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Examination of London Plan 2017 as proposed to be modified  

Statement of the London Borough of Enfield on Matter 20 

 

1 Background 

1.1 In preparing its Regulation 18 Consultation Document for its Local Plan, London 
Borough of Enfield (“Enfield”) became aware that the spatial approach proposed in 
the London Plan 2017 (“the Plan”)1 would constrain its ability to deliver Good 
Growth.   

1.2 Therefore Enfield intends to propose amendments at Examination aimed at 
facilitating Good Growth delivery. These amendments set out here and in other 
Matter Statements, are evidenced by research recently undertaken or 
commissioned by Enfield. 

1.3 One of Enfield’s particular concerns about the Plan is the deliverability of the very 
ambitious dwelling targets contained in the Small Sites Policy (H2).  Its initial 
reaction was that this was not likely to be achievable in the borough.  The Small 
Sites Policy (H2) is essentially about widening the scope for more windfall sites to 
come forward and yet NPPF requires that there be compelling evidence that such 
sites have consistently become available in a local area and will continue to provide 
a reliable source of supply to be counted towards a five year supply2. 

1.4 Enfield is not opposed to the principle of intensification proposed through H2.  
However it is not prepared to accept the target unless there is compelling evidence 
that it could be achieved.  As far as Enfield is concerned (and as evidenced at the 
Housing Technical Seminar held on the 6th November 2018) the evidence within the 
Plan and the SHLAA is hardly compelling.  With this in mind Enfield has decided to 
commission its own research to see whether there is good evidence to support the 
suggestion that Policy H2 would significantly increase the supply of housing.  The 
research it commissioned included: 

i) A study of existing data to look more closely at small site delivery trends in 
Enfield, including the impact of development management policies; 

ii) A study of the composition and characteristics of exemplar areas of 
intensification to determine whether the anticipated yield was matched by the 
opportunities; 

iii) A viability study looking at the market in Enfield and the rewards and 
constraints affecting small site delivery; and 

iv) The production of an exemplar small site design code to determine the extent 
of resource required to replicate these across the Borough.  

 

1 Like the Panel we refer to the Plan as comprising London Plan 2017 incorporating the Mayor’s Minor 
Suggested Changes (August 2018) 
2 Para 48 NPPF 2012 



RESPONDENT NUMBER 2643 

2 

 

1.5 This paper describes the results of this research in the context of Enfield’s approach 
to the housing strategy within the Plan. Enfield’s researched evidence3 is that the 
target for Small Sites in Enfield is undeliverable and for this reason it is seeking 
flexibility in the Plan.  

2 The underlying need for flexibility in the Plan 

2.1 There are a number of reasons why there is a need for greater flexibility in the Plan:  

2.2 The 2011 London Plan, and subsequent alterations in 2016, significantly increased 
Enfield’s housing targets from 560 to 798 dwellings per annum. The Plan now 
proposes to more than double the borough’s housing target to 1,876 dwellings per 
annum, of which 983 (52%) is expected to come from small sites.  

2.3 Enfield delivered approximately 9,417 net additional dwellings in the 14 years 
between 2004/05 and 2017/184 at an average rate of 672 per annum. This included 
approximately 3,50456 dwellings from small site developments, an average of 250 
dwellings per annum which represents 37% of total net additional dwellings. 
Compared with these past trends, the Plan targets will require a 180% increase in 
delivery of additional dwellings from all sources and a 293%7 increase in the 
delivery from small site sources. This would represent not so much a step change 
as a giant leap in small site delivery. 

  
2004/05 - 
2015/16 

 
2016/17 - 
2017/18 

2004/05 – 2017/18  
14 year period 

14 Year 
Total 

14 Year 
Average 

Small 
Sites 

3,0304 4745 3,504 250 

All Sites 8,1333 1,2843 9,417 672 

 
2.4 Enfield has recently undertaken its assessment of the supply of housing land within 

the Borough in the production of its Housing Trajectory 20188. Over the five year 
period 2018/19 to 2022/23 known sites could deliver approximately 4,808 new 
homes which equates to an annual average of 962 per year. Up until 2032/33 the 
Trajectory shows 15,650 additional new homes could be delivered or an annual 
average of 1,043.  However this is significantly fewer than the 1,876 dwellings per 
annum in the Plan. Reaching 1,876 homes per annum will require a 79% increase 
on housing trajectory predictions. 

