
    

  

     

 

 

 
 
 
 

  
(By email) 

 
Our Ref: MGLA100621-5401 

 
6 July 2021 

 
 
 
Dear  
 
Thank you for your request for information which the Greater London Authority (GLA) received 
on 9 June 2021.  Your request has been dealt with under the Environmental Information 
Regulations (EIR) 2004.   
 

You have asked for any correspondence this calendar year between the GLA Planning Team and 

The London Borough of Enfield in respect of their draft Local Plan, and in particular the proposal 

to allow housing on green belt land in the north of the Brough (Vicarage Farm and Crews Hill). 

 

I attach all relevant correspondence held by the GLA Planning Team. Any referenced attachments 

which have not been included can be found at: Evidence base  · Enfield Council. Please note that 

the attached March and April Briefing presentations reflect situations at the time and do not 

necessarily reflect the final position of LB Enfield. 
 
The names of members of staff are exempt from disclosure under Regulation 13 (Personal 
information) of the EIR. Information that identifies specific employees constitutes as personal 
data which is defined by Article 4(1) of the General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) to mean 
any information relating to an identified or identifiable living individual. It is considered that 
disclosure of this information would contravene the first data protection principle under Article 
5(1) of GDPR which states that Personal data must be processed lawfully, fairly and in a 
transparent manner in relation to the data subject 
 
If you have any further questions relating to this matter, please contact me, quoting the reference 
at the top of this letter. 
 
Yours sincerely  
 
 
 

 
Information Governance Officer 
 
If you are unhappy with the way the GLA has handled your request, you may complain using the 
GLA’s FOI complaints and internal review procedure, available at: Freedom of information | London 
City Hall 
 

https://new.enfield.gov.uk/services/planning/evidence-base/
https://www.london.gov.uk/about-us/governance-and-spending/sharing-our-information/freedom-information
https://www.london.gov.uk/about-us/governance-and-spending/sharing-our-information/freedom-information
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From:  < Enfield.gov.uk>
Sent: 26 May 2020 15:10
To:
Subject: RE: meeting thursday [SEC=OFFICIAL]

Classification: OFFICIAL 

Hi 
I hope you are well. 
I am going to cancel this occurrence given where our programme is. Is there any key updates on the GLA side? 
London Plan discussions with MHCLG? 
Best 

From:   < london.gov.uk>  
Sent: 26 May 2020 13:59 
To:     < Enfield.gov.uk> 
Subject: meeting thursday 
Hi   
We have a meeting in the diary for Thursday – is this still going ahead?  
Thanks 

NHS health information and advice about coronavirus can be found at nhs.uk/coronavirus 
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From:   < Enfield.gov.uk>
Sent: 20 July 2020 16:24
To:
Subject: RE: Strategic Meeting - Enfield | GLA Planning [SEC=OFFICIAL]

Classification: OFFICIAL 

Hi    
I hope you are well. 
We have a further provisional slot in the diary this week, I am going to cancel this slot but would be helpful to have a 
brief call to provide an update and discuss setting up a corporate session that has been suggest by our Director for 
around September.  
Please let me know your availability? 
Best 

 

From:      
Sent: 25 June 2020 10:41 
To:   < london.gov.uk> 
Subject: RE: Strategic Meeting ‐ Enfield | GLA Planning [SEC=OFFICIAL] 

Classification: OFFICIAL 

Hi    
I hope you are well 
Not a worry, the 23 July is our next slot that would be better to take up. Prior to that a short call would be helpful, 
what would work for you over the next few working days? 
Best 

 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Appointment‐‐‐‐‐ 
From:   < london.gov.uk>  
Sent: 24 June 2020 10:13 
To:     
Subject: Declined: Strategic Meeting ‐ Enfield | GLA Planning [SEC=OFFICIAL] 
When: 25 June 2020 10:00‐11:30 (UTC+00:00) Dublin, Edinburgh, Lisbon, London. 
Where: City Hall  
Hi   
I now have a clash, can we rearrange 
Thanks 

 

NHS health information and advice about coronavirus can be found at nhs.uk/coronavirus 
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Further to my email yesterday, it will be my colleagues joining the call tomorrow who have been focused on the 
needs work related to housing and employment.  
Happy to follow‐up as required. 
Best 

 

From:      
Sent: 08 February 2021 16:00 
To:   < london.gov.uk> 
Subject: RE: GLA/Enfield Local Plan meeting ‐ Recent DTC correspondence on Need [SEC=OFFICIAL] 

Classification: OFFICIAL 

Hi   
Re our session later this week, draft agenda below, welcome any thoughts? More a discussion with a few slides 
thrown in. 
Re update on publication of technical evidence, we’re targeting to release a few key pieces of evidence (LHNA, 
Employment related work, SHLAA) on 1 March 21. Happy to send copies of unpublished evidence under the proviso 
that they’re in draft next week. 
For info, meeting notes attached from our session in Feb 2020. 
Best 

 
Agenda: 

1. Introductions
2. Enfield’s LP Programme
3. Where things are with the London plan
4. Need vs target in planning for housing delivery in Enfield to 2039– London view & emerging Enfield view
5. Employment evidence of need
6. Enfield’s evidence on land supply pipelines
7. Meeting LBE unmet need – emerging spatial options
8. GLA’s initial view on the options

From:      
Sent: 04 February 2021 13:21 
To:   < london.gov.uk> 
Subject: RE: GLA/Enfield Local Plan meeting ‐ Recent DTC correspondence on Need [SEC=OFFICIAL] 

Classification: OFFICIAL 

Hi    
Not a worry, wed 10th 11‐12:30 would be good, I will circulate a diary invite. Please forward on to colleagues on your 
side.  
Re the need evidence, please see the link below to the emerging evidence base. I will also check if we can 
confidentially make available any other emerging evidence outputs that would be helpful to our catch‐up. 
https://new.enfield.gov.uk/services/planning/evidence‐base/ 
Best 

 

From:   < london.gov.uk>  
Sent: 03 February 2021 13:02 
To:     < Enfield.gov.uk> 
Subject: RE: GLA/Enfield Local Plan meeting ‐ Recent DTC correspondence on Need [SEC=OFFICIAL] 
Hi   
Sorry for the delay, we’ve been busy with local plan responses 
I can offer the following dates: 
Tues 10th 9‐11.30 
Wed 11th 9‐1 PM 
Fri 12th AM 
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I also note that your letter includes a statement that you have identified that you cannot meet all your housing and 
employment needs in the borough. Could you send us the relevant evidence that supports this, so we can review in 
advance of the meeting. 

Thanks 
 

From:     < Enfield.gov.uk>  
Sent: 01 February 2021 17:33 
To:   < london.gov.uk> 
Subject: RE: GLA/Enfield Local Plan meeting ‐ Recent DTC correspondence on Need [SEC=OFFICIAL] 

Classification: OFFICIAL 

Hi    
I hope you are well.  
Great milestone re London Plan! Just following up re dates for a meeting re the above?  
Look forward to hearing from you. 
Best 

 

From:      
Sent: 25 January 2021 16:57 
To:   < london.gov.uk> 
Cc:   < enfield.gov.uk>;  @enfield.gov.uk> 
Subject: RE: GLA/Enfield Local Plan meeting ‐ Recent DTC correspondence on Need [SEC=OFFICIAL] 

Classification: OFFICIAL 

Hi    
Please see attached DTC letter sent to adjoining boroughs, it may have gone a miss with the emails sent earlier in 
the month. We have formally reached out to adjoining authorities, including HMA and those new authorities 
identified in our FEMA in relation to the Duty to Cooperate and put forward a request to consider unmet housing 
and employment need in our borough.  
Look forward to hearing from you re dates.  
Best 

  

From:   < london.gov.uk>  
Sent: 25 January 2021 14:54 
To:     < Enfield.gov.uk> 
Subject: RE: GLA/Enfield Local Plan meeting ‐ Recent DTC correspondence on Need [SEC=OFFICIAL] 
Hi   
Happy new year to you , too. I’m happy to set up a meeting, but can you remind me of the correspondence? 
Thanks 

 

From:     < Enfield.gov.uk>  
Sent: 22 January 2021 20:42 
To:   < london.gov.uk> 
Subject: RE: GLA/Enfield Local Plan meeting ‐ Recent DTC correspondence on Need [SEC=OFFICIAL] 

Classification: OFFICIAL 

Good Evening    
Happy New Year! I hope you are well.  
I wanted to set up a session early next month to discuss the above, it would be myself,   and   
on the LBE side.  
Let me know of availability your side and happy to circulate a teams invite.  
Have a great weekend. 











To assist you in coming to view on Enfield’s request I have set out below a summary 
of the evidence and scale of shortfall relating to the housing and employment 
requirements: 

Housing 
Enfield’s housing requirements are set by the London Plan.  The adopted 2016 
London Plan will shortly be out-of-date and is due to be replaced by the new London 
Plan.  The latest version (Published London Plan (Dec 20)) has a housing requirement 
for Enfield of 1,246 dwellings per annum which equates to a total of 18,690 over a 15 
year plan period.  Our current urban and brownfield site pipeline is not sufficient to 
meet this requirement and we currently estimate we could be up to 4,000 dwellings 
short of the target over the plan period. 

The council does have a supply of sites in Green Belt/MOL areas that might potentially 
be used to meet housing needs based on the 1,246 target, although there is further 
work to be done on this.  However, we recognise the very strong policy constraints 
relating to use of Green Belt/MOL land to meet unmet housing need and are adopting 
a ‘no stone unturned’ approach before turning to this supply.  This approach includes 
establishing whether Duty to Co-operate partners would be able to assist us in 
meeting our unmet housing need. 

It is important at this point to note that the Published London Plan target is not adopted 
and is still subject to considerable uncertainty as a result of discussions between the 
Mayor and Secretary of State.  Furthermore, the targets in that plan are only 
applicable for 5 years from the date of adoption and any new London Plan that is 
developed will be expected to be based on the new Standard Methodology (December 
2020) for calculating housing need.  Applying the methodology to Enfield alone would 
leave us with a housing need of up to 65,955 new homes over a 15 year plan period.  
It is clear that we would be unable to provide for this level of need even if we were to 
use our entire site supply (including Green Belt/MOL and other policy constrained 
sites).  

Employment 
The council’s employment evidence indicates that we have a need in the borough for 
53ha of additional industrial/distribution land.  Utilising intensification and new 
employment sites in urban areas we estimate we can provide for 30ha of this.  This 
leave us with a significant unmet industrial/distribution need of around 23ha.   

