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Introduction

1. This Topic Paper has been prepared by LBE, in response to the Local Plan Inspector’s
Preliminary Questions (issued to the Council on 6" September 2024). Specifically, under
the heading of “Duty to Cooperate and General Conformity with the London Plan”, the
Inspector has asked:

PQ5. Could the Council confirm that the Plan and each specific policy is in general
conformity with the London Plan? Where any policy is not considered to be in general
conformity with the London Plan can the Council explain why and what is being done to
address it (this could be presented as a separate ‘Conformity Topic Paper’)?

A separate SoCG with the GLA is also produced.
2. The purpose of this Topic Paper is to:

o Set out LBE’s understanding of the GLA’s position in relation to general conformity
matters;

e Set out the Council’s position in relation to general conformity matters;

¢ Confirm that subject to some main modifications (as agreed with the GLA), the ELP
and its policies will be in general conformity with the London Plan in respect of Tall
Buildings;

e Explain that whilst the GLA and LBE disagree over whether the necessary
exceptional circumstances for Green Belt release have been demonstrated, LBE
consider this to be a soundness matter, and not a general conformity matter.

e Explain that even if deemed to be a general conformity matter, the issue of general
conformity would fall away if the Local Plan Inspector agrees that the necessary
exceptional circumstances for Green Belt development have been demonstrated
(because the ELP would in such circumstances be in conformity with London Plan
Policy G2).

Background and Context

3. Section 24(1)(b) of the 2004 Act requires development plan documents to be in general
conformity with the spatial development strategy for the area, which in this case is the
London Plan published on 2nd March 2021.

4. The approach to the phrase “general conformity” was considered by the Court of Appeal
in Persimmon Homes (Thames Valley) Ltd v Stevenage [2006] 1 WLR 334. This set out
the following principles:

e The question whether there is general conformity between plans is a matter of
degree and of planning judgment [22].

e The practicalities of planning control, like the long lead times for the implementation
of planning policies, militate in favour of a looser rather than a tighter approach to the
meaning of the phase [25].

e The adjective “general” is to introduce a degree of flexibility [26].



The true construction may allow considerable room for manoeuvre within the local
plan in the measures taken to reflect the [strategic] policy so as to meet the various
and changing contingencies that can arise [28].

Measures may be properly introduced into a local plan to reflect the fact that some
aspect of the [strategic] plan is itself to be subject to review [28].

The word “general” is likely to have been put in to make it clear that, to a degree, the
need for conformity may be balanced against the need for the local plan to take
account of and explain the circumstances in which the strategic policy will be given
effect.

The question whether local plan is in general conformity with the strategic plan is
likely to admit of more than one reasonable answer, all of them consistent with the
proper construction of the statute and of the relevant documents [29].

The phrase leaves some scope for flexibility and event for some conflict [71].

The local plan must give effect to the main policies set out in the structure plan, and
must do so in a way which does not contradict or subvert their achievement [71].

In R (0oao DLA Delivery Ltd) v Lewes DC [2017] EWCA 58, the Court of Appeal noted,
in respect of a neighbourhood plan, that housing allocations in such a plan which
does not coincide or even overlap with the period of an adopted local plan cannot
logically be said to lack general conformity [24]. The NPPF policy requiring an NP to
be in general conformity with a local plan is to prevent the mischief of a
neighbourhood development plan frustrating the strategy of an up to date local plan
[26]

In R (Bewley) v Waverley Borough Council [2018] PTSR 423 (also dealing with
neighbourhood plan general conformity), it was indicated the consideration of general
conformity was against the plan as a whole [37];

The interpretation of policy, whether national or in a statutory development plan, is a
question of law: R (oao Lochailort Investments Limited) v Mendip District Council
[2020] EWCA 1259 [54].

In determining the conformity of a proposed development with a local plan the focus is
on the plan’s detailed policies for the development and use of land in the area. The

supporting text consists of descriptive and explanatory matter in respect of the policies
and/or a reasoned justification of the policies. It is not itself a policy or part of a policy

and it does not have the force of policy and it cannot trump the policy: R (oao Cherkley v

Mole Valley District Council [2014] EWCA 567 [16].

The PPG indicates, in the context of neighbourhood planning, relevant issues in the
context of the question of “general conformity”. It states:

“What is meant by ‘general conformity’?

