase demand for support services.  

Some aspects of the plans for the town centre will act to remove footfall from small businesses. 
These parts of the plan must be re-thought as a priority. 

Access to the town centre for all shoppers must be maintained and improved. Loss of surface car 
parking and loading/unloading facilities has created real problems for shoppers and shopkeepers in 
Palmers Green and Winchmore Hill and will create real problems if replicated in Enfield Town. This 
particularly affects our older and disabled residents. 

The poor public transport in and around Crews Hill means that residential developments on the 
Green Belt are unlikely to attract people in employment. Furthermore, they will detract from the 
appeal of the area as a prime horticultural retail destination. 

While the intention of encouraging an evening economy is to be applauded, unless serious attention 
is given to transport, access and parking issues any attempt is unlikely to succeed.  

Enfield is an outer London borough consisting of ‘ribbon developments’ along our two main arterial 
roads – the A105 and A1010. Each of the residential and retail areas along these ribbons has its own 
distinct characteristics, as do our two main town centres. Following the Mayor’s directive to build 
‘dense and high,’ removing green pockets from our towns and string developments, will significantly 
detract from the character of the borough. 

Much of the borough’s thinking is directed by the Mayor’s London Plan. If followed, it will destroy 
the nature of Enfield. LBE must challenge this and develop its own proposals that will properly focus 
on the borough’s needs, not the Mayor’s aspirations.  

Background 

Any decision regarding where best to build homes and the nature of the homes that should be built 
cannot be considered in isolation. Enfield needs also to consider the availability of jobs within the 
borough, the impact of developments on job density and the impact of any such changes on 
transport demands. Housing developments should not be allowed to depress the availability of 
employment.  The nature of the people likely to move into the borough in future, and the impact of 
type and location of development on those migration patterns and transport demands also needs to 
be considered. The issue of the commuting patterns of those working outside the borough (and 
therefore transport demands), must therefore also be key considerations. 

The London Borough of Enfield Employment and Skills Strategy 2014 - 171 reported that Enfield 
suffers from low job density. Job Density is defined by the Office for National Statistics as the 
number of jobs [available] per working age resident of an area. The LBE Strategy noted that while 

1 Note: this has not been updated, but the figures quoted have not changed significantly since 2017 

590



the gap between the number of jobs available and the working age population was increasing, 
nonetheless it remains significant and cannot be ignored. 

In 2014, based on data available at that time, Enfield concluded that an additional 60,000 jobs would 
need to be created in the short term to pull Enfield up to the London average job density. If 
projections for increases in job density through to 2021 were fed into these calculations the 
difference reduced to approximately 55,000 jobs.  

This level of job creation has not happened since that report. Even without any further, additional, 
increases to population this therefore leaves a substantial shortfall in the number of jobs needed if 
unemployment level in Enfield is to be reduced. However, if the latest figures proposed by the 
Mayor are taken into account, then Enfield is facing an even larger influx of people into the borough 
in the near future.  

Note, too, that in 2014 the Employment and Skills Strategy observed that a large number of new 
arrivals in the borough were workless families, leading to increased demand for support and 
education; even at that time, the borough was finding itself unable to meet demand for English as a 
Second Language. Unsurprisingly, many of these new arrivals had difficulty finding employment.  

Nature and impact of proposed developments 

Current proposals serve to give a clearer idea of the nature of developments likely to be viewed by 
LBE as acceptable – at least in principle – if this current version of the Local Plan is accepted. The 
proposals set out in the Local Plan are unlikely to attract high skill, employed people, and are 
therefore likely to worsen this situation. The following explains the reasons for this expectation. 

High density developments. Consider the current proposals for the Colosseum Retail Park as an 
example of what the ‘high density’ developments are likely to look like. According to representatives 
of the development company, the current proposal for developments at the Colosseum Retail Park is 
for some 1400 units, all of these being flats. They are intended to be a mix of bed-sitters, one bed, 
two bed and ‘family’ flats, accommodated in a mix of 3 storey, 12 storey and (one) 20 storey blocks. 
There are tiny ‘pocket parks’ but, it appears, no play areas for children.  

The first thing to note is that anyone who is able to obtain a mortgage of sufficient size to puchase a 
‘family’ flat – presumably 3 and 4 bed units – is unlikely to want to purchase a unit in a 12 or 20 story 
block. Even a three story block presents difficulties for those with baby buggies if the lift is out of 
order.  

