
Dear Enfield Council

Re. Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Regards



Dear Sir,

It is an utter disgrace that you are even THINKING about building on these Green Spaces.  The 
government has allowed you & many others to encroach more & more onto these Open Spaces 
& Green Belt, purely to satisfy some civil servant statistic.

Enough is enough – you do not have the infrastructure to accommodate such plans i.e schools, 
transport, medical practices & retail organisations.  No thought on this level ever goes into these 
consultations.  And even if you did no one cares as – what is that saying: ‘Not in my back yard’! 
You live in hope that the ‘little-man’ will go away & give up; get bored; get tired – not bother. 
Easy to take the little spaces from the little people.  This is purely about finance and government 
statistics.

  Well a lot of us do care; don’t give up; don’t get bored and will not tire in trying to stop you 
form encroaching on theses spaces which some of us with the future in mind for our children; 
grandchildren & the welfare on a bigger level of global destruction of Green Land.

I as one voice – hopefully one of many say NO to your proposals.
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Hi please do not build on green belt land. Thanks.

Dear Sirs, 

Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options
Consultation

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

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

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





Dear Sir / Madam,

I refer to the recent considerations being made to develop what can only be described as 
valuable GREEN BELT land in Enfield.
Whilst I fully appreciate Enfield is not the only London borough to be under pressure to 
accommodate the ever increasing population we are experiencing in London, I strongly 
believe a line needs to be drawn to avoid what can only be described as ensuing chaos.

I am not originally from Enfield but in the 32 years I have lived here it has become clearly 
apparent in recent years the borough is creaking at the sides with over crowding and all 
the strains this has created with local services from health to schools, from policing to 
general infrastructure. 

Whilst I understand we are not able to completely ignore the housing crisis I strongly 
believe options for development of proposed BROWNFIELD sites must be given serious 
consideration as opposed to developing our beautiful GREENBELT which I believe gives us 
all a feeling of still being attached to nature which we should never forget.
It goes without saying the developers prefer to develop prime land in prime locations for 
profit and maximum gain. We can not afford to lose sight of the fact we can assist the 
situation without unnecessary development to areas of GREENBELT that help us all with 
our day to day lives and sanity.
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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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To whom this may concern
I am writing to lodge my formal complaint regarding the council's decision to build on Enfield's green belt land. 
After year of council ill thought planning and destruction of our high streets, neighborhoods and health and 
safety, the only thing left to enjoy and appreciate in Enfield is the green spaces. I would like to reinforce my 
resounding NO to the council' s up democratic decision to pollute our green spaces with more social housing. 
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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

PLEASE NOTE THAT THE COMMENTS BELOW ARE MY OWN VIEWS (AND THAT OF 
MY NEIGHBOURS & FAMILY)

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. 
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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
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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.











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. 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.

Whilst 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 National Planning Policy
Framework, 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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While I support the ambition to meet Enfield’s housing needs, I strongly object to the
proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes.  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 worried 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 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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Enfield's Green Belt and Open Spaces are a valuable asset to the Borough providing many benefits to residents 
old and young.
It would be a shame to see the diminution of such.  These areas support a better quality of air, create 
opportunities for local food production and provide facilities for recreation and sport. Building on this land 
would be detrimental to wild life. It would  make for a poorer environment for future generations of people. 
Crews Hill is the largest complex of garden nurseries in Europe, giving access to plants and horticultural 
knowledge to the many gardeners living locally as well as offering recreational  opportunities for those who 
frequent the very nice cafes and benefit from enjoying the range of beautiful flora.
I understand that there is plenty of brownfield to meet the Borough's housing targets and urge Enfield Council 
to reconsider the need to spoil a necessary and lovely feature of our borough.
These comments provided in response to Enfield's planned consultation in regard to the Green Belt are my own 
views.
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Dear Enfield Council

Re. Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

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

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

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

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



Dear Enfield Council

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 

Res onse to the Local Plan Issues and O tions Consultation 

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

The draft document ‘Towards a New Local Plan 2036’ provides an insight into the 

Council’s vision for borough redevelopment and growth. A key feature of the draft is a 

focus on developing areas around stations and supporting town centres. The draft identifies 

areas close to tube or rail stations as providing opportunities for new housing and jobs 

through higher density use. The draft also indicates that development and policy will need 

to consider that, “new development complements the area’s existing character and the 

quality of life of existing residents”.  

One site identified by the Enfield Town Masterplan (2018) and reported in the draft Local 

Plan is the Ross House development, an existing commercial property adjacent to Enfield 

Chase rail station. The site is on the corner of a quiet residential street but next to one of 

Enfield’s busiest east-west roads. Any redevelopment of Ross House must therefore be 

considerate of existing residents in close proximity to the site i.e. Shirley Road, Windmill 

Hill, Chase Side and the conservation area. Therefore, taking into account Ross House’s 

current setting, it would be inappropriate to deliver a major and out-of-scale development. 

It has been brought to my attention that developers King & Co and Eversleigh are looking 

to redevelop the Ross House site. The linked document below provides an overview of the 

developers’ proposal for the site: 

http://bulkloader.prd.pl.artirix.com.s3.amazonaws.com/f8f815d4-8dcd-426f-bdf7-

07c777815dd8_Details.pdf 

Overall it is clear that the proposed development is out-of-scale with the surrounding area 

and the historic low rise nature of the existing building stock. The proposed development 

would cause a major disruption during and after construction due to high traffic flow. It is 

clearly not in line with a key principle of the Draft Plan i.e. complementary development. 

