LONDON BOROUGH OF ENFIELD

PLANNING COMMITTEE
Report of
Head of Planning

Date: 28th September 2022

Contact Officer:
Andy Higham
Allison De Marco

Ref: 20/01815/FUL

Ward:
Ponders End

Category: Full Planning Application

LOCATION: 41-52 Gilda Avenue, Enfield, EN3 7UJ
PROPOSAL: Demolition of the existing buildings to provide three buildings comprising residential
dwellings (Class C3) associated landscaping, car parking and amenity space.
Applicant Name & Address:
Origin Housing Developments Ltd

Agent Name & Address:
RPS Group
20 Farringdon Street
7th Floor
London
United Kingdom
EC4A 4EN
k.jones@rpsgroup.com

RECOMMENDATION:
1.That subject to the finalisation of a S106 to secure the matters covered in this report and to be
appended to the decision notice, the Head of Development Management/ the Planning Decisions
Manager be authorised to GRANT planning permission subject to conditions.
2. That the Head of Development Management be granted delegated authority to agree the final
wording of the conditions to cover the matters in the Recommendation section of this report.

1

Note for Members

1.1

This planning application is brought to Planning Committee on account of the
development categorised as a “major” development, meeting the exception criteria
(1), “detailed applications for the erection of 10 or more residential units”. In
accordance with the scheme of delegation, is reported to Planning Committee for
determination.

2

Recommendation

2.1

That subject to the completion of a S106 Agreement to secure the matters covered in
this report and to be appended to the decision notice, the Head of Development
Management be authorised to GRANT planning permission subject to conditions.
1.
Time limit
2.
Accordance with plans
3.
External Appearance (sample materials including glazing specification)
4.
Terraces – design
5.
Finished floor levels
6.
Biodiversity Enhancements
7.
Landscape (compliance)
8.
Lighting Plan
9.
Arboricultural Method Statement with Tree Protection Plan
10. Nesting season
11. Drainage Strategy
12. Drainage verification report
13. Low carbon technology
14. Minimum 35% Carbon improvement
15. Energy certificate
16. Detail of development – Refuse storage
17. Construction Site Waste Management
18. Cycling storage
19. Car parking
20. Electric charging points
21. Construction Management Plan
22. Highway details
23. Highway dedication
24. Construction Noise
25. Construction Management Plan, including dust control measures
26. Impact piling (no impact piling without prior written approval), borehole
management, flood risk permit
27. Written scheme of investigation
28. Water
29. Rooftop plant (restriction) and details of extract ducts and fans
30. Part M units
31. Fibre connectivity infrastructure
32. Secure by Design
33. No plant equipment to be fixed to external face of building
34. Contamination (unexpected)
35. No loading
36. Security
37. Parking design
38. Privacy screens
39. Noise insulation report (see noise – standard of accommodation)
40. Naturalisation feasibility

Informative
1 Section 278 to be undertaken prior to development
2.2

That the Head of Development Management be granted delegated authority to agree
the final wording of the conditions and the s106 Agreement to cover the matters in
the Recommendation section of this report

3.

Executive Summary

3.1

The report provides an assessment of the proposed scheme involving the
redevelopment of the site involving the construction of 49 x high-quality new homes,
replacing 10 x existing units on site. The proposals would represent an uplift of onsite affordable housing, with 49% of the proposed new homes offered as Affordable
Housing.

3.2

The existing development on site comprises 2 x two-storey residential (Class C3)
masonry buildings accommodating a total of 10 x residential units. The most easterly
of the existing buildings accommodates 6 x two-bedroom units (42-52 Gilda Avenue);
the most westerly building accommodates 4 x five-bedrooms units (41-47 Gilda
Avenue).

3.3

The existing residential units are owned and managed by Origin Housing under the
Enfield Single Housing scheme. The existing units are laid out as traditional C3 units
and classified as C3 units. The existing unit layouts include kitchens and bathrooms.
However, the existing units do not have access to private amenity space. Existing
occupants have access to an area of open communal space surrounding the two
existing buildings and existing parking spaces.

3.4

The proposed development comprises a total of 49 x new homes, with 24 x new
homes (49%) offered as Affordable Housing. The 24 x affordable homes are offered
as: 17 x London Affordable Rent (LAR) and 7 x Shared Ownership, classed as an
intermediate affordable housing product. This represents a ratio of 71% genuinely
Affordable Rent (LAR) and 29% intermediate. The provision of 49% of the total fortynine (49) units as affordable housing on site representing 24 units, is a significant
public benefit. The remaining homes in the proposal (25 x are private sale).

3.5

The proposals have been subject to extensive discussion with Council Officers. The
scheme has been subject to amendments during pre and post-submission
negotiations, including a reduction in maximum height. The proposals comprise a
part 8 storey Block (A) and part 5 storey Block (B) and a part 3 storey Block (C)
residential building (Class C3) to provide forty-nine (49) new flats with dedicated
onsite car parking for twenty-nine spaces (29).

3.6

The current accommodation is dated and would benefit from enhanced redevelopment to better optimise use of the site. The proposed development is
assessed as providing a high standard of residential amenity, with private external
space and generous play space for families.

3.7

The proposed dwelling mix has been based on an assessment of affordable housing
considerations, including detailed consideration of the Council’s Local Housing
Needs Assessment (2020), planning policy, policy weight, case law, Applicant
justification and advice from the Council’s Housing Officers. The site and

development represent an opportunity for both starter homes and downsizing within
the borough and the releasing of family housing.
3.8

The development offers opportunities for biodiversity and landscape enhancements
and to make greater utilisation of the Brimsdown ditch (main river).

3.9

Officers have assessed and concluded that the proposed parking provision would be
enough to meet the potential demand and help address existing and future parking
pressure in the area. Subject to conditions and obligations, the proposed
development would not result in conditions prejudicial to the safety and free flow of
traffic in the surrounding area.

3.10

The application is supported by appropriate and satisfactory technical reports
covering the effect of the proposed development on parking, servicing, biodiversity
and impacts to neighbouring amenity. The impacts of the development are
considered within acceptable thresholds to meet policy compliance expectations.

3.11

The planning application satisfies overarching planning policy aims to increase the
housing stock of the borough and considered to be acceptable subject to precommencement and pre-occupation planning conditions and a signed S106 legal
Agreement.

3.12

The Government prescribes a “tilted balance” in favour of housing delivery to the
Council’s planning decision-making as a result of Enfield’s current inability to
demonstrate a 5-year housing land supply as well as the Council’s shortfall in
meeting housing delivery targets. This means that applications for new homes should
be given greater weight, and Councils should grant permission unless any adverse
impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits of the
housing proposal. Officers consider that the adverse impacts of the scheme, are not
sufficient to significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits of the proposed
housing, including provision of 49% Affordable Housing.

3.13

It is recognised that sites such as this need to be optimised in order to minimise
encroachment into the Borough’s Green Belt and protected Strategic Industrial
Locations. It is considered that the social benefits, both in respect of the provision of
high-quality new housing stock and other spatial and environmental enhancements
carry significant weight in favour of the proposed development.

3.14

It is acknowledged and recognised throughout this report, that consideration of this
proposal has involved finely balanced judgements. A balanced consideration of
compromises is detailed in the report. The proposal represents a clear scale shift
within Gilda Avenue, with some impacts on heritage and neighbouring amenity.
These matters have been considered in detail below, and weighed against the
primary public benefits of the scheme which include: optimising the site (making
effective use of a sustainable, accessible, brownfield site); providing genuinely
affordable homes (contributing to the Borough's affordable housing delivery); social
and economic benefits (providing jobs during construction); and substantially
improved landscape areas (including meaningful biodiversity enhancements and play
spaces).

4.

Site and surroundings

4.1

The Application Site is located to the south of Lea Valley road (A110), the railway line
is to the west on a north to south axis. To the east is Mollison Avenue and Gilda
Avenue is located to the north. The site is surrounded by residential to the north,
comprising semi-detached and terrace 2 storey residential houses.

4.2

To the west lies the railway line and heavy commercial are located to the east. To the
east, beyond Mollison Avenue lies the Ponders End Industrial Site beyond which is
the King’s George’s Reservoir. There are no heritage assets within the site boundary
or immediately adjacent to the site although a number of designated and nondesignated heritage assets have been identified within a 1km radius. The site has no
land use designations. The Metropolitan Green Belt is located, to the east. The
topographical characteristics and existing industrial development to the east of the
Application Site are relevant. As set out, ground level within the Application Site is
substantially lower than the surrounding highways infrastructure to the south and east
– which serve to spatially and physically sever the Application Site from the
Conservation Area, Green Belt and broader context.

4.3

The site is currently occupied by a group of two storey brick buildings which are
broadly aligned with the residential buildings along Gilda Avenue. The rest of the site
is occupied by a turning/parking area at the end of Gilda Avenue, a parking area to
the West of the site and larger areas of turf around the buildings. The site is generally
flat matching the levels of Gilda Avenue itself but beyond the site there is a significant
variation in heights with a banked landscape zone up to the roads known as Mollison
Avenue and Lea Valley road. The height difference between the site and these roads
varies between 7 and 3 metres.

4.4

The Application Site is located within proximity of Ponders End station, being
approximately 10-12 minutes’ walk from the station. Existing bus stops on Nags Head
Road and the Application site are located between a 4.5- and 7.5-minute walk from
the Application Site. There are also bus stops served by the 491 in closer proximity.
The area around Ponders End station, which includes the Application Site, have an
existing PTAL (public transport accessibility level) level of 2 (base year). The walking
distance from Ponder End Station to the Application Site is around 0.5 miles / 804 m.
The site is located within a radial distance of 800m of Ponder End Station.

4.5

The site is located within Flood Zone 1 – meaning the site has a low probability of
flooding from rivers and sea. It is not subject to flood risk nor any historic land
contamination. The Brimsdown Ditch runs along the southeast of the site. Whilst the
Brimsdown ditch is classified as a ‘Main River’, it is in effect a culvert, as it is
enclosed by steep concrete banks, and is inaccessible to the public by virtue of the
fencing and extensive unmanaged greenery surrounding it.

4.6

The Application Site is bounded by a band of trees along its southern boundary with
the roundabout where the two key routes meet. The sloped bank between site and
road to the south and east is densely planted with existing trees. Ponders End Flour
Mills Conservation Area (designated in February 2015) is located to the south, across
Lea Valley Road.

5.

Proposal

5.1

The proposed development would introduce 3 x Blocks in total: 2 x Blocks (A and B)
with larger footprints and one small footprint block, at Block C which accommodates
a 3-storey townhouse. Block A would be eight storeys tall with a 3-storey segment
(Block C). Block B would project to a height of five storeys. The development would
provide 49 residential units. Blocks A would contain 34 units and Block B would
contain 14 units. The 3-storey segment adjoining Block A would house a dwelling
house unit.

5.2

The units would be divided in the following unit mix 18 x one-bed units (37% by unit
or 27% by habitable room), 26 x two-bed units (53% by unit or 58% by habitable
room); and 5 x three-bed units (10% by unit or 15% by habitable room).

5.3

The Application Site currently accommodates, what the Applicant describes as,
outdated low-quality residential units (Class C3). As noted below, the site is currently
occupied by two buildings forming 42-52 Gilda Avenue, consisting of six twobedroom units and the western building 41-47 Gilda Avenue, consists of four fivebedroom units.

5.4

The existing units are owned and managed by Origin Housing. The existing buildings
are in a poor state of repair. The Applicant has discussed and agreed the proposed
residential mix with Enfield’s housing team, so that the proposed development can
respond to the needs of existing residents (on site). A Nominations Agreement is in
place with Enfield Council, and all family sized accommodation will be advertised with
Enfield on its CBL (Choice-Based Lettings) platform, with all referrals from Enfield
Council. Origin Housing proposes to manage the decanting process for existing
residents. The existing residents will be relocated to alternative housing within the
borough of Enfield, with the Nominations Agreement to be agreed in detail in respect
of cascading preference over relocating existing residents within the proposed
development. The Housing Team support the proposals.

5.5

The development provides attractive and well-maintained communal gardens to the
south-west corner of the proposed residential blocks, providing generous play space
family and the opportunity for improving the biodiversity value on site. The proposed
development includes ground level car parking with 29 spaces (inclusive of 5
disabled spaces) assigned to the future occupiers of the site. The site is accessed by
the existing adopted highway of Gilda Avenue and a generous turning head is
provided.

6.

Relevant Planning History

6.1

Reference – TP/77/0932
Description – 10 Flats
Decision – Granted 15/11/1977

6.2

Pre-application advice was provided in 2018 and 2019 to assist in developing the
current scheme

6.3

Reference 18/03942/PREAPP
Description of pre-app - Proposed redevelopment of site and erection of 58
residential units.