The council does have a very small supply of sites in the Green Belt/MOL that could 
potentially be used for industrial/distribution uses but this is not expected to make 
significant in-roads to the 23ha unmet need.  We are seeking your assistance with 
meeting this need. 











 

 

On behalf of London Borough of Enfield 

 
 
Project Ref: 12345/001 | Rev: AA | Date: January 2013 

 
Registered Office: Buckingham Court Kingsmead Business Park, London Road, High Wycombe, Buckinghamshire, HP11 1JU  
Office Address: 78 Cowcross Street, London, EC1M 6EJ 
T: +44 (0)20 38246600    E: PBA.London@stantec.com 

Enfield Local Plan Advice 
Housing numbers in the emerging plan 
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1 Introduction 

Background 

1.1.1 Enfield is required, as with most Councils in England, to publish and keep up to date a Local 
Development Plan.  As with every Council the development plan must follow national policy 
and guidance as set out in the most recent version of the National Planning Policy 
Framework (NPPF).  However, in London the local plan also needs to be in ‘general 
conformity’ with the London Plan.  In London, unlike the rest of England, a two tier plan 
system remains1. 

1.1.2 The London Plan is a statutory strategy required by the Greater London Authority Act 1999.   
It is prepared by the Mayor of London and published by the Greater London Authority. The 
first London Plan was published in 2004, replacing previous strategic planning guidance for 
London known as RPG3. The latest edition was published in March 2021.    

1.1.3 The most recent version of the London Plan was ultimately found sound and published in 
March 2021. However; it is fair to say that the Plan had a troubled Examination and was 
subject to major modification on the advice of the Planning Inspectors and ultimately 
Government.  As we discuss in more detail below the plan, as submitted, had broadly 
enough housing land supply to meet the Mayors view of ‘need’.  But as the plan passed 
through examination it because clear that the GLAs estimate of supply was not robust and 
the final version of the Plan has fewer homes than ‘needed’.  The Plans employment land 
strategy was particularly challenged because many occupied sites were proposed to be 
used for housing exacerbating the shortage of industrial sites in London.   

1.1.4 The latest version of the London Plan covers the period up to 2041 but as we note in section 
2; only provides housing targets for the first 10 years of the London Plan period.  Even these 
targets are due to be reviewed within 5 years of the plan adoption.   

1.1.5 A general principle of plan making is that we should always seek to provide sufficient land  to 
meet housing and economic needs in full.  However, for London it is generally accepted that 
the London Plan fails to balance the need for new homes in London with supply.  This is 
even on the Mayor’s own assessment of ‘need’ (as set out in the 2017 SHMA).  But the 
London Plan also fails to meet economic needs with the Inspectors concluding that the 
Industrial Strategy was unsound and the Mayor should start to consider Green Belt releases 
to address both economic and housing need.  (Greenbelt releases are generally considered 
to be a strategic, so London, matter – rather than something on which the boroughs should 
go their own way). 

1.1.6 Finally; it is also the case that the London Plan predates the most recent set of national 
policy and guidance and was examined under now superseded guidance.  This is important 
for the future consideration of housing numbers because the London Plan, and ultimately the 
housing target ‘awarded’ to Enfield (1,248 dpa over the 2019-2029 period) was ‘framed’ by 
an assessment that had concluded London ‘needed’ 66,000 dpa per annum.  But in 
December 2020 Government increased this to 95,000 and it is this higher number that the 
Mayor will need to start considering as part of the legal duty to review, and keep up to date, 
the London Plan.   

Our Brief  

1.1.7 We have been asked to advise on the future housing target for the Enfield Plan which takes 
into account conformity with the London Plan but also the NPPF and associated guidance.   

 
1 Two tier plans were common before the abolition of the Regional Spatial Strategies  



Report Name 
Job Name 
 
 

 

M:\5401 - ENFIELD Greenbelt\FOI attachment 
processing\20210322_1 210316_Enfield housing 
need_CLEAN.docx 

2 

1.1.8 As noted above the London Plan had a troubled examination with housing and economic at 
the core of the problem.  Until very recently it was unclear whether the Plan would pass 
examination and if so with what housing targets for the Boroughs.   

1.1.9 The London plan was originally submitted in 2017 with 1,876 dwellings per annum (dpa) as a 
draft target for Enfield (2019/29).  The overall London Plan targets were actively challenged 
with some arguing for more homes, others for fewer.  But in October 2019, for Enfield (and 
other boroughs), the Inspectors recommended a reduction in housing targets due to 
concerns that the GLA had erred in their assessment of supply.  In summary the Councils 
could not deliver the number of homes in the draft plan because the GLA’s assessment of 
available supply was not sound.  As a result, Enfield’s target was proposed to be reduced to 
1,246 dpa.   

1.1.10 Between October 2019 and February 2021 there was a series of formal letters being passed 
between the Mayor and the Secretary of State and formal ‘directions’ being issued by the 
SoS.  This reduction to 1,248 dpa for Enfield was confirmed in March 2021 with the 
publication of the London Plan. 

1.1.11 Now the Plan has been published some of the future uncertainty has reduced.  But, for 
reasons we discuss below, the London Plan does not provide a clear answer to the ‘critical 
issue’ of how many homes Enfield needs to identify in its next 15 year plan period. This is 
because the London Plan only provides targets for Boroughs up to 2029.   

1.1.12 In this note we look at two particular issues relevant to the emerging plan.  Firstly, the 
potential Enfield housing target – recognising that the London Plan provides targets for only 
10 years of the London Plan period.    

1.1.13 Secondly the need, rationale and practical implication of a Local Housing Needs 
assessment.  We understand that the GLA have queried why the Borough, in 2019, 
commissioned a Local Housing Needs assessment for Enfield (from AECOM & Arc 4 
Consultants) where the London Plan suggests this evidence is not needed and the Council 
should instead look to rely on alternative evidence from the GLA’s strategic ‘suite’. 
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2 London Plan Targets for Enfield 

2.1.1 On 29th January 2021, the Secretary of State for Housing Robert Jenrick approved the 
Mayor’s New London Plan.  The Mayor formally published the Plan on 2nd March 2021.     

Need vs requirements and targets  

2.1.2 Before looking in detail at Enfield’s housing requirement it is important to set out the 
difference between a housing need figure and a requirement or target.  Also to set out how 
the Borough plan needs to ‘conform’ with the London Plan.   

Housing Need 

2.1.3 When arriving at a housing target in a development plan (including the London Plan) the 
starting point is an assessment of ‘need’.  This is a ‘policy off’ assessment of how many 
homes are ‘needed’.  This assessment is driven by demographic projections and other 
adjustments as prescribed in the Planning Guidance.   

2.1.4 The London Plan assessed its need, including that of the Boroughs, using a process called 
‘Objectively Assessed Need’ or OAN.  This process was replaced by the ‘Standard Method’ 
shortly after the London Plan was submitted for Examination – but the London Plan was 
allowed to proceed under transitional arrangements.   

The assessment of OAN is blind as to a councils ability to meet its need via a supply of sites.   

2.1.5 Housing Requitements (or plan ‘targets’) 

2.1.6 Once the Council (or the Mayor in London) has identified the correct ‘need’ this is used as the 
starting point for identifying a supply of sites.  This includes ‘flexing’ local policies to close any 
gap between ‘need’ and supply.   

2.1.7 The final ‘number’ set out in the Plan is the ‘Target’ or ‘Requirement’.  This should ideally be 
the same as the starting ‘need’ figure.  But this is not always the case.  Where the target is 
adopted below ‘need’ Planning Policy and Guidance encourages early review of plans to try, 
as quickly as possible, to ensure that need is met in full2.  

2.1.8 In summary, the London Plan provides the Borough with a ‘requirement’ or ‘target’ up to 2029 
and arguably (as discussed below) beyond.  It does not provide the boroughs with any view of 
Borough level ‘need’ up to 2029 or beyond.   

Conformity (and General Conformity) 

2.1.9 In this note we discuss the need to for the Enfield Plan to ‘conform’ with the London Plan.  
This flows from a legal requirement for the Enfield Plan to be in ‘general conformity’ with the 
Strategic London Plan.  

2.1.10 There is no requirement for the Plans to perfectly conform with each other.  But there is also 
no statutory definition of ‘general conformity’; whether or not a plan generally conforms is a 
matter of judgement.   

 
2 There are occasions where a target can be in excess of ‘need’.  For example, where a Council may wish to build 
more market housing to secure more affordable housing.     
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2.1.11 For the purposes of this paper we focus on how the Borough should look to apply the London 
Plan housing targets while not speculating how much leeway may be available to depart from 
these while still ‘generally’ conforming.     

2.1.12 In our view the housing targets in the London Plan are a key policy that is both quantified and 
also detailed.  The scope to adopt a dramatically different number, while still looking to 
‘generally conformity’ is likely to challenging.   

London Plan approach to housing targets 

Introduction  

2.1.13 As noted above; the London Plan proceeded to assess its starting point (its ‘need’ for 
housing) using a process called Objectively Assessed Need (OAN).  

2.1.14 For London as a whole the 2017 London Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) 
calculated the OAN as 66,000 dpa.   

2.1.15 This number was calculated, presented and used at a London wide level.  The Mayor 
maintained that London was one ‘Housing Market Area’ and need could and should be 
distributed according to planned supply across the Boroughs.  The published 2017 SHMA 
provides no borough level ‘need’ figures.  Only the London wide 66,000 is presented.   

2.1.16 Once this OAN was determined the Mayor, following the two step approach above, looked 
for supply.  This was done through the 2017 Strategic Land Availability Assessment 
(SHLAA).   

2.1.17 Importantly; the reconciliation process of ‘need’ and ‘supply’ was not undertaken at the 
Borough level.  For London as a whole the SHLAA identified capacity for most, but not all of 
the 66,000 homes ‘needed’ for first 10 years of the plan period.  As submitted the separate 
Borough targets roughly summed to the 66,000 homes (1.5% short over the London Plan 
period).   

2.1.18 This process is summarised the SHMA (para 0.2): 

“ All of these estimates [of London Need] are provided at the Greater London level only. Local 
housing provision targets are set out in the London Plan, based on the estimated capacity for 
new homes in each London borough as reported in the accompanying Strategic Housing Land 
Availability Assessment (SHLAA) 

2.1.19 While the submitted plan broadly balanced need/supply the Inspectors found elements of the 
2017 SHLAA unsound (part of the allowance for ‘small sites’3) and ultimately removed this 
component of supply.  The Inspectors then adjusted borough targets downwards.    