For Ross House a future plan must therefore take into account the following: 

• Overlooking / loss of privacy: at Ross House office space is separated between

working space (overlooking Windmill Hill) and meeting rooms at the rear of the

building, overlooking the gardens and properties of Shirley Road. The current

arrangement allows a degree of privacy between residents and workers. A change in

use to a high-density mixed site would severely impact residents’ existing levels of

privacy.

• Noise, disturbance, traffic generation and safety: a mixed use development that

includes residential, retail and commercial activity will result in a significant increase
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in traffic during and after construction (residents, workers and retail deliveries). For 

example, deliveries to retail units normally take place in the morning or late in the 

evening. New traffic generation would result in an increase in noise and disturbance 

for residents in the surrounding area. In addition, the existing busy junction is unlikely 

to cope with an influx of new vehicles. The result would be an increase in road 

accidents and therefore safety for residents. 

• Loss of light and overshadowing: a tall tower development that is higher than the

existing Ross House building is likely to cause overshadowing of the surrounding

properties and therefore result in a loss of light for residents.

• Conservation area: Ross House is adjacent to the Enfield Town Conservation Area

which includes many of the borough’s best and oldest buildings. Any new development

will need to be complementary from a design, appearance and materials point-of-view.

There are lots of good examples of new development blending into the surrounding

area. A large mixed use block would not relate to the existing residential streets, that

are typically two or three storey terrace.

• Important local views: the 2013 report, “Location of Tall Buildings and Important

Local Views” identifies the view from Windmill Hill towards Enfield Town as an

important local view, covering Chingford, Lea Valley and Epping Forest. Therefore, a

tall tower causing obstruction would devalue residents’ enjoyment of seeing Enfield

within the wider London context.

As stated in the draft, the new plan should benefit all Enfield residents and not damage or 

diminish the wellbeing of existing citizens. 



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. 
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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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While I support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield’s housing 
needs, I strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other 
purposes.  I believe that there are alternatives available to meet housing targets and that 
the Green Belt is a precious resource that should be protected and preserved for future 
generations.
I am concerned that Crews Hill has been singled out for release from the Green Belt.   The 
garden centres and other businesses there provide employment and a resource for people 
from Enfield and beyond.  Instead of losing Crews Hill for housing, its horticultural activities 
should be encouraged and enhanced so that it can once again be a hub for food and plant 
production.
Enfield’s ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on previously-built land
[brownfield].  I refer you to the report, Space to Build, Enfield which was recently published 
by CPRE-London, Enfield RoadWatch and The Enfield Society.  It provides evidence of sites 
for at least 37,000 homes, mostly in areas that need regeneration and would benefit from 
public transport and other infrastructure upgrades.
The Green Belt is too valuable to lose for all the many environmental, ecological, economic, 
public health and other reasons that have been identified.  The Council has a duty of care 
for the Green Belt, in accordance with the London Plan and the NPPF, and any intentions to 
release parts of it should be taken out of the local plan.
The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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Dear Enfield Council

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

While I fully  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. We MUST protected and preserve our Green Belt  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 Road Watch 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 master planned 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 master planned so that areas closest to
public transport can be released for mixed use development, while other areas can be intensified
through stacking or better land-use, with no loss of employment.

Question 3 –

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

b) The Council should explore the development opportunities offered by possible increased
service on the Liverpool Street – Cheshunt line, which would allow some development and
improvements on suitable sites at Southbury and Turkey Street Stations, in addition to
Edmonton Green. It should also explore the possibility of reinstating the Carterhatch Lane
Station on this line between Southbury and Turkey Street, to permit some development in that
area.
c) The Local Plan revision should not be used as a reason to release Green Belt. It is unnecessary.
d) Please see my response to Q2.
e) The suggested options will definitely contribute to the accommodation of Enfield’s growing
population. However, these options need to be combined with creative master planning 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 including wildlife and possibly protected 
wildlife.

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.

Regards





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
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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.

Footnote:
The Green belt and especially Crews Hill and its garden centres are unique not just to 
the UK but in Europe, people come in their thousands every year to visit the area and 
love the surrounding green spaces. They come from miles away especially to spend 
time here as it has a wonderful atmosphere. There are some beautiful walks through our 
footpaths and you wouldn't think that you are in London. 
In this time of increasing mental health problems we should be preserving areas like this 
as it's been proved that spending time in our fields, parks and woodlands, seeing wildlife 
lifts the depression that affects so many people. To look out of my kitchen window and 
see trees and green with loads of birds flitting about is very calming and peaceful.
We have so many species here including raptors such as red kites and buzzards which 
wouldn't be here if it was turned into a giant housing estate. There are Fallow and 
muntjac deer, the occasional (now rare) hedgehog, foxes, pheasant & partridge to name 
just a few of the species we see. 
As for the plans to move the incinerator from brimsdown to crews Hill and to create 
another exit from the M25 through here is an absolutely disgusting. 
Please stop this mindless building plan. 



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.