6.4

Reference 19/00947/PREAPP
Description of Pre-app - Proposed redevelopment of site and erection of 56
residential units (FOLLOW UP TO 18/03942/PREAPP).

7.

Consultation
Statutory and Non-Statutory Consultees

7.1

Urban Design
Urban Design Officers have stated that they broadly support the proposal. Minor
design development / amendments have been recommended.
Officer response: Officers have addressed those points where Urban Design Officers
have requested amendments at Section 9 of the report.

7.2

Education
No response was received.
Officer response: As set out at Section 9, Officers recommend that a contribution of
£122,500 be secured by way of s106 obligation. The contribution would be secured
for the purposes of mitigating the impact of the Development on educational services
and for the provision of additional educational facilities and school places in the
Borough, especially targeting specialist school places.

7.3

Housing
The Housing Team support the proposals. While the higher proportion of smaller
homes is acknowledged (1-beds), this is because the Applicant needs to re-provide
for existing single tenants. The Housing Team is eager to encourage and increase
the number of Registered Providers developing in the Borough. Increased RP
provision is welcomed.
Officer response: Housing need and affordability is considered in greater detail at
Section 9.

7.4

Environmental Health
Environmental Health do not object to the application for planning permission as
there is unlikely to be a negative environmental impact. EHO Officers have concluded
that there are no concerns regarding air quality, noise or contaminated land. A
contamination report has been submitted which concluded that there are no concerns
with land contamination due to historical sources. Conditions are recommended.

Officer response: Conditions have been recommended in response to EHO Officer
recommendations.
7.5

Transportation
Transportation & Transport – comments are incorporated in the main body of the
report (Section 9).
Officer response: As set out at Section 9, Officers recommend that a contribution of
up to £22,391 be secured towards sustainable transport infrastructure with an
additional up to £15,415 to be secured towards Cycle Enfield and an additional up to
£15,000 be secured and directed towards feasibility consideration of a car club spot
within 10minutes walk of the site.

7.6

Heritage
Conservation Officer comments have been considered and are incorporated into the
heritage analysis at Section 9 of the report.

7.7

Trees
No objections to the development subject to compliance with the submitted
arboricultural report and landscape plans.
Officer response: As set out at Section 9, Officers recommend conditions to ensure
compliance with the submitted arboricultural report and landscape plans.

7.8

LLFA, Sustainable Drainage
LLFA Officers do not object to the application for planning permission. While LLFA
Officers have stated a strong preference for the naturalisation of Brimsdown Ditch,
the circumstances of the application are acknowledged, and Officers do not object to
the proposed development.
Officer response: As set out at Section 9, conditions are recommended, including a
feasibility study to consider naturalisation of Brimsdown Ditch - which is located
outside the red line boundary and ownership of the Application. Further comments
are incorporated in the main body of the report (Section 9).

7.9
7.10

Sustainability
Comments are incorporated in the main body of the report (Section 9)
Ecology (Council appointed specialist consultant)
Supportive subject to conditions, comments are incorporated in the main body of the
report (Section 9).
External Consultees

7.11

7.12

Thames Water
Thames Water have confirmed subject to adherence to the sequential approach to
the disposal of surface water we would have no objection. On the basis of information
provided, Thames Water would advise that with regard to water network
infrastructure capacity, there are no objections.
Designing Out Crime (Met Police)
The design has not provided upfront information relating to access control gates,
securing of bin storage and external lighting. If the council is minded to approve,

secured by Design condition should be applied, we request the completion of the
relevant Secured by Design application forms at the earliest opportunity.
7.13

7.14

7.15

7.16

Network Rail
The developer must ensure that their proposal, both during construction and after
completion does not: encroach onto Network Rail land affect the safety, operation or
integrity of the company’s railway and its infrastructure undermine its support zone
damage the company’s infrastructure place additional load on cuttings adversely
affect any railway land or structure over-sail or encroach upon the air-space of any
Network Rail land cause to obstruct or interfere with any works or proposed works or
Network Rail development both now and in the future
Environment Agency
No objection to the proposed development subject to conditions pertaining to pilling
into the London Clay, Borehole management condition and obtaining an approved
Flood risk permit.
Historic England - GLAAS
Limited nearby archaeological evidence has been found on site but a suggested
condition that a written scheme (WSI) be provided prior to demolition.
Canal and Rivers trust
This application falls outside the notified area for its application scale. We are
therefore returning this application to you as there is no requirement for you to
consult us in our capacity as a Statutory Consultee.
Public Response

7.17

Two rounds of neighbouring consultation letters have been sent out during the
assessment of the planning application. In each of the two rounds, on the 18/08/2020
and 08/04/2022, 258 neighbouring properties were sent letters.

7.18

A site notice was also displayed on Gilda Avenue on the 4th of September 2020. The
development was also advertised in the Enfield Independent on the 02/09/2020.

7.19

At the time of writing,

7.20

-

Round 1
Four (4) objections received in round 1.

-

Round 2
Four (4) objections received in round 2
One (1) letter of support was received in round 2

The concerns have been summarised below,
- Affect local ecology
- Close to adjoining properties
- Development too high
- Inadequate parking provision
- Increase in traffic
- Increase of pollution
- Information missing from plans

- Loss of light
- Loss of parking
- Loss of privacy
- More open space needed on development
- Noise nuisance
- Strain on existing community facilities
- Noise nuisance
- Out of keeping with character of area
Officer response to comments
7.21

The material planning concerns within the objection letters have been considered by
officers during the assessment of the planning application. Officers visited the site
several times to make assessment of the highlighted concerns. Character, massing
and transport are concerns raised on several occasions from objectors. The concerns
raised during consultation are addressed and assessed in the body of the report
under the relevant material sections.

7.22

The development shall be subject to a range of pre-commencement planning
conditions and a s106 legal Agreement.

8.

Relevant Policy
National Planning Policy Framework 2021

8.1

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) introduces a presumption in favour
of sustainable development. In this respect, sustainable development is identified as
having three dimensions - an economic role, a social role and an environmental role.
For decision taking, this presumption in favour of sustainable development means:
a) an economic objective – to help build a strong, responsive and competitive
economy, by ensuring that sufficient land of the right types is available in the right
places and at the right time to support growth, innovation and improved productivity;
and by identifying and coordinating the provision of infrastructure;
b) a social objective – to support strong, vibrant and healthy communities, by
ensuring that a sufficient number and range of homes can be provided to meet the
needs of present and future generations; and by fostering a well-designed and safe
built environment, with accessible services and open spaces that reflect current and
future needs and support communities’ health, social and cultural well-being; and
c) an environmental objective – to contribute to protecting and enhancing our natural,
built and historic environment; including making effective use of land, helping to
improve biodiversity, using natural resources prudently, minimising waste and
pollution, and mitigating and adapting to climate change, including moving to a low
carbon economy.

8.2

The NPPF recognizes that planning law requires that applications for planning
permission must be determined in accordance with the development plan unless
material considerations indicate otherwise. The NPPF does not change the statutory
status of the development plan as the starting point for decision making.

8.3

In relation to achieving appropriate densities paragraph 124 of the NPPF (2021)
notes that planning policies and decisions should support development that makes
efficient use of land, whilst taking into account:
a) the identified need for different types of housing and other forms of development,
and the availability of land suitable for accommodating it;
b) local market conditions and viability;
c) the availability and capacity of infrastructure and services – both existing and
proposed – as well as their potential for further improvement and the scope to
promote sustainable travel modes that limit future car use;
d) the desirability of maintaining an area’s prevailing character and setting (including
residential gardens), or of promoting regeneration and change; and
e) the importance of securing well-designed, attractive and healthy places.

8.4

The NPPF (2021) sets out at Para 11 a presumption in favour of sustainable
development. For decision taking this means:
“(c) approving development proposals that accord with an up-to-date
development plan without delay; or
(d) where there are no relevant development plan policies, or the policies which
are most important for determining the application are out-of-date (8), granting
permission unless:
(i) the application of policies in this Framework that protect areas or assets of
particular importance provides a clear reason for refusing the development
proposed); or
(ii) any adverse impacts of so doing would significantly and demonstrably
outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in the Framework
taken as a whole.

8.5

Footnote (8) advises “This includes, for applications involving the provision of
housing, situations where the local planning authority cannot demonstrate a 5 year
supply of deliverable housing sites (with the appropriate buffer, as set out in
paragraph 73); or where the Housing Delivery Test indicates that the delivery of
housing was substantially below (less than 75% of) the housing requirement over the
previous 3 years.”

8.6

In summary, the presumption in favour of sustainable development applies in two
situations – where a Council is unable to demonstrate a five-year housing land
supply, and when a Council fails to achieve 75 per cent or more in the Housing
Delivery Test.

8.7

Enfield Council currently fails against both criteria – and is therefore subject to the
most severe government sanctions which impact the Council’s consideration of
housing-led planning applications.

a) 5-year housing land supply: Members will be aware of the need to be aware of

the Council’s housing land supply – and how it impacts on decision
making. When there is not an up to date Local Plan and 5-year housing
land supply cannot be demonstrated then this has a significant impact on
the weight given to material planning considerations. The NPPF

presumption, or ‘tilted balance’, applies in Enfield due to the Council’s inability to
demonstrate the required 5-year housing land supply. The Council is unable to
demonstrate a 5-year supply of deliverable housing sites and this impacts on the
status of it Local Plan policies.

b) Housing delivery test: The NPPF presumption, or ‘tilted balance’, also applies in
Enfield because the Enfield is one of 51 Councils which have achieved below 75
per cent against the Housing Delivery Tests – and subject to the Housing
Delivery Tests most severe government sanction, the National Planning Policy
Framework’s (NPPF’s) presumption in favour of sustainable development.
8.8

The Housing Delivery Test (HDT) is an annual measurement of housing delivery
introduced by the government through the National Planning Policy Framework
(NPPF). It measures the performance of local authorities by comparing the
completion of net additional homes in the previous three years to the housing targets
adopted by local authorities for that period. The Council’s recent housing delivery has
also been below the Council’s increasing housing targets.

8.9

In 2019, Enfield met 77% of the 2,394 homes target for the preceding three-year
period (2016/17, 2017/18, 2018/19), delivering 1,839 homes. In 2020 Enfield
delivered 56% of the 2,328 homes target. In 2021, Enfield delivered 1777 of the
2650 homes required, a rate of 67%. The consequence of this is that Enfield is within
the “presumption in favour of sustainable development” category.

8.10

The sanctions mean that the Council’s Local Plan housing policies are considered to
be out-of-date. The Council is now vulnerable, including in respect of increased risks
relating to housing-led planning appeals – and if and when minded to refuse housingled planning applications, is advised to carefully consider the implications of
Paragraph 11 of the NPPF.

8.11

Key relevant policy objectives in NPPF (2021) to the site are referred to below,
Section 5 – Delivering a sufficient supply of homes Para 60 - 77.
Section 8 – Promoting Healthy and safe communities, Para 92 & 97
Section 9 – Promoting sustainable transport, Para 104-113
Section 11 – Making effective use of land Para 119 -125
Section 12 – Achieving well-designed places, Para 126-136

8.12

8.13

Adopted Development Plan
Section 70(2) of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 requires the Committee
have regard to the provisions of the development of the development plan so far as
material to the application; and any other material considerations. Section 38(6) of
the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 requires planning decisions to be
made in accordance with the development plan unless material considerations
indicate otherwise.
For the purposes of Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act
2004, the development plan in force for the area comprises the Enfield Core Strategy
(2010); the Enfield Development Management Document; and the London Plan

2021, which was published and became part of the statutory development plan on 2
March 2021.
8.14

London Plan (2021)
The London Plan is the overall strategic plan for London setting out an integrated
economic, environmental, transport and social framework for the development of
London for the next 20-25 years. The following policies of the London Plan are
considered particularly relevant:
LPGG1: Building Strong and Inclusive Communities
LPGG2: Making the best use of land
LPGG4: Delivering the Homes Londoners Need
LPD3: Optimising site capacity through the design-led approach (*):
Optimising site capacity through the design-led approach – sets out that all
development must make the best use of land by following a design-led approach that
optimises the capacity of sites, including site allocations;
LPD4: Delivering good design
LPD5: Inclusive design
LPD6: Housing Quality and Standards: Introduces a stronger policy on housing
standards including minimum space standards.
LPD7: Accessible Housing
LPD11: Safety, Security and Resilience to Emergency
LPD12: Fire Safety
LPD14: Noise
LPH1: Increasing Housing Supply
LPH2: Small Sites (sites below 0.25ha)
LPH4: Delivering Affordable Housing
LPH5: Threshold Approach to Applications
LPH6: Affordable Housing Tenure
LPH8: Loss of Existing housing and estate redevelopment
LPH10: Housing Size Mix
LPS4: Play and Informal Recreation
LPG5: Urban Greening
LPG6: Biodiversity and Access to Nature
LPG7: Trees and Woodland
LPSI3: Energy infrastructure
LPSI4: Managing heat risk
LPSI13: Sustainable drainage
LPSI5: Water Infrastructure
LPSI7: Reducing Waste and Supporting the Circular Economy
LPT1: Strategic approach to transport
LPT2: Healthy Streets
LPT3: Transport capacity, connectivity and safeguarding
LPT4: Assessing and mitigating transport impacts
LPT5: Cycling
LPT6: Car Parking
LPT6.1: Residential Parking
LPT7: Deliveries, Servicing and Construction
LPT9: Funding transport infrastructure through planning