2.1.20 So, as drafted the submitted London Plan supply summed to 40,000 dpa on large sites and 
24,500 on small sites (i.e. just short of the 66,000 dpa need).  But following the Panel report 
the London small site supply, the component based on GLA modelling, was deleted and the 
small site supply cut to 12,000 dpa.   

2.1.21 So, even were the Mayor satisfied that the submitted London Plan had enough supply to 
meet need.  With the Inspectors reducing the SHLAA supply – removing part of the modelled 
small sites allowance - the final London Plan can no longer claim to meet ‘need’ in full even 
on its own terms.   

 
3 See paragraph 170 of the Panel Report:  “Briefly the modelling of small sites is insufficiently accurate to give a 
true picture of the likely available capacity. As such, it does not provide a reliable input to the overall targets”   
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10 Year Targets and the London SHLAA 

2.1.22 Plans are generally expected to provide sufficient supply to cover their plan period.  I.e. upto 
2041.   But there is provision in the NPPF for Councils only to identify sites upto year 10.  
The NPPF states that Councils should allocate sites post year 10 ‘where possible’4 

2.1.23 When assessing supply the London SHLAA looked over the whole London Plan period (up 
to 2041) but focused only on the first 10 years (2019/29).  In response the London Plan only 
provides Borough level targets up to 2029 – aligning with the detailed part of the SHLAA. 

2.1.24 This is justified by the Mayor (para 0.0.13) because:   

“This London Plan runs from 2019 to 2041. This date has been chosen to provide a longer-
term view of London’s development to inform decision making. However, some of the more 
detailed elements of the Plan, such as the annual housing targets, are set for only the first ten 
years of the Plan. This reflects the capacity of land suitable for residential development and 
intensification identified in the 2017 Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) 
which, due to the dynamic nature of London’s land market, does not attempt to robustly 
identify capacity beyond 2029.” 

2.1.25 In summary the Mayor declined to provide Borough level targets post 2029 because the 
2017 SHLAA could not confirm the supply of sites due to the ‘dynamic nature’ of the London 
Market.   

Targets post 2029 

2.1.26 Borough level targets are not provided in the London Plan post 2029.  But the Boroughs are 
required, following National Guidance, to address a 15 year period from the point of plan 
adoption.  Even were a Council to adopt a new plan today the London Plan targets don’t 
even last 8 or so years of the 15 year period.   

2.1.27 This presents all Boroughs with a challenge: how much land to allocate post 2029 and on 
what basis should these allocations be made?  The London Plan provides no Borough ‘need’ 
figure post 2029 and the SHLAA, as clearly set out, only focused on the period up to 2029.    

2.1.28 Some limited guidance is provided in the London Plan where the supporting text states 
(4.1.11): 

“If a target is needed beyond the 10 year period (2019/20 to 2028/29), boroughs should draw 
on the 2017 SHLAA findings (which cover the plan period to 2041) and any local evidence of 
identified capacity, in consultation with the GLA, and should take into account any additional 
capacity that could be delivered as a result of any committed transport infrastructure 
improvements, and roll forward the housing capacity assumptions applied in the London Plan 
for small sites.” 

2.1.29 The paragraph could be viewed as slightly disingenuous because at the Borough level local 
plan Inspectors have concluded a target post year 10 (2029) is required.  Setting this aside- 
paragraph 4.1.11 would suggest that Enfield can derive its post 2029 targets by interrogating 
the 2017 SHLAA, supplemented with additional local evidence, and carrying forward the 
remaining (sound) element of the original SHLAA small sites adjustment.   

Enfield’s Housing Target in the London Plan 2019  - 2029.   

2.1.30 As noted above only 10 year (2019/29) targets are provided for Boroughs in the London 
Plan. The initial 10-year housing target for the London Borough of Enfield was for a total of 

 
4 NPPF Paragraph 67.   
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B) and any local evidence of identified capacity, in consultation with the GLA 

2.1.43 Turning to this ‘step’ the Boroughs are expected to ‘top up’ their supply using local evidence.   

2.1.44 To do this a local SHLAA is needed – because as noted above- the GLA effectively only 
focused on the period up to 2029 on the basis that post 2029 the market was ‘too dynamic’.  
Our reading of the Panel Report would also suggest that they expected local SHLAAs to be 
undertaken (para 1515)  

2.1.45 But; as we discuss in more detail below, the London Plan is so constructed to make it very 
hard for the Boroughs to identify additional supply within the strategic constraints of the 
London Plan.  Most obviously new Greenfield and Green Belt sites.   

Enfield SHLAA  

2.1.46 The London Plan is explicit that the 2017 GLA SHLAA should be used when applying 
paragraph 4.1.11.  But this can be ‘topped up’ by local evidence of additional capacity.   

2.1.47 In the Enfield context local evidence struggles to confirm sufficient supply to meet the 
London plans 10 year targets.  It is very unlikely significant additional supply can be 
identified over and above this.  The main reason is that the adopted London Plan constrains 
the Councils ability to identify more sites.   

2.1.1 The Borough SHLAA concludes that there is a 10 year supply of deliverable and 
developable sites, plus windfalls, for 10,475 homes.  But this SHLAA period runs from 20/21 
up to 30/31 whereas the London Plan target commences in 2019/20.   

2.1.2 We understand that once ‘backlog’ is considered from the start of the London Plan period 
(19/20) the gap between the SHLAA supply and the London Plan requirement will be even 
larger.  We understand that the Housing Delivery Test recorded 19/20 completions were 429 
homes.  So in one year alone the Borough has developed a 1,000 dwelling backlog  against 
the London Plan.  Outside London Councils have the ‘ability’ to reset their base date and so 
reset any backlog.  But this route would not appear to be available to a Borough that needs 
to conform with the London Plan where the housing targets clearly commence in 2019.   

Greenbelt and other constraints 

2.1.3 As noted above the Boroughs SHLAA struggles to identify additional housing supply in the 
context of the London Plans strategic policy constraints.  

2.1.4 Here the most obvious constraint is the Greenbelt and Metropolitan Open Land (MOL).   

2.1.5 The Greenbelt was an ongoing point of disagreement between the Mayor and the Inspectors 
examining the plan.   Greenbelt is a highly charged issue and the Mayor, when drafting the 
Plan, looked to accommodate London’s growth without using greenbelt land.  The original 
drafting of Policy G2 (the London Plan Green Belt policy) would have prevented Boroughs 
even considering releasing Greenbelt land.    

2.1.6 In theory; because of the way the London plan targets were derived boroughs should be 
able to accommodate their targets without using new land and without resorting to Green 
Belt sites.  But the Inspectors removed the Mayors original policy wording – replacing it with 
text more in line with the NPPF.  This allows for the release of greenbelt in ‘exceptional 
circumstances’.    

 
5 
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2.1.7 Very little, if any further guidance is given in the London Plan as to when Boroughs may 
move into Greenbelt.  However, in the economy chapter of the London Plan the text reads 
(paragraph 6.4.8): 

“Boroughs proposing changes through a Local Plan to Green Belt or MOL boundaries (in line 
with Policy G2 London’s Green Belt and Policy G3 Metropolitan Open Land) to 
accommodate their London Plan housing target should demonstrate that they have made as 
much use as possible of suitable brownfield sites and underutilised land, including – in 
exceptional circumstances – appropriate industrial land in active employment use. Where 
possible, a substitution approach to alternative locations with higher demand for industrial 
uses is encouraged.” 

2.1.8 This was a very late change to the plan and was required to be added by the SoS in 
December 2020.  This may explain why this is the only mention of Boroughs releasing land 
to meet housing needs.  But it confirms that regardless of the main ‘no greenbelt release’ 
thrust of the London Plan Boroughs may be required to review their strategic constraints 
(inc. Green Belt) if they cannot meet their London Plan targets.   

2.1.9 In 2021, a further call for sites exercise was undertaken. Some limited additional capacity 
that is not within the greenbelt or on greenfield sites have been identified. This will be 
considered through the borough’s HELAA. Initial estimates suggest that these sites may 
have capacity for an additional 1,500 homes. A more accurate estimate will be calculated as 
part of the HELAA update.   

C) should take into account any additional capacity that could be delivered as a result 
of any committed transport infrastructure improvements 

2.1.10 Regarding the committed transport improvements Cross Rail 2 was expected to pass 
through Enfield and also result in an increase in capacity along the West Anglia Line (four 
tracking the line).  This may have provided additional capacity that could be applied as part 
of a 4.1.11 assessment but we understand the project is ‘shelved’ as part of TfL’s Covid 
response and gap in funding.   

D) and roll forward the housing capacity assumptions applied in the London Plan for 
small sites 

For Enfield the London Plan (table 4.2) shows 3,530 ‘small sites’ homes or 353 per annum.   

The Enfield Target post 2029:  A+B+C+D  

2.1.11 There are two components of post 2029 targets prescribed by paragraph 4.1.11 directly 
drawing on the London SHLAA. 

2.1.12 Component ‘A’ is the 2017 SHLAA residual.  This is 152 dpa for the first five years post 2029 
falling to 115 dpa thereafter.  This may be supplemented by additional local evidence for 
component B & C where the Borough SHLAA or other evidence identifies more supply.  But 
at the moment this appears unlikely.  

2.1.13 Component D is also drawn from the London SHLAA and London Plan policy regarding 
small sites.  This shows 352 dpa post 2029. 

2.1.14 This suggests; in the absence of additional local evidence, the housing requirement for 
Enfield post 2029 falls from 12,460 homes up to 2029 and thereafter 504 per annum or, post 
2034, 467 homes per annum.   

2.1.15 Following the logic set out in the GLA SHLAA and London plan this should be achievable 
and deliverable within the strategic constraints set out in the London Plan.  The reason the 
Enfield target falls is directly related to the lack of supply in the 2017 SHLAA.   
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2.1.16 But paragraph 6.4.8 would still suggest that if this is not the case than additional land may be 
needed to meet the London Plan targets.  The December 2020 Ministers Direction clearly 
raises the prospect of a local Green Belt review “to accommodate their London Plan housing 
target”.   

Employment need  

2.1.17 Before concluding it is worth briefly considering economic needs and specifically industrial 
land.  When making their Direction in December 2020 the SoS justified the paragraph 6.4.8 
amendment to provide Councils with the option to use employment land to meet housing 
need.   This was given as an option alongside Green Belt release:  

“Boroughs facing decisions about releasing Green Belt or MOL to accommodate housing 
need, should have the option of allocating industrial land to meet these needs”6 

2.1.18 However; what is not said that what the Borough should do if this then results in a shortfall of 
land to meet economic needs?  We understand that here the Councils Employment Land 
Review identified a need for employment land/floorspace in excess of supply – even before 
consideration is given to releasing protected industrial land for housing.   