Aside from pockets of civic planting there will be no real gardens available to these residents. The 
social and therapeutic benefits of gardening are well-known. The charities Mind and Thrive (amongst 
others) have pointed out that as well as providing physical exercise “gardening can help you feel 
happier, healthier and more confident and [can help] people who may be going through a difficult 
period in their lives or are experiencing stress, anxiety, or depression”; research reported in 
psychology and nursing journals support these contentions. Furthermore, families with an average 
or good income will seek homes that have gardens for their children to play in, and nearby parks 
where they can meet with an play with their friends. Therefore the development of so many homes 
in high density arrangements with no access to real gardens – rather than pockets of civic planting 
that individauls are unable to engage with – is of real concern.  

Taken together, the obvious corollary of this is that any larger units are extremely unlikely to be 
privately purchased as family homes. They are more likely either to be bought as ‘buy to let’ 
properties for letting to groups of young people (ie, homes of multiple occupancy) or to be 

https://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/2019/02/24/gardening-can-do-medicine-tries-mimic-mental-health-monty-don/


purchased by Enfield to accommodate homeless families - or those that are increasingly being 
moved into Enfield by other London boroughs as a ‘low cost’ option. This latter suggestion is likely to 
result in even greater demand on Enfield services, which are already over-stretched. We need more 
families paying higher rates of council tax to fund services, not more tenants moved into the 
borough making additional demands on the budget. 

Again, taking the Colosseum development as an example of what is proposed, the next point to note 
is that at present the site provides in the region of 200 jobs and no accommodation. That means that 
the site is currently a NET CONTRIBUTOR to job density. 

The Colosseum developers estimate that the proposed development will create 400 jobs. As 
outlined above, however, it also proposes the creation 1300 homes, ranging between one and at 
least three bedroom. Taking ‘two-bedroom’ as an average across the development as a whole, and 
assuming an average of 1.75 persons per two bedroom (to account for some single-person dwellings 
and excluding children from the calculation), the development is likely to house a minimum of 2,275 
adults.  

It is acknowledged that some of the people moving into the flats will already have jobs (possibly 
outside the borough). However, it needs to be borne in mind that the Local Plan is being drawn up 
with inward migration and population growth in mind and it is not made clear the extent to which 
these are expected to already hold jobs or not. However, given that the nature of any additional 
developments along the lines proposed for the Colosseum site are unlikely to attract families who 
are able to purchase houses or flats built to more reasonable proportions, the likelihood is that the 
properties will mostly be occupied by a more transient population with little personal investment or 
interest in the local area and – of most importance - more likely to be in need of low skill level 
employment. This is exactly the type of employment that the Employment and Skills Strategy noted 
is already in high demand and is lacking in the borough. 

Therefore, even assuming that some of the incoming residents hold jobs and that all 400 of the 
newly created jobs at the Colosseum site were to be taken by these new residents, it still means that 
the development will be a net detractor from job density, and is therefore likely to further 
exacerbate unemployment levels in the borough. In other words, developments that serve to 
increase population while doing little to increase employment will only serve to further worsen job 
density in the borough. 

This must be borne in mind not just in finalising the Local Plan but in considering future planning 
applications. Building high and cheap on land that currently provides employment will simply serve 
to exacerbate the challenges the borough is already experiencing. 

Building on the Green Belt A second proposal is to build on sections of the Green Belt. The idea is to 
draw up guidelines that would ensure only ‘high quality’ homes are built in the area. This implies 
that these homes would be aimed at wealthier people, presumably either employed in good jobs or 
retirees. 

In support of this idea, the Employment and Skills Strategy noted that over half of Enfield’s residents 
are in professional, associate professional and managerial jobs, a large proportion of whom 
commute to the city and central London. This is at least in part due to the significant loss in Enfield 
of large numbers of jobs in banking, finance and insurance in the last decade, while employment in 
this sector has grown elsewhere in London and the UK. 



One of the suggestions is that sections of land around Crews Hill could be un-designated as ‘Green 
Belt’ and tightly-specified, good quality development be encouraged. However, a moment’s 
reflection on this reveals the problems with such a suggestion. If this housing is good quality then it 
is likely to appeal to people in higher paid jobs. A fair proportion of these are likely to be employed 
in central London or the City, or other boroughs. For people who have good jobs and are looking to 
relocate further out, good public transport will be a priority. 

Sadly this is not currently available on the GNER Govia line services beyond Gordon Hill. Train 
services to Crews Hill station are poor, having been reduced in frequency to just two an hour 
throughout the day despite objections from residents. There is no tube line out to that part of the 
borough and extremely poor bus services.  

The only other alternative would be to commute by car. But commuting by car is being discouraged 
by the council, which has chosen to constrict the two main A roads through the borough, leading to 
increased congestion. 