8.15

Local Plan – Overview
Enfield’s Local Plan comprises the Core Strategy, Development Management
Document, Policies Map and various Area Action Plans as well as other supporting
policy documents. Together with the London Plan, it forms the statutory
development policies for the Borough and sets out planning policies to steer

development according to the level it aligns with the NPPF. Whilst many of the
policies do align with the NPPF and the London Plan, it is noted that these
documents do in places supersede the Local Plan in terms of some detail and as
such the proposal is reviewed against the most relevant and up-to-date policies
8.16

Enfield Core Strategy: 2010 (ECS)
The Core Strategy was adopted in November 2010 and sets out a spatial planning
framework for the development of the Borough through to 2025. The document
provides the broad strategy for the scale and distribution of development and
supporting infrastructure, with the intention of guiding patterns of development and
ensuring development within the Borough is sustainable. The following is considered
particularly relevant
ECP1: Strategic Growth Areas
ECP2: Housing supply and locations for new homes
ECP3: Affordable housing
ECP4: Housing quality
ECP5: Housing types
ECP6: Meeting Particular housing needs
ECP20: Sustainable energy use and energy infrastructure
ECP21: Delivering sustainable water supply, drainage and sewerage
infrastructure
ECP22: Delivering sustainable waste management
ECP25: Pedestrians and cyclists
ECP30: Maintaining and improving the quality of the built and open environment
ECP32: Pollution
ECP36: Biodiversity
ECP40: North East Enfield
ECP41: Ponders End
ECP46: Infrastructure contributions

8.17

Development Management Document (2014)
The Council’s Development Management Document (DMD) provides further detail
and standard based policies by which planning applications should be determined.
Policies in the DMD support the delivery of the Core Strategy. The following
Development Management Document policies are considered particularly relevant:
EDMD1: Affordable Housing on sites capable of providing 10 units or more
EDMD3: Providing a Mix of Different Sized Homes
EDMD6: Residential Character
EDMD8: General Standards for New Residential Development
EDMD9: Amenity Space
EDMD10: Distancing
EDMD37: Achieving High Quality Design-Led Development
EDMD38: Design Process
EDMD43: Tall Buildings
EDMD45: Parking Standards
EDMD46: Vehicle Crossovers
EDMD47: New Roads, Access and Servicing
EDMD48: Transport Assessments
EDMD49: Sustainable Design and Construction Statements
EDMD50: Environmental Assessment Methods
EDMD51: Energy Efficiency Standards
EDMD53: Low and Zero Carbon Technology
EDMD54: Allowable Solutions

EDMD55: Use of Roof Space / Vertical Surfaces
EDMD56: Heating and Cooling
EDMD57: Responsible Sourcing of Materials
EDMD58: Water Efficiency
EDMD61: Managing Surface Water
EDMD65: Air Quality
EDMD66: Land contamination and instability
EDMD68: Noise
EDMD69: Light Pollution
EDMD72: Open Space Provision
EDMD73: Children’s Play Space
EDMD78: Nature Conservation
EDMD79: Ecological Enhancements
EDMD80: Trees on Development sites
EDMD81: Landscaping
EDMD 83: Green Belt
EDMD Appendix 9 - Road classifications
Other Relevant material considerations
8.18

Other Material Considerations
Ponders End Flour Mills Conservation Area Character Appraisal
Enfield Local Heritage List (May 2018)
Making Enfield: Enfield Heritage Strategy 2019-2024 SPD (2019)
The Setting of Heritage Assets – Historic Environment Good Practice Advice in
Planning: 3, Historic England (2017)
North East Area Action Plan: 2016
Enfield Climate Action Plan (2020)
Enfield Housing and Growth Strategy (2020)
Enfield Biodiversity Action Plan
Enfield Characterisation Study (2011)
National Planning Practice Guidance
Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations 2010
LBE S106 SPD (Adopted 2016)
London Councils: Air Quality and Planning Guidance (2007)
TfL London Cycle Design Standards (2014)
GLA: The Control of Dust and Emissions during Construction and
Demolition SPG (2014)
GLA: London Sustainable Design and Construction SPG (2014)
GLA: Accessible London: Achieving an Inclusive Environment SPG (2014)
GLA: Social Infrastructure SPG (2015)
GLA: Housing SPG (2016)
GLA: Homes for Londoners: Affordable Housing and Viability SPG (2017
Mayor’s Transport Strategy (2018)
GLA Threshold Approach to Affordable Housing on Public Land (2018)
Healthy Streets for London (2017)
Manual for Streets 1 & 2, Inclusive Mobility (2005)
National Planning Practice Guidance
National Design Guide (2019)
Technical housing – nationally described space standards
The Environment Act 2021
The Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 – sets out the tests
for dealing with heritage assets in planning decisions. In relation to listed buildings, all
planning decisions should “have special regard to the desirability of preserving the
building or its setting or any features of special architectural or historic interest which

it possesses” (Section 66). In relation to conservation areas, special attention must
be paid to “the desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of
that area” (Section 72).
Enfield Local Plan (Reg 18) 2021
8.19

The Council consulted on Enfield Towards a New Local Plan 2036 “Issues and
Options” (Regulation 18) (December 2018) in 2018/19. This document represented a
direction of travel and the draft policies within it will be shaped through feedback from
key stakeholders.

8.20

As such, it has relatively little weight in the decision-making process. Nevertheless, it
is worth noting the emerging policy H2 (Affordable housing) which sets out a strategic
target that 50% additional housing delivered across the borough throughout the life of
the plan will be affordable; and policy H4 (Housing mix) which identifies the borough’s
needs for homes of different sizes and tenures.

8.21

As the emerging Local Plan progresses through the plan-making process, the draft
policies within it will gain increasing weight, but at this stage it has relatively little
weight in the decision-making process.

8.22

Key local emerging policies from the plan are listed below:
Policy DM SE2 – Sustainable design and construction
Policy DM SE4 – Reducing energy demand
Policy DM SE5 – Greenhouse gas emissions and low carbon energy supply
Policy DM SE7 – Climate change adaptation and managing heat risk
Policy DM SE8 – Managing flood risk
Policy DM SE10 – Sustainable drainage systems
Strategic Policy SPBG3 – Biodiversity net gain, rewilding and offsetting
Policy DM BG8 – Urban greening and biophilic principles
Policy DM DE1 – Delivering a well-designed, high-quality and resilient
environment
Policy DM DE2 – Design process and design review panel
Policy DM DE6 – Tall buildings
Policy DM DE7 – Creating liveable, inclusive and quality public realm
Policy DM DE10 Conserving and enhancing heritage assets
Policy DM DE11 – Landscape design
Policy DM DE13 – Housing standards and design
Policy DM H2 – Affordable housing
Policy DM H3 – Housing mix and type
Policy DM T2 – Making active travel the natural choice
Strategic Policy SP D1 – Securing contributions to mitigate the impact of
development
Relevant planning appeals and case law

8.23

2021 Enfield Council Appeal Allowed
Ref: APP/Q5300/W/20/3263151: 79 Windmill Hill, Enfield EN2 7AF: This appeal
was allowed on 02 November 2021 for 49 x self-contained flats within 3 Blocks. The
position in respect of affordable housing and housing mix are relevant to the
consideration of this application.
• Paragraphs 19 and 20 of the appeal decision sets out that the Council’s
Core Strategy mix targets should not be applied mechanistically to

•

8.24

every scheme on every site – but rather applied over the lifetime of the
CS across the entire borough. Enfield’s Core Strategy and
Development Management Document mix policies have less weight
than Policy H10 of the London Plan (2021) – which stresses the
importance of locational factors when considering mix and the benefits
of 1 and 2 bed dwellings in taking pressure off conversions of larger
family homes to smaller dwellings.
Paragraphs 15 to 17 consider the Council’s 40% Affordable Housing
requirement set out at policy Enfield’s Development Management
Document Policy DMD1 in the context of London Plan Policy, including
H4 and conclude that the amount of affordable housing should correctly
be tested by viability where there is evidence of viability issues affecting
a development.

2021 Enfield Council Appeal Allowed
Appeal Ref: APP/Q5300/W/21/3270885: Southgate Office Village, 286 Chase
Road, Southgate N14 6HT: This appeal was allowed on 14 December 2021 for the
erection of a mixed-use (C3) scheme ranging from 2 to 17 storeys with a dual use
café (B1/A3), with associated access, basement car and cycle parking, landscaping,
and ancillary works
• Paragraphs 47 to 54 of the appeal decision considers the application of
Policy D9: Tall buildings of the London Plan within the Borough and
notes in paragraph 52 “it is not entirely clear whether the policy limits
tall buildings to locations that have been identified through a
development plan or allows for tall buildings to come forward wherever
their impacts can be shown to acceptable. In the context of what is
widely accepted to be a housing crisis in London, and the length of time
it might take for sites suitable for tall buildings to work their way through
the various local planning processes across the capital, the latter would
appear to me to make more sense”’.
• Paragraph 54 notes “The evidence shows that at present, they {the
Council} can demonstrate a supply {Housing} of just over two
years…that would make LP Policy D9 (amongst others) out-of-date”
• Paragraph 55 provides the following commentary on paragraph 11d)ii
of the NPPF commenting “This sets out that in the situation under
consideration, planning permission should be granted unless any
adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably
outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in the
Framework taken as a whole. The only harmful aspect of the scheme is
that its timing relative to the emerging Local Plan means that the
Council, residents, and others with an interest, would lose the
opportunity to consider the suitability of the site for a tall building, or
buildings, through the examination process, whenever it might take
place. To my mind, bearing in mind the parlous state of the Council’s
housing land supply, the harm that flows from that pales against the
enormous benefits of the open-market and affordable housing the
scheme would bring forward in a well-designed, contextually
appropriate scheme.
• Paragraph 56 goes on to state “It seems to me therefore that whichever
way one approaches the matter, the answer is the same; planning
permission should be granted for the proposal”.

8.25
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2022 Enfield Council Appeal Allowed
Appeal ref: APP/Q5300/W/21/3276466: Car Park Adjacent to Arnos Grove
Station, Bowes Road: This appeal was allowed on 30 March 2022 for the
construction of four buildings, comprising 162 x residential units (64 x affordable
homes) and flexible use ground floor unit.
• Paragraph 81 considers the Council’s failure to deliver against its
Housing Target concluding that: ‘the appeal scheme would make a
significant contribution to the delivery of housing in general and
affordable housing in particular. Viewed in the context of recent levels
of housing delivery in Enfield, significant benefit should be attached to
the benefit of the scheme’s housing delivery’.
• Paragraph 86 comments on the assessment of tall buildings ‘London
Plan Policy D9 relates to tall buildings, stating that boroughs should
determine if there are locations where tall buildings may be appropriate.
Policy D9(B) states that tall buildings should only be developed in
locations that are so identified. (Enfield) Policy DMD 43 does not
identify any locations where tall buildings would be appropriate so it is
not currently possible to comply with Policy D9(B) anywhere in Enfield.
Nevertheless, as part of an overall assessment, it is appropriate to
consider the proposal against the criteria in part (C) of the policy. Part
(C)(1) relates to visual impacts, including long-range, mid-range and
immediate views’.
2021 LB Hillingdon
High Court Judgment on London Plan, policy D9: Tall Buildings: LB Hillingdon
v Mayor of London [2021] EWHC 3387 (Admin): this judgment dated 15 December
2021 related to a judicial review of the decision made by LB Hillingdon on 30 March
2021, to grant planning permission for the construction of a mixed-used development,
comprising buildings up to 11 storeys in height, at the site of the former Master
Brewer Motel, Freezeland Way, Hillingdon. The case considered the application of
Policy D9 of the London Plan. The key aspects of the judgement are set out below:
• Paragraph 81 “Read straightforwardly, objectively and as a whole,
policy D9:
(i) requires London Boroughs to define tall buildings within their local
plans, subject to certain specified guidance (Part A);
(ii) requires London Boroughs to identify within their local plans
suitable locations for tall buildings (Part B);
(iii) identifies criteria against which the impacts of tall buildings should
be assessed (Part C); and
(iv) makes provision for public access (Part D)”.
• Paragraph 82 “There is no wording which indicates that Part A and/or
Part B are gateways, or pre-conditions, to Part C. In order to give effect
of Mr Howell Williams QC’s interpretation, it is necessary to read the
words underlined below into the first line of Part C to spell out its true
meaning:
“Development proposals in locations that have been identified in
development plans under Part B should address the following impacts.”
But if that had been the intention, then words to that effect would have
been included within the policy. It would have been a straightforward
exercise in drafting. It is significant that the Secretary of State’s
direction only required the addition of the word “suitable” to Part B(3). It
did not add any text which supports or assists the Claimant’s