2.1.19 In essence – if the Borough decides to use this flexibility to boost the supply of housing on 
active employment sites this may reduce (remove) the need to consider Green Belt for 
housing need to meet the London Plan housing targets.  But may exacerbate the need to 
release land for economic needs.  The use of active employment land to meet housing need 
may solve one problem but creates another.   

2.2 Summary  

2.2.1 Enfield is one of the few Councils where a two tier plan making system remains. Here the 
London Plan has considered ‘need’ and supply and ultimately directed Borough targets – 
including 12,480 homes to Enfield up to 2029.   

2.2.2 Post 2029 the GLA provides no Borough Need figure to consider and requires Boroughs to 
roll forward only their assessment of supply – based on the GLAs 2017 SHLAA.   

2.2.3 This process, as set out in paragraph 4.1.11, results in a target around 500 dpa post 2029.  
This is significantly below the 1,246 dpa London Plan 10 year period.  It is also below the c. 
1,900 in the original plan and only a fraction of the most recent Standard Method number of 
Enfield.   

2.2.4 The reason for this ‘cliff edge’ is simply that the GLA, in their 2017 SHLAA, could not identify 
large site supply for Enfield post 2029.  Following the paragraph 4.1.11 method the Councils 
target post 2029 is almost all a product of the small sites element (table 4.2 of the London 
Plan.   

2.2.5 More recent evidence from the Enfield SHLAA shows that the Borough may struggle to meet 
even this low, cliff edge, target.  If this continues, and additional supply cannot be identified 
the SoS would appear to require a local review of the Green Belt.  Or the use of occupied 
(active) employment sites – but this in turn may also justify a Green Belt review because, as 
with housing, Enfield struggles to meet its economic needs in full.   

 
6 SoS justification 10th December 2020  
https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/201210_sos_annex_b_further_directions.pdf 
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3 Other Considerations 

3.1 Introduction 

3.1.1 Above we have found that following the London Plan paragraph 4.1.11 method Enfield’s 
future housing target may fall from 1,240 dpa to around 500 dpa.  This is the strict reading of 
the paragraph and the London SHLAA.   

3.1.2 The main reason this falls so much from 1,246 dpa, is simply because the GLA failed to 
identity supply in Enfield post 2029 (because there is very limited capacity).  For most 
boroughs the SHLAA identified supply in phase 4 and 5 of the Plan – which allows most 
boroughs to maintain a post 2029 target at least similar to the London Plan.  This is not the 
case in Enfield. 

3.1.3 There is however reason, in our opinion, to treat this number (~500 dpa) with care when 
progressing the plan.   

3.1.4 Firstly, no housing target should be applied as an absolute minimum – the London Plan and 
the Panel Inspectors both encourage the Borough to look for additional supply outside of that 
identified in the London SHLAA.   

3.1.5 Secondly; while only recently adopted, the Mayor is required to review the plan and adopt a 
new version within 5 years.  This means that the evidence base must commence very 
shortly.  The Mayor has been directed to use the Standard Method to inform the next London 
Plan and will no longer be permitted to use OAN.  It is even possible that a new London Plan 
may be out for consultation in some form whilst the Enfield Plan is being examined.   

3.1.6 Thirdly; progressing a plan with a declining housing target – where housing delivery in 
Enfield falls by 2/3rds post 2029 runs directly against national housing policy in general and 
at least the spirit of the NPPF which is designed to facilities a ‘boost’ in delivery.   

3.1.7 We have suggested Enfield takes legal advice over how to apply ‘strategic’ constraints in its 
paragraph 4.1.11 assessment and when ultimately identifying its next target post 2029.  This 
needs to consider the interplay between the London Plan concluding no greenbelt review 
would be supported in the London Plan period (up to 2040) and the Borough’s duty to 
progress a minimum 15-year plan.  In summary; if the Borough cannot ‘flex’ some of the 
London Plan policy constraints, particularly the Greenbelt but also MOL and industrial land 
policies, it will be impossible to avoid the London Plan ‘cliff edge’ discussed above.   

3.1.8 An added complication is that were the Borough required to release Green Belt land to meet 
the minimum London Plan targets discussed above - should only sufficient land be released 
to meet only the London Plan target?  Or should additional land be released to ensure the 
longevity of the new boundaries.     

3.1.9 So pragmatically we set out two other possible groups of scenarios for testing as the plan 
progresses.  These are set out to help future proof the evidence base because they are not 
constrained by the London Plan assessment, which in turn, was bound by the supply 
identified in the 2017 London SHLAA.     

3.1.10 Firstly we discuss the scale of new housing supply needed to simply ‘roll on’ the 1,246 dpa 
target in the London Plan.  Secondly we discuss the new Standard Method,   

A roll on London Plan target (1,246 dpa) 

3.1.11 It would appear sensible to test whether at least the London Plan rate of delivery can be 
projected forward.    
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3.1.12 So we suggest testing the Boroughs ability to roll forward the 1,246 target post 2029.   

3.1.13 There is no evidence that 1,246 represents or reflects any assessment of need.  As set out 
above it reflects supply as established in the 2017 SHLAA for the period upto 2029.   

3.1.14 Its purpose as a scenario der is simply that it avoids the ‘cliff edge’ and, while not ‘boosting’ 
delivery, housing targets in Enfield are not seen to fall.   

3.2 Standard Method 

3.2.1 There is no London need number for Enfield in the London Plan.  But MHCLG do publish the 
Standard Method ‘need’ figure for the Borough.   

3.2.2 As of December 2020 – when the Method was last updated by MHCLG – the Government 
provided a ‘data table’ setting out the Method by district.  This showed 4,397 dpa for 
Enfield7. 

3.2.3 In January 2021, for the purposes of the Method, the ‘current year’ (used in Step 1 of the 
Method) rolled to 2021 which slightly reduces the calculation to 4,373 dpa. 

3.2.4 The table below shows the two calculations.  The first calculation (4,397) aligns with 
published MHCLG data table while the second (4,373) rolls this on to 2021.   

TABLE – Standard Method – Without London Plan ‘cap’ 

 

3.2.5 These two numbers (4,397 and 4,373) are so high because the starting point for the 
Standard Method calculation, the 2014 based household projections, already exceed 
Enfield’s London Plan number.  Added to this the lack of affordability (Step 2) increases this 
by the maximum permitted (40%) and as a London Borough this is again increased by 35% 
as part of the new ‘urban boost’ added to the Method in December 2020.   

3.2.6 In the table above the Step 3 cap is not applied because the London was not published until 
March 2021.  Also; in any event MHCLG discourage the use of a plan ‘cap’.    As set out in 
the PPG the ‘cap’ does not reduce ‘need’ (the need is always uncapped) and if the cap is 
used then plans should be reviewed even quicker to reach the uncapped number.  It is 
therefore important that a ‘uncapped’ figure is also considered alongside any capped 
number.   

3.2.7 The table below updates the calculation with a London Plan cap applied at step 3.  This cap 
limits the assessment (at step 3) to 40% above the current London Plan target.   

TABLE – Standard Method – With London Plan ‘cap’ 

 
7 
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/944896/Indicati
ve_Local_Housing_Need_Publication_Table_.ods 

2020-2030 2021-2031
Step 1 23,267       23,139       (10 years Household Growth)
Step 2 32,574       32,395       (Affordability uplift - 40% cap)
Step 3 N/A N/A (London Plan Cap)
Step 4 43,975       43,733       (Urban Uplift - 35%)
Per annum 4,397         4,373          
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3.2.8 Unfortunately, this number is not fixed – as noted above the ‘current year’ moves forward 
and each year the Step 1 starting number falls slightly.  Also each year the affordability ratio 
is recast (Step 2) and this can also change the assessment slightly.  However, the ‘cap’ can 
mask any changes to Stage 1 or 2 where they above the ‘capped’ number. 

Should Enfield consider the Standard Method (as part of the local plan review) 

3.2.9 As regards the application of the Method to Enfield it is debatable to what extent it is relevant 
to the Borough.    

3.2.10 When the Standard Method was recently updated in late 2020 the Government updated the 
Planning Guidance.  They also provided a formal response to the 2020 Standard Method 
Consultation.   

3.2.11 The merits of the 2020 consultation are not material here – the Method is effectively now ‘as 
is’.  But as regards the ‘old’ London Plan targets and the new Method MHCLG stated:   

“This new plan [London Plan], when adopted, will set London’s housing requirement for the 
next 5 years. The local housing need uplift we are setting out today will therefore only be 
applicable once the next London Plan is being developed8”  

Further the PPG was updated to state: 

“…., it should be noted that the responsibility for the overall distribution of housing need in 
London lies with the Mayor as opposed to individual boroughs so there is no policy 
assumption that this level of need will be met within the individual boroughs.” ID: 2a-034-
20201216 

3.2.12 This confirms that Government does not expect the Boroughs to look to apply the Standard 
Method.  The Method must first be ‘translated’ via the Mayor and the next round of the 
London Plan before being applied.  This will not happen until the Plan is reviewed.    

3.2.13 This is echoed at paragraph 1.4.4 of the London Plan which says “Boroughs can rely on 
these targets [London Plan targets] when developing their Development Plan Documents 
and are not required to take account of nationally-derived local-level need figures.”  

Pragmatically:  Should Enfield consider the Standard Method?  

3.2.14 It is clear that the Method will need to be translated into targets by the Mayor.  There is no 
suggestion in National Policy that Enfield should look to apply the Method as a target in the 
next Enfield Plan.   

 
8 https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/changes-to-the-current-planning-system/outcome/government-
response-to-the-local-housing-need-proposals-in-changes-to-the-current-planning-system 

2021-2031
Step 1 23,139       (10 years Household Growth)
Step 2 32,395       (Affordability uplift - 40% cap)
Step 3 17,444       
Step 4 23,549       (Urban Uplift - 35%)
Per annum 2,355          

(London Plan Cap - 40% above LP target - 12,460)
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3.2.15 But as published the Method is the best estimate of Enfield’s housing need available.  It 
represents the Boroughs share of the national housing target (300,000 new homes per 
annum) and the Boroughs share of the need the Mayor will shortly need to consider.    

3.2.16 Also knowing the direction of travel for the Boroughs housing target implied by the Method 
may be important should the Borough need to review the Green Belt as part of this plan 
review.  If a review of the Greenbelt is required national policy (NPPF 139) would suggest 
that it is not limited just to meeting short term needs.  The Council would need a view as to 
the likely long term need for housing land in the Plan area.    