 

3 Enfield’s Researched Evidence on Small Sites supporting Matter 20 will be submitted to the Panel in 
January 2019 following completion of Member sign-off processes. 
4 Live tables on housing supply: net additional dwellings. Table 122. 
5 2017 SHLAA Table 6.4 
6 London Borough of Enfield annual housing completions reports to the GLA London Development 
Database DD 2004/05 - 201718 : change of use office-residential permitted development removed 
7 983 as a percentage of 250 
8 https://new.enfield.gov.uk/services/planning/exd72-draft-housing-trajectory-2018-planning.pdf this 
trajectory is appended to the Enfield submission made on Matter 11.  

https://new.enfield.gov.uk/services/planning/exd72-draft-housing-trajectory-2018-planning.pdf
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2.5 Given the historic rates of small site development9, the contribution of small sites to 
this is at best expected to be just over 300 dwellings per annum. Clearly this would 
not be sufficient for small sites to close the gap between the Housing Trajectory and 
the Plan target.  

 

3 2017 SHLAA – Analysis and Modelling Assumptions 

3.1 Chapter 6 of the 2017 SHLAA contains very limited and questionable analysis of 
either the reasons for past trends in delivery from small sites (paragraphs 6.8, 6.9), 
or the potential effects of the new Plan policies.    

3.2 There are also important concerns about the modelling approach used in the 
SHLAA, as set out below. 

i) 1% Growth Rate - no evidence, analysis or reasoned justification is provided 
for the 1% “annual growth rate” assumption, which is purely based on a 
judgement.  The outputs appear highly sensitive to changes in this 
assumption, raising a serious question mark over the robustness of the 
modelling and the projected “capacity” for small site development. 

ii) Selected Areas – Enfield have tested the capacity of selected areas which 
meet the intensification criteria (PTALs 3-6 and within 800m of a town centre 
boundary or a tube or rail station). This testing queries whether a) the 
development market and construction capacity exists to deliver this  level of 
intensification; and, b)  the resource and financial implications of creating 
Design Codes which meet the requirements of Policy H2 (B2 and B2A) which 
are estimated to take one team 20 years to complete for the borough as a 
whole.  

iii) Growth Factors - There are uncertainties surrounding the use of both of the 
growth factors as proxies for housing yields from terraced and semi/detached 
houses – these uncertainties are not explored in the SHLAA.   

3.3 The London Borough of Enfield currently comprises 75,459 homes of which 52,401 
are situated in the selected areas which meet the intensification criteria of Policy 
H2. To achieve the additional 8,900 homes over 10 years suggested by the 
modelled intensification, would mean, on average, the formation of an additional 
household for every existing 5 or 6 houses in those neighbourhoods over the target 
period. This degree of change to existing local communities needs to be recognised 
from the outset, and only pursued if areas genuinely have capacity to accommodate 
it in ways that can deliver Good Growth. It underlines the need for robust evidence.  

3.4 These SHLAA capacity estimates for small sites have been fed directly into the 
targets in the Plan at Table 4.2.  This makes the deficiencies in the 2017 SHLAA 
particularly important, as it does not constitute the realistic, compelling evidence of 
a consistent and reliable source of windfall development which the NPPF 2012 
requires at paragraph 48. 

 

9 The maximum small sites contribution achieved by Enfield was 425 homes in 2007/8, representing 
pre-recession peak delivery.  
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4 Current development plan policies for small site development 

4.1 The key local development plan policies used in the determination of planning 
applications for small site development are the following, contained in  the Enfield 
Development Management Document (DMD): 

• DMD5 – Residential Conversions; 

• DMD6 – Residential Character; 

• DMD7 – Development of Garden Land; and 

• DMD8 – General Standards for New Residential Development. 

4.2 These policies contain elements which seek to address matters of local character, 
housing mix and conversion quotas – all issues which the SHLAA implies have 
suppressed small site delivery, and on which the Plan seeks a change in approach.  
Together with other policies, they also seek to protect residential amenity, design 
quality and the standard of accommodation. 

4.3 To review the effect of these policies, a sample of 56 appeal decisions relating to 
housing developments on small sites has been examined. The appeals sought 
permission for a total of 95 net additional dwellings, but only 10 (18%) were upheld, 
granting permission for 15 net additional dwellings, representing 16% of the 
additional dwellings applied for.  This represents a success rate for the Borough 
which is above the national average, indicating robust decision-taking within the 
current policy framework. 