When considering whether a policy is in general conformity a qualifying body,
independent examiner, or local planning authority, should consider the following:

o whether the neighbourhood plan policy or development proposal supports
and upholds the general principle that the strategic policy is concerned wit



the degree, if any, of conflict between the draft neighbourhood plan policy or
development proposal and the strategic policy

whether the draft neighbourhood plan policy or development proposal
provides an additional level of detail and/or a distinct local approach to that
set out in the strategic policy without undermining that policy

the rationale for the approach taken in the draft neighbourhood plan or Order
and the evidence to justify that approach (Para. 074 Reference ID: 41-074-
20140306)

Where neighbourhood planning bodies intend to exceed their housing
requirement figure, proactive engagement with their local planning authority
can help to assess whether the scale of additional housing numbers is
considered to be in general conformity with the strategic policies. For
example, whether the scale of proposed increase has a detrimental impact on
the strategic spatial strategy, or whether sufficient infrastructure is proposed
to support the scale of development and whether it has a realistic prospect of
being delivered in accordance with development plan policies on viability.
(para.103 Reference ID: 41-103-20190509).”

7. When publishing the proposed submission ELP for consultation (Regulation 19), the
London Borough of Enfield (LBE) requested that the Mayor’s formal opinion on whether
the ELP is in general conformity with the London Plan. The Greater London Authority
(GLA), on behalf of the Mayor, provided their response to the Regulation 19 ELP
consultation by letter dated 10th May 2024 (attached for ease of reference at Appendix

1),

8. The GLAresponse advised —

“As currently written, it is the Mayor’s opinion that the draft Local Plan is not in general
conformity with the LP2021 in relation to Green Belt and tall buildings.”

9. Whilst the GLA raise other points in relation to the ELP policies and allocations, there are
just two areas where they consider the ELP to be not in general conformity with the
London Plan1. That is, in relation to:

Tall Buildings - The GLA expressed concerns that the current drafting of the
Tall Buildings Policy includes exceptions that are too broad, potentially
undermining the policy’s intent; and

Green Belt - The GLA contends that the Borough has not demonstrated the
exceptional circumstances required under London Plan Policy G2 to justify
Green Belt release.

1 See SoCG



Tall Buildings

10. Chapter 7 of the ELP addresses Design and Character. ELP Policy DEG6: Tall Buildings

11.

and the related figures and inset maps at ELP Appendix D, set out the LBE approach to
Tall Buildings.

The GLA acknowledges that the ELP identifies 58 individual locations deemed suitable
for tall buildings, with each location assigned an appropriate height limit that complies
with London Plan 2021 Policy D9, Part B2. However, the GLA has raised several issues
with the ELP approach to Tall Buildings, which are summarised below:

Inconsistent Definitions of Tall Buildings - The GLA suggest that there is inconsistency in
the definitions of tall buildings across the borough, with no clear rationale for different
height definitions in specific areas.

In response, LBE propose a modification to the ELP, to include a reference to the
Character of Growth Report, specifically Section 4.03 Method, in Paragraph 7.42 of the
ELP. This will provide a transparent understanding of the methodology used in
assessing the character of growth. Detailed testing for each tall building zone is
available in the Character of Growth Report appendices, ensuring that the rationale
behind different height definitions is clearly communicated. LBE have also suggested a
minor modification to paragraph 7.42 which is set out in the SoCG. These changes are
agreed to be sufficient to satisfy the GLA’'s concern.

Flexibility in Building Heights / Justification for tall building zones - The GLA suggests
that the ELP should provide flexibility in building heights and consider broader areas for
tall building zones, rather than specific sites.

In response, LBE consider the ELP offers clear guidance in Appendix D3, emphasizing
that building height considerations must be context specific. The designated tall building
locations have been defined through a comprehensive analysis of the Borough’s
character areas, ensuring that developments respond appropriately to their
surroundings. Many of the tall building zones span multiple site boundaries, as they are
defined by their broader impact on the townscape. The detailed testing and analysis in
the Character of Growth appendices further demonstrate the thorough process
undertaken to define these areas. This approach guarantees that new developments are
contextually appropriate while maintaining flexibility where applicable. The SoCG set out
the approach taken by the ELP to the heights specified in the various allocations. The
LBE considers that the approach taken is justified. The GLA agree that no general
conformity issue arises?, but is willing to consider whether any minor changes would be
appropriate to ensure consistency/clarity.

Application Standards — The GLA suggest that Policy DE6 includes exceptions that could
create the perception of inconsistent application of standards. The GLA recommend that
these exceptions be removed.