3.2.17 Finally; in our experience it is common for Councils not to explore or examine possible 
development sites in the Green Belt.  This means that they can be unprepared should the 
circumstance arise where additional land is needed.  By suggesting the Council should test 
the Method does not mean that we are recommending the Council is required to meet the 
number of homes in the Method.  Only that it would be helpful for the plan making process to 
understand if or how higher housing targets could be delivered in the Borough.  Also 
understand why additional housing can only be delivered alongside major infrastructure etc.   

3.3 Summary and Scenarios 

3.3.1 Drawing on the above we have developed a number of scenarios for testing.  Two London 
Plan scenarios and two Standard Method scenarios.  For the Standard Method there is a 
variant depending on when the London Plan is reviewed.    

London Plan scenarios 

3.3.2 The first scenario (core scenario) follows the London Plan paragraph 4.1.11 method.  
Following the paragraph this is based on the London Plan SHLAA (2017) for the ‘large site’ 
component (table 10.1 of the SHLAA) with the Small Sites component taken from London 
Plan table 4.2.   

3.3.3 This results in a total requirement, over the London Plan period of 18,249 dwellings.  This 
falls slightly if 2039 is used as the end data (as proposed for the Enfield Plan - 17,315)   

3.3.4 Post 2029 the ‘per annum’ target falls to around 500 dpa – because the GLA SHLAA has 
almost no ‘large site’ supply post 2029.   

3.3.5 We also show a second London Plan scenario – where the London Plan target is rolled 
forwards.  This avoids the ‘cliff edge’ and essentially assumes that the Borough can identify 
a new round of large sites – not identified in the GLAs SHLAA.  As noted above this is 
illustrative only because it is not based on any need of supply assessment. For Enfield the 
London Plans supply is largely exhausted by 2029.   

3.3.6 This scenario shows 27,414 homes over the London Plan period and 24,920 for the shorter 
Enfield Plan period.  

Standard Method scenarios 

3.3.7 It is important to remember that, at the moment there is one London Plan compliant number 
– the scenario that meets the 10 year targets and thereafter follows the approach set out at 
paragraph 4.1.11.  (London Plan Core Scenario).   

3.3.8 But this results in a sharpy declining target post 2029 because the 2017 SHLAA has little or 
no large sites supply for Enfield post 2029.  The paragraph 4.1.11 assessment would 
encourage the Council to boost its supply using local evidence to boost supply post 2029.  .    
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3.3.9 For the purposes of this paper we take the Standard Method as a indication of the scale of 
housebuilding National Government would like Enfield to accommodate.   But we fully 
recognise that ultimately it will be for the Mayor to undertake the translation of need into a 
requirement as part of the next London Plan review.  Any Standard Method number can only 
give Enfield at indication of the direction of travel for the Boroughs housing targets and the 
size of the ‘gap’ between known supply and full housing need.  

3.3.10 In the Standard Method scenarios we always assume that the London Plan targets will 
remain for the next 5 years.  At that point the London Plan will have been reviewed and the 
Mayor should ideally be looking to accommodate the ‘full’ method (4,373 for Enfield) but 
more likely will apply the London Plan ‘cap’ (2,355 for Enfield).  This results in a ‘need’ for 
80,571 homes over the London Plan period (71,824 for the Enfield period) and a lower 
(capped) need of 46,262 (41,555) .   

3.3.11 But; it is likely that the Enfield Plan will be adopted before the Mayor completes the review of 
the London Plan.  In which case the Borough could look to apply the current London Plan 
targets until 2029 and then, departing from the London Plan paragraph 4.1.11 method, look 
to accommodate a higher Standard Method derived number in policy preference to the 
London Plan ‘cliff’.  In which case it would be sensible to consider only the London Plan 
capped number on the basis that the London Plan will be less than 5 years old at the time.   

3.3.12 This generates a need of 40,720 (36,010) homes in Enfield for testing.  This is still double 
the target generated following 4.1.11.   

3.3.13 Of the three Standard Method scenarios we suspect this is the most sensible – it assumes 
the Enfield Plan is examined, found sound, and adopted before the London Plan is reviewed.  
As such the Enfield Plan is able to carry forward the London Plan target until 2029.  But, as 
an alternative to the London Plan ‘cliff edge’, the simple ‘London plan continued’ scenario  
the Borough looks to boost delivery in 2029 and tests meeting its ‘share’ of the London Plan 
total.   

3.3.14 Arguably the Borough should look to test the full, uncapped, number post 2029 on the basis 
that the PPG is clear that this cap is less than ideal (64,936 / 56,190).  

Conclusions 

3.3.15 The London Plan promotes a target for the next Enfield Plan period of 17,315.  But this 
means that post 2029 housing delivery in Enfield falls – the opposite of the National ‘boost’.   

3.3.16 So; the Council ought to consider alternatives – reflecting the fact the London Plan provides 
only minimum targets and when looking for sites the Borough should not constrain its self 
only to these minimum.   

3.3.17 But it is difficult to generate alternatives for testing because the most obvious, continuing the 
London plan per annum target has no evidence base.  It is not ‘need’ or ‘supply’ nor a target 
itself.  It is simply a convenient number whereby housing delivery is not falling.   

3.3.18 The second alternative is the Standard method.  But the Standard Method should not be 
directly applied by Boroughs.  As published it is a ‘raw’ need figure that has yet to be 
translated (by the next London Plan) into Borough targets.   

3.3.19 However; taken as a ‘need’ figure, an estimate of Enfield’s share of housing need in the next 
London Plan review and the Boroughs share of the national 300,000 dwelling target, it is 
sensible to test the Boroughs ability to deliver this higher target.   

3.3.20 The Method is complicated by the London Plan caps and when the London Plan is reviewed.  
But the most likely scenario is that the Enfield Plan will be adopted in advance of the London 
Plan review and can apply the London Plan target until 2029.   
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3.3.21 Post 2029 the most likely alterative need number will be capped to the London Plan.  This 
provides a need9 roughly double the London Plan (4.1.11) method – 36,010 dwellings in the 
next Enfield Plan period.  Were the Council to look to see how to meet the full Standard 
Method need figure it would be required to test 56,190 homes over the Enfield Plan period.  

3.3.22  We have developed alternative scenarios where the London Plan is reviewed earlier and 
the Method needs to be considered post 2026. These generate even higher estimates with 
the highest over 71,000 homes in the Enfield plan period.  These estimates are ‘valid’ in that 
they are based on the Standard Method and they are a view of how many homes may be 
needed post 2026.  But they are unlikely to be applicable given the timing of the Enfield 
Plan.     

3.3.23 In summary we suggest the Borough considers testing: 
 

A) The London Plan Target (4.1.11) – 17,315 dwellings (in the Enfield Plan period).  This is a 
minimum and should additional local supply be identified this should be used to inform a 
higher target.  It should always be the ‘core’ scenario even through housing delivery falls.   

B) The London Plan Target ‘rolled’ on – 24,930 dwellings 

C) London Plan until 2029 then Standard Method – 36,010 (with cap) up to 56,190 (without 
cap.   

3.3.24  We have also developed scenarios where the London Plan is reviewed by 2026 and the 
London Plan moves to an alternative Standard Method number.  But given the timing of the 
Enfield Plan we don’t think these will apply.  But they remain useful scenarios to note 
because they illustrate the scale of housing need the Mayor will be considering when 
reviewing the London Plan.  This review is likely to emerge alongside the Enfield Plan so 
GLA evidence relating to a Standard Method commencing in 2026 may emerge.    

 
9 Strictly this a combination of London Plan Target and Standard Method Need.  Here we simplify this to ‘need’ as 
opposed to the London Plan 100% Target approach.    
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4 The need for a Housing Needs Assessment 

4.1.1 The NPPF sets out the context for the amount of housing to be planned for: 

60. To determine the minimum number of homes needed, strategic policies should be 
informed by a local housing need assessment, conducted using the standard method 
in national planning guidance – unless exceptional circumstances justify an alternative 
approach which also reflects current and future demographic trends and market 
signals. In addition to the local housing need figure, any needs that cannot be met 
within neighbouring areas should also be taken into account in establishing the 
amount of housing to be planned for. 

61. Within this context, the size, type and tenure of housing needed for different 
groups in the community should be assessed and reflected in planning policies 
(including, but not limited to, those who require affordable housing, families with 
children, older people, students, people with disabilities, service families, travellers, 
people who rent their homes and people wishing to commission or build their own 
homes). 

4.1.2 The detail is then provided in three chapters of the PPG: 

Chapter 2a Housing and economic needs assessment.  This covers the overall housing 
requirement, including the need to adjust the amount planned for to help meet the need for 
affordable housing. 

Chapter 67 Housing Needs of different groups.  This covers the needs of those in the 
PRS, the needs for self and custom build, student housing, and repeats much of the 
affordable housing section included in Chapter 2a. 

Chapter 63 Housing for older and disabled people.  This considers the needs of these two 
groups. 

4.1.3 The 2017 London SHMA predates the current guidance for undertaking a housing needs 
assessment.  It does not contain the required outputs, based on up to date evidence.  It is 
highly unlikely that a Local Plan hearing carried out in 2022 could successfully rely on a 
housing evidence that will then be at least 5 years old.  An inspector would, quite 
reasonably, as if the data was sufficient for local plan making.  This is likely to be particularly 
important when it comes to meeting the needs of particular groups. 

4.1.4 As discussed elsewhere in this note, the London Plan number is a supply based number, the 
standard method is a needs based number, which, at least in part, is locally derived. 

4.1.5 Historically London has carried out sub-regional housing research, which often provide further 
detail.  Enfield is not part of the 2016 North East London SHMA (Barking and Dagenham, 
Havering, Newham, Redbridge, along with Waltham Forest) or the 2018 West London SHMA 
(Barnet, Brent, Ealing, Hammersmith & Fulham, Harrow, Hillingdon, Hounslow).  Neither of 
these include Enfield, the Council’s most recent ;local information is now six years old, being 
their 2015 SHMA update (DCA, 2015), again predating the PPG. 

4.1.6 The Council needs to develop local policies to meet local need, this information is not 
available from other sources, so it is necessary to develop that part of the evidence base 
here. 
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Enfield Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) 
 
The SHLAA is part of the evidence base which forms a key part of the emerging Enfield Local Plan. It 
is a technical document which aims to identify land that might have potential for housing in the 15-
year Local Plan period or beyond as required by the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). 
NPPF states that a housing assessment should be used to establish realistic assumptions about the 
availability, suitability and the likely achievability (economic viability) of land to meet the identified 
housing need. As the London Plan SHLAA was carried out in 2017 and the likely adoption of our Local 
Plan won’t be until 2024 the robustness of housing land evidence was something that we had to 
assess earlier on in the process.     
 