Anyone considering buying ‘good quality’ housing in Crews Hill is therefore likely to be discouraged 
from doing so by this factor, key for those in employment. Given the relative isolation of the area, 
and the impediments to access other than to/from the motorway and the Great Cambridge Road, 
which together would make travel for employees problematic, it is difficult to see that the area 
would prove attractive to many businesses, either. Those businesses that have moved into the 
Crews Hill area have done so on the back of its reputation as a horticultural retail destination of 
choice, but if large-scale building is enabled, resulting in some of the larger retail sites being given 
over to housing developments, then this is likely to impact negatively on the total horticultural retail 
offer and hence on perceptions of the area and numbers visiting and, hence, footfall and 
profitability. Any reduction in number of retail outlets will serve to reduce the total number of retail 
jobs in the borough, and worsen both job density and unemployment figures for the borough as a 
whole.  

Furthermore, Enfield Road Watch has already identified sufficient brownfield sites that can provide 
enough capacity to meet housing needs. All of these should be used before any green belt land is 
considered. 

For these several reasons it is therefore difficult to see any real merit in the suggestion to un-
designate the area as Green Belt and to support housing development. 

Increasing density in Enfield Town 

One of the other suggestions is that the historic town centre can be further developed upwards (by 
building on top of existing flats on top of shops) and by filling in land currently given over to retail 
(the Town Centre Management Plan suggests that Tesco might end its tenancy and the area given 
over to housing in the future). 

The argument made is that increased numbers of residents within – or within easy reach of - the 
town centre – will add to footfall and economic viability.  

There are two problems with these proposals. One is the question of who will fund and own any flats 
built on top of the current buildings in the town. Given the difficulty in persuading landlords to 
renovate their shops and existing flats and ensure they are fully let, it is likely that LBE would have 
even more difficulty persuading them to engage with such further developments.  



Second, there are two types of ‘magnet’ businesses that help to attract people to shopping centres: 
one is large destination shops such as Marks and Spencer, Waitrose, Lidl and Tesco; the other is 
boutique or niche shops such as delicatessens, craft stores, patisseries, etc. 

Tesco is currently one of the four major ‘magnet’ stores in Enfield Town. Its accessible parking makes 
it particularly attractive for older and disabled people, and this attraction is likely to increase once 
Genotin Road car park is closed, given that older and disabled people – and many women – dislike 
multi-storey car parks. The fear is that if Tesco closes and the site is built on, as LBE has suggested, it 
will remove one of the stores that attracts people into the town. There is no similar-sized site able to 
accommodate a large supermarket and the likelihood is that people will instead either take the train 
to Seven Sisters, or drive to Barnet, Hatfield or Waltham Forest, for any major shopping 
requirements – contrary to the borough’s aims to reduce car travel.  

It is suggested that the proposal to build a bridge over the railway line at Enfield Town will increase 
footfall into the town centre. This appears to be predicated on the assumption that the Tesco site 
will (in the long term) be vacated and a large number of high-density homes built on the site.  

Apart from the problems this will bring in terms of loss of a key destination site, Enfield appears not 
to have considered the problems such a plan will bring in the more immediate future: if the bridge is 
used as a short-cut to the Tesco site, this will remove footfall and hence custom from many small 
retail outlets and service businesses on Savoy Parade. The figures relating to small business’ 
economic viability are well known – many survive on 5% profit margins. Small businesses need all 
the help they can get. Removing just a few customers a day is likely to prove disastrous – the 
proposal to build a bridge is likely to remove far more than ‘just a few’. Given this is the first thing 
that many residents have immediately said in discussions of this issue it is of real concern that 
Enfield does not appear to have considered this impact at all. The plans for the footbridge should be 
scrapped. 

The changes to the road layout in Palmers Green and Winchmore Hill have created real problems for 
shopkeepers there. Many jobs have already been lost due to the drop in footfall following the re-
engineering works. Shopkeepers report that even after the works have been completed, footfall and 
sales have not returned to previous levels. Many residents have reported that despite their 
enthusiasm and in principle support for local shops, they now travel to the retail parks and large 
supermarkets because of the ease of parking there. Elderly people in particular are unable to carry 
heavy shopping any significant distance. In addition, satnav systems now routinely steer drivers 
away from the A105, leading to a drop in passing trade. Consequently, shops report downturns in 
sales of between -10 to -40 per cent. In addition, many shopkeepers report significant difficulties in 
receiving deliveries and loading their delivery vans and difficulties for shoppers in attempting to 
collect bulky purchases from the shops.  

