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Examination of London Plan 2017 as proposed to be modified  

Statement of the London Borough of Enfield on Matters 92 

 

1 Background 

1.1 Within its various submissions to the Panel, Enfield has been calling for more 

flexibility in London Plan 2017 in order that Enfield can meet the challenges 

particularly of delivering sufficient housing within the Borough to meet both its own 

needs and the wider needs of London.  

1.2 In this Statement, in relation to Matter 92 the Borough Council sets out its view that 

in lower value areas such as Enfield the cost burden imposed by planning policy 

certainly threatens delivery of elements of the plan in Enfield.  We address this in part 

by reference to aspects of Enfield’s evidence submitted in relation to small sites. 

2 M92.  Would the cumulative cost of the policy requirements set out in the Plan, 
along with any other national and local requirements, threaten the economic 
viability of development and put implementation of the Plan at serious risk? 

2.1 Enfield has already demonstrated that the level of affordable housing proposed within 

London Plan 2017 is a major financial disincentive to the delivery of developments of 

certain scale and type (generally between 10 to 25 apartment schemes) within the 

Borough. This conclusion is set out in Section 7.25 of the Enfield Small Sites 

Research (Document NLP/AD/75) backed up by the more detailed evidence within 

Section 7 of the research report.   

2.2 In addition, it is argued within its research report that, in terms of small sites 

developments below the lower threshold, the market will opt for less risky 

developments of fewer larger dwellings rather than more risky apartment schemes.  

2.3 Therefore, in a perverse way, the key policy driver in the Plan, Policy H2 - which 

seeks to significantly increase the supply of housing – not only fails to achieve its 

purpose in Enfield but in fact will backfire by delivering less “planning gain” and 

increasing the funding gap identified by the Mayor.  

2.4 This reverse (and perverse) effect is unlikely to be confined to a single Borough.  

Enfield’s economic characteristics are shared by a number of other Boroughs.   

2.5 The viability issues in Enfield of the greatest concern to the Borough relate to enabling 

good growth to take place to support the investment in Crossrail 2 and particularly 

Four Tracking in the Eastern Corridor. Enfield has been engaged to some time 
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working alongside Transport for London (TfL) and Network Rail looking at the 

economics of this because the business case for rail infrastructure investment is 

fundamentally related to passenger numbers.  This means that the Eastern Corridor 

must be subject to a complete regeneration into a mixed-use area and there has been 

significant investigation into whether this regeneration provides a positive platform for 

securing additional funds for the rail infrastructure investment.  

2.6 TfL looked at the various funding routes practiced globally and explored one of these, 

the Development Rights Auction Model (“DRAM”) and issued a final report in March 

2018.  That report is very cautious about whether DRAM would work in the Crossrail 

2 context given that two case studies, one of which was at Brimsdown in Enfield, 

highlighted a significant number of problems which would need to be overcome for 

there to be any positive contributions to rail infrastructure investment. 