The Government’s national planning practice guidance advises that Housing and Economic Land 
Availability Assessment methodology should be followed in preparing a SHLAA. It breaks the process 
into five broad stages and summarises these using a flowchart1. We have adopted this broad 
methodology and the published Enfield SHLAA (2020) describes in more detail how each stage of the 
Enfield Assessment was undertaken. In preparing the SHLAA, we also consulted on the methodology 
with the industry, a copy of the consultation statement and how comments were taken into account 
can be found here: https://new.enfield.gov.uk/services/planning/draft-shlaa-methodology-
consultation-statement-2020-planning.pdf  
 
The Enfield SHLAA methodology aligns with the Planning Practice Guidance methodology and 
broadly builds upon the work done for the London SHLAA, though there are a number of ways in 
which our methodology varies from the London SHLAA (2017).  
 
Firstly, the London SHLAA study uses a bespoke system which includes assessing housing potential 
on large sites using a ‘constraints model,’ which “establishes probability based housing capacity 
estimates for each site based on the number and severity of planning policy, environmental and 
delivery constraints affecting it.” This differs from the guidance set out within the PPG and the 
assessment of availability and deliverability is not robust enough. For example, when we followed 
the national guidance a significant proportion of Enfield housing sites identified in the GLA SHLAA 
were assessed as not available or deliverable reducing our ability to meet borough housing targets 
identified in the 2021 London Plan.  
 
Secondly, the size threshold varies from the approach taken by the London Plan SHLAA (2017) which 
estimated capacity on sites above 0.25ha. Due to the high proportion of small sites that come 
forward in the borough the Enfield SHLAA considered any sites which is greater than 0.05ha or with 
potential to deliver more than 5 homes.  
 
Looking at the ten year targets and the London SHLAA, plans are generally expected to provide 
sufficient supply to cover their plan period – for us, it is up to 2039.   But there is provision in the 
NPPF for Councils only to identify sites up to year ten.  The NPPF states that Councils should allocate 
sites post year 10 ‘where possible’2.  
 
When assessing supply, the London SHLAA looked over the whole London Plan period (up to 2041) 
but focused only on the first 10 years i.e. 2019 to 2029.  In response the London Plan only provides 
Borough level targets up to 2029 – aligning with the detailed part of the London SHLAA. 
 
This is justified by the Mayor (para 0.0.13) because:   
 

 
1 Paragraph: 005 Reference ID: 3-005-20190722 
2 NPPF Paragraph 67.   



“This London Plan runs from 2019 to 2041. This date has been chosen to provide a longer-term view 
of London’s development to inform decision making. However, some of the more detailed elements 
of the Plan, such as the annual housing targets, are set for only the first ten years of the Plan. This 
reflects the capacity of land suitable for residential development and intensification identified in the 
2017 Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) which, due to the dynamic nature of 
London’s land market, does not attempt to robustly identify capacity beyond 2029.” 
 
In summary the Mayor declined to provide Borough level targets post 2029 because the 2017 SHLAA 
could not confirm the supply of sites due to the ‘dynamic nature’ of the London Market.   
Targets post 2029 
 
Borough level targets are not provided in the London Plan post 2029.  But the Boroughs are 
required, following National Guidance, to address a 15 year period from the point of plan adoption.  
Even were a Council to adopt a new plan today the London Plan targets don’t even last 8 or so years 
of the 15 year period.   
 
This presents all Boroughs with a challenge: how much land to allocate post 2029 and on what basis 
should these allocations be made?  The London Plan provides no Borough ‘need’ figure post 2029 
and the SHLAA, as clearly set out, only focused on the period up to 2029.    
 
Some limited guidance is provided in the London Plan where the supporting text states (4.1.11): 
 
“If a target is needed beyond the 10 year period (2019/20 to 2028/29), boroughs should draw on the 
2017 SHLAA findings (which cover the plan period to 2041) and any local evidence of identified 
capacity, in consultation with the GLA, and should take into account any additional capacity that 
could be delivered as a result of any committed transport infrastructure improvements, and roll 
forward the housing capacity assumptions applied in the London Plan for small sites.” 
 
The paragraph could be viewed as slightly disingenuous because at the Borough level local plan 
Inspectors have concluded a target post year 10 (2029) is required.  Setting this aside- paragraph 
4.1.11 would suggest that Enfield can derive its post 2029 targets by interrogating the 2017 SHLAA, 
supplemented with additional local evidence, and carrying forward the remaining (sound) element 
of the original SHLAA small sites adjustment.   
 
Finally, within the London Plan SHLAA, the methodology used in determining housing delivery 
potential on sites smaller than 0.25ha was estimated through a modelling exercise where average 
annual trends in housing completions were adjusted to take into account the expected impact of 
planning policy changes in the draft London Plan. Both the London Plan SHLAA and the Enfield 
SHLAA, in years 6-15, provide windfall’ assumptions for the projected rate of housing delivery on 
unidentified small sites as there is ‘compelling evidence’ based on historic windfall delivery rates 
that such sites have consistently became available in Enfield and will continue to provide a reliable 
source of housing. It is however our opinion that in order to have a robust housing land evidence the 
assumptions should be based on local and up to date evidence and they should be realistic. For that 
reason our assessment on small sites and windfalls rely heavily on past performance, planning 
applications and sites submitted by land owners or other interested parties as part of our call for 
sites.   
 





What we are going to look at today 

• Vision – what people said and how we responded 

• Spatial Options 

• Making choices – feedback from Members 

• Exceptional Circumstances 



Vision – what people were saying

Engagement workshops – February 

Members: Enfield offers the best of town and country. Needs to 
remain a place of green attractive neighbourhoods with a good quality 
of life. Growth should focus on quality and be supported by 
infrastructure.

Enfield Youth Parliament: Enfield should be a place of future 
opportunity, with east-west disparities addressed. Enfield should be a 
green place, with access to nature.

Officers: There is the opportunity for Enfield to be an intergenerational 
place where growth delivers multiple benefits – housing, jobs and 
environmental improvements.



Vision – what people were saying

Survey:

– 278 responses. 65% were aged over 50, and the same proportion 
identified as White British.

– 72% see Enfield’s role as a deeply green London.

– Sustainable movement a clear priority - 67% want to see Enfield 
highly connected by networks of walking, cycling, bus and train routes. 

– 66% would like Enfield to provide for all or some of our identified 
housing need. More people (45%) than not (41%) would like Enfield to 
meet the Mayor of London’s housing target up to 2039.

– More (41%) think employment needs should be met in full than not 
(35%).

– Environmental aspirations are strong – 68% want the borough to be 
a clean and unpolluted place where water and air quality is prioritised 
and protected.



The emerging Vision

By 2039 Enfield will have grown 
to be a place of opportunity for future 

generations, the green heart of London 
where new homes and jobs help all our 

communities thrive. 



The four threads - draft

A deeply green place 

• A growing place where enhanced green open spaces and 
waterways permeate through the urban fabric from the wild places 
in the rural north.  A place that leads London in providing access 
for all to nature on their doorstep. A place where people can live in 
and escape to nature. A borough that is carbon neutral.

The workshop of London 

• A place that accommodates growing hubs of productivity, 
innovation and creativity across the borough.  A place of quality 
work environments knitted into the borough’s green networks.  A 
place that capitalises on Enfield’s strategic position in the UK 
Innovation Corridor. Enfield’s hot house of creativity encompasses 
our homes, town centres and industrial heartlands. 



The four threads - draft

A distinct and leading part of London 

• A place of growing neighbourhoods whose valuable character, 
heritage and natural environments have been enhanced and 
celebrated.  A place which offers the best of town and country.  
A place that leads London in terms of intergenerational 
communities, and access to nature, diverse economic 
opportunities and quality of life.   

A nurturing place 

• A place that provides people with the ingredients for good life –
healthy communities, beautiful places, more quality affordable 
homes and jobs, community facilities and excellent education, 
leisure and cultural opportunities. A more equal place where 
growth delivers better outcomes for all. 



What are we doing? 

• Commissioning specialist consultants to gather and analyse a 
range of baseline data and evidence 

• Calculating the minimum requirement for new housing according to 
national government’s ‘standard method’ and the jobs it would 
support 

• Calculating what the housing levels would be to support those 
growth; 

• Identifying a range of possible broad locations for new 
development, illustrating deliberately diverse approaches 

• Testing the possible growth levels across each of the different 
locations 

• Asking our specialist consultants to assess how well each of these 
strategic spatial options performs





Evidence 

Housing and Employment 

• Housing Topic Paper 

• Housing & Employment Land 
Availability Assessment

• Housing target paper 

• Site Selection 

Retail 

• Retail and Leisure Needs 
Assessment

• Town Centre Health Check

Green and Blue  

• Green Belt and MOL 
Assessment (part 1) 

• Green Belt and MOL 
Assessment (part 2)

Environment & Sustainability 

• Level 1 SFRA 

• Sequential/Exception Test

Infrastructure 

• Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

• Infrastructure Capacity Study 

• Green and Blue Infrastructure 
Assessment 



Evidence

• Strategic Transport Assessment 

• Whole Plan Viability 

• Integrated Impact Assessment –
SA/SEA, HRA, EqIA, CSIA… 

• Detailed EqIA

• Authority Monitoring Report inc.
Five Year Housing Land Supply 
and Housing Trajectory 

Place Making 

• Character of Growth Study & areas 
appropriate for tall buildings 

• Tall Buildings Paper 

• Place Making Study for 2x major 
sites 

• MW masterplan 

• Edmonton Vision 



Housing numbers 

Stantec report (2021) 
• London Plan – published March 2021, confirms our housing 

requirement as 1,246 homes per year

• Not simple calculation – can’t just apply 1,246 for whole plan period

• What needs to be considered?  
• London Plan ten year duration i.e. 2029 and what we do after 2029? 

• Flaws in London Plan and its 2017 SHLAA

• Situation by the time we get to Examination, when the London Plan is 
half way through and becomes out of date

• Government’s housing need figure i.e. 2,335 homes per year 



Housing numbers for Enfield 

Not simple 

A) Medium to low growth – London Plan up to 2029 then applying c.500 
homes up to 2039 = 17,315 homes 

B) Medium growth – continued growth with the London Plan = 24,920 homes 

C) High growth – by using a combination of London Plan and the 
Government’s Standard Methodology = 36,010 to 55,390 homes

Pros and cons associated with each set of numbers











What is our current housing supply? 