Enfield must learn from the mistakes they made in Palmers Green and Winchmore Hill. Any changes 
to Enfield Town must ensure that shops can have ready access for loading and unloading. Easy 
access for shoppers coming into the area by bus and car must be a central part of any planning. The 
access needs of disabled people must be properly considered. 

Social amenities 

The plans for an increased focus on and encouragement of an evening economy is to be welcomed. 
However, the reduction in surface level parking will militate against this. Many people – in particular 
women and older people – are averse to parking in multi-storey car parks, as they are frightening 
places at the best of times, and threatening at night when there are fewer people around. 



Any plans to reduce kerbside and surface level parking must be re-thought. The accessibility of multi-
storey car parks relies on working lifts, and my experience is that it can take more than a week for 
faulty lifts in Thomas Hardy House to be returned to service. This has particular implications for older 
and disabled people. The loss of the disabled and elderly parking spaces arising from the loss of the 
Genotin Road car park will be a particular blow to this group too. Loss of Genotin Road car park also 
means the loss of several electric car-charging points. Given the upsurge in popularity of these 
vehicles and the government investment in their production, electric vehicles can easily and safely 
be predicted to account for an increasing proportion of vehicles on the road. Therefore, if an evening 
economy is to be encouraged (and daytime shoppers retained) then charging points must be 
replaced at convenient places as a matter of some urgency.  

Given the fact that people typically dress up to go out at night, have their hair done, etc, it is 
extremely unlikely that an evening economy can be supported by encouraging cycling. 

Conclusions 

The key question to ask is not ‘do you like these proposals’ but ‘what are they realistically likely to 
achieve: what will be their outcome?’ 

The proposals will change Enfield in a lasting and not positive way. 

Yes the proposals will provide large numbers of accommodation units. However, the high density 
high rise units proposed are unlikely to attract employed people seeking to purchase homes. The 
proposals to build in the green belt ignore the extremely poor transport services available there and 
so are unlikely to be of interest to those in employment.  

Taken together, the current plans are likely to lead to an increase in unemployed and economically 
inactive residents, the opposite to the aspirations set out in the Employment and Skills Strategy and 
leading to increased demands for support services that will put even more demands on a stretched 
budget. 

The proposals require significant re-thinking and revision. 

Residents are likely to show strong support for Enfield if it challenges the directives set out in the 
Mayor’s London Plan. 



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].  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 as I consider it of vitals importance that we protect 
our Greenbelt for future generations..
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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
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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.
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Consultation · I run for a 12 week period commencing from 5th December 2018 to 
28th February 2019. This is your opportunity to help us develop a vision and plan for 
Enfield up to 2036 to meet the current and future needs of our borough and to tell us 
what you think the borough should be like in the future, how it should work and how it 
can succeed as a place. 

I • I • • 

594



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. 

595



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
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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.

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
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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 Sirs

I strongly object to any development of Crews Hill for the following reasons.

When I was a child growing up, Enfield was one of the most desirable places to live with its
leafy roads, history, green spaces and close proximity to the countryside.  Sadly, according
to a recent statistic, it is now one of the least desirable places to live.

I suspect that this is mainly due to the lack of regeneration of the Eastern Side of Enfield
which I am aware has been a focus for regeneration and in my opinion should continue to
be so.   Beginning to develop on Green Belt land will merely erode the areas of the
borough which retain some of Enfield's original desirable features and are the main
attraction for visitors to Enfield.

Crews Hill is one of those areas which is not only a draw to residents of Enfield but also
attracts visitors from far and wide.  This is not just because of the garden nurseries but also
because people can bring their children and take them back to nature.  There are woods
and footpaths for wonderful country walks and cycling paths and there are varied wildlife
inhabitants such as deer.  Enjoying the peace and tranquility afforded by Crews Hill is so
important in today's world and many residents of Enfield agree with this.

The Local Government Association understands the importance to residents of
maintaining natural and tranquil spaces and is actively supporting "green care".

If you google Crews Hill, you will find it referred to as "the jewel in North London" and as a
resident now and a former visitor before I could not agree more.

I work in public sector housing and fully understand the chronic housing shortage but
destroying wonderful areas, in easy reach of Enfield residents at large,  and which bring so
much joy to so many people is not the answer.

Over the years the eclectic mix of the small number of homes, garden nurseries and
businesses have co-existed in an unusual way and people really appreciate that.

The current infrastructure in the Crews Hill would not support any significant development
of homes or the area and therefore to achieve this would require mass development and
investment in infrastructure.  Development of this nature on green belt land is simply not
acceptable.  This legacy should not be left to future generations.
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Instead, Enfield Council should concentrate on continuing to regenerate the large areas of 
rundown parts of industrial and others areas of the Eastern side of Enfield which you still 
don't seem to have made visible progress on.