4.4 Further analysis indicates that: 

• the use of quotas/thresholds  is (contrary to the suggestion in para 6.9 of the 
SHLAA) not a recent policy approach – and is probably not on its own a major 
factor in suppressing conversion rates in Enfield; 

• a shift away from retaining/compensating for existing 3-bed family-sized units, 
particularly in conversion schemes , might yield a limited number of additional 
smaller dwellings; 

• adverse effects on the character and appearance of the local area play a 
larger part in refusals of small site developments, offering some opportunity to 
increase supply through a change in policy; and 

• however, many factors leading to refusals and dismissal of appeals relate to 
amenity, standards of accommodation and design quality – matters on which 
the Plan will have little impact.      

4.5 Although just a snapshot, the appeal data does not seem to suggest that the Plan 
changes would lead to the level of increase in supply from small sites needed to 
meet the Table 4.2 targets.  

 

5 Potential Obstacles for Future Small Site Development 

5.1 There are a significant challenges found in the market to deliver on policy H2 
including: 
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i) Land owner and developer interests - Small sites face considerable 
challenge by their nature of characteristics, constrained, perceived back land 
development, extension or intensification in built up areas, and ownerships 
potentially requiring multiple assembly, amalgamation of non- family interests 
and development by smaller less experienced operators. This is coupled with 
a lack of expertise in the landownership to bring forward most small sites 
opportunities, leaving this to developers where the interest in small sites may 
be prohibited due to the need to assemble land across many competing land 
owners with the risk of significant abortive costs which could fetter the 
willingness to take applications forward.  Finally it is not intended that the 
policy is supported by extensive use of compulsory purchase powers, which 
would be likely to be unpopular if used. 

ii) Development Viability - Land owner aspirations in relation to land values 
exceed those that developers can generate. Value of existing housing stock 
creates base plot values that removes possibilities of development through 
demolition and intensification. Housing markets and lack of incentives remove 
the attractiveness of conversion typologies and affordable housing measures 
reduce land values to incentivise developers to deliver less than 10 dwelling 
schemes, whilst land values suggest smaller housing schemes are more 
attractive in land value viability terms than apartment led schemes. All these 
viability challenges place pressure on delivering target numbers creating 
focus on smaller delivery. 

iii) Construction capacity - For those developers who have an interest in small 
sites, the delivery opportunity remains challenged and constrained by a lack 
of construction skills and access to materials. There is simply not enough 
labour in the market place to address projects of a short term and sporadic 
nature, that provides little job security and where short term work at potentially 
higher contract value may be undertaken at risk of sacrificing long term salary 
payments. 

iv) General feasibility issues - The market is suffering from a lack of new 
developer entrants in the market place to aid housing delivery. Whilst it may 
be the intent of the policy to stimulate the market with developers other than 
the PLC housebuilder they do play a vital role in housing delivery. These 
partners face many inherent challenges, ranging from expertise, funding, risk 
profile and appetite for the investment. 

v) LPA resources - The target number of small sites being c980 per annum 
over the plan period will require a significant amount of planning resource. As 
the small sites policy will not be delivered by Permitted Development Rights 
they will form full detailed design individual planning applications. It may be 
conceivable that the small sites policy may remove LPA resource form 
efficiently progressing larger site applications that can genuinely contribute to 
Housing targets.  
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6 Design Codes as the delivery tool for increasing supply 

6.1 Policy H2 B2) requires Boroughs to prepare area-wide design codes to promote 
good design.   Enfield has already been providing design guidance for smaller 
areas within its Area Action Plans10. 

6.2 It is also aware of the production by Croydon of its draft Suburban Design Guide. 
This is a generic document applying to all relevant parts of Croydon to support its 
own initiatives in bringing forward more windfall sites within the areas where urban 
intensification was expected.  It is more illustrative but less area focused than the 
design content in Enfield’s Area Action Plans.  

6.3 In order to explore the position further Enfield commissioned urban designers to 
examine whether it was possible to drill down below the AAP level to provide design 
codes on a less generic, more area focused basis than either of the two above 
approaches. Their conclusions are that the individual characteristics of potential 
sites are sufficiently different that the only realistic basis through which detailed 
guidance can be provided is through something more akin to a development brief 
for individual sites.  Two sites were selected11 and meaningful design guidance was 
then produced.   