Footnote:
Please don't turn the best part of Enfield into a concrete jungle. I moved out of Edmonton 
to here and have been very happy, I am now in my 70's and would hate to see this lovely 
area spoiled like so many other parts of the Borough. Cramming more people in on every 
available space isn't the answer. 



Dear Enfield Council

Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation

I strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes, the  the
Green Belt is a precious resource that should be protected and preserved for future
generations.  The intention of keeping the green belt are not just to make housing developers
live difficult but they are long standing agreements that are there to protect us and our
children’s futures. It is clearly an important contract that we must honour and there is NO good
argument to break this contract and use green belt land no matter how small a patch of land
may seem.

By building on this land you are not only destroying natural green spaces but you are increasing
the pollution to these sites by building road infrastructure, creating commuting Centre’s and
encouraging the mass daily mass movement of people to other centres of employment such as
the centre of London.
This will be devastating for the surrounding area.

I am personally concerned that areas in and around Oakwood that have been singled out for
release from the Green Belt.  As seen from the already agreed plans to develop on Trent Park –
the amount disruption and loss of public accessible land is really starting to illustrate the loss and
damage to an existing green space that would be magnified by using green space land..

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.

I would like to point out that the link  https://enfieldlocalplan.commonplace.is/about contain
references that are void and broken.   I detail the broken reference links below. Surely not
providing relevant information for the consultation is a violation of the consultancy and the
council should fix these sources of information and allow an extension to the deadline?

Broken links and failed information sharing:
· Core Strategy (2010)
· Development Management Plan (2014)
· North Circular Road Area Action Plan (2014)
· North East Enfield Area Action Plan (2016)
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https://enfieldlocalplan.commonplace.is/about
https://new.enfield.gov.uk/services/planning/planning-policy/area-action-plans/planning-policy-information-the-enfield-plan-core-strategy-november-2010.pdf
https://new.enfield.gov.uk/services/environment/greenery/tree-protection-and-planning/trees---information---development-management-document.pdf
https://new.enfield.gov.uk/services/planning/planning-policy/area-action-plans/planning-policy-information-north-circular-area-action-plan-october-2014.pdf
https://new.enfield.gov.uk/services/planning/planning-policy/area-action-plans/#4


The comments provided in this response to the 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
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
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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!

I BELIEVE YOU SHOULD CONSIDER MY GENERATION AND RETAIN ENFIELD
GREEN BELT AND OPEN SPACES.



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.

SAVE ENFIELD'S GREEN BELT
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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.

http://www.avg.com/email-signature?utm_medium=email&utm_source=link&utm_campaign=sig-email&utm_content=webmail


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.
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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.

http://www.avg.com/email-signature?utm_medium=email&utm_source=link&utm_campaign=sig-email&utm_content=webmail


Dear Enfield Council

I would also like to add the following comment regarding building in Crees Hill.  The 
nursery area is a valuable local resource which I visit regularly with my elderly mother . 
 Please do not build on Crews Hill. 

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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Consultation on the Draft New Local Plan 2036

Thank you for your response.

Your comments will be considered when consultation on the Draft New Local Plan

2036 ends on 28th February 2019. 

A summary of all consultation responses and the Council's response to comments 
will be made available and published on the Council's website in due course.

If you would like to be added to the Local Plan database and be notified of the next 
stages of the Local Plan documents, please email localplan@enfield.gov.uk

mailto:localplan@enfield.gov.uk


SAVE ENFIELD'S GREEN BELT
Dear Enfield Council

Re. Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation

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

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

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

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

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

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



land-use, with no loss of employment.

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

b) The Council should explore the development opportunities offered by
possible increased service on the Liverpool Street – Cheshunt line, which
would allow some development and improvements on suitable sites at
Southbury and Turkey Street Stations, in addition to Edmonton Green. It
should also explore the possibility of reinstating the Carterhatch Lane
Station on this line between Southbury and Turkey Street, to permit some
development in that area.
c) The Local Plan revision should not be used as a reason to release Green
Belt. It is 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://public.govdelivery.com/accounts/UKENFIELD/subscriber/new?preferences=true
https://www.facebook.com/pages/Enfield-Council/252946378095154
https://twitter.com/EnfieldCouncil
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I support  by far the majority of proposals and aspirations set out in this very 
comprehensive and lengthy document, with special emphasis on the need to develop 
inward investment and to revitalise town centres, especially as attractive evening venues, 
with priority given to Enfield Town.  However, despite the repeated declaration to protect 
the Green Belt, there is no justification for potentially nibbling away smaller areas of 
Green Belt land for housing development when it has been proven that there is adequate 
Brownfield sites to meet the anticipated housing requirement set out in the Plan.

My objection includes any possible housing development at Crews Hill.   There are 
numerous unauthorised businesses and uses which the Council has failed to tackle for 
decades.  But any release of land for housing in this area would open the floodgates and 
result in a majority of executive type houses, as in Hammondstreet Road, West Cheshunt. 
 Crews Hill is a major road commuter route and a bypass for M25 traffic whenever there is 
a problem between junctions 24 and 25.   The road system in this part of north Enfield 
could not sustain a large increase in traffic which would add to air pollution, and 
exacerbate the congestion problem around Bullsmoor Lane, the A10 and Junction 25 of the 
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. I am a
resident of Enfield and have been for some 20 years. The reason we moved to Enfield
all those years ago from the inner London Boroughs where we had lived until then was
because of the access to the green spaces provided by the Green Belt in Enfield.