In response, the LBE view is that Policy DE6 has been carefully designed to ensure that
tall buildings are designated in appropriate areas, taking into account specific
circumstances like topography and civic uses. These considerations ensure that
buildings fit appropriately within the local context, as detailed in the Character of Growth




Report. There are examples, such as New Avenue, where buildings technically defined
as tall have been delivered with minimal impact on the townscape due to topographical
features that reduce their visibility. Paragraph 5 of the policy allows for such
opportunities, optimising sites where appropriate. Exceptions for ancillary and
operational equipment (e.g., communication equipment and industrial stacks) will
continue to be permitted, provided they do not significantly impact the skyline. This
approach strikes a balance between functional needs and the preservation of the
Borough's visual integrity.

12. In response to the GLA's concerns outlined above, a modification is proposed to ELP
paragraph 7.42, to clarify that height measurements are taken from ground level.

13. LBE and GLA have also agreed through ongoing discussions that Policy DE6 will be
modified by:

o Deleting DE6.6.

¢ Amending clauses DE6.4 to clarify application standards and address
concerns about flexibility.

14. For clarity, these proposed modifications to presented below, using the strikethrough and
underlining convention used in the draft modification schedule:

“4. Figure 7.4 also shows the-maximum-potentially appropriate height that is acceptable in

5. Proposals for height resulting from changes in topography whusual-site—conditions{e-g:

where the topography creates a lower apparent ground level when viewed from the

surrounding area, or where a proposal seeks to introduce a significant civic use that would

justify additional prominence will be considered on their merits.

15. These modifications will ensure that:

o The heights set out in Figure 7.4 will be understood as flexible indications of
the potentially appropriate heights, not as maximums.

¢ Any tall building proposal that is not within areas defined by Figure 7.4 and
cannot show that its height results from unusual site conditions or the
appropriateness of achieving an additional prominence for a significant civic
use will not be in accordance with the Policy, albeit it can still be justified with
reference to other development plan policies or material considerations.



16.

LBE understand that the proposed modifications set out above will resolve the conformity
issues raised by the GLA with regard to the ELP approach to tall buildings. There remain
some areas of disagreement which can be addressed through the examination.
Principally, LBE understands that the GLA considers that whole of paragraph 5 of DE6
should be deleted.

Green Belt

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) paragraph 145 states that —

“Authorities may choose to review and alter Green Belt boundaries where exceptional
circumstances are fully evidenced and justified, in which case proposals for changes
should be made only through the plan-making process. Strategic policies should
establish the need for any changes to Green Belt boundaries, having regard to their
intended permanence in the long term, so they can endure beyond the plan period.”

London Plan 2021 Policy G2 (London’s Green Belt) states:

“A  The Green Belt should be protected from inappropriate development:

1) development proposals that would harm the Green Belt should be refused except

where very special circumstances exist,

2) subject to national planning policy tests, the enhancement of the Green Belt to
provide appropriate multi-functional beneficial uses for Londoners should be

supported.

B  Exceptional circumstances are required to justify either the extension or dedesignation of

the Green Belt through the preparation or review of a Local Plan.”

Both national planning policy (NPPF 2023) and the London Plan 2021, explicitly provide
for the review of Green Belt boundaries through the preparation of a Local Plan. LBE
believe that they have demonstrated the necessary exceptional circumstances for the
proposed changes to the Green Belt. They also consider that in doing so they have
ensured that the ELP makes optimum use of brownfield land in terms of both residential
and industrial opportunities in conformity with GG2 of the London Plan and selected
Green Belt sites which are (or can be made) sustainable.

In examining the ELP, the Local Plan Inspector will need to examine the exceptional
circumstances case advanced by the Council as part of its assessment of whether the
ELP meets the tests of soundness.

The release of the Green Belt sites is not, as a matter of principle, an approach which is
out of general conformity with the London Plan because policy G2 (G2B) allows, in
exceptional circumstances, the release of land through the preparation of Local Plans.
Further, the requirement to show general conformity with Policy G2 does not materially
add to the position since, in each case, the examination will need to assess whether
exceptional circumstances have been met.



22. In its representations, the GLA has referred to the explanatory text to Policy H1 of the
London Plan — in particular to paragraph 4.1.11.