•

•

•

•

•

•

interpretation, even though the Secretary of State had the opportunity
to do so.
Paragraph 83 “In my view, the context is critical to the
interpretation. Policy D9 is a planning policy in a development plan. By
section 70(2) TCPA 1990 and section 38(6) PCPA 2004, there is a
presumption that a determination will be made in accordance with the
plan, unless material considerations indicate otherwise. Thus, the
decision-maker “will have to decide whether there are considerations of
such weight as to indicate that the development plan should not be
accorded the priority which the statute has given to it”: per Lord Clyde
in City of Edinburgh at 1459G. Furthermore, the decision-maker must
understand the relevant provisions of the plan “recognising that they
may sometimes pull in different directions”: per Lindblom LJ in BDW
Trading Ltd at [21], and extensive authorities there cited in support of
that proposition. As Lord Reed explained in Tesco Stores Ltd v Dundee
City Council, “development plans are full of broad statements of policy,
many of which may be mutually irreconcilable, so that in a particular
case one must give way to another”.
Paragraph 84 “The drafter of Policy D9, and the Defendant who is the
maker of the London Plan, must have been aware of these
fundamental legal principles, and therefore that it was possible that the
policy in paragraph B(3) might not be followed, in any particular
determination, if it was outweighed by other policies in the development
plan, or by material considerations. It seems likely that policy provision
was made for such cases, given the importance of the issue”.
Paragraph 85 “In considering whether to grant planning permission for
a tall building which did not comply with paragraph B(3), because it was
not identified in the development plan, it would surely be sensible, and
in accordance with the objectives of Policy D9, for the proposal to be
assessed by reference to the potential impacts which are listed in Part
C. The Claimant’s interpretation leads to the absurd result that a
decision-maker in those circumstances is not permitted to have regard
to Part C and must assess the impacts of the proposal in a vacuum.
Paragraph 86 “In these circumstances, it is unsurprising that there are
at least three decisions, both prior to and since the Defendant’s
decision in this case, in which the Claimant’s planning officers have
interpreted Policy D9 in the same way as the Defendant, in considering
other tall building proposals in Hillingdon”.
Paragraph 87 “In this case, the extracts from the officer reports which I
have referred to above, explain that the Mayor found that the proposal
did not fully accord with Policy D9, because it had not been identified as
suitable in the development plan under Part B. Notwithstanding the
non-compliance with Part B of Policy D9, the Defendant determined
that the proposal accorded with the provisions of the development plan
when read as a whole. That was a planning judgment, based on the
benefits of the proposal, such as the contribution of much-needed
housing, in particular affordable housing, and the suitability of the Site
(brownfield and sustainable, with good transport). The Defendant was
satisfied, on the advice of the GLA officers, that sufficient protection
from air quality impacts would be achieved. The Defendant was
entitled to make this judgment, in the exercise of his discretion.
Paragraph 88 “For the reasons set out above, Ground 1 does not
succeed”.

9.0

ANALYSIS
Main Planning Issues

9.1

The Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 and the Town and Country
Planning Act 1990 seek to establish that planning decisions are taken in accordance
with the Development Plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise.
Furthermore, paragraph 11 (c) of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)
goes on to state that development proposals that accord with the development plan
should be approved without delay.

9.2

As explained at Section 8, the Council is subject to the so called “tilted balance” and
the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) states that for decision-taking this
means granting permission unless any adverse impacts of doing so would
significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the
policies in the Framework taken as a whole – which also includes the Development
Plan. Under the NPPF (2021) paragraph 11(d) the most important development plan
policies for the application are deemed to be ‘out of date’. However, the fact that a
policy is considered out of date does not mean it can be disregarded, but it means
that less weight can be applied to it, and applications for new homes should be
considered with more weight (tilted) by planning committee. The level of weight given
is a matter of planning judgement and the statutory test continues to apply, that the
decision should be, as section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act
2004 requires, in accordance with the development plan unless material
considerations indicate otherwise.

9.3

This report sets out the analysis of the issues that arise from the proposed
development assessed against National policy and the development plan policies.

9.4

The main planning issues raised by the Proposed Development are:
• Principle of Development
• Housing Need and tenure mix
• Design and character
• Residential Quality and Amenity
• Impact on neighbouring amenity
• Open Space, Play Space, Landscaping and Trees
• Biodiversity and Ecology
• Transport, Access and Parking
• Sustainability and Climate Change
• Environmental Health
• Flood Risk and Drainage
• Section 106 agreement and planning obligations
• Community infrastructure Levy (CIL)
Principle of Development
Residential Development

9.5

The principle of residential development at the Application Site has been established
through the existing residential use of site, which currently accommodates 10 x
existing units. The principle of optimising site capacity is strongly supported by
adopted Development Plan Policies, alongside the NPPF Paragraph 11 implications

of the Council’s under-delivery against its housing delivery target and housing land
supply positions (Section 8, above, and in paragraphs 9.16 – 9.45 of this report).
9.6

Chapter 11 (Making efficient use of land) of the NPPF (2021) states that in
considering planning applications that substantial weight should be given to the value
of using suitable brownfield land within existing settlements for homes (NPPF para
120(c)) and that planning decisions should promote and support the development of
under-utilised land and buildings, especially if this would help to meet identified
needs for housing where land supply is constrained, and available sites could be
used more effectively (NPPF para 120(d)).

9.7

Enfield’s Authority Monitoring Report 2020/2021 shows that during the preceding 10
years, the Borough had delivered a total of 5,616 homes which equates to
approximately 562 homes per annum. Enfield’s 2020 Housing Delivery Action Plan
recognises that the construction of more affordable high-quality homes is a clear
priority, with only 60% of approvals being implemented. A Local Housing Need
Assessment (LHNA) was undertaken in 2020 and identifies an annual housing need
of 1,744 homes across the Borough based on a cap of 40% above the London Plan
annual target of 1,246 homes, in line with the Government’s standard methodology.

9.8

The Council’s Draft Enfield Local Plan (Regulation 18) (2021) acknowledges the
sheer scale of the growth challenge for the Council and the Council’s Housing and
Growth Strategy 2020-2030 aims to deliver the London Plan targets for the borough.

9.9

Enfield is a celebrated green borough with close to 40% of the land currently
designated as Green Belt or Metropolitan Open Land and a further 400 hectares
providing critical industrial land that serves the capital and wider south-east growth
corridors. These land designations underpin the need to optimise development on
brownfield land.

9.10

London Plan Policy H1 highlights the urgency to optimise housing provision on
brownfield sites, specifically identifying opportunity for housing intensification and
development on publicly owned sites. The proposal supports the requirements of
LPH1 optimising housing delivering on a suitable and available brownfield side within
the Upper Lee Valley Opportunity Area.

9.11

Enfield’s Core Strategy identifies North East Enfield as one of four strategic growth
areas, where growth and development will be focused (ECS Policy 1). Adopted Core
Strategy policies identify Ponders End, within North East Enfield, as a Place Shaping
Priority Area supported by Core Policy 40 (North East Enfield). Adopted Development
Plan policies ECP2 and ECP40 identify scope to deliver 1,000 new homes in North
East Enfield. ECP2 and ECP40 also state that the focus for change, development
and housing growth will be, in-part, within Ponders End in North East Enfield.

9.12

Adopted Core Strategy Policy 41 (Ponders End) identifies three areas for
development, including Ponders End Waterfront – within which the Application Site is
located. ECP41 seeks new development within the Ponders End Place Shaping
Priority Area to create new homes, with a range of sizes and tenures, including
affordable homes. The North East Area Action Plan: 2016 (NEEAAP) identifies that a
new mixed-use, employment, leisure and residential community of exceptional quality
will be sought within the Ponders End Waterfront of the NEEAAP.

9.13

The site is considered to be in C3 use and would be compatible with London Plan
(2021) Policy GG2 (Making the best use of land), which advocates making the best
use of brownfield land, maximising publicly-owned sites and finding opportunities for

sustainable intensification. The proposed development is considered to support
LPGG2 Policy which seeks that development proposals: c) proactively explore the
potential to intensify the use of land to support additional homes and workspaces,
promoting higher density development, particularly in locations that are wellconnected to jobs, services, infrastructure and amenities by public transport, walking
and cycling; and d) applying a design–led approach to determine the optimum
development capacity of sites. The proposed development would make more efficient
use of land by increasing the provision of housing, including the overall quantum of
affordable housing at the Application Site. Given this site has been previously
developed, the principle of a residential-led development with densities increased is
supported.
Principle of development conclusions
9.14

The Application Site constitutes previously developed land and therefore the principle
of developing the site for housing to support the Borough’s housing delivery target is
supported. The proposals would represent an uplift of on-site housing, including
affordable housing, replacing 10 x existing units with 49 x high-quality new homes.
The proposals would also represent an increase in on-site affordable housing, with
49% of the proposed new homes offered as Affordable Housing. The proposed
intensification of delivery of homes is strongly supported by the NPPF and adopted
development plan policies. The proposal exceeds LBE’s adopted affordable housing
Borough-wide Core Strategy target of 40% and is considered to accord with London
Plan Affordable housing policy, when considered on balance. The principle of
increasing housing at this location is supported.

9.15

While the site provides an appropriate setting for residential development, the
proposed development does represent a shift in scale and residential density, when
considered within the immediate context of Gilda Avenue – with resultant impacts.
The Application Site is also experienced within the context of the vision for growth
established in the Council’s adopted Core Strategy and NEEAAP polices – and now
under development immediately to the south-west of the Application Site along Alma
Street. The Application site sits at the threshold of these differing conditions – and
this is assessed in greater detail below (Paragraph 9.46 – 9.62).
Housing Need and Tenure Mix
Housing need

9.16

Chapter 11 (Making efficient use of land) of the of the NPPF (2021) indicates that
where there is an existing or anticipated shortage of land for meeting identified
housing needs, it is especially important that planning policies and decisions avoid
homes being built at low densities and ensure that developments make optimal use
of the potential of each site (NPPF para. 125). In these circumstances: local planning
authorities should refuse applications which they consider fail to make efficient use of
land, taking into account the policies in the NPPF (Para. 125 (c)).

9.17

The London Plan sets a target for the provision of 66,000 new homes across London
each year. Enfield’s 2020 Housing Delivery Action Plan recognises that the
construction of more affordable high-quality homes is a clear priority. However, only
60% of approvals in the Borough are being delivered. The London Plan 2021
identifies a need for a minimum of 1,246 dwellings per year to be delivered over the
next 10 years in the Borough, an increase over the previous target of 798.

9.18

Enfield’s Housing and Growth Strategy 2020-2030 sets five ambitions, the first of
which is ‘More genuinely affordable homes for local people’. The ambition sets a
priority to maximise housing delivery and use council assets to achieve this. The key
aims of the Strategy seek to address the housing crisis within the Borough. During
consideration of the Cabinet report, Members discussed the current housing situation
and highlighted the rise in private sector rents in proportion to the average salary and
the significant rise in homelessness. Enfield had one of the highest numbers of
homeless households in the country. Insecurity and unaffordability of private sector
housing has evidence-based links with homelessness. One of the most common
reason for homelessness in London is currently due to the ending of an assured
tenancy (often by buy to let landlords). MHCLG (2018) data shows a significant
increase in the number of households in Enfield using temporary accommodation –
with a significant 67% increase between 2012 and 2018.

9.19

Taking into account the housing needs of Enfield’s population, nationally- and
regionally-set housing delivery targets and shortfalls in meeting targets and
demonstrating sufficient housing land supply, it is evident that this proposal to make
more effective use of the Application Site to provide a greater number of homes, at a
high-quality and with a range of housing types is supported by adopted Development
Plan housing policies, when consider as a whole.
Affordable Housing

9.20

The NPPF must be taken into account in the preparation of local plans and is a
material consideration in planning decisions. Annex 2 of the Revised NPPF (2021)
defines Affordable Housing as “housing for sale or rent, for those whose needs are
not met by the market (including housing that provides a subsidised route to home
ownership and/or is for essential local workers)”.