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 giving us 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 and 
those of my Husband.
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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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I have lived in Hadley wood with my family for over 30 years and I would welcome the 
building of affordable homes even if this means using some of the Green Belt.

Presently the only people who can afford to live in Hadley wood are the very wealthy,

We need teachers/ nurses/ tradespeople in the area to make a more mixed community ( I 
was a teacher in Enfield myself) 

There is great need for affordable housing , including rented Social Housing within 
travelling distance of London and Hadley Wood would be ideal

There are good bus routes on both Cockfosters main road and the Great North Road into 
Barnet and Potters bar .  This would provide access to the underground network -
Northern line at Barnet and Piccadilly Line at Cockfosters as well as the existing 
overground trains from Potters bar and Hadley Wood  into Kings Cross and Moorgate.

I would think the area off Wagon Road would be ideal although it is Green Belt. 

I realise that many Hadley wood residents  would not agree with my views - indeed we 
have ben asked to submit objections to any change in the character of Hadley wood.

I may be in the minority  but I would urge Enfield council to consider my suggestions 
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Dear Enfield Council

I am concerned at the New Enfield Plan 2036 that suggests building more houses in existing 
residential areas, and the potential risk to the Green belt.  I live in Hadley Wood and have 
watched houses being demolished to make several, and worry that Hadley Wood does not have 
the infrastructure to manage this. To cite a few observations:

Hadley Wood does not have good public transport access (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.
Small site development within 800m of a station (including any presumption of approval), 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.
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.

Hadley Wood is fortunate to be surrounded by Green Belt on all sides. The Green Belt was 
established to counter inappropriate developments in these areas, and I implore you to respect 
this policy.

With thanks and best wishes
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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. 

�t· 
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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.

608



Dear Sir/Madam,

Thank you for the opportunity of Enfield Council 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 Road Watch 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. If London keeps expanding out and greenfield land is built upon 
people’s quality of life will be impacted forever.

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.  
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. 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. 

612



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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I realise we need more housing, not just in Enfield but throughout Greater 
London, but eating into Green Belt is not the answer. Once lost, it cannot be 
regained, and there are enough brownfield sites which the Council does not seem 
to be pursuing. Several large retail outlets in the area are closing or have closed. 
The site of the old depot and glasshouses on Bury Street West is overgrown with 
the planned new build stalled.

Evidence exists for sites that would accommodate around 30,000 homes, 
providing the transport system and infrastructure is upgraded. These sites would 
not damage or impinged on the Green Belt. One of the attractions of living and 
working in Enfield is the short bus ride to open country. This is a great resource 
for all people living in the borough.

Crews Hill’s garden centres are great employers and provide the means and 
opportunity for us to embellish our own properties. The area would be better 
utilised as a place for crop/food production which would increase its usefulness 
without destroying the environment.

The Green Belt is too valuable to lose.  Common sense tells us it provides 
environmental, ecological, economic, public health benefits.  These ‘positives’ 
have been identified – exercise care and control over the Green Belt and please 
leave it alone.
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Dear Enfield Council 

Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation 

Thank yo.u 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 arid 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. 

'• 
T • 
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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 arid 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,

I am writing in response the the consultation of the proposed Enfield Local Plan and in particular
how it would impact my local area and community.

The Enfield Local plan highlights ALL stations as centres for growth and assumes that each
station has good public transport accessibility.  However, with only 4 trains per hour Hadley
Wood does not have good public transport and 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
The plan states that there will be a presumption of approval for a small site development
within 800m of a station.  This ‘presumption of approval' 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.  It does not have a NHS surgery,
NHS dentist, secondary school, Post Office, Public House, supermarket or bank, so 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.  These policies must also be adequately enforced.

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.  I do not support any 
significant changes to Green Belt designations, this would have a severe, adverse impact on the 
environment and local area.
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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.

I feel very strongly about this matter. We have to protect the environment. I am a very keen
conservationist. Please don't put houses on green belt land. 
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Dear Enfield Council,

While we understand the ambition to meet Enfield's housing needs, we strongly 
object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes.  We 
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 to enjoy.  We have lived in Oakwood for over fifty years and 
have always appreciated the fact that Enfield is one of the greenest London 
boroughs.  We are grateful for the fact that successive councils have done their 
best to maintain an attractive environment in as many areas as possible. 