Published a Local SHLAA Dec-20

Call for sites exercise (3) Jan-Feb-21 

Our housing supply position is in 2-parts 

• Urban areas 

– Unconstrained supply i.e. free from 
restrictions and policy implications  

• Urban and rural areas

– i.e. policy-off approach



Current urban supply – free from policies 

329 sites

14,237 homes
• from urban brownfield (deliverable and developable supply 

only - policy and other constrained sites excluded) 

1,980 homes
• historical windfall with 20% uplift (based on fact only 

approving approx. 40% of minor dwelling applications 

TOTAL unconstrained urban supply 

16,217



Current constrained supply ‘policy-off’ 

160 sites – as ‘potentially developable’

Contains urban and rural sites and includes: Green Belt 
and Strategic Industrial Land sites that are currently 
considered unavailable 

Total supply = 25,000 homes but only 18,000 homes in 
the plan period



Assumptions and flexibility needed  

• the reality is that not all of the sites will come forward in practice

• some landowners will ultimately decide not to release their land, for any 
number of reasons

• some sites that appear to be good candidates for housing might actually be 
brought forward for mixed uses, or for non-residential uses, or not at all.

• Even for sites that do come forward for development, previously 
unforeseen constraints may hinder their progress

• They might not deliver units at the rates envisaged in the SHLAA –

– which is a high-level study that cannot foresee all scenarios and 
possible issues

Need to ensure there is sufficient flexibility in the supply of 
potential housing sites to compensate for non-delivery 
and/or non-implementation. 



Is the urban unconstrained supply 
sufficient to meet our target scenarios? 

No 

• Scenario A: shortfall = 1,098 

• Scenario B: shortfall = 8,703 

• Scenario C: shortfall =  19,793 to 39,173 







Could Green Belt supply help us to 
address shortfall? 

Crews Hill Capacity 

Vicarage Farm Cluster – urban extension? 2,791 
(but could achieve 5,121 longer term)

Regeneration of Crews Hill area 1,441

Scattering of small sites 596

TOTAL 4,828 

Shortfall

Scenario B 506 almost… 

Scenario C 14,965 to 34,345



Employment options: industry and 
logistics

Intensification of existing sites could 
deliver approximately 110,000 sq m, 

or 50% of our identified needs. 

BUT a lot of this potential is in 
Meridian Water:
• East Bank - potential for 70,214 sq

m additional floorspace through 
intensification (or 67% of total 
borough potential) 

• Consistent with SIL designation
• MW masterplan earmarks East 

Bank for 5,000 new homes.

Urban industrial locations

Employment Land Needs 
Assessment (ELAA) findings suggest 
that urban sites can provide 29% of 
need 

• Most potential identified at 
Ravenside Retail Park (c. 21,645 
sq m) – in Meridian Water.

• A rough initial analysis of Call for 
Sites round 3 submissions 
suggests these sites could meet a 
further 11% of need.

• Still need to find 4.76 ha through 
green belt sites or DtC.





Difficult choices to make 

1. Not meet our full growth requirements
• conflict with the requirements of the Mayor and national government and 

possible unsound plan;

2. Meet all our growth requirements using employment land, 
MOL and Green Belt, as well as the urban areas 

• conflict with the requirements of the Mayor and national government and 
possible unsound plan

Additionally, all options identified are likely to attract significant 
concern from developers, statutory stakeholders, local community and 
Members.



SPATIAL OPTIONS
Emerging 



Options rejected 

• Do nothing 

• High growth 

• Medium to low growth

• Duty to cooperate 





High growth Opportunities 

• Achieves 36,000 to 55,000 homes 

• Meets all housing and employment 
requirements 

Challenges

• Growth spread across the whole borough

• Would significantly alter the character and 
appearance of the townscape and landscape   

• Significant investment in new infrastructure –
roads, utilities and school etc.. required  

• Very likely to exceed environmental capacity 
with significant impact on the reservoirs, LVRP 
and nature conservation sites 

• Extreme pressure on and risk of significant loss 
of Green Belt, parks and open spaces and 
heritage assets 

• Direct conflict with all corporate strategies, 
national and London policies

• Local Plan will be found unsound 

NOT  A REALISTIC OPTION











Potentially reasonable options 

• Medium growth i.e. continued growth using the 
London Plan

Possible scenarios
– Focus growth in the urban area 

– Focus growth in the urban area and employment land 

– Focus growth in the urban, employment land and 
some areas in the Green Belt 















Feedback from Members – to follow 



Next steps 

• None of the options are fixed 

• Still testing and seeking views

• Final set of options will be in draft Plan brought to Members in June

• Further views sought through Reg 18 consultation

• Further review, discussion, testing before final decision of targets 
and spatial strategy between summer-autumn 2021 

• Decision in 2022 on preferred option to take into full plan that will 
submit to SoS for Examination



Exceptional Circumstances

• Scale of housing and employment need 

• Housing and employment land supply 

• House prices and affordability 

• Scale of affordable housing 

• Imbalance in housing mix 

• Viability 

• Sustainability and impact on the Epping Forest Zone of Influence 

• Access to open space 

• Land ownership

• Provision of other land uses including burial and gypsy and traveller 
needs 

• Land supply – within adjoining boroughs and districts and ‘duty to 
cooperate’ 











From:
To:  
Subject: FW: Enfield"s Local Plan - Unmet housing and industrial land needs [SEC=OFFICIAL]
Date: 11 January 2021 13:20:35

Classification: OFFICIAL

FYI

From:  
Sent: 11 January 2021 13:20
To:   < brent.gov.uk>
Cc:   < brent.gov.uk>
Subject: RE: Enfield's Local Plan - Unmet housing and industrial land needs [SEC=OFFICIAL]

Classification: OFFICIAL

Dear 

Many thanks for clarifying Brent’s position in relation to our unmet housing and employment
need.  The speed of your response is much appreciated.

Kind regards,

 and Design
Planning Service
Enfield Council

Direct Line: 020 8132 
Mobile: 
Email: enfield.gov.uk
Web: www.enfield.gov.uk

From:   < brent.gov.uk> 
Sent: 11 January 2021 12:00
To:  < enfield.gov.uk>
Cc:   < brent.gov.uk>
Subject: RE: Enfield's Local Plan - Unmet housing and industrial land needs

Dear 

I respond in respect of the letter sent by  dated 7th January about the
ability of LB Brent to accommodate some of LB Enfield’s housing and industrial land
needs, which LB Enfield identifies it cannot meet for the 15 year period from 2019/20. 
LB Brent is subject to examination of its submitted draft Local Plan. 













 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Dear  
 
Than you for your letter to my colleague  regarding your local plan targets, our duty to 
cooperate and your formal request for us to consider meeting some or all of your unmet 
employment and housing requirements. 
 
Thank you for providing a summary of the evidence which has led you to this ask and I understand 
the scale of your planning challenge.  
 
It is a challenge which Newham is also facing, in terms of both a high Publication London Plan 
target and even higher need resulting from the Standard Methodology (December 2020). Our 
current Local Plan established a lower housing target and we are currently just meeting that target 
through delivery. At this stage in our planning policy cycle we are unable to confirm site availability 
for further delivery. Even once we commence the process of identifying further housing capacity, 
should this capacity be higher than our required target, it is our view that this would be to meet 
London’s unmet need, as opposed to addressing any specific borough’s unmet need. 
 
We are in a similar position regarding our industrial employment land. Our Local Plan evidence 
base demonstrates (and contrary to the GLAs industrial demand evidence) high occupancy rates 
and demand for our industrial land. As such our demand evidence concludes that the Borough 
does not presently have significant ‘industrial’ capacity to assist other Boroughs by taking cross-
boundary demand. Our policy therefore retains key locations for industrial functions, whilst 
supporting intensification and co-location with a no net loss position on functionality. Where we 
have some limited areas of plan-led release, this is required to address wider plan objectives, 
including our housing need. Again, at this stage of our planning policy cycle, we do not consider 
there to be any available capacity to meet neighbouring need. Irrespective of this position, we 
would also question the extent to which we are part of the Lee Valley FEMA and would meet the 
requirements of Publication London Plan E7 for a suitable substitution location. 
 
While we are unable to help with your specific request, I hope this provides a sufficient response. 
However please do get in touch if you have any further questions.  
 

Inclusive Economy and Housing 
 

Newham Dockside (W1) 
1000 Dockside Road 

London, E16 2QU 
 
  

@newham.gov.uk 
 

27th January 2021 

FAO   
Planning Dept. 
London Borough of Enfield 
By email  
 
 





From:
To:
Cc:
Subject: RE: Enfield Local Plan [SEC=OFFICIAL]
Date: 02 February 2021 09:13:16

Hi 
I refer to your letter of 7 January 2021 enquiring whether this Council (LB Waltham Forest)
would be able to assist your borough (LB Enfield) in meeting some or all of its unmet
employment and housing requirements.  Please accept our apologies for the delay in responding
to you.

LB Waltham Forest recognises the severe constraints on LB Enfield as outlined in your letter and
how these circumstances affect land supply and ability to meet growth requirements. As you
may know, there are similar constraints in Waltham Forest. Our borough has 27% of land area
covered by Green Belt and Metropolitan Open Land. We have designated environmental
protection areas in the form of SSSI, SAC, SPA and SINC as well as the presence large expanses of
open water including Banbury and the Walthamstow Reservoirs. Furthermore, much of the
western side of the borough lies in Flood Zone 2, with some areas also classified as Flood Zone 3.
These are equally significant constraints on development. Our borough is heavily built up and
severely constrained by land availability.  

Waltham Forest Council is committed to meeting in full its housing and employment growth
needs. As you will note, the Council’s emerging new Local Plan (Proposed Submission version,
October 2020) states an aspiration to provide 27,000 new homes over the plan period (2020 to
2035). This is a challenging aspiration intended to satisfy our housing target from the London
Plan (1264 per year), also taking account of our housing requirement of 1770 per year
(Government standard method) as well our own local requirement of 1810 per year from our
SHMA evidence. We face similar challenges on employment land after having lost significant
floorspace in previous years to residential use. Our Employment Land Review (2019) has
identified an objectively assessed need for 8100 jobs equating to 52,000 sqm of employment
floor space over the plan period which must be found.