23. This explanatory text does not form part of the spatial development strategy which is
contained within the policies of the London Plan itself and non-compliance with it does
not amount to a policy being out of general conformity with the London Plan. The
Cherkley decision is clear about the status of policy and the relationship of explanatory
statements to such policy. The requirement for conformity in respect of s. 24 of the 2004
Act is with the “spatial development strategy” (which is the strategy adopted by the
Mayor under Part 8 of the Greater London Authority Act 1999 (“the 1999 Act”)) and which
is to include “his general policies in respect of the development and use of land in
Greater London” (s. 334, 1999 Act, emphasis added). The position of explanatory
statements is consistent with the approach adopted in Cherkley. Section 334 states:
“The spatial development strategy must contain such diagrams, illustrations or other
descriptive or explanatory matter relating to its contents...”.

24. The focus for any consideration of general conformity with the plan must be in respect of
its policies taken as a whole and read flexibly. Paragraph 4.1.11 relates to policy H1, and
this policy does not prevent the identification and release of Green Belt sites pursuant to
policy G2 to satisfy a housing target either before or after 2028/9. Moreover, and more
importantly for the purposes of the GLA’'s comments on paragraph 4.1.11, policy H1 does
not set out any prescriptive approach for the delivery of housing (whether as to numbers
or location) after that end date. Consequently, even if paragraph 4.1.11 is to be
considered as something to which the requirement for general conformity is to be tested
against and even if it is considered to prevent the identification of Green Belt sites as a
matter of principle, such a paragraph would conflict with the policy to which it relates and
cannot prevail against its terms: regulation 4(3) of the Town and Country Planning
(London Spatial Development Strategy) Regulations 2000.

25. In any event, paragraph 4.1.11 is not, in fact, prescriptive as to how a capacity
assessment is to be undertaken and there is no conflict with its terms. It indicates what
boroughs should “draw on” but does not identify that this comprises an exclusive
approach to the identification of a target. To the extent that it does identify a prescriptive
set of parameters, paragraph 4.1.11 does not define what amounts to “local evidence of
identified capacity” or “any additional capacity that could be delivered as a result of any
committed transport infrastructure improvements”; on their face, the wording of these
phrases allows for Green Belt sites to be identified as part of the capacity analyses. As
set out in the Housing Topic Paper, for the period from 2029-2041, the ELP sets a
housing target which is based on an assessment of available supply including the 2017
SHLAA and the local evidence of identified capacity principally contained within the
HELAA. This directly reflects the principle set out in paragraph 4.1.11.

26. Further, the advice given by paragraph 4.1.11 in terms of how to set a housing target
beyond the ten-year period addressed by Policy H1 and Table 4.1 is no longer consistent
with the position of the GLA, which is that, as an interim measure, housing targets should
as a minimum be rolled forwards from those in Table 4.1. In these circumstances, when
testing the ELP’s strategy against the London Plan’s overall policy structure, any lack of
conformity with paragraph 4.1.11 (again, assuming it is engaged and is breached), could
not result in the ELP being out of general conformity.

Conclusion



27. As a result of the above, the proposed Green Belt releases do not therefore raise any
“freestanding” general conformity issue. The only question is whether the Local Plan

Inspector agrees with the Council that the necessary exceptional circumstances for
Green Belt land release have been demonstrated.

28. It is LBE’s understanding that this position is shared with the GLA — see SOCG.
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By email: brett.leahy@enfield.gov.uk
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Dear May,

Statement of general conformity with the London Plan (Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act
2004, Section 24(4)(a) (as amended));

Greater London Authority Acts 1999 and 2007;

Town and Country Planning (Local Development) (England) Regulations 2012

RE: Regulation 19 Consultation Pre-Publication Enfield Local Plan: 2019-2041

Thank you for consulting the Mayor of London on the London Borough of Enfield (LBE) pre-
publication Enfield Local Plan (ELP). As you are aware, all Development Plan Documents in
London must be in general conformity with the London Plan under section 24 (1)(b) of the
Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004. The Mayor has afforded me delegated
authority to make detailed comments which are set out below.

The Mayor provided comments on the earlier Enfield New Local Plan 2036 — Issues and
Options consultation on 28 February 2019 (Ref: LDF10/LDD16/CG01) and the draft Plan on
13 September 2021 (LDF10/LDD16/LP02/HA01). This letter follows on from that earlier
advice and sets out where you should make further amendments so that the draft Plan is
more closely aligned with the London Plan 2021 (LP2021). These comments should be read
alongside the Mayor’s previous response. The LP2021 was formally published on the 2
March 2021, and now forms part of Enfield’s Development Plan and contains the most up-
to-date policies.

General

The draft ELP sets out clearly the borough's current context and the vision it seeks to
achieve. The objectives of the draft ELP as set out in Table 2.1 align well with the Mayor’s
Good Growth objectives around building strong and inclusive communities and creating a
healthy city.