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.

The comments below are my response to this consultation and they are my own views.

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 master planned 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.

Enfield’s Strategic Industrial Locations [SIL[ need to be master planned so that
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4. 
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 master planning of several large sites, including the Southbury/A10
corridor, Brimsdown and Edmonton Green and its surrounds, and more estate
regeneration, all in conjunction with transportation upgrades. All these
solutions together will not only provide good homes for the borough’s residents,
but will create new vibrant communities and improvements in deprived areas.
THERE IS NO NEED TO BUILD ON THE GREEN BELT!

Question 4
a. Yes!

b. The options are not clear, but I would support a policy that values and protects
Enfield’s heritage and culture.

c. 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.

I also look forward to the London Borough of Enfield listening to the views of the
residents who actually live in the Borough. There appear to have been a number of
recent consultations where this appears to be not the case and the views expressed



have been ignored.



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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

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

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

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

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



I have been looking into the Local Plan for Enfield, and had a couple of questions, if you 
don't mind. Some related to the Parking/Transport section of the plan, some just generally 
for you.

- I have an annual parking season ticket which allows me to park daily in Fords Grove car
park. Could you remind me which other car parks in the borough does this season ticket
allow me to park in at all controlled times?
- The concrete blocks are still there, is the height barrier expected to be fixed soon?
- I live at 1C Queens Avenue N21 3JE, I do not currently have a parking permit as I was
told I am not entitled to one, is there an appeal process or application process to see if one
might be issued for me?

- There is already quite a serious lack of on-street parking in Winchmore Hill, and
especially with 3 huge schools nearby the nearby streets are chaos on a daily basis so Fords
Grove is essential both for local residents and for people picking up kids from these
schools - as it's the only public car park in Winchmore Hill, I would be very worried about
there being any threat to the continued existence of the Fords Grove car park - I read
something in the Local Plan about the redevelopment or all surface parking car parks (or
was that just the bits in Enfield Town Centre? Is there any threat to the continued existence
of the Fords Grove car park in the 2036 Local Plan, i.e. in the next 15 years? I dread to
think of the chaos of what this area would be like without it.

- Are there plans to transfer rail services on the Winchmore Hill (Hertford Loop Line) to
London Overground and increase frequency and reliability? The service is absolutely
diabolical and overcrowded and spectacularly unreliable. Even with the new trains.

Thank you very much all, 

I refer to your email dated the 28 December concerning the above site.

Concrete blocks have been installed to prevent unauthorised access from travellers over 
Christmas whilst the height barrier is rebuilt after it was hit by a large vehicle. Once a 
new height barrier has been installed the concrete blocks will be removed.
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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 Stations, in addition to Edmonton
Green. It should also explore the possibility of reinstating the Carterhatch Lane Station on this line
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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 council members,
I feel very strongly that properly affordable housing for buying or rental needs to be 
provided for those who need or want it but I also believe that Enfield Council could use 
brownfield sites and unused land to build on before green belt is used.
It also seems that whatever is built it is always very expensive, very little for rent and out of 
the reach of a lot of buyers.
I have not seen proper justification for the use of this land or plans for proper 
infrastructure to support the large number of new residents i.e. schools, doctors etc as 
current facilities are greatly overstretched as you well know.
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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  we support housing development and support the ambition to meet Enfield’s 
housing needs, we
strongly object to the proposal to release Green Belt for housing or other purposes. 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.
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.
 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]. We
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 our own views.
Regards
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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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loss, or damage which may be caused by viruses.

***********************************************************************************

 



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. 

f
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Dear Enfield Council

Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation

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

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

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

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

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

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

Re. Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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.

I am also concerned that this will set a precedent and building on other Green Belt land 
will follow.

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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Hi,

Firstly apologies but I am intending to send a separate email for each section and some could be
long.   However I will reference all my comments with the relevant details in the plan.  I am using my
personal email account but this is from me as a Councillor as well as a resident.

Introduction
1.1.1 - Housing growth not kept up with demand - if Meridian Water had been started and small sites
completed on time this would have gone a long way towards keeping up with demand.  Also my
economics teacher always said it is demand and supply so would you ever be able to keep up with
the demand?

1.1.3 - 'this is growth which really delivers what local people want (not what - typo in report) and need'
- so will you listen to residents if they say don't use Green Belt land?

Blue box bottom of page 9 - 'The London Plan ..... good growth is not about supporting growth at any
cost'  I know there are various numbers as to how many new homes are required but has there been
any studies into exactly how many of them need to be affordable or are we just making an arbitrary
(and political) judgement that a certain % needs to be affordable.

general comment - are we looking to house Enfield residents ie those in temporary accommodation
etc or are we looking to house people wanting to move to Enfield for whatever reason i.e. bigger
property?

1.5.3 Mayor has said he doesn't want building on Green Belt land so are you looking to set yourself
up against him?

1.9.2 - no mention of trains to Moorgate.  Who knows if Crossrail 2 will get go ahead and, if so, when
this will be.

1.10.2 - 50% of wards among 20% most deprived.  I've heard this given out at elections over many
years now.  Why has nothing been done about it yet?  When I lived in Edmonton I sat in on Edmonton
Masterplan meetings and others and although good things came out of them nothing was ever done.