In responding to this challenge, the Council’s Local Plan strategy seeks to significantly increase
densities in a number of sustainable locations. We have been exploring through our Site
Allocations Document how best to deliver character-led intensification in different parts of the
borough. However, this has been challenging for our local residents. Clearly, taking on additional
requirements from neighbouring boroughs would be a greater challenge impossible to deliver. 

Mindful of the above circumstances, LB Waltham Forest is unlikely to be able to meet any
demonstrated unmet housing or employment need from LB Enfield or other neighbouring
boroughs, given the significant housing capacity identified through our Reg 19 Local Plan that is
required to fully respond to locally identified housing need. That said, the Council would
welcome the opportunity to continue our positive dialogue on other cross boundary strategic
matters.

Yours sincerely







Date: 15 March 2021 

Sent via email: enfield.gov.uk  

Dear  

Re: London Borough of Enfield’s Housing and Employment Needs for its new Local Plan up 
to 2039 

I am writing further to your letter dated 07 January 2021 in respect of the above. Thank you 
for your helpful update on the recent progress of Enfield’s new Local Plan.  

Your letter outlines that due to numerous land use constraints and because of the scale of 
the Borough’s housing and employment requirements over the Plan period to 2039, Enfield 
is not in the position to meet its growth needs within its own boundaries. Your letter is 
therefore formally asking whether Epping Forest District Council might be in a position to 
assist in meeting some, or all, of Enfield’s unmet housing and employment requirements. 
You indicate that a similar request has been issued to all neighbouring authorities and other 
authorities within your Housing Market Area and Functional Economic Market Area. 

I outline briefly below the challenging landscape in which Epping Forest District Council is 
working to progress its own Local Plan towards adoption and to implement the growth 
contained therein. I am afraid that within this the Council is not in a position to be able to 
assist in meeting any of Enfield’s unmet housing or employment requirements. 

Epping Forest District’s Local Plan 2011-2033 is currently under Independent Examination. 
The emerging Plan provides for less than the District’s share of the Housing Market Area’s 
housing requirement at approximately 11,400 dwellings reflecting the District’s infrastructure 
constraints. The Local Plan Inspector has considered all evidence, and in her post hearings 
advice note of 2 August 2019 (ED98), confirmed acceptance of the District’s housing 
requirement of 11,400 and that the requirement of 11,400 dwellings should not be increased.  

Epping Forest District is substantially constrained in land use terms with more than 90% 
Green Belt, as well as the presence of the Epping Forest Special Area of Conservation 
(EFSAC) and the likely significant effect of growth in respect of both atmospheric pollution 
and disturbance from recreation/urbanisation.    

One key matter that we are continuing to work to resolve within the Examination is to enable 
the Inspector to conclude beyond reasonable scientific doubt that the emerging Plan would 
not adversely affect the integrity of the EFSAC. This has entailed extensive work including 
the development of an Interim Air Pollution Mitigation Strategy adopted by the Council on 8 

Planning Directorate 
Civic Offices, 323 High Street, 

Epping, Essex CM16 4BZ 

Georgina Blakemore 
Chief Executive: 

Planning Policy Team 
Email: LDFConsult@eppingforestdc.gov.uk 

Web: www.eppingforestdc.gov.uk/planningourfuture 
 





Environment and Planning
 

Place Services Harlow Council
Enfield Council Civic Centre
Civic Centre The Water Gardens
Silver Street Harlow
Enfield
EN1 3XY

Essex  CM20 1WG

www.harlow.gov.uk
Date: 29/01/2021

Enfield’s Local Plan

Dear 

Thank you for your letter of the 7th January 2021 in respect of your new Local Plan and the
Duty to Co-operate.

The purpose of your letter was to formally ask if Harlow Council would be in a position to assist
Enfield in meeting some or all of its unmet employment and housing requirements.

Firstly I would advise you that this Council has only formally adopted the new Harlow Local
Development Plan on the 10th December 2020. This Plan was a number of years in
preparation and now form’s the development plan for the District until 2033. This sets out a
clear strategy and spatial approach to meet locally identified development needs together with
the provision of supporting infrastructure.

Secondly this Plan at Examination was found to have satisfied the tests of soundness in
respect of the Duty to Co-operate, having regard to the fact that it met the housing need
established through the joint SHMA and employment need, stablished through the joint FEMA,
both prepared in conjunction with East Hertfordshire, Epping Forest and Uttlesford Councils.

Notwithstanding this and given the fact that Harlow has tight administrative boundaries,
surrounded by Green Belt, this necessitated the release of some Green Belt land in order to
secure more sustainable, spatial patterns of development. The evaluation of opportunities of
re-assessing the existing extent of the Green Belt to determine whether it fulfils its key
purposes should, therefore, be rigorously undertaken before it is attempted to meet needs
elsewhere.

In the circumstances, therefore, I would advise that this Council would not be in a position to
assist Enfield meeting some or all of its unmet employment and housing requirements.

In addition it is not clear how displacing residents from Enfield to Essex, remote from existing
local connections and synergies, would avoid generating further unsustainable transport
movements across the area, as well as putting pressure on existing community and social
services in Harlow.





















What we are going to discuss today 

• Direction of travel

• Sites – our method, reasons why sites are discounted

• GLA’s 2017 SHLAA sites

• Forward programme

• Consultant summit

• Showstoppers and showstarters

• Park Plaza – Broxbourne









Reasons why sites have been 
discounted 

• Level 1 constraints (e.g. Flood Risk 3, SSSI 
etc.) 

• Outside of the urban area, not in a sustainable 
location

• Does not meet size threshold (e.g. below 5 
homes for inclusion in SHLAA, or below 50 for 
consideration as a site allocation). 



GLA’s 2017 SHLAA sites 

• Total of 33 sites
considered in SHLAA
2020

• 4 sites considered as
potential site
allocations:
– Pearglow & Queensway

Estates

– New Southgate
gasholders

– Upton and Raynham

27 sites discounted – reasons: 

• 1 x MOL site within an area of open
space deficiency; - i.e. not suitable;

• 4 x sites overlapping with other sources
• 9 x sites below 50 dwellings have not

been included as potential site
allocations, does not preclude them
coming forward – but considered does
not warrant a ‘site allocation’.

• 6 x sites not available (i.e. already
developed)

• 6 x sites - availability unknown
• 3 x sites not suitable for redevelopment

– listed buildings on site / isolated GB
location.

















Summary of options 

• Series of options to be presented in the emerging Local Plan

• No preferred option but an indication showing a ‘towards a
preferred approach’ i.e. 3C

• Still testing and seeking views with officers and consultant team

• Final set of options will be in draft Plan brought to Members in June

• Further views will be sought through Reg 18 consultation

• Further review, discussion, testing before final decision of targets
and spatial strategy between summer-autumn 2021



Keep calm and keep on planning  

• Be pragmatic and ‘keep on planning’

• 9 June full council meeting to agree the plan for consultation
is immovable

• Strong desire to get a range of options tested through the IIA
process and consult on potential options – get more people
thinking

• ‘Towards a preferred approach’

• Written responses until we formally go out with the Local Plan
consultation

The show must go on..



Consultant team

Local Plan 

• LUC –Integrated Impact Assessment and Green Belt Assessments
(Stages 1 and 2)

• Stantec –Housing and employment numbers –not easy!
• WSP –Transport Planning and Air Quality management

• Inner Circle –infrastructure planning

• BMT Global in collaboration with LBE team –strategic flood risk

•    (££££) –on whole plan viability

Place making 

• Hyas–2 strategic sites in Green Belt



Consultant summit – 19 April 

• An outline of the work undertaken to date

• Key issues identified – good and not so good

• Critical dependencies



Show stoppers or show starters 

• IIA/HRA – none apparent

• Stage 2 Green Belt Assessment – show starter, with
opportunities for improvements to the GB/MOL

• SFRA Level 2 - show starter, with opportunities for
improvements

• Transport – no surprises, impact on all transport modes but
especially north-south road connections
– Crews Hill, further engagement with TfL re: accessibility and

sustainability undertaken

• Air quality – none apparent



Emerging viability findings – the show 
starters 

• Higher value in the western and northern part of the borough 
– Able to bear higher levels of affordable housing up to 50%  

– Confident that development that is planned for will be deliverable and 
forthcoming 

• Medium value
– Tall buildings are likely to be deliverable at 35% affordable housing  

– Build-to-Rent – not viable, but viability of such development will be 
tested at the development management stage

– Most development will be deliverable and forthcoming 



Emerging viability findings – the show 
stoppers  

• Low value – eastern part of the borough
– Significant concerns in the eastern part of the borough to bring forward

development - low value

– 50% affordable housing and industrial intensification difficult to achieve

– Will need substantial public intervention by the council and/or government

– Cautious about relying on development in this area

– Particular regard will need to be given to public intervention

• Tall buildings and the ability to deliver affordable housing
– Don’t rule it out, but is not the only option

Draft findings

Draft report due 30 April 



Tall buildings 

• Supported in appropriate locations 

• Different definitions of ‘tall buildings’ are used 
throughout the borough 

• Reflect local context

• Appropriate locations for tall buildings – along 
with indicative heights 

• Not a blanket height across the borough 

• Reflects sensitivities relating to heritage assets 



Key 

Non Urban 

Level of change 

Transformative

Reservoirs 

Landscape Typology 

Limited 

Medium 

N 

500m0m 1000m 2500m 5000m

Scale of change 
Recommendation 



Key 

Non Urban 

Context Specific Definition 

Reservoirs 

Landscape Typology 

N 

500m0m 1000m 2500m 5000m

Tall Building Definition 

Greater than London Plan Definition 

( XXm / no. 3m standard residential storeys) 

London Plan Definition 

21m - (7 no. 3 m standard Residential 
Storey Equivalent) 





Park Plaza West and Brookfield –
Broxbourne
• Currently being promoted as a 

‘suitable HQ location for 
technology, research and 
development, life sciences and 
creative sectors’ 

• No sign of occupiers

• A development agreement 
(between Broxbourne Borough 
Council, Hertfordshire County 
Council, Sovereign Centros and 
Peveril Securities) has been 
signed for Brookfield Riverside, 
and is apparently due to be 
completed by the end of 2022.



Next steps 

• None of the options are fixed

• Still testing and seeking views with officers and consultant
team

• Officer draft on circulation 14 to 30 April

• Final set of options will be in draft Plan brought to Members
in June

• Further views will be sought through Reg 18 consultation

• Further review, discussion, testing before final decision of
targets and spatial strategy between summer-autumn 2021

• Decision in 2021/22 on preferred option to take into full plan
that will submit to SoS for Examination



THANK YOU 
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