However, the draft ELP is not aligned with the Mayor’s Good Growth objective GG2, Making
the best use of land, which seeks to protect and enhance London’s open spaces, including
the Green Belt.

The draft ELP makes it clear that the delivery of 32,800 homes over the 21-year plan period
is a key priority and seeks to deliver much of the housing in four ‘placemaking areas’. The
high need for industrial space is also set out with a requirement for more than 300,000sgm
over the Plan period. The Mayor notes that the Plan period runs from 2019 until 2041 and
as such reflects the LP2021 period too.

While the Mayor is supportive of the aims of delivering more affordable homes and
economic growth, the draft ELP sets out large areas of Green Belt to be released to
accommodate this scale of development. While it is not precisely clear what quantum of
Green Belt land is proposed for de-designation within the borough, it is clear from the
mapping and site allocations that it represents a significant proportion of Enfield’s total
amount.

In the Mayor’s previous letter in September 2021, he made it clear that the proposed
approach to release such significant amounts of Green Belt was premature and that the
draft ELP had not exhausted all opportunities in finding suitable capacity within urban areas
by adopting a ‘brownfield first approach’ and intensifying the existing urban area.
Unfortunately, these concerns have not been sufficiently addressed in this latest version,
which still seeks to release — prematurely - significantly large amounts of the Green Belt.

Furthermore, since the Local Plan Regulation 18 consultation, LBE have increased the
borough’s housing target by over 8,000 homes, which in turn further fuels the proposed
release of the identified Green Belt areas. | would note that the Mayor has strong concerns
over how the latest housing target figures were produced.

As with the housing target, the draft ELP sets an ambitious vision of economic growth, with
a target of over 300,000sgm of industrial floorspace to provide jobs for residents of Enfield
and beyond. The ambition to deliver economic development is welcomed by the Mayor, but
as currently proposed, much of this growth is predicated on the release of Green Belt sites
to provide the space required. We would reiterate the LP2021’s objective to intensify the
provision of industrial space on existing sites. Green Belt sites should only be considered
where exceptional circumstances have been demonstrated. It is noted that five sites were
proposed for release in the Regulation 18 version of the Local Plan and this has now been
reduced to three — we are happy to continue to discuss the approach and the options /
rationale.

As currently written, it is the Mayor’s opinion that the draft Local Plan is not in general
conformity with the LP2021 in relation to Green Belt and tall buildings. This letter sets out
further detail on each matter below.

Housing

The draft ELP aims to deliver 32,800 new homes as a stepped target across the Plan period
from 2019 through to 2041. LP2021 Paragraph 4.1.10 supports the use of stepped housing
targets in Development Plans where appropriate. In the years from 2019 to 2029 the draft



ELP intends to meet the LP2021 target for Enfield to deliver 12,460 new homes which is
noted and welcomed.

The justification for the overall target to deliver 32,800 new homes is set out in the Housing
Topic Paper Local Plan evidence. This clarifies that, post-2029, the target has been
established by following the guidance set out in LP2021 paragraph 4.1.11. This states that
borough housing targets beyond 2029 should be based on: the figures in the 2017 London
Strategic Housing and Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA), rolling forward the borough’s
small sites target, additional capacity as a result of committed transport infrastructure and
any local evidence of identified capacity. In the Mayor’s previous response, he set out that
LBE should look to their more recent SHLAA and HELAA evidence to calculate their post
2029 housing target. As a result, beyond 2029 and up to 2041 the draft ELP target is to
deliver 1,735 net additional dwellings per annum.

While LBE have used the evidence as suggested, capacity assumptions include the proposed
developments of Chase Park and Crews Hill, both of which require Green Belt release and
the establishment of necessary exceptional circumstances.

Meanwhile, the small sites target for Enfield within Table 4.2 of the LP2021 is for the
delivery of 3,530 new homes from 2019 to 2029. Rolling this forward from 2029 to 2041
produces a target of 4,236. However, the Housing Topic Paper sets out that only 2,715 units
will be delivered in that time frame.

While it is noted that evidence has been produced to show that a history of low delivery
should justify a reduction, a more positive approach in the draft ELP could help to increase
delivery from this source. LBE should follow the guidance set out in Policy H2 of the LP2021
by pro-actively supporting housing from small sites by preparing site-specific briefs,
masterplans and housing design codes in appropriate areas and considering the application
of other approaches set out in Policy H2B. LBE should also monitor their small sites housing
delivery and include this in the proposed Monitoring Framework. The Mayor has published
draft guidance to help boroughs to capitalise on the potential that small sites can contribute
towards housing delivery (Small Sites Design Codes and Optimising Site Capacity: A Design
Led Approach) which can be found on the Mayor’s web site?). As stated in the Mayor’s
earlier response the LP2021, small sites targets should be treated as a minimum as more
opportunities would contribute to housing supply without / ahead of any Green Belt sites.