1.10.3 - There are lots of children (and adults) who don't have aspirations and don't get them from
politicians or schools. 

Page 22 - Will there ever be sufficient new housing to address needs?  Bit like new roads, they get
built, they fill up with traffic and more new roads get proposed. 
Higher wage jobs - this is linked to schools and education and aspirations.

1.11.1 - 'does not destroy the existing positive aspects of the borough' - this would include the Green
Belt which, to be honest is not just Enfield's but should also be looked at as London's green lung.

1.11.2 - 'genuinely commit to deliver sufficient new housing....' - don't just commit to deliver, actually
deliver.
'diversify the local economy to provide better paid jobs' - this is linked to education, aspirations of
children and their parents and helping locals to apply for jobs.

'Maximise Enfield...' - what does this mean.  Seems like jargon to me.

'preserve statutorily recognised character areas.....' - there are a number of these in the east of the
borough that are neglected and get forgotten.

Table 1.1 - 'The plan should be deliverable over its period' - given Enfield's record to date this won't
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be easy.



Hi,

Firstly apologies but I am intending to send a separate email for each section and some could be
long.   However I will reference all my comments with the relevant details in the plan.  I am using my
personal email account but this is from me as a Councillor as well as a resident.

Section 2

2.1.2 - I haven't seen any evidence over many years now that the Council is committed to reducing
discrepancies in life expectancy or poverty rankings.  Would love this to happen though.

2.1.4 - 'average... 550 dwellings a year since 2010'  nothing like that in recent years.

2.1.7 - main area for family homes is Meridian Water.  Other areas have flats planned mainly unless
you are counting them as family homes.

2.2.1 - spelling 'gage' should be gauge
lack of ...health care....  - these need to be managed within planning and Section 106.

2.2.2 - some support for low density in Green Belt - these would not be affordable family homes.

2.2.3 - don't need all of Green Belt to be open countryside.

2.2.4 - people may be in support of Crossrail 2 but it is hardly likely to be in place any time soon.

2.2.6 - this plan won't come into place for a couple of years so plenty of time for inappropriate
development by companies who want to get in quick.

2.4.1 - glad to hear brownfield sites looked at first.  Now need to plan for this.

2.4.2 - Which large sites in particular?

Red box page 33 - how define underutilised?  Some car parks are full most of the time but if they are
empty at night does this make them underutilised?
Exploit opportunities around transport corridors such as A10 and A406 - need to look urgently at
traffic flow and if ULEZ comes into force along A406 this will make pollution worse.

Draft vision page 35 - 'thriving neighbourhoods.......' I know this is a policy document but what does
this mean?
Real need to look at schools in east of borough so that quality is raised.
'Council will deliver on several key regeneration schemes'  - about time to really as they've been
talked about for years.
'New transport infrastructure.....' need to include public transport and walking.

Objective 1 - what type of affordable homes - rent/sale?
'possibility of substitution of SIL' - if allowed to

Objective 4 second bullet point - need to include public transport and walking.

2.7.4 - are these in any particular order?

2.8.4 - Angel Edmonton and Palmers Green - not so accessible to tube

2.8.6 - new development complements area - this should also be part of Heritage Strategy.
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2.8.7 - second bullet point - can put extra pressure on existing infrastructure though.
last bullet point - depends what type of premises
2.8.8 - not just noise and vibration but also smells

figure 2.4 - where is this?

2.9.1 - need to look at pollution from vehicles and also the existing junction layout, timings of lights 
etc.

2.10 - estate renewal - yes new homes but aren't they going to existing tenants who were there 
before?

2.11.1 - still need to protect green areas in the Easter Corridor.

2.11.5 - at last mention of walking and public transport

2.11.6 - SIL substitution - might not be allowed to

Page 49 - What are benefits - first bullet point - is the present rail infrastructure up to it
third bullet point - how can you have safe routes to Lee Valley?
fourth bullet point - makes an assumption that people work nearby

figure 2.13 - looks lovely but these are not affordable housing.

2.12.2 - yes Crews Hill station is nearby but this won't reduce reliance on private car as people will 
need schools, shops, GP etc.

2.12.3 - there does seem to be mixed messages in this document.  Look to build on Green belt 
versus protect existing northern urban edge from sprawl.

2.12.4 - and look at brownfield sites also

What are the benefits - third bullet point - shouldn't just take easiest option
fourth bullet point - Crews Hill won't give affordable housing

What are the challenges - new infrastructure - how big a site are you looking at in order to 
accommodate all of this and how many houses to make it worthwhile?

2.13.1 and 2.13.3- Crossrail may be later than early 2030s and this plan only goers up to 2036.

2.13.2 - what road from New Southgate - A406?

2.13.5 - 40,000+ new homes - over what timescale, what land released?  'much of land currently 
designated as SIL' - which you can't build on

2.13.6 - the new London Plan does not make strategic policy provision for Crossrail 2 to happen and 
that goes up to 2041 but it features heavily in Enfield's Local Plan which is planned to go up to 2036.

2.14.1 - will there need to be loss of housing for this to happen?

2.15.3 - nothing to stop developers putting in applications now and getting them through before this 
plan comes into force.



 



Firstly apologies but I am intending to send a separate email for each section and some could be 
long.   However I will reference all my comments with the relevant details in the plan.  I am using my 
personal email account but this is from me as a Councillor as well as a resident.