We are therefore particularly concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for 
release from the Green Belt.  This is a long-established - and we believe now 
unique in London - area of nurseries, aquatic centres, retail outlets and all manner 
of landscaping, garden furniture, pet food suppliers, etc.  The garden centres and 
other businesses there provide employment for many and are an invaluable 
resource for people from Enfield and beyond.  As high density housing 
developments proliferate around London there will more than ever be a need for 
people to have access to a spacious and accessible area such as Crews HIll with 
its multiple and diverse amenities.   Its horticultural activities should also  be 
encouraged and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant 
production, especially as we may in future need to rely less on imports of 
perishable fruit and vegetables from Europe.

Enfield's ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on brownfield sites
(see 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.

We believe that the Green Belt is too valuable to lose for 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 our own views.
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Good Morning

I have lived at Merryhills Court all of my life my parents moved in to the estate in February 
1953 when I was just 6 months old, I bought the property through my mother in May 1988.

I am writing to you with regards to in regards to Enfield Council Housing  draft plan in 
relation to housing estates (page 44)
while I would welcome any renewal part of the plan I am however concerned with any 
plant to add any additional properties to the estate of Merryhills Court be it by adding 
properties on top of the existing blocks or any other additional properties within the estate.

The reason for my concerns are as follow.

The area has already undergone some very intensive developments in the surrounding areas 
the has already added to traffic congestion with all the added noise and air pollution that 
this has brought.

Their is a major problem with parking on the Merryhills Court estate with not enough 
parking spaces for the existing residents this is not to mention the problem of none 
residents parking in the estate grounds which causes further difficulties for the residents. 
The local GP practice is under terrific strain as things are at the moment with out the added 
increase of population that this would bring.

I agree with the protection of the green belt as once this has been built on it will never 
again be used as such 

There are a number of brown fill sites in the borough that could and should be used for any 
increase to the housing In the Enfield borough.
The existing residents quality of life and needs should be considered very seriously first .

I am a committee member of the Merryhills Court Residents Association and have worked 
for local government for nearly 20 years
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I must protest any changes that will destroy or encroach upon ANY of the Green Belt in 
Enfield.
It is vital that our Green Belt is secured for generations to come.
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I want to protect the Green Belt in Enfield.  

Enfield is renown for its Green Belt beauty offerring the tranquility of feeling further out 
of London than we actualy are!

Life is one mad daily rush and just a few minutes away, we have our Green Belt.

I agree vwith all the bullet points on the leaflet we received.
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Treating Hadley Wood in exactly the same way as Southgate simply because of the 
presence of a railway station is flawed.  Hadley Wood does not have good public transport 
access.  Simply having a train station is not an adequate definition of accessibility.  It is not 
an appropriate area to target for housing growth and should be removed from the 
Council’s growth strategy.  Small site development within 800m of a station, should not 
apply to Hadley Wood.

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. Most of the area also has poor wi-fi connectivity, which 
has an impact on people working from home.  Hadley Wood does not meet the Council’s 
criteria for growth and should be 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’ to 
include stronger flood mitigation measures.
There has already been a 34% growth in new homes over the last 8 years in Hadley Wood 
and this has already had a negative impact on tree cover, views, flood risk, waterlogging, 
biodiversity, parking and congestion.

With some 15,000 new homes targeted for small sites, policies are required to ensure that 
investment in transport, education and schools, and health centres etc 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.  In fact, during the last 20 years of accelerated house growth, the only investment 
in  local services and infrastructure has been the change to the train timetable (a campaign 
fought by local residents) and the CLOSURE of the Post Office. 

Hadley Wood is fortunate to be surrounded by Green Belt on all sides.  Any significant 
changes to the Green Belt are not supported.
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Good afternoon

Whilst I realise the letter is a template, I have added a few comments myself. Thank you
for taking it into consideration. I have lived in Enfield since 1992 and the sole reason for
moving there was to be near green areas, such as those near Bramley Road/ Trent Park and
Crews Hill, where I used to go horse-riding. These areas need to be protected.

___________________________________

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. The
garden centres and other stores in the area also bring
business to Enfield from outside of the borough. The Crews
Hill area is unique and a go-to place for gardeners from far
and wide, but also those interested in other activities, and I
doubt all the storeholders, small and large, would be able to
relocate somewhere else. Enfield Town has suffered from
shop closures badly - we need to protect local businesses! 
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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.



Hadley Wood does not have good public transport access (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.

 Small site development within 800m of a station (including any presumption of approval), 
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, 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].  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 

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 Planning Team

I am totally opposed to any review of green belt boundaries.