In formulating the borough’s overall housing need, LBE have relied on the Government’s
Standard Methodology to calculate a ‘raw need’ figure. Even though this figure is not
directly used as a target, it is still used as the premise to justify the 32,800 housing target.
However, the Government’s standard method for calculating housing need is not relevant in
the London context given the London Plan was published (adopted) in March 2021.

While the Mayor welcomes LBE’s general approach to establish a housing target beyond
2029, based on paragraph 4.1.11 of the LP2021, this does not justify the inclusion of the
proposed Green Belt sites as a source of housing supply. We also have particular concerns
set out below about the sustainability of the sites and proposed approach to them. The
Mayor would only be able to support LBE’s proposed approach to housing delivery where it
would not conflict with other policies in the LP2021, including those for the continued

L https://www.london.gov.uk/programmes-strategies/planning/implementing-london-plan/london-plan-
guidance?ac-63512=63501



https://www.london.gov.uk/programmes-strategies/planning/implementing-london-plan/london-plan

protection of the Green Belt where exceptional circumstances have not been established as
set out in Policy G2 of the LP2021.

Affordable housing

As set out in his previous response, the proposed strategic target that 50% of all new homes
are to be affordable reflects LP2021 Policy H4 and is welcomed by the Mayor. Part 6 of
Policy H2 of the draft ELP sets out an approach which is in line with LP2021 Policy H5 and is
also welcomed. However, the affordable housing thresholds as set out in the LP2021 are not
minimum requirements for affordable housing; and as such should not be treated as targets
but instead represent the level above which viability assessments are not required in
accordance with the fast track approach. By treating the thresholds as targets it could
appear that where development proposals do not meet them, this indicates of itself
grounds for refusal of planning permission and this is not the intention of the Mayor’s
threshold approach. To make the correct approach clearer Paragraph 8.20 should be
amended.

Part 3 of Policy H2 sets a 50/50 tenure split for social and intermediate affordable housing.
This approach is in line with LP2021 Policy H6 which requires a minimum of 30 per cent for
each tenure type with the remaining 40 per cent to be determined by the borough based on
local evidence. Paragraph 4.6.2 of the LP2021 sets out a presumption that the 40 per cent
will be used for Social and London Affordable Rent, given the London wide need for this
tenure type. It would be helpful for LBE to be clear how they have arrived at a 50/50 split by
referring to evidence that justifies it.

Gypsies and Travellers

Policy H10 of the draft ELP sets out the need to deliver 21 new pitches over the life of the
Plan and this clarity is welcomed. However, Policy H10 does not identify sites that are
capable of meeting that need. LBE need to make provision to meet this housing need
alongside other housing needs in the plan.

Tall buildings

The draft ELP sets several different definitions of what constitutes a tall building in different
parts of the borough. The vast majority of the borough is covered by the definition of
‘(including roof plant) 21m and above’. For clarity and consistency, the definition should be
clear about where the measurement begins and should be included in the definition. For
example, are measurements to be taken as AOD or from the ground level?

There are seven further, small areas where different tall building definitions apply. The
height definition across these areas varies from 30m to 36m. There is no explanation
provided in the draft ELP as to why each of these areas requires a separate definition and
this would be useful to underpin the proposed approach and identify the harm that would
arise should development within these areas exceed the stated height.

The draft ELP identifies 58 individual locations considered suitable for tall buildings, each
given an appropriate height for any tall building developments. As such this meets the
requirements of LP2021 Policy D9 Part B2. Many of these suitable tall building locations are



small in scale, often covering just a few existing buildings and often directly adjacent to
another identified appropriate location. Where such locations are clustered and adjoining in
this way, LBE should consider whether it would be more appropriate to identify broader
areas, rather than specific sites (for which boundaries might change in the future). Being so
tightly defined makes it difficult to understand the harm that would arise should a tall
building be proposed slightly outside the defined boundaries.