9.21

LPH4 outlines a strategic target for 50% of all new homes delivered across London to
be affordable. LPH5 (Threshold Approach to applications) provides the affordable
housing trigger points for major development, set at a minimum of 35% in this case.
Notwithstanding the expectation for 35% on site affordable housing, policy permits
that the LPA to require submission of viability evidence where it considers that
proposals would not meet or exceed the relevant threshold level of affordable
housing on site without public subsidy; would not be consistent with the relevant
tenure split; would not meet other relevant policy requirements and obligations to the
satisfaction of the borough and the Mayor where relevant; do not demonstrate that
they have taken account of the strategic 50 per cent target and have sought grant to
increase the level of affordable housing (LPH(5)(C)).

9.22

Core Policy 3 of the Core Strategy sets a borough-wide affordable housing target of
40% in new developments, applicable on sites capable of accommodating ten or
more dwellings. Enfield DMD Policy DMD1 supports the borough-wide target of 40%
affordable housing in new developments, applicable on sites capable of
accommodating ten or more dwellings. Affordable housing should be delivered onsite unless in exceptional circumstances. As noted, Enfield’s adopted Development
Plan polices, including Policies CP3 and DMD 1 are out-of-date relative to the more
recently adopted London Plan (2021) housing polices and critically by virtue of
Paragraph 11 of the NPPF.

9.23

NEEAAP Policy 5.1 states that new residential developments should provide a
minimum of 40% affordable housing in accordance with Core Strategy Policy 3.
However, given the viability issues of sites within North East Enfield, the Council will

take a flexible approach to the split of social rented, affordable rent and intermediate
housing in order to support the delivery of new affordable homes. The target will be
60% social rented and affordable rent; and 40% intermediate.
9.24

Policy H2 of the New Enfield Local Plan, whilst holding limited weight, mirrors the
New London Plan in outlining that the Council will seek the maximum deliverable
amount of affordable housing on development sites and that the Council will set a
strategic target of 50% of new housing to be affordable.

9.25

According to the Enfield Local Housing Needs Assessment 2020, only households
with acute housing need are on the Council’s housing register, that is, eligible to be
given Council housing. The vast majority of those on the register, or waiting list, live
in temporary accommodation. Households who are not homeless or living in
temporary accommodation rely on housing through the private sector and are
typically supported by housing benefit. As of 2020, there were 12,300 households
supported by housing benefit in the private rented sector within Enfield. The
Assessment concluded that there is an annual net shortfall of 711 affordable rented
homes. As the Assessment notes, this shortfall underrepresents the numbers of
residents who are not in acute housing need but would still qualify for housing benefit
to afford accommodation.
Affordable Housing Provision

9.26

The proposed development comprises a total of 49 x new homes, with 24 x new
homes or 67 x habitable rooms offered as Affordable Housing. This represents 49%
affordable housing by unit or 50% affordable housing by habitable room – which is
above the threshold of 35% set out in LPH5(B)(1).

9.27

The Applicant has improved their Affordable Housing offer during consideration and
negotiation of the planning application. The final improved offer has increased the
proportion of low-cost rent homes (London Affordable Rent) homes.

9.28

24 x of the proposed new affordable homes are now offered on the following basis:
17 x new homes as London Affordable Rent (LAR) and 7 x new homes as Shared
Ownership, classed as an intermediate affordable housing product. This represents a
ratio of 71% genuinely Affordable Rent (LAR) and 29% intermediate homes (by unit)
or 67.2% LAR : 32.8% SO by habitable room. The proposed tenure split is set out in
detail below – and is to be secured in the s106 legal Agreement.

9.29

Officers consider that the proposal of 49% affordable, with a ratio of 71%:29%
LAR:SO (by unit) and 67.2%:32.8% LAR:SO (by habitable room) in the current
climate is excellent.

9.30

While the dwelling mix has a higher proportion of smaller homes than Enfield’s
adopted, and emerging Development Plan policies seek Officers have considered
these policies in the context of NPPF Paragraph 11 (tilted balance) and are
furthermore satisfied that when considered in the context of recent Appeal decisions
which highlight that mix targets should not be applied mechanistically to every
scheme on every site (Section 8). Site specific considerations also indicate that the
proposed mix is appropriate for this Application Site and scheme.

9.31

A viability assessment was submitted with the application, and independently
reviewed on behalf of the Council. The submitted viability assessment concluded the
development would result in a deficit of £3,940,000 based on 49% affordable housing
on a LAR of 66% and 33% shared ownership tenure. The concluding comments of
the BNP assessment stated… “Notwithstanding this deficit, the applicant is
committed to bringing the scheme forward on its current basis as part of its
programme to deliver affordable housing. However, this is dependent on the
proposed unit and tenure mix”. Officers note that the Application, as originally
submitted included a new pedestrian bridge link to Mollison Avenue – which was
subsequently removed due to its impact on viability. The removal of the link has also
resulted in improvements to the scheme in respect of existing tree retention and
biodiversity benefits. The Council’s Viability Consultants undertook some sensitivity
analysis, testing a different housing mix. A hypothetical model, with a greater
proportion of three-bed units was tested. This resulted in an overall reduction of
affordable housing within the scheme of 40% (by habitable room) and was concluded
not to be viable. Officers note that the submitted viablity assessment did not provide
an assessment based on zero grant. However, given the proposed Affordable
Housing offer is substantially in excess of 35%, with a tenure split in line with adopted
Development Plan polices, Officers are satisfied the Applicant has demonstrated that
the inclusion of grant has resulted in additional affordable homes, rather than using
this funding to provide affordable units that would otherwise have been delivered.

9.32

The proposed London Affordable Rent homes are distributed across all Blocks: A, B
and C. Intermediate (shared ownership) homes are proposed within Block A and
private tenure homes are also proposed within Block A. All Blocks are of equivalent

high-quality design and the proposal is considered to be tenure blind, in terms of both
internal and external specifications. Conditions and s106 obligations are
recommended to ensure all occupiers have the same access to communal facilities,
including the Block A upper storey terrace amenity space.
9.33

The delivery of 49% affordable housing by unit or 50% affordable housing by
habitable room accords with existing and emerging policy and makes the best use of
land to extend affordable housing provision in Enfield. Officers are satisfied that the
proposed affordable housing offer represents the maximum level of affordability that
the scheme could support. Officers recommend an Early Stage Viability Review – to
ensure the Applicant builds out the permission to an agreed level of progress within
two years of permission being granted in accordance with LPH5(E).

9.34

The proposals would accord with LPH5. ECS3 and Enfield DMD1 refer to a boroughwide aim to secure 70% of affordable housing as social rent units. In this case 71%
low-cost rent is proposed (by unit). The Applicant has demonstrated that the
proposed tenure set out in the schedule above is the maximum level of affordability
that the scheme can support in conjunction with the mix profile proposed. Officers are
satisfied that the significant need for affordable housing across all dwelling sizes in
Enfield supports the proposed mix, and that the proposal would accord with ECS3
and Enfield DMD 1.

9.35

The proposed development would make a significant contribution to the delivery of
housing in general and affordable housing in particular. Viewed in the context of
recent levels of delivery within Enfield, significant weight should be attached to the
housing delivery that would result from the proposals.

Dwelling Mix
9.36

London Plan Policy H10 states that schemes should generally consist of a range of
unit sizes and that this should have regard to a number of criteria including robust
local evidence, the mix of uses in the scheme, the range of tenures in the scheme,
the nature and location of the site, amongst other considerations.

9.37

Enfield Policy CP5 of the Core Strategy (2010) seeks to provide the following
borough-wide mix of housing: Market housing – 20% 1 and 2 bed flats (1-3 persons),
15% 2 bed houses (4 persons), 45% 3 bed houses, (5-6 persons), 20% 4+ bed
houses (6+ persons). Social rented housing - 20% 1 bed and 2 bed units (1-3
persons), 20% 2 bed units (4 persons) 30% 3 bed units (5-6 persons), 30% 4+ bed
units (6+ persons). The mix of intermediate housing sizes will be determined on a site
by site basis and the appropriate mix must take into account a range of factors,
including development viability and the affordability of potential users.

9.38

The evidence base to support the unit mix set out in Core Policy 5 dates from 2008.
More recently, the Local Housing Needs Assessment 2020 was prepared to support
the emerging Local Plan and is the most up-to-date source of evidence - reflecting
the requirements of London Plan Policy H10. Draft Local Plan Policy H3 (while it is
not adopted policy), outlines priority types for different sized units across different
tenures. The Council’s Local Housing Needs Assessment 2020 outlines a range of
need across 2 and 3-bed affordable rent homes (high-priority) and high-priority need
across 1 and 2-bed intermediate homes, as the majority of households who live in
intermediate (shared ownership) housing are households without children. This is
based on housing register evidence and is set out below.

9.39

The proposal provides for a range of home sizes, including three (3) bed family size
accommodation as set out below:
Home Type

% habitable rooms

1b2p

Number/
% of units
18 (37%)

2b/3p&4p

26 (53%)

58%

3b4p

5 (10%)

15%

Total

49

27%

9.40

Officers have assessed that the proposal would be in accordance with London Plan
Policy H10 but would not be strictly in accordance with ECS5 or Enfield Policy DMD 3
– although Officers note that prescribed Enfield housing are intended to be delivered
across the borough, over the plan period and should not be applied mechanistically .
This policy interpretation was supported by the Planning Inspector considering
appeal ref: APP/Q5300/W/20/3263151.

9.41

Officers consider the proposed mix can be supported, both due to the reasonable
justification provided by the Applicant for the proposed mix, and when considering the
relative policy weight of Enfield’s housing policies relative to the more recently
adopted London Plan housing mix policy – in addition to the implications of
Paragraph 11 of the NPPF. As set out at Section 8 the Council’s housing policies are
considered to be out-of-date.

9.42

While the proposal does not accord with ECS5 or Enfield Policy DMD3, those Enfield
Policies have been established to be in conflict with the more recently adopted
housing mix policy of the 2021 London Plan (Policy H10 When considering recent
appeal decisions for schemes in Enfield, Planning Inspectors (appeal refs:
APP/Q5300/W/20/3263151 and APP/Q5300/W/21/3276466) are clear that any
housing mix conflict should be resolved in favour of the more recently adopted policy
(London Plan Housing Mix Policy H10). Policy H10 of the London Plan (2021)
stresses the importance of and benefits of 1 and 2 bed dwellings in taking pressure
off conversions of larger family homes to smaller dwellings.

9.43

Furthermore, Officers asked the Council’s viability consultants to test the implications
of a housing mix with a greater proportion of larger units and found that the result
would reduce the overall proportion of affordable housing within the scheme. Officers
are satisfied that the inclusion of more family-sized units would also mean a
compromise to the amenity of these units as well as a loss of smaller homes and
proportion of affordable housing overall. Given the evidenced need for new housing,
it is considered that the collective benefits of the proposal outweigh the divergence of
the dwelling size mix from policy.

Housing conclusions
9.44

The Government prescribes a “tilted balance” in favour of housing delivery to the
Council’s planning decision-making as a result of Enfield’s current inability to
demonstrate a 5-year housing land supply as well as the Council’s shortfall in
meeting housing delivery targets. This means that the delivery of new homes should
be given great weight, and Councils should grant permission unless any adverse
impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits of the
housing proposal. Officers consider that the adverse impacts of the scheme, are not
sufficient to significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits of the proposed
housing, including provision of 49% Affordable Housing. The Applicant has provided
justification in respect of the proposed housing mix, stating that Origin has agreement
with Enfield Housing team in relation to their proposed housing mix.

9.45

The current mix is intended to provide starter homes for the existing residents on-site.
In this respect, the Applicant has stated that a change in proposed housing mix would
not support the mix discussed with the Council’s Housing Team. The Housing Team
has confirmed that it supports the proposals. The Housing Team is eager to
encourage and increase the number of Registered Providers developing in the
Borough.
Design and Character
High-quality design and layout

9.46

Chapter 12 (Achieving well-design places) of the of the NPPF (2021) emphasises the
central value of good design to sustainable development (NPPF para 126). The
Framework expects the planning process to facilitate “high quality, beautiful and
sustainable buildings and places”. The assessment of a scheme should take into
account the endurance of the design, visual appeal, sensitivity to local context, sense
of place, optimisation of the site and contribution to health and wellbeing (NPPF para
130).