6.4 The time and cost of preparing the details was recorded and it is evident that 
delivering encouraging design guidance on this level is simply not realistic.   It is 
neither cost effective nor logistically feasible within the Plan period to deliver 
detailed design guidance for the number and variety of specific small sites which 
would be covered by policy H2.   

6.5 Any effective design code for a small area would be an amalgam of such individual 
development briefs and require the same resource multiplied a number of times.  If 
that cost is not to be borne by the Boroughs there is little prospect of it being 
produced privately.  Individuals are not likely to want to produce development briefs 
for their own sites but will simply engage in early discussions with the development 
management teams. 

6.6 If alternatively each Borough is simply to produce a replica of the Croydon 
Suburban Design Guide then there may as well be a single GLA document. If there 
is to be more encouraging bespoke guidance it is difficult to envisage this being 
anything more meaningful until it gets down to the site specific level, in which case 
the Boroughs will not be resourced to be able to deliver sufficient design codes to 
make a difference.  

6.7 Finally there is no evidence that the production of a design code or development 
brief actually overcomes any of the other barriers identified elsewhere in this 
Statement and therefore their benefit as a tool to encourage delivery is unproven.   

7 Conclusions 

7.1 These are the responses to the Panels questions. 

 

10 For example in the North Circular Area Action Plan it identified three neighbourhood places and has 
provided detailed design guidance in relation to each of these areas. 
11 Which were both in AAP areas but not allocated because they were small sites. 
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7.2 Qa. -  Is the modelling of delivery from small sites in the SHLAA justified, including 
reliance on PTALs? 

7.3 Enfield does not consider that the modelling of delivery is justified.  It is design 
based and ignores socio economic data which Enfield has explored and believes 
will counteract the policy intention.   It accepts public transport accessibility is a 
sensible measure of where development might be concentrated. 

7.4 Qb. - Is it realistic to expect the small sites target to be achieved in the outer 
London Boroughs? 

7.5 Given: 

i) the obstacles to small site development in Enfield identified above; and 

ii) together with the heavy reliance on modelled intensification based on 
unsupported assumptions in the SHLAA.  

It is not realistic to assume a 293% increase in the delivery from small site sources 
within Enfield. Enfield decision-making within the current planning policy regime is 
robust and largely supported by Inspectors. The appeal data does not suggest that 
changes to policies set out in the Plan would lead to the level of increase in supply 
from small sites needed to meet the Plan targets.  The combination of urban form, 
socio economic factors and current planning policy is different across the outer 
London Boroughs and therefore Enfield believes the targets may be challenging for 
some outer Boroughs.  

7.6 Qc.  - Has adequate consideration been given to the cumulative impacts of this 
policy on, amongst other things, infrastructure, affordable housing provision and the 
character of some neighbourhoods as referred to in paragraph 4.2.5? 

7.7 Enfield has not undertaken any substantive research into these matters but makes 
the general point that planning education provision in particular with its significant 
space requirements alongside the unplanned windfall approach proposed will be 
challenging. This will in turn be likely to exacerbate congestion as school places are 
not necessarily in accessible locations for the intensified areas. 

7.8 Whilst small sites and the proactive element of the policy is positive, the plan policy 
focus to deliver the quantum of the housing via small sites diverts scarce public 
resources from focusing on assisting the delivery of larger viable housing schemes. 
Small sites should be seen as windfall and part of a wider more robust and 
sustainable policy approach to provide a long term housing delivery strategy – 
rather than as the main source of new homes.   

7.9 Qd. - Is the policy support for infill development within the curtilage of a house 
consistent with national policy in paragraph 53 of the NPPF which refers to resisting 
inappropriate development of residential gardens?  

7.10 Clearly it is.   Additionally the exemplar design work that the GLA have undertaken 
and the suburban block approach used in the Croydon Design Guide are not likely 
to reflect some of the tighter packed suburbs in Enfield that are within the PTAL 
areas. Therefore the suggested opportunities may not exist.  
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7.11 Qe. - Will the provisions of Policy H2 provide an effective strategic context for the 
preparation of local plans and neighbourhood plans including support for custom, 
self-build and community-led housing?  Are the detailed criteria necessary and 
would they provide an effective basis for development management?  Are the 
qualifications at Policy H2 HA-HC justified in themselves and would they effectively 
eliminate the positive presumption for small housing developments?  