Paragraph 9.3.8 of Enfield’s green and blue spaces states ’ Only if it has been
demonstrated and concluded that it is necessary to release Green Belt land for
development, in line with the NPPF, the Council will give first consideration to land which
has been previously developed and/or is well-served by infrastructure and public
transport. There are already strong sustainability arguments in favour of developing on
some Green Belt land, for example, Crews Hill could provide a highly accessible hub for
growth supported by all necessary infrastructure.

I do not believe that the Council have demonstrated and concluded that it is necessary to
release Green Belt for development to meet the challenging new housing targets.  I also do
not agree that there are strong sustainability arguments in favour of developing on some
Green Belt land, for example, Crews Hill. A recent report by CPRE, and the Enfield Society -
Space to Build, Enfield clearly shows that there are numerous opportunities, and whilst
Enfield itself may have few planners who can invest their resources into a proper
Masterplanning fit for the future, this is not an excuse.  

The fact that Councillor Ahmet Oykener, Cabinet Member of Property and Assets, is on
record as saying that you will consider building on 5-7% of Green Belt land, is also
extremely worrying. This implies that the Council have already decided that it will not
explore the appropriate options both under the NPPF and importantly the London Plan.
This may also be further evidenced by the number of landowners in Crews Hill who have
seen a significant increase in approaches from developers since this consultation was
launched. A major developer, who lists Enfield as a partner has already purchased the
significant Wyevale site for the provision of housing.

Personally, I am extremely concerned that any reviews of Green Belt boundaries totally fly
against the principles and purpose of the London Plan, which seeks to make London a
better place to live. Enfield is part of London and in taking its own stance gives little
thought to the impacts its departures from the principles have on neighbouring boroughs
and London’s overall health and need for lung around it’s City.

The council already completed a  thorough and green belt boundary review adopted in 2013.
This  is still current and appropriate and as a result, should not be used as a vehicle to facilitate
the release of Green Belt land to developers, for enormous profit. 

I believe consideration also needs to be given to the increasing pollution caused by the
M25, North Circular and busy A roads, which if anything mean that we should be creating
even more protected green spaces, around our City not selling to the highest bidder.
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Paragraph 9.2.3 also states that ‘There is also the scope for the Council to undertake a
more thorough Natural Capital Account of the borough to understand how the benefits of
green infrastructure are distributed across a broader range of green infrastructure types
and areas in Enfield. Natural Capital Accounting can also play a role in assessing planning
proposals and the Council is at an early stage of exploring these opportunities.’ This is
commendable however should this not be done before any plans for green belt reviews
are explored.  

I would also like to put on record that I am disappointed that the Local Plan page despite 
referring to previous consultations, and stating that the summaries are available, does not 
provide links to the previous data. Enfield Conversations are mentioned but the responses from 
82% of people who stated that Green Belt should not be built on, are completely missing. 

https://www.avast.com/sig-email?utm_medium=email&utm_source=link&utm_campaign=sig-email&utm_content=emailclient


Dear Sirs,

We are wiring to express our grave concerns at the possibility of more homes being built in
Hadley Wood.

This area is a small community badly served by local transport. 

We have few trains per hour & have had to fight to keep these

The 399 is not exactly the most noticeable of buses . The buses along Cockfosters Road seem to
be non-existent at night . We know this as our three children have had to either get cabs or walk
home from Cockfosters station late at night because so many are cancelled (& there’s no train
into Hadley Wood!)  - frightening & unacceptable. The daily bus along Cockfosters Road gets
caught in traffic a lot of the time.  That is the sum of our local transport – pretty poor.

We have no local GP or dentist & have to travel to Potters Bar or Cockfosters – not a bad thing
about 10 years ago but now with the huge traffic  increases this takes too long.  We suggest
someone comes & sit along Cockfosters Road at the weekend to look at the high flow of traffic –
flow being the operative word as sometimes in the middle of the day the cars hardly move.  This
shows the area can’t cope with another influx of people.

We have no local super market with the closest being Tesco or Sainsbury in Potters Bar.  The
smaller ones in Cockfosters are almost irrelevant for ‘quick stops’ as nowadays it takes at least 15
minutes each way (so a 30 minute round trip) just to get there & back due to the heavy traffic
flow – a direct result of all the houses knocked down & converted to flats along Cockfosters
Road, Beech &Hill & Camlet Way we believe.. We have a small – literally tiny strip of shops near
the station. That is it. Totally inadequate to serve an even larger populace should more homes be
allowed around here.