9.47

Good design is central to all objectives of the London Plan and the Council’s Local
Plan policies. Chapter 3 of the London Plan sets out key urban design principles to
guide development in London. Design policies in this chapter seek to ensure that
development optimises site capacity; is of an appropriate form and scale; responds to
local character; achieves the highest standards of architecture, sustainability and
inclusive design; enhances the public realm; provides for green infrastructure; and
respects the historic environment. LPD1 and LPD2 seek to ensure that new
developments are well-designed and fit into the local character of an area. Policy D3
requires developments to optimise capacity through a design-led approach, by
responding to a site’s context, capacity for growth and supporting infrastructure
capacity. LPD3 expects “all development must make the best use of land by following
a design-led approach that optimises the capacity of sites, including site allocations.
Optimising site capacity means ensuring that development is of the most appropriate
form and land use for the site. The design-led approach requires consideration of
design options to determine the most appropriate form of development that responds
to a site’s context and capacity for growth, and existing and planned supporting
infrastructure capacity”.

9.48

Enfield Policy DMD 37 sets out objectives for achieving good urban design:
character; continuity and enclosure; quality of public realm; ease of movement;

legibility; adaptability and durability; and diversity. Policy DMD 8 (General standards
for new Residential development) expects development to be appropriately located
taking into account the nature of the surrounding area and land uses, access to local
amenities, and any proposed mitigation measures and be an appropriate scale, bulk
and massing.
9.49

The proposals have been subject to extensive discussion with Council Officers. The
proposed scheme has been subject to amendments during pre and post-submission
negotiations, including a reduction in the maximum height of Block B.
Site Layout

9.50

The proposal would introduce a new housing typology within the immediate context
of Gilda Avenue, which is generally characterised by two-storey terrace housing. The
proposal would introduce 2 x Blocks (A and B) with larger footprints and one small
footprint block, at Block C which accommodates a 3-storey townhouse. The existing
development is characterised by blank north-facing flank walls which are considered
to make a neutral to negative contribution to Gilda Avenue. The current open spaces
are poorly delineated with limited diversity and interest – providing low residential
amenity benefit, and low biodiversity value.

Block
C
Block
Block
A
A

Block
Block
B
B

Proposed Ground Floor – landscape proposals

Block
C
Block
A

Proposed Ground Floor Block / roof plan

Block
B

9.51

The proposal’s site ‘entrance’ onto Gilda Avenue includes a new public arrival
square, providing a shared surface for both pedestrians and vehicles to safely access
the site. The scheme design will enhance surveillance towards the site’s open
spaces, public realm and create a clearer division between public and private spaces.

9.52

When considered in comparison with the existing condition Officers consider the
proposed new entrance space would provide a meaningful public benefit, which
would positively enhance the southern cul-de-sac termination of Gilda Avenue and
result in an improved streetscape condition. Subject to recommended conditions and
s106 obligation Officers consider that the proposed new public realm site entrance
would result in a new high-quality space which is easy to understand, safe, attractive,
uncluttered and effective – in accordance with LPD8, ECP Policies 9 and 25, and
Enfield Policy DMD 37 of the Local Plan which state that new developments should
deliver new public realm wherever possible.

9.53

Blocks A, B and C have been designed to allow views through the site from Gilda
Avenue, creating visual separation between each form to reduce bulk and visual
impact. Officers have sought amendments through the course of pre-application
discussions to ensure that the layout of the proposed blocks maximises separation
distances and minimise overlooking, overdominance and microclimatic impacts, both
within the site and in respect of existing properties to the north (considered in further
detail below).

9.54

Proposed block and new home layouts have been the subject of lengthy discussion,
to ensure that dual aspect homes within the proposed development are maximised –
allowing cross-ventilation opportunities for effective day and night cooling and
minimising overheating. Officers consider the proposed block layouts, together with
individual home layouts, achieve a good balance between creating new active
frontages towards the public realm / streetscape, while preserving amenity to existing
homes to the north along Gilda Avenue.

9.55

The proposal incorporates approximately 1,054sqm of communal amenity space and
217sqm of play space. Communal amenity space is proposed as part of a roof
terrace within Block A (third floor) fronting the new public realm entrance. Play space
is proposed to the rear of Block A and B, with a new eco-edge of approximately
503sqm bordering the play space to the south – creating a buffer between the
proposals and existing mature vegetation to the south.

9.56

Officer have assessed that the block layouts are generally well resolved, and the
Council’s Urban Design Officers have not raised an objection in respect of proposed
scheme layout. Minor amendments have been requested by the Council’s Urban
Design Officers in respect of bike storage and refuse access doors – which will be
secured by recommended conditions.
Blocks A and B

9.57

As the tallest elements, Blocks A and B are considered in greater detail below. Block
A has been located to the south of the Application Site, set back from the surrounding
residential properties along Gilda Avenue, reducing the visual impact. Care has also
been taken to minimise rooftop clutter to ensure a high-quality designed aesthetic. As
assessed below, the design of Block A is considered to reduce its impact on the
amenity of neighbouring occupiers. Block A incorporates a communal amenity space
of 1,054sqm which would front onto the new public realm ‘entrance’ area. The
Council’s Urban Design Officers are supportive of the scale of Block A – and have
stated that the provision of an amenity roof terrace for Block A is also supported
subject to details of the design of this space being secured by way of condition.

9.58

Block B projects five (5) storeys in height positioned to the east of the site in proximity
of Brimsdown Ditch. Block B is proposed to mirror the design and form of Block A to
provide continuity of appearance and form. Officers note that in accordance with the
requirements of London Plan Policy D9(A) Block B is not of sufficient height to be
considered a ‘tall building’ under the London Plan definition.
Block C

9.59

Block C is the most northly of the proposed Blocks, forming a lower 3-storey
townhouse mediating element attached to the taller Block A proposed to the south.
Block C is proposed to be built directly to the south of No. 39 Gilda Avenue –
continuing the prevailing forward building line established by existing development
fronting the western side of Gilda Avenue. The relationship between block A and C
would be separated at ground floor by the vehicle access to the allocated parking to
the north-west of the site.

9.60

Block C is proposed to accommodate 1 x proposed new home (C.00.01) which is
proposed as a 3B4P new home, with front garden of approximately 13.1sqm with no
rear garden amenity space proposed. Officers have assessed the lack of rear private
amenity space in respect of this proposed new home (C.00.01). In the first instance
the front garden of 13.1sqm is considered to be suitably enclosed to provide
meaningful amenity benefit for this single dwelling. When assessed against the
minimum space standards of adopted policy LPD3 (Table 3.1) and the statutory
‘Technical housing – nationally described space standards’ the proposed home is
oversized by approximately 12sqm with proposed Gross Internal Area (GIA) of
102.9sqm compared with a minimum internal space standard for 3B4B 3-storey
dwellings of 90sqm. Officers also recommend a Communal Amenity Space Plan be
secured by s106 obligation – to ensure that residents across all tenures have equal
access to the proposed community amenity spaces within the scheme. This should
include the amenity roof terrace proposed to Block A.

9.61

An objection has been received raising concerns in respect of the impacts on rear
access to the rear garden of 39 Gilda Avenue – which currently has a rear gate which
accesses the hardstanding / surface car park along the site’s northern boundary. The
Applicant has amended their plans to rearrange car parking spaces to ensure this

rear access gateway is no longer affected. Officer recommend that 24/7 access be
secured by s106 obligation.
9.62

Officers consider that the layout of Block C is well resolved and provides a successful
intermediary element between the established building pattern along Gilda Avenue
and proposed Blocks A and B to the south.
Density and tall buildings policy

9.63

The 2021 London Plan has amended the policy approach to assessing density.
Whereas previous policy set out ranges of appropriate density based on location and
site access, the current Policy D3 emphasises the importance of a design-led
approach to optimise site capacity, including site allocations. This removes the
standardisation of density calculations with a more site-specific evaluation. ECP5 5
states that density should balance the need to make the most efficient use of land,
account for accessibility to transport and respect existing character. Enfield DMD6 is
also guided by the London Plan density matrix (which has now been superseded by
current London Plan Policy D3, as above), wanting to ensure scale and form are
appropriate, the development is of a high quality and regard is given to housing mix
targets.

9.64

LPD9 relates to tall buildings, stating that boroughs should determine if there are
locations where tall buildings may be appropriate. Policy D9(B) states that tall
buildings should only be developed in locations that are so identified. Enfield Policy
DMD 43 does not identify any locations where tall buildings would be appropriate so
it is not currently possible to comply with London Plan Policy D9(B) anywhere in
Enfield – until a new Local Plan is adopted. However, recent planning appeal
decisions have indicated that in the current policy context it is appropriate to consider
tall building proposals in the context of limbs D9(C)(2)(3) and (4) of London Plan
Policy D9.

9.65

London Plan Policy D9 outlines that Development Plans should define what is
considered a tall building for specific localities, the height of which will vary but should
not be less than 6/7 storeys (or 18 metres to the floor level of the uppermost storey).
Block A is proposed to have an overall height of 25.6m, or eight storeys and is the
only Block defined to fall within the definition of a ‘tall building’ in accordance with
London Plan policy.

9.66

Policy DE6 of the emerging Enfield Local Plan outlines that the principle of tall
buildings will be supported in appropriate locations and that different definitions of
“tall buildings” are used throughout the Borough to reflect local context. Figure 7.4
within Policy DE6 identifies areas where tall buildings could be acceptable (subject to
compliance with outlined criteria).
Tall buildings

9.67

The proposed development is formed of an eight storey Block A and five (5) storey
Block B with a modest three (3) storey Block C.

9.68

In respect of Block A, the Block is proposed to have a maximum height of 25.6m or
eight storeys. Block A is the tallest element proposed and would be read as eight
storeys above ground level when viewed from the north along Gilda Avenue. Due to
the substantial level difference between Gilda Avenue and Mollison Avenue and the
A110 (Lea Valley Road) Block A would appear as a lower element when viewed from
the south and east, appearing approximately two to three storeys lower. The height of

Block A would be a departure from the immediate height context, albeit the recent
development at Alma estate, including approved masterplan heights and the
proximity to a highway intersection are considered to support a case for greater
height at this location. There would also be an element of screening when viewing
the proposal from the south, west and east.
9.69

Block B projects five (5) storeys in height positioned to the east of the site in close
proximity to the Brimsdown Ditch. Block B would mirror the design and form of Block
A to provide continuity of appearance and form.

9.70

Block C is proposed to be (3) storeys in height, linked to Block A above Ground level.
The layout and form of the block is intended to provide a visual connection and
correlation with the existing built form on Gilda Avenue. Block C would be built on the
boundary with No 39 Gilda Avenue and continue the pattern of the street
development. The relationship between block A and C would be separated at ground
floor by the vehicle access to the allocated parking to the north-west of the site.

9.71

The design of the buildings has been considered in line with the requirements and
guidance of Policy D9 of the London Plan and supporting text, and the criteria set out
in Policy DM 43 (Parts 3 and 4) of the Local Plan. The below provides an analysis of
the proposed development against the requirements of Policy D9 of the London Plan.
Definition
A Based on local context,
Development Plans should define
what is considered a tall building for
specific localities, the height of which
will vary between and within different
parts of London but should not be
less than 6 storeys or 18 metres
measured from ground to the floor
level of the uppermost storey.

B Locations
1) Boroughs should determine if
there are locations where tall
buildings may be an appropriate
form of development, subject to
meeting the other requirements of
the Plan. This process should
include engagement with
neighbouring boroughs that may be
affected by tall building
developments in identified locations.

•

In respect of Block A, the Block is
proposed to have a maximum
height of 25.6m or eight storeys
and is considered to comprise a
‘tall building’ in accordance with
Paragraph 6.4.1 of the Council’s
DMD and Paragraph 3.9.3 of the
London Plan. Block B is proposed
to be five (5) storeys in height –
and according to the requirements
of London Plan Policy D9(A) should
not be considered a ‘tall building’
when considered in the context of
adopted London Plan policy.

•

The Council does not have any
up-to-date policies which formally
identify suitable locations for tall
buildings.

2) Any such locations and
appropriate tall building heights
should be identified on maps in
Development Plans.
3) Tall buildings should only be
developed in locations that are
identified as suitable in Development
Plans.