The site allocations set maximum building heights, by using terminology such as “...tall
buildings of no more that Xm in height...'This is not considered to be consistent with Policy
D9 of the LP2021, which states that any such locations and appropriate building heights
should be identified on maps in Development Plans. This implies some flexibility which could
include a range of ‘appropriate building heights’. This is considered to be practical in terms
of enabling boroughs to focus the tallest buildings in a particular part of a tall building zone
and potentially lower building heights as the context and townscape indicates.

Maximum building heights could be helpful in situations where an absolute is required and
necessary such as strategic views or where maximum building heights have been set by the
Civil Aviation Authority. These considerations should also be applied to other instances
where the draft ELP seeks to apply maximum building heights.

Policy DE6 should be clear that tall buildings should only be developed in locations identified
as suitable. An exception is set out in Part 6 and Part 5 of the policy which makes clear that
‘proposals that do not meet the above location and/or height parameters must be justified
with reference to the requirements of other Development Plan policies and/or material
considerations’. The proposed exception simply describes the operation of the planning
system when determining planning applications, where proposals are assessed against the
Development Plan taken as a whole and any other material considerations. Including this
statement within this policy, but not others, creates the perception of a point of difference
in how this is applied where there is an ‘in principle’ objection against one element of the
Development Plan. In light of this, the exceptions in Parts 5 and 6 of the policy should be
removed.

Industrial land

It is noted that LBE has produced a substantial amount of evidence to underpin their
strategic approach towards the management of ‘industrial land over the Plan period.

The draft ELP sets out that there is a need for 304,000sgm of industrial and logistics space
over the Plan period. This clarity is welcomed as such space is vital to the success of London
and the functioning of its economy. It would be beneficial if the draft ELP could separate this
need out into its component parts so there is more clarity over the different types of uses
required. This is especially important for Use Classes B2 and B8 given the introduction of
Use Class E and its impact on the ability to protect industrial capacity.

Table 9.1 of the draft ELP sets out the locations where industrial floorspace could be
intensified across a number of sites resulting in a total potential net gain 293,063sqm.
However, the table does not set out if the sites are designated Strategic Industrial Locations
(SILs) or Locally Significant Industrial Locations (LSISs), or the Use Classes they could
accommodate. While the majority of additional capacity could come about through the



intensification of seven existing sites, the draft ELP also identifies the release of three Green
Belt sites in order to accommodate identified need. The draft ELP suggests that
opportunities for industrial intensification in the borough are limited due to viability
challenges. Given the likelihood that viability for industrial intensification will become more
attractive from the middle of the Plan period, it is suggested that Enfield employ a plan,
monitor, and manage approach as set out in Part C of Policy E4 of the LP2021. Brownfield
sites should be allocated accordingly and earmarked for industrial intensification typologies
with more challenging sites phased from the middle of the Plan period onwards.

Policy E3 of the draft ELP seeks to protect existing SIL and this is welcomed by the Mayor.
However, it should be made clear the role this will play in meeting the borough’s industrial
capacity needs. Part 2 of the policy states that SIL across Meridian Water will be
reconfigured and this will be facilitated through ‘land swaps’. Paragraph 6.7.2 of the LP2021
states that substitution should be done through a carefully coordinated plan-led approach
to deliver an intensification of industrial and related uses; and that policies maps should
clearly indicate the areas to be retained, substituted and/or intensified as well as the area to
be released from SIL.

Policy E7 of the draft ELP, which relates to non-designated industrial sites, states that
proposals involving the net loss of such floorspace should meet the requirements set out in
LP2021 Policy E5 Part B. However, the correct reference is Policy E7 Part C.

Paragraph 9.77 suggests the SIL to be retained within Meridian Water can accommodate
lighter industrial uses. However, light industrial uses now fall within Class E and are afforded
little protection. Furthermore, SIL is home to heavier industrial uses often vital in meeting
strategic demand and Class B uses should therefore be the focus within these key areas on
the strategic road network.

Policy E5 Part D of the LP2021 is clear that development proposals including residential
within or adjacent to SILs should not compromise the integrity or effectiveness of these
locations in accommodating industrial type activities and their ability to operate on a 24-
hour basis, including those in adjoining boroughs such as that in Haringey to the south of
Meridian Water. Particularly in the context of the LBE’s intended approach, the draft ELP
should be amended accordingly and should take into account the Mayor’s Agent of Change
principle as set out in Policy D13 of the LP2021.