The crime rate is worrying & more homes will bring even more people to the area & create more
targets for criminals. Aside from the NHW scheme (which we agree with) we now have to have
our own road groups via ‘WhatsApp’ to report suspicious activity.  We are scared to live in our
own homes.  The recent armed burglary in Beech Hill is indicavit of this. The council has such a
rigid approach to gates that we cant even add those to feel safer – not that this is always the
answer as the aforementioned burglary does show – however feeling safe in your own home
should be a given not a luxury. I never feel safe in my home now when alone a tonight.  To top
this off we are now served by Edmonton Police station – the most ridiculous thing we have
heard.  We will be last in line for police to come over to us as we are so far away. Another crazy
decision made that doesn’t help serve the neighbourhood.

The area of Hadley Wood is quite small. The council has already somehow allowed the ‘glass’
house on Waggon Road to be built.  This is not at all in keeping with this area & we cannot
understand how planning was ever given. Something that has been a big talking point in this
community – how could the council allow this  yet turn other smaller things down?  This is a
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worry to us as it doesn’t make sense. The fear is if you say more homes can be built here that 
you will allow more like that house which will damage the local scenery & put others off moving 
to the area when ‘normal’ local houses are on the market.

In short, we are totally against the expansions of an area that does not have a good enough 
infrastructure of public transport & shops to serve its inhabitants

We hope that our opinions are take on board when a decision affecting this area is made.



Dear Enfield Council

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

While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield’s housing
needs, I am strongly in opposition to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or
other purposes.  It flies in the face of all environmental conventional wisdom of
preserving the lungs of our borough whilst using brown field sites that will never be
anything but dead ground unless redeveloped.

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.

634



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 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.



As a small business we rely on crews hill to purchase the majority of our materials  to 
carry out ours works. 
We advise all our clients to go to crews hill to have a look at materials and other items 
for there gardens. 
It's also I great place to walk around to look for inspiration not only for us but the general 
public as well. 
How can you possibly think of taking away a place that is so well known and visited by 
people far and wide. 
Crews hill should be one of your most treasured places not to be replaced by housing. 
I'm not against building houses but why would 
you build somewhere that's is iconic to Enfield.
Yours deeply saddened 
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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]. 
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 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
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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.



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. 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
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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. 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

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 am totally opposed to building in Enfield’s Green Belt.  For wildlife recreation  and keeping the air clean, so 
that generations to come can have a healthy place to live in.
One of the reasons I choose to live in Enfield for over 40 years was precisely because of this.   I don’t think 
Enfield Council care about its inhabitants.
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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 Sir
           As a 64 year old person who has lived in Enfield for nearly 40 years and has never 
written to the Council before.  I can't tell how strong I feel against the possible housing 
development on GREEN BELT LAND

GREEN BELT LAND was put in place to protect this land as open space for the generations 
to come.

Once you start to build on this land it is the beginning of the end for this open space. 2% 
this year and again next year etc will slowly eat into the land  and it will not be a solution to 
our housing problem. If you build 10.000 homes in the next 10 years the problem of 
shortage of housing we have now will still be there. Our schools, hospitals and transport 
system simply will not be  able to cope with the increase in the local population.

Our real problem is that we are the most populated Country in Europe per square mile and 
unless we tackle this growing population problem, our housing problem will never go away. 

GREEN BELT must not be built on it belongs to the future generations
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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 have lived in Enfield for 38 years and am very concerned about the plans to build on 
green belt land.

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 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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We acknowledge new housing, including affordable homes, is a priority.
Please designate sites like the Chase Farm Hospital site for development before any parks such 
as Trent Park or any other parks or recreational areas are encroached upon.
Crews Hill does offer opportunities for some some appropriate development.
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Dear Enfield Council,

Thank you very much for the opportunity to provide feedback to this consultation. 

Access to dignified housing is a fundamental right, but equally important is our duty and 
responsibility to protect our ecosystems. We support the ambition of the Council to meet 
Enfield’s housing needs, but we strongly oppose the proposal to use Green Belt for 
housing or other purposes.  We believe that there are alternatives to meet housing targets 
and that the Green Belt is a precious resource that should be protected and preserved for 
future generations. 

We are 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.  We and our children are patrons of these businesses and 
we fully enjoy their services. Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its agricultural and 
environmental activities should be encouraged so that it can once again be a hub for food 
and plant production and ecosystem services. We would be very happy, for example, to 
sign up to any local food production scheme as a regular client to contribute to its financial 
sustainability.

We believe that Enfield’s ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-
built land.  The report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published by CPRE-
London, Enfield RoadWatch and The Enfield Society 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.  We believe you have 
a duty of care for the Green Belt. Therefore, we kindly request that you give up on your 
intentions to release parts of the Green Belt.
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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.  
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 Sir / Madam,

Thank you for opportunity to respond 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, 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 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.

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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