Section 3

3.1.3 - and existence of railways in east shaped housing along with digging out of reservoirs. 

3.1.6 - Agree.  Heritage should include what was there.

3.1.9, 3.1.10, 3.1.11 - all agree

3.2.2 5th bullet point and 7th bullet point- why can't some be mentioned in Open House

3.5.3 - please make sure future ones do and are better sited.

Page 71 - blue bubble - Please take heed of London Plan need to identify views and protect them.

Section 4

4.1.4 - significant contribution also extends to other parts of London

D1(a) - good to hear

D2(a) - good to hear
Crossover bullet point - haven't seen much success of these being refused.
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Firstly apologies but I am intending to send a separate email for each section and some could be
long.   However I will reference all my comments with the relevant details in the plan.  I am using my
personal email account but this is from me as a Councillor as well as a resident.

Section 5

5.1.2 - not sure how mix gypsy and traveller accommodation if they wish to stay in vans etc.

5.3.2 - do we know exactly how much affordable housing we need.  Will building more than local
residents need just bring more people in from outside borough and increase pressure. 

Blue box page 93 - no reason to increase unless we are sure it is necessary.

5.4.1 - does this not slightly negate the affordable element if under 10 homes.

5.4.2 - great proposal - need to get it delivered.

5.4.3 - this says won't deliver significant portion of housing needed but 5.4.2 says it will deliver over
half.  I think over half is a significant portion.

5.5.2 - 47.3% of what?

H4 (d) - how can you design something that responds to changing needs over time.  Might want flat
and no garden when young, more bedrooms and garden when have family and only one level when
older.

figure 5.11 - where is this and why is it mainly a look at people watching tennis on a big screen.

5.7.3 - has this register been publicised

5.8.1 - not just a shortage of accommodation but need to factor in that this isn't always any or much
cheaper and also cost of moving etc not just monetary but also moving away from friends, support
etc.

Section 6

6.2.3 - no comparison, just gives Enfield figures.

6.5.2 - 'Enfield has deprived.... then says 'whilst this is an improvement'   Which is it.

6.5.3 - this should be publicised more as it's a big reduction.  More needs to be done though.  More
aspirations for people and better education particularly in east of borough.  And not just assumption
that people should be on benefits.

6.5.4 - would be good to know spread of ages.  Just saying over 16s leaves a wide spread.  Could be
over 75s who might not have had access to education etc.

6.7.3 - needs to be sooner than next 20 years.

Section 7

7.1.2 - interesting as when we raised this in council in Opposition Priority Business we were told not
to put so much emphasis on Enfield Town.
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Table 7.1 - Lancaster Road shops don't seem to be in it.  Might be others but I know that one. 

7.2.4 'pass'  should be past

figure 7.3 - doesn't show active streetscene - no people anywhere as far as I can see.

7.2.8 - cinema is out of Enfield Town.  Public toilets are not open after the shops close.

TC2 - Housing in town centres - need to ensure Enfield Town conservation area is kept.

Page 136 - surplus car parks - what is a surplus car park?  one that isn't used at night but full during 
day?

7.3.1 - pop up shops would be good but owners don't always want them there temporarily.

7.4.8 - conservation areas and ducts etc - definite problem.

Page 141 - Enfield Town - aren't there enough places in the town itself without having more.  If 
Library café could have opened sooner this would have helped.



Firstly apologies but I am intending to send a separate email for each section and some could be
long.   However I will reference all my comments with the relevant details in the plan.  I am using my
personal email account but this is from me as a Councillor as well as a resident.

Section 8

8.1.11 - money must be spent as soon as possible after receiving it and not left lying around.

8.1.15 - what services are there for housebound either in own home or nursing homes etc.

8.1.24 - what are the areas next to Chase Farm hospital and opposite David Lloyd on Carterhatch
Road then?

8.2.7 - not just numbers of shops but offers that they have to entice school children in particular.

8.3.1 - not just accessible but people wanting to go and not just thinking they are elitist.

Section 9

9.2.2 - pocket parks are better than no park

9.3.3 - agree with this

9.3.4 - this does seem to be playing with words really.

9.3.5 - will look forward to exceptional circumstances having been fully evidences and justified.

9.3.6 - Spurs development was and is not sensitive to Green Belt.

9.3.8 - Sentence starting 'only if it has been'  doesn't seem to tie in with 'there are already strong.....' 
Mixed messages are being given.

9.5.5 - agree

9.6.1  - please can all measurements be imperial and not metric.  How many people are aware of this
high number and where they are?

Section 10
10.1.2 - you don't need a walking network!

10.2.5 - more countdown displays at bus stops would help people know if it is worth waiting for a bus
or walking if they are able.

10.2.6 - this has been in the pipeline for years.  Too many times problems happen at rush hour when
there is pressure on system.

10.2.8 - not coming in for years yet (or ever)

Blue box page 181 - Angel Road is closing in May but I was told Meridian Water not opening until
Autumn.  Has this changed?

10.2.11 - need to explain what NGAP is.
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10.2.12 - previous upgrades to A406 took over 20 years to come to fruition and caused major
problems in the area.  Worried about loss of housing and open spaces.

T1 - 'natural choice for longer trips' - and shorter trips if unable to cycle or walk.