Figure 9.2 sets out clearly how LBE are proposing to reconfigure the SIL at Meridian Water
and this clarity is welcomed. Table 9.3 sets out how SIL and LSIS is to be reconfigured and
illustrates that parcels B and D are to be released from their SIL designation. It is noted that
Kenninghall, Ravenside and Meridian 7 are proposed to be redesignated from LSIS to SIL
which amounts to a gain of 7.36ha of SIL. But as the sites are already in industrial use, the
gain in SIL does not represent a ‘real’ gain in industrial capacity. Table 9.4 sets out increases
in industrial floorspace that could potentially be made at Meridian Water. This is welcomed,
but LBE should make clear what the resulting needs for Use Class B8 and B2 are as a result
of the proposed reconfiguration.

LBE should note that where SIL is planned to be released for residential use, Policy E7 Part
D2 of the LP2021 makes it a requirement that the intensified industrial, storage and
distribution uses are to be completed in advance of any residential component being
occupied and this should be made explicitly clear in the policy.



Draft ELP Policy D2 suggests that masterplans can apply to a portion of a site. However, to
be consistent with LP2021 paragraph 6.7.2, where SIL or LSIS is to be released, masterplans
should cover the whole of the SIL or LSIS area. The Mayor’s practice note on Industrial
intensification and co-location through plan-led and masterplan approaches (2018)? is clear
that masterplan approaches are area specific and should consider the whole of a designated
SIL/LSIS and their surrounding context. As such we would request that Policy D2 is amended
to address this.

Key performance indicator 12 which intends to monitor net changes in SIL and LSIS
floorspace is noted and welcomed. However, the target, currently identified as 50ha, does
not set out breakdowns for SIL and LSIS. The monitoring target includes the intention to
meet the borough’s identified need to deliver 304,000sqm of industrial floorspace. This
figure too, could be broken into component parts for Class B8 and B2 capacity for the
reasons set out earlier.

Transport

The aspiration of the draft local plan to support sustainable growth and enable people to
get around by walking, cycling, and public transport is welcomed by the Mayor.

However, as well as the concerns highlighted above, there are significant concerns about
the ability of the rural placemaking areas at Crews Hill and Chase Park to deliver genuinely
sustainable neighbourhoods that would not be car dependent. A robust, masterplanned and
phased implementation strategy that ensures delivery of infrastructure and public transport
services upfront and a realistic funding strategy that supports such delivery and optimises
use of land is necessary to achieve the objectives of Good Growth.

However, the high cost of providing the necessary transport infrastructure and services to
support a new settlement which is isolated from existing centres, may not be realistic or
viable. There is a real risk that these areas, if developed, could become car dependent, have
poor access to essential local services and result in further pressure on the road network.

Transport for London’s separate response to the draft ELP contains further details and
specific points on these issues.

Green Belt

The draft ELP sets out that in order to meet its targets both for housing delivery and
industrial capacity it is necessary to release areas of Green Belt.

The two largest areas proposed for Green Belt release are at Chase Park and Crews Hill;
both in order to deliver new housing development. However, the justification for releasing
these sites has not been set out fully within the ELP. As set out in the housing section, the
overall housing target for the Plan has been established based on evidence of housing
capacity identified by LBE, including the Green Belt land at Chase Park and Crews Hill. This
target has then in turn been used to justify the release of Green Belt land in order that it can
be met.

2 https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/practice note - industrial intensification.pdf



https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/practice

Releasing Green Belt requires demonstration of exceptional circumstances and once all
brownfield options have been exhausted. This would include optimising housing densities
within urban areas using design led approaches, particularly around existing transport
infrastructure and maximising delivery from small sites.

Even if exceptional circumstances could be demonstrated to justify the proposed release of
Green Belt, there remain serious concerns over the suitability of the specific selected sites
at Chase Park and Crews Hill. This is primarily around the ability of these sites to deliver the
infrastructure needed for sustainable transport, the high levels of harm that releasing these
sites would have on the function of the Green Belt and the low density of housing proposed.

The Mayor considers that the proposed changes to the Green Belt as currently set out are
not in general conformity with Policy G2 of the LP2021.

Next steps

| hope these comments help to positively inform the continued preparation of Enfield’s
Local Plan. GLA officers are happy to work with you to address the issues identified in this
letter and to ensure it aligns with the LP2021 as well as delivering the Council’s objectives. If
you have any specific questions regarding the comments in this letter, please do not
hesitate to contact Jonathan Blathwayt on 020 7983 4000 or at
Jonathan.blathwayt@london.gov.uk.

Yours sincerely

Lucinda Turner

Assistant Director of Planning

Cc Joanne McCartney, London Assembly Constituency Member
The Chair of London Assembly Planning Committee
National Planning Casework Unit, DLUHC