7.12 Enfield does not consider planning for a very significant windfall element as positive 
planning and therefore believes that this is not an effective strategy to underpin its 
emerging Local Plan.  Indeed it will have little opportunity to meet other housing 
needs such as custom built housing and community-led housing.  Nevertheless the 
HA-HC criteria are not contested by Enfield as the Borough is not opposed to the 
policy per se but simply the unrealistic targets.  Furthermore Enfield considers that 
its current planning policies are not a block on small housing developments and that 
the presumption in principle exists today.  The HA-HC criteria do not alter the 
position.  

7.13 Qf. - Based on the historic delivery from sites below 0.25 hectares (whether 
allocated or windfalls) how will the Plan’s expectations for delivery be achieved?   

7.14 To achieve an additional 9,830 homes over 10 years 19% or nearly 1 in every 5 of 
all existing households would need to create an additional net dwelling in the plan 
period.  Enfield’s assessment is that this is unachievable.  Enfield recommends 
SHLAA Approach 2 is used with a 25% uplift to reflect a ‘policy-on’ impact, which is 
consistent with research undertaken on past trends and selected areas within the 
borough.  

7.15 Qg. - What will happen in the interim pending the work to prepare area-wide design 
codes referred to in Policy H2 B 2)?  

7.16 As Enfield has no great faith in the design code approach producing a significant 
uplift in Enfield it is probable that similar amounts of windfall development will 
continue to take place, whether or not these are produced.  However the general 
publicity around small sites and the Call for Sites that Enfield is currently embarking 
upon may produce the uplift of 25% that Enfield believes is possible and if these 
measures continue to be repeated, notwithstanding the presence or absence of 
design codes, that higher rate may be maintained.  

7.17 Qh. - Are the provisions of Policy H2 H) relating to affordable housing requirements 
for minor developments justified, notwithstanding that they are inconsistent with 
national policy?   

7.18 Enfield’s viability evidence shows the affordable housing requirements are damping 
down developer interest in small sites above the national threshold because the 
marginal viability depends upon land values below existing use values.   If an 
affordable housing burden is imposed upon developments of sites currently below 
the national threshold then this will simply reduce the number of schemes coming 
forwards because the viability of smaller schemes will be equally affected.  As 
Policy H2 H) does not require below threshold affordable housing levies to be 
imposed each Borough will need to determine whether it takes this course of action.  
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7.19 Turning finally to the principle question of the Panel, in the context of the tests for 
soundness set out in paragraph 182 of NPPF (2012)12, Policy H2 inclusive of the 
Table 4.2 targets fails two of the tests in so far as they apply to Enfield, namely:-  

i) the policy is not the most appropriate strategy for Enfield when considered 
against reasonable alternatives, particularly because of the complete lack of 
evidence to support it, never mind proportionate evidence, and; 

ii) it will not be effective as it will not deliver the number of dwellings proposed 
over the plan period for the reasons set out in this Statement and supported 
by evidence produced through a substantial body of research commissioned 
by Enfield.     

7.20 The Enfield Housing Trajectory, whilst showing a strong immediate positon over the 
next 5 years in terms of the existing London Plan targets, is much more uncertain 
into the future but in any event a far bolder strategy than is proposed in the Plan will 
have to be contemplated. For reasons set out in its submissions on Matters 11, 14 
and 62, Enfield considers that London Plan will further choke the supply of housing 
land.   

7.21 Therefore it is essential that Enfield, through its Local Plan, is able to look at all its 
land resource which includes the extensive Metropolitan Green Belt, and devise a 
strategy which will meet both housing and employment land needs, create the pre-
conditions for successful Crossrail 2 outcomes and use a wide range of 
development opportunities to address the impact of inequality. 

8 Proposed Drafting Changes to London Plan 
 

8.1 The proposed changes to London Plan are set out in the table overleaf. 

 

Reference Text Change  Reason 

Table 4.2 
(page 156) 

Amend the Enfield Row so that the 
10 year target is 3125 and the 
annual target is 313.  

This represents an evidence 
based assessment (SHLAA 
Approach 2) plus a 
reasonable allowance for H2 
“policy-on” uplift of 25%.13 

 

 

12 As explained in Panel Note No. 3. 
13 Note that LBE do not propose that the Enfield row in Table 4.1 at p146 is amended in anticipation 
that the more flexibly policy approach being proposed by Enfield will counter balance the adoption of 
greater realism to the Small Site target for Enfield. 