(e) - why do you need walking networks?

10.3.6 - barriers caused by people trying to get off buses and dodge cyclists who don't stop for them
or getting on buses across cycle paths.

10.4.1 - if people are driving or travelling as passenger in a van it might be because they need it for
their work i.e. plumber etc.

10.4.2 - Cycle Enfield does not encourage people to choose to walk.T3 - facilitate walking - why do
you need to facilitate walking

(e) - walkways need to be segregated and not just shared.

Section 11
11.3.2 - interesting fact about domestic carbon dioxide.

11.3.4 - 11.3.2 quotes 5.4% but says biggest contributor domestic carbon dioxide.  This seems at
odds with 11.3.4

11.3.6 - pollutants decreases with increases in heights and density of buildings - ensure planning take
account of this.

11.3.8 - not everyone can or wants to cycle.  Not sure pollution is key factor preventing residents
walking (and that should read wanting to walk and cycle more not wanting to walking and cycling
more).  Last sentence re concentrations of pollutants inside a car needs following up and more
studies.

11.3.9 - its 150 minutes a week not a day.  Diabetes can be controlled and go into remission.

11.3.11 - so carbon emissions lowered before Cycle Enfield.

11.4.1 - need to get more recycling in flats and commercial premises

11.4.2 - Energetik can't really function well without all the houses in  Meridian Water being built and
this won't be for years.  Already some residents say they don't want this forced on them as it is a
monopoly.  Proposed development in Southgate said it was too expensive for them to consider.

11.4.5 - this could be used to power Meridian Water.
11.4.10 - need to do something about driving up recycling rates particularly in flats and commercial
premises.

11.4.13 - how can you ensure local jobs go to local people when they are created.

11.4.14 - I don't believe the grant did anything to improve walking in the borough.

11.4.15 - so biggest increase was in walking but money put into cycling.   Last few sentences depend
on what questions were asked and how they were phrased.

SUS3 (c) - what does this mean.

(I) last bullet point - how can you ensure benefits for local residents and not just people moving into
borough.

11.5.10 - this is important when giving permission for dropped kerbs



Figure 11.8 - how does this make area more pedestrian friendly?



Awful and shocking news that we might be losing such a wonderful garden centre. The worst part is that it 
could be replaced by housing. No no no no no.

The garden centre is a hub for locals who want to better their gardens and living spaces for the wildlife and 
human life. It is too important to lose. Build elsewhere; on existing crappy plots. NOT by taking away pleasure 
from the thousands of customers.

Shame on whoever thought of this awful idea.
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Dear Councillors,

These are my views in response to the consultation about the local plan.

I, and my family, don’t like seeing all the housing development in Enfield, stretching local resources and 
services, causing congestion and damaging the environment, particularly if it means that previously green or 
green belt spaces are used for this development.

I am also horrified to learn that the garden centres at Crews Hill are at risk of being closed for housing 
development.  They are very much part of the facility and services that I, and the people of Enfield, enjoy. They 
are also providing employment and enterprise which contribute to the economy and development of Enfield.  In 
their own way, the support they provide to Enfield residents to develop planting, flowers, trees etc to the area is 
a valuable contribution the the natural environment which otherwise is diminished by housing development.

Rubbish collecting and recycling in Enfield already seems stretched and the environment is already polluted by 
the amount of traffic flowing within and through Enfield.  This would suffer through increased housing and 
housing density.  Furthermore, and most importantly any loss of green belt space will (a) mean less de-polluting 
benefit from green space  and (b) more pollution from the greater population and transport density.

I think the Council should be looking to protect the environment and well-being of the existing residents and 
council tax payers of Enfield against central government pressures to increase our housing density with its 
incumbent consequences of reducing our quality of life, services and environment. 
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Glad you had this opportunity.

REACT raised a lot of issues at our general meeting which we hope will be reflected in the
consultation. Furthermore, on behalf of the 3000+ residents in our catchment area, here
below are comments and views from residents.

We strongly believe Heritage should not be only about bricks and mortar but also
have a crucial influence on this local plan in the eastern part of the borough,
especially the Meridian Water development.
Heritage must not create a divide in the borough but should play a strong part in
every planned building development to ensure quality new build.
The Local plan should include Living Landscape  which embraces Open space, parks
and Waterways 
The Local plan should also reflect input from the Police on architectural design
layout as we already suffer from high criminal recurrence boosted by blind alleyways
and poor street and estate designs.
Local plan should recognise the explosive  population influx which has created more
problems and any new development must take on board the effect more housing
development will create on existing services.
Local Plan and NHS, Doctors surgeries must be on top of the agenda as the only
Local hospital is currently overwhelmed and cannot cope. It is at breaking point.
Schools and the location must be well dispersed to alleviate traffic buildup on one
side of A406/Meridian Water.
Local plan should encourage designs which enables independent retail providers to
co exist with Superstores as we have a proliferation of junk shops and fast food
outlets instead.
Local plan on street lighting should be more ecological and economical for safety
and enabling outdoor pursuits which is not currently the case
Local plan should take note of existing road infrastructure, which are poorly
designed needing urgent review e.g Pickets Lock, Meridian Road/Mollison, Ardra
Road, Lea Valley back roads.
Local plan should put measures in place to revisit groups such as REACT with
proposals on meeting non vehicular routes and foot paths for the wider community
which is not meeting the needs of such targets. e.g, Mollison Avenue, Watermead
Way, Ardra Road, Argon Way, Sewardstone, Herbet Way, New Road, A406  etc.
We live with the unhealthy damage to our well-being in relation to pollution and by
narrowing the roads increases more pollution which has dangerous long-term
impact on health and community well-being.
Local plan with regards to the Green belt continuously  encroaching on the eastern
part of the borough is a policy seemingly bent on treating this part of the borough as
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the area to dump more densely populated schemes. REACT opposes this policy as
there is enough green belt on the affluent areas to be explored  giving the
conclusion that we are being discriminated and ignored on policies/plans which
affects our well being.
Local plan should reflect the high percentage of businesses on this part of the
borough which we does not benefit the community in terms of ploughed back
levy/goodwill/interest in sustainability. We ask that the CIL is demonstrably
ploughed back to our community.
Local plan should regenerate and invest in improving the existing community and
buildings so that there is a seamless disparity between the new and the old which is
not the case as we have been neglected by the council.