•

•
•

•

•

The Council does not have any
up-to-date policies which formally
identify suitable locations for tall
buildings.
Specific suitable locations have
not been identified by the Council.
Paragraph 86 of appeal reference
APP/Q5300/W/21/3276466 states
that in the assessment of tall
buildings ‘London Plan Policy D9
relates to tall buildings, stating that
boroughs should determine if
there are locations where tall
buildings may be appropriate.
Policy D9(B) states that tall
buildings should only be
developed in locations that are so
identified.
(Enfield) Policy DMD 43 does not
identify any locations where tall
buildings would be appropriate so
it is not currently possible to
comply with Policy D9(B)
anywhere in Enfield.
Nevertheless, as part of an overall
assessment, it is appropriate to
consider the proposal against the
criteria in part (C) of the policy.
Part (C)(1) relates to visual
impacts, including long-range,
mid-range and immediate views,
and these are considered in
greater detail below.
Although not adopted as policy
and having limited weight, the
Application Site is identified within
a suitable location for tall buildings
as set out within Figure 7.4 of the
emerging Enfield Local Plan,
being located within a 10-minute
walk (or 800m radius) of Ponders
End. The supporting text to draft
Policy DE6 states that tall
buildings might be considered
near town centres if within a short
walking distance (up to 800m as
measured along the actual

walking route) and appropriate
within the context where this does
not adversely impact on the visual
hierarchy of the location.
• The walking distance from Ponder
End Station to the Application Site
is around 0.5 miles / 804 m. The
site is located within a radial
distance of 800m of Ponder End
Station. Officers are satisfied the
criteria above are met – and have
considered the relative weight of
the emerging Enfield draft Local
Plan.
C Development proposals should address the following impacts:
1) Visual impacts 1
a) the views of buildings from
• Height and mass consideration
different distances:
are set out in the Design and
Access Statement (DAS)
submitted in support of the
application and considered further
below.
• Officers accept the design and
appearance would introduce a
contemporary and tall building in
a location where the immediate
context comprises two storey
terrace and semi-detached
properties. Officers consider that
the increased height in
comparison to the prevailing
height along Gilda Avenue is an
appropriate response when
considering site as part of the
wider vision for Ponders End –
which includes the development
of the Alma Street masterplan. In
respect of the tallest element,
Block A, Officers have considered
the significant difference in levels
between the site and the
surrounding Mollison Avenue and
Lea Valley Road to the east and
south. The height difference
between the site and these roads
1

Also required by Enfield Policy DMD 43 Part 4 (c)(e)(f)

•

i. long-range views – these require
attention to be paid to the design of
the top of the building. It should
make a positive contribution to the
existing and emerging skyline and
not adversely affect local or strategic
views.

•

•

•

•

varies between 7 and 3 metres –
resulting in a reduced visual
impact when viewing the proposal
from the south, east and west.
The scheme has evolved
alongside an assessment of the
townscape impact, as set out in
the Townscape and Visual
Assessment submitted in support
of the application.
The proposed lower storeys of
Blocks A and B would be located
below the tree line – when viewed
from the south and south-east.
The railway line and treeline at
this location would also obscure
the lower portion of the proposal
when viewing the scheme from
the west.
Block A would be seen in the
context of the approved Alma
Road masterplan, including the
existing tall buildings at Ponders
End station (up to 16 storeys).
The Council’s Urban Design
Officers conclude the
arrangement and massing on site
considered acceptable in the
townscape. The variable angles
proposed on the building
successfully create a slenderer
looking building in respect of
Block A – which helps create a
more elegant skyline to avoid
adverse impacts on long-range
views.
Special attention has been paid to
the tops of the Blocks – with the
proposed fenestration pattern of
the top floors of Block A
elongated of lower floors to
emphasise the ‘top’. While the
design gives some prominence to
the upper floor it is considered to
beneficially emphasise building
hierarchy and terminate Block A.

•

ii. mid-range views from the
surrounding
neighbourhood – particular attention
should be paid to the form and
proportions of the building. It should
make a positive contribution to the
local townscape in terms of legibility,
proportions and materiality.

•

•

•

iii. immediate views from the
surrounding streets – attention
should be paid to the base of the
building. It should have a direct
relationship with the street,
maintaining the pedestrian scale,
character and vitality of the street.
Where the edges of the site are
adjacent to buildings of significantly
lower height or parks and other open
spaces there should be an
appropriate transition in scale
between the tall building and its
surrounding context to protect
amenity or privacy.

•

The site layout has ensured that
there is visible separation
between the blocks – minimising
the impact on long-range views.
The Council’s Urban Design
Officers have concluded that the
arrangement of massing on the
site is considered acceptable in
townscape terms – and consider
that the proposed variable angles
of Blocks A and B would creating
interesting forms and slender
looking buildings.
The use of identical materials
across the proposal is considered
to aid legibility.
In terms of mid-range views, the
proposal would be seen from the
northern end of Gilda Avenue,
and to the south, east and west.
There would be a contrast with
the suburban character of Gilda
Avenue, such that the viewer
would be aware of a transition in
scale. Block A would be
separated from the existing
houses by Block C and the public
entrance area. Whilst there would
be a change to the townscape,
Officers do not consider that this
would be harmful.
Block C creates a pedestrian
scale environment when entering
the Application Site from Gilda
Avenue to the north. The heights
of Blocks A and B are then set
back from Gilda Avenue and seen
in the context of the existing
mature tree belt to the south of
the site – with the 16-storey tower
located at Ponders End Station
(Alma Road) seen in the
background of the Application
Site.

b) whether part of a group or standalone, tall buildings should reinforce
the spatial hierarchy of the local and
wider context and aid legibility and
wayfinding.

•

•

c) architectural quality and materials
should be of an exemplary standard
to ensure that the appearance and
architectural integrity of the building
is maintained through its lifespan.
d) proposals should take account of,
and avoid harm to, the significance
of
London’s heritage assets and their
settings. Proposals resulting in harm
will require clear and convincing
justification, demonstrating that
alternatives have been explored and
that there are clear public benefits
that outweigh that harm. The
buildings should positively contribute
to the character of the area.

•

•

As set out at paragraph 9.133,
there are no heritage assets
within the site boundary. The site
is within view of the Ponders End
Flour Mills Conservation Area
which includes a number of listed
buildings – with the tallest
element within the proposal
(Block A) located over 120m from
the Ponders End Flour Mills
Conservation Area boundary. It is
also within view of the listed
former well station. The Applicant
has submitted a supporting
Townscape and Visual
Assessment and Built Heritage
Statement which are considered
below.
Impact on the heritage assets is
reduced as far as practicable – for
example, by reducing rooftop
‘clutter’.
Not applicable to this site.

•

Not applicable to this Site.

•

•

e) buildings in the setting of a World
Heritage Site must preserve, and not
harm, the Outstanding Universal
Value of the World Heritage Site,
and the ability to appreciate it.
f) buildings near the River Thames,

The proposed building heights
would reinforce the building height
hierarchy set out in the emerging
Local Plan. The maximum height
of Block A is substantially lower
than that of the tall buildings
proposed and existing within the
Alma Road masterplan.
Proposed building heights are
considered to be responsive and
appropriate to the changing
character and scale of the local
area.
The materials proposed are of a
high quality and have been
selected following a detailed
review of the local context.

particularly in the Thames Policy
Area,
should protect and enhance the
open
quality of the river and the riverside
public realm, including views, and
not contribute to a canyon effect
along the river.
g) buildings should not cause
adverse reflected glare.

h) buildings should be designed to
minimise light pollution from internal
and external lighting.

•

•

•

•

2) Functional impacts 2
a) the internal and external design,
including construction detailing, the
building’s materials and its
emergency exit routes must ensure
the safety of all occupants.
b) buildings should be serviced,
maintained and managed in a
manner that will preserve their
safety and quality, and not cause
disturbance or inconvenience to
surrounding public realm. Servicing,
maintenance and building
management arrangements should

2

Also required by Enfield Policy DMD 43 Part 4(a)(b)(g)

•

•

The proposed buildings would be
constructed of matt materials and
conditions have been
recommended to ensure that all
glazing is specified to reduce the
risk of glare.
The facades have been arranged
to provide a suitable ratio of
glazing to brick/concrete with
consideration for daylight sunlight,
overheating and minimisation of
light pollution.
The residential nature of the
proposed development at upper
floors means that curtains/blinds
will usually be drawn during hours
of darkness which minimises
potential light pollution.
As assessed below the proposals
perform well when assessed
against overheating criteria.
The design has considered
access arrangements to occupant
needs. The internal circulation
arrangements have been subject
to refinements during pre- and
post- submission discussions.
The Applicant is an established
registered social landlord, with
experience providing and
managing residential
development. .

be considered at the start of the
design process.
c) entrances, access routes, and
ground floor uses should be
designed and placed to allow for
peak time use and to ensure there is
no unacceptable overcrowding or
isolation in the surrounding areas.
d) it must be demonstrated that the
capacity of the area and its transport
network is capable of
accommodating the quantum of
development in terms of access to
facilities, services, walking and
cycling networks, and public
transport for people living or working
in the building.

•

Building circulation has been
carefully considered, including
amenity and light levels within
internal circulation.

•

Existing bus stops on Naggs Head
Road and the Application site are
located between a 4.5- and 7.5minute walk from the Application
Site. There are also bus stops
served by the 491 only in closer
proximity. Ponders End station is
approximately 10-12-minute walk
from the Application Site.
The supporting Transport
Statement and Travel Plan
submitted provide an assessment
of public transport capacity.
Officers are satisfied that trips
generated as a result of the
proposed development can be
accommodated, subject to
conditions and s106 obligations.
Appropriate contributions have
been agreed through a Section 106
towards increasing capacity of local
schools as needed to support the
proposed development.
The proposed development would
provide a net increase in
employment during construction
phase. Officers have
recommended that an
Employment & Skills Strategy be
secured by way of s106 obligation.

•

•

f) jobs, services, facilities and
economic activity that will be
provided by the development and
the regeneration potential this might
provide should inform the design, so
it maximises the benefits these could
bring to the area and maximises the
role of the development as a catalyst
for further change in the area.
g) buildings, including their
construction, should not interfere
with aviation, navigation or
telecommunication, and should
avoid a significant detrimental effect
on solar energy generation on
adjoining buildings.

•

•

The proposed development would
not have any adverse impacts.
Details of the construction would
be provided in the detailed
Construction Management Plan to
be secured by condition.

3) Environmental impacts 3
a) wind, daylight, sunlight penetration •
and temperature conditions around
the building(s) and neighbourhood
must be carefully considered and not
compromise comfort and the
enjoyment of open spaces, including
water spaces, around the building.

3

b) air movement affected by the
building(s) should support the
effective dispersion of pollutants, but
not adversely affect street-level
conditions.

•

c) noise created by air movements
around the building(s), servicing
machinery, or building uses, should
not detract from the comfort and
enjoyment of open spaces around
the building.

•

Also required by Enfield Policy DMD 43 Part 4(h)

The Applicant has submitted a
Daylight and Sunlight report
(ROL00233 prepared by Anstey
Horne) in support of the planning
application. Previous concerns
raised in respect of the 8-storey
element on existing properties and
their associated amenity space
were raised during pre-application
discussions – and the Applicant
was encouraged to make further
refinements and undertake further
detailed analysis in support of the
proposed scheme. Officers have
carefully assessed the daylight,
sunlight and overshadowing impact
on neighbouring properties to the
north. The Applicant’s analysis has
been carried out using 3D
computer modelling and specialist
computer simulation software – and
is considered in greater detail as
Section 9.85 below.
Officers consider that the
proposed buildings are
appropriately spaced and would
not cause any adverse impacts.
Block layouts have been
assessed above. EHO Officers
have confirmed that they have no
concerns regarding air quality,
subject to conditions.
The Applicant has submitted an
acoustic report in support of the
planning application and EHO
Officers have concluded that they
have no concerns regarding air
noise impacts. Conditions are
recommended. Officers are
satisfied that the proposed
development would not detract
from the comfort and enjoyment of
open spaces as a result of any
noise impacts.

4) Cumulative impacts 4
a) the cumulative visual, functional
and environmental impacts of
proposed, consented and planned
tall buildings in an area must be
considered when assessing tall
building proposals and when
developing plans for an area.
Mitigation measures should be
identified and designed into the
building as integral features from the
outset to avoid retrofitting.
Public Access
D Free to enter publicly-accessible
areas should be incorporated into
tall buildings where appropriate,
particularly more prominent tall
buildings where they should
normally be located at the top of the
building to afford wider views across
London.

•

•

•

•

The proposed development has
evolved and has been considered
in the context of existing
development along Gilda Avenue
and wider Ponders End context.
The proposed development is
considered to respond positively
to its context and no mitigation
measures are required beyond
those already considered in the
scheme design.
As assessed above, Officers
consider that when considered in
comparison with the existing
condition that the proposed new
publicly accessible entrance area
would provide a meaningful public
benefit, which would positively
enhance the southern cul-de-sac
termination of Gilda Avenue and
result in an improved streetscape
condition.
Officers consider that the
residential nature of the proposed
development means that it is not
appropriate to provide public
access within the buildings – and
furthermore consider that the
proposal is not so tall as to be of
sufficient prominence to require an
upper storey publicly accessible
area. A roof terrace within Block A
is provided and accessible to
residents.