We ask that the policy makers for this consultation revisit REACT following final decision 
after completion of the consultation and the plans earmarked for future Local plan.

May we updates as and when it made available.

Thank you very much for the meeting last night and giving us such a long time with the group. 
We found it very helpful to hear everyone’s comments and really hope that people will follow 
through with written representations. 

I was also so pleased to meet ‘the poet’, so thank you for introducing me.

We look forward to receiving REACT’s representations and do let me know if there are any 
questions in the meantime.



https://public.govdelivery.com/accounts/UKENFIELD/subscriber/new?preferences=true
https://www.facebook.com/pages/Enfield-Council/252946378095154
https://twitter.com/EnfieldCouncil
http://www.enfield.gov.uk/




Noooo disgusting what is going on ?

715



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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Hope I am doing this right
I have already signed the Petition
I am also trying to include my parents. As they also think it is 
disgusting and terrible what they are trying to do I hope this is right
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
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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. � :U,,-,,L -{� � f",_._,, ,,,. u. "f iJk,Jl, 4A t''�/1 � l �
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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 p,roduction. 

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 moved to Enfield just 12 years ago because I love living so close to the countryside and 
the garden centres. I walk through Hillyfields and up through Crews Hill almost every day, 
and the proposed housing will completely change the area - for the worse. 

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

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 Sirs,
It is a tragedy that our beautiful countryside is being hijacked to build homes for an out of control civilisation. 
Perhaps it would be better if councils and the government stopped paying benefits to people who can’t keep 
their legs together or keep their fatherhood in their trousers.
Someone has to make a stand and start the ball rolling or Great Britain will become a filthy concrete jungle. 
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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 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
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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 provid�d in this response to the consultation are my own views. 
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Dear Enfield Council 

Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options Consultation 

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

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

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

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

resource that should be protected and preserved for future generations. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

upgrades. 

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

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

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

should be taken out of the local plan. 

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

Response to the Local Plan Issues and Options 
Consultation

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

I am hugely disappointed that you should be proposing to build 
on Enfield's Green Belt. While I understand the need for 
housing development I believe that there are alternatives 
available to meet housing targets and that the Green Belt is a 
'jewel' that is enormously important for the residents of Enfield. 
For my family making the choice to live in Enfield was strongly 
influenced by its connection and we regularly take advantage 
of the exit routes from Enfield via the excellent path network to 
experience the countryside at first hand.

Development in the Green Belt is likely to follow the example 
of that at Trent Park where only those with high incomes will 
be able to afford the homes being built. The need for new 
homes is most obvious among the young who require
'affordable housing'. A progressive authority needs to target 
meeting the needs of these people, not allow more 
developments that only enhance the wealthy. There must be a 
drive to release brownfield sites that are close to transport 
links since the car free model is one that the young are 
recognising is the way forward in dealing with the pollution 
problems of air quality and Climate Change. Such sites have 
been publicised in the 'Space to Build' document
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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 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. Therefore, why 
would you not use this land?

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.

We need to protect the future for our children.

The comments provided in this response to the consultation are my own views.
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It would be a travesty to develop the area for housing. It is renowned for its association with landscaping.

I have been patronising the businesses on Crews Hill for 30 years, and they play a large part in the successful 
management of my business.

I’m sure that there is abundant land available for housing, which doesn’t involve the destruction of important 
existing businesses. Please reconsider this decision.
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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
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to provide certainty over the next 15 to 20 years. Another boundary review should not be
needed until 2028 at the earliest.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

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

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

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

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



To whom it may concern

I have lived in Enfield for 25 years and my previous daily commute took me through Crews
Hill - not at the times it was used by visitors.  However, I always appreciated this facility on
my doorstep and have been a regular visitor to the many garden centres over the years.  Even
before I came to Enfield I had read about Crews Hill in many Homes and Gardens magazines
as a destination to visit.  The area continues to thrive.  I was there last week - on a weekday
(in February) and was reassured by the number of people visiting (and purchasing!).  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.

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.

Enfield’s ambitious housing targets can be accommodated on brownfield sites.  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 whole area of Crews Hill is a gem in the borough of Enfield and in my opinion 
should be preserved and enhanced.

I hope you will take my comments on board.
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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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