Design Overview
9.72

4

The Council’s Urban Design Officers have concluded that due to a combination of
factors, an 8-storey building at the Application Site can be supported and is justified.
The Council’s Urban Design Officers acknowledge that the Application Site
represents a unique location, at an important road junction which together with the
sunken nature of the site, the relationship of the Application Site with the buildings in
the approved Alma Estate masterplan and the scale of existing infrastructure and
open space near the site justifies an 8-storey building at the Application Site.

Also required by Enfield Policy DMD 43 Part 4(d)

9.73

The Council’s Emerging Local Plan acknowledges the need to ‘exhaust all
reasonable opportunities on brownfield land, making underused land work harder and
optimising densities’ which remains a ‘first principle’ of the document (paragraph
2.4.1). As assessed above, Officers consider the proposal would accord with LP21
Policy GG2, which seeks to make the best use of land, including through enabling the
development of brownfield land. It would also accord with LPH1, which seeks to
increase housing supply by optimising the potential for housing delivery on suitable
brownfield sites. Policy D3 seeks to optimise site capacity through a design-led
approach. This includes enhancing local context by delivering buildings and spaces
that positively respond to local distinctiveness, enhancing heritage assets and being
of high architectural quality. For the reasons assessed above, Officers consider that
the proposed development would optimise site capacity through a design-led
approach – and would accord with Policy D3.

9.74

Officers accept the design and appearance of the proposal would introduce a
contemporary and tall building in a location whereby the immediate context is of two
storey terrace and semi-detached properties. Nevertheless, the departure from the
character context is not considered to be harmful to the location or context. Block A
would be seen in the context of the approved Alma Road masterplan, including the
existing tall building at Ponders End station.

9.75

The proposal is assessed as being in accordance with LP21 policies GG2, H1 and
D9(C) and (D).

9.76

It would not accord with Policy D9(B) because no locations for tall buildings have yet
been identified in Enfield. Paragraph 86 of appeal reference
APP/Q5300/W/21/3276466 states that in the assessment of tall buildings ‘London
Plan Policy D9 relates to tall buildings, stating that boroughs should determine if
there are locations where tall buildings may be appropriate. Policy D9(B) states that
tall buildings should only be developed in locations that are so identified. (Enfield)
Policy DMD 43 does not identify any locations where tall buildings would be
appropriate so it is not currently possible to comply with Policy D9(B) anywhere in
Enfield. Nevertheless, as part of an overall assessment, it is appropriate to consider
the proposal against the criteria in part (C) of the policy. Part (C)(1) relates to visual
impacts, including long-range, mid-range and immediate views, considered above.
While the proposal is not considered to accord with DMD43, as noted above, there is
currently a conflict between the out-of-date blanket presumption against tall buildings
policy approach taken by DMD43 of the Local Plan and the approach taken by
London Plan Policy D9 – requiring that Council identify appropriate locations for tall
buildings and then assessing their impacts as set out above. For the purposes of
LPD9, a proposal can be in a location which is outside those areas identified as
appropriate for tall buildings but be acceptable when its impacts are assessed under
part C of the policy.

9.77

In such cases where there is a conflict in policy approach, Section 38 (5) of the
Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 states “if to any extent a policy
contained in a development plan for an area conflicts with another policy in the
development plan the conflict must be resolved in favour of the policy which is
contained in the last document to become part of the development plan”.

9.78

On this basis, it is considered that limited weight should be applied to DMD43 of the
Local Plan and precedence should be given to Policy D9 of the London Plan in
assessing the appropriateness of tall buildings on the application site. Given the outof-date polices of the Council’s Local Plan (in particular, Policy DMD 43 as
referenced above) and the limited weight attributed to emerging Local Plan Policies in

accordance with the NPPF paragraph 48, the Development Proposals should
therefore be considered in the context of up-to-date policies including the London
Plan (2021) as required by the NPPF (Paragraph 11d) and footnote 7).
9.79

On balance, the proposal is considered to be consistent with the provisions of Policy
CP30 of the Core Strategy, Policies DMD8 and DMD37 of the Development
Management Document, and the NPPF (2021).

9.80

Policy DMD 83 of the Enfield Development Management Document seeks to assess
development proposals against their impact on the Green Belt. For the avoidance of
doubt the site is not within the Green belt designation and does not adjoin or border
the Green Belt. The NPPF (2021) and London Plan (2021) do not contain policies
that directly affect development sites adjacent to the Green Belt. The proposed
development would have a greater impact than the current scheme in site in respect
of the views and vistas. The Application Site is visible when approaching from the
west, along Lea Valley Road, including the existing Alma Road masterplan
development to the south of the Application Site. The massing and siting of the
proposed development provides a clear separation distance from the delineated
Green Belt boundary. Planning officers have given due weight to the greater massing
from the proposed development. Nonetheless, overarching policy supports the
development of such sites and the presence of existing tall buildings within similar
relationships with the Green Belt boundary is considered a material consideration.

9.81

The Metropolitan Green Belt is located, to the east. The topographical characteristics
and existing industrial development to the east of the Application Site are relevant. As
set out, ground level within the Application Site is substantially lower than the
surrounding highways infrastructure to the south and east – which serve to spatially
and physically sever the Application Site from the Conservation Area, Green Belt
and broader context. The site is brownfield land and has been assessed in the
principle of development section, concluding that the Application Site represents an
appropriate and suitable location to optimise site capacity. Considering Paragraph 11
of the NPPF and the tilted balance in favour of presumption of sustainable
development, alongside the significant weight given to the public benefits of the
scheme and no encroachment on the Green Belt, the impact on the Green Belt is
acceptable in these circumstances.

9.82

The proposal represents a high-quality design and optimises the site providing an
attractive setting for future occupiers. Officers are comfortable and supportive of the
proposed design and conclude that the proposal represent a sustainable
development.
Standard of accommodation

9.83

Policy D6 of the London Plan 2021 and Policy DMD 8 of the Enfield Development
Management Document (2014) set minimum internal space standards for residential
development. The Nationally Described Internal Space Standard applies to all
residential developments within the Borough and the London Mayor’s Housing SPG
adopted in 2016 has been updated to reflect the Nationally Described Space
Standards.

9.84

The proposed residential flats all exceed the minimum required floorspace
requirements as per the National internal floorspace standards. All the flats are dual
aspect. The dual aspect nature of the proposed residential units allows cross-flow
ventilation opportunities allowing effective day and night cooling. The residential units

pass the CIBSE TM59 over heating test and thereby secure high-quality internal
accommodation.
9.85

An Internal Daylight Report Daylight & Sunlight report (ROL00233 prepared by
Anstey Horne Dated 19 May 2020) confirmed the majority of the internal flats would
receive the minimum recommended light standards, assessed against the BRE 2011
guidance. Para 6.12 of the submitted daylight report clarifies that “Of the 79 rooms
assessed for sunlight availability, 66 (84%) meet the guidelines on an annual basis
and 72 (91%) achieve the guidelines on a winter basis. The guidelines advise that in
housing the main requirement for sunlight is in living rooms and that bedrooms and
kitchens are considered of less importance. Of the 34 LKD’s assessed, 30 (88%)
achieve the guidelines on an annual basis and 31 (91%) achieve the guidelines on a
winter basis”.

9.86

All major residential development must be accompanied by proposals to provide onsite playspace open space as per Policy S4 (Play and Informal Recreation) of the
London Plan (2021) and guidance within the adopted document “Shaping
Neighbourhoods: Play and Informal Recreation SPG (2012). Policy S4 sets outs core
expectations of play space. Residential developments should incorporate goodquality, accessible play provision for all ages. At least 10 square metres of playspace
should be provided per child that:
o provides a stimulating environment
o can be accessed safely from the street by children and young people
independently
o forms an integral part of the surrounding neighbourhood
o incorporates trees and/or other forms of greenery
o is overlooked to enable passive surveillance
o is not segregated by tenure

9.87

217m² of playspace is provided at ground floor to the south of the site segregated in
to broadly under 5’s and 5-11 year old segments. The quantum of provision has been
increased following revisions to the Affordable Housing offer (increasing the
proportion of London Affordable Rent homes). There is a minor shortfall of space
when considered against the GLA population yield calculator of 5sqm. Officers are
satisfied that this minor shortfall is offset by the broader amenity improvements to the
site, and the qualitative aspects of the proposed play area – which adjoins the
proposed eco-edge. Officers are satisfied that overall the play provision is also
aligned with the emerging Local Plan which identifies the value of informal, doorstep
and play-on-the-way spaces that are integrated into landscape design.

9.88

The proximity of the Development Site and proposed use as residential to the
Railway line and the partially elevated Lea Valley Road requires consideration
against external loss to habitable rooms. The applicant submitted a noise report
commissioned by KP acoustics (Ref 18729.NIA.01, dated 17/04/2019). The
concluding report stated “measured noise levels allowed a robust glazing
specification to be proposed which would provide internal noise levels for all
residential environments of the development commensurate to the design range of
BS8233. Further mitigation measures could be required in order to protect the
proposed habitable spaces from external noise intrusion during periods of
overheating”.

9.89

Officers consider sufficient designs of openings and mechanisms to prevent loss
transfers can be achieved within the structure and will be a condition as part of a
planning approval to retain high-levels of sound insulation. The condition would be
required to meet the following, A) Acoustic design statement/scheme for mitigation

measures including but not limited to enhanced glazing, mechanical or passive
ventilation measures shall be submitted to and approved by the local Planning
Authority prior to development occupation of the hereby approved flats. B) The sound
insulation shall ensure that the level of noise generated from external sources shall
be no higher than 35 dB(A) from 7am - 11pm in bedrooms, living rooms and dining
rooms and 30 dB(A) in bedrooms from 11pm - 7am measured as a LAeq,T. The LAF
Max shall not exceed 45dB in bedrooms 11pm - 7am more than 10 times during the
night time period.
9.90

The LPA recognise the need to utilise sites to their optimum and judged against the
complaint standard of accommodation, the development would accord with London
plan (2021) policies, Housing standards SPD (Adopted March 2016), Enfield Core
Strategy 4 (Housing quality) and Enfield Development Management Document
policies DMD 8, DMD 9, DMD 37 and DMD 72.
Impact on Neighbouring Amenity

9.91

Policy D6 of the London Plan 2021) sets out buildings should not cause unacceptable
harm to residential amenity, including in terms of privacy and overshadowing.
Development proposals should provide sufficient daylight and sunlight to new and
surrounding housing that is appropriate for its context, whilst minimising
overshadowing and maximising the usability of outside amenity space.

9.92

Policy CP30 of the Core Strategy seeks to ensure that new developments have
appropriate regard to their surroundings, and that they improve the environment in
terms of visual and residential amenity. Policies DMD 6 and 8 of the Development
Management Document (2014) seek to ensure that residential developments do not
prejudice the amenities enjoyed by the occupiers of neighbouring residential
properties in terms of privacy, overlooking and general sense of encroachment.

9.93

The applicant has submitted a daylight An Internal Daylight Report Daylight &
Sunlight report (ROL00233 prepared by Anstey Horne Dated 19 May 2020) which
included a full assessment of the light impacts to the adjacent terraced properties
comprising No 38, No 39 and No 40 Gilda Avenue and 135 Alma road on the
opposing side of the Railway line to the west of the site. The light report assesses the
impact on the light to windows and the rear garden.

9.94

Objections have been received to a loss of light to Nos. 37 and 39 Gilda Avenue. 39
Gilda Avenue is the property of greatest impact and is addressed as follows: ‘This
end of terrace property (No 39 Gilda Avenue) is located to the north of the
development, on the western side of Gilda Avenue. The daylight distribution contours
can be found on drawing number ROL00223_R06_V01_202. The results indicate
that of the 14 windows tested for VSC, 13 retain values above the guideline 27% and
are therefore BRE compliant. The remaining window (W2 on the first floor) is reduced
to 0.77 times former value which is only marginally outside of the BRE’s guideline
value of 0.8. The window in question is a secondary window to a room served by a
much larger window which achieves the guideline values”. The objection has
questioned the accuracy of the assessment in respect of No. 39 Gilda Avenue, as the
layouts of this property are based on a mirror image of No. 37. However, while there
has been an estimate of internal arrangements and room uses, this does not impact
the results for VSC or APSH because these measures assess a reference point in
the centre of the window, rather than room layout or size.

9.95

The proposed development by nature of its southern location to No 39 Gilda Avenue
would result in overshadowing to the garden of No 39 Gilda Avenue. The BRE 2011
light guidance states that “if, as a result of new development the area which can
receive two hours of direct sunlight on 21 March is reduced to less than 0.8 times its
former size, this further loss of sunlight is significant. The garden or amenity area will
tend to look more heavily overshadowed”.

9.96

The submitted light report confirms in plan form 66.7% of the rear garden of No 39
Gilda Avenue would retain two (2) hours of sunlight per day on the 21st of March.
Currently 80.5% of the garden receives two (2) hours of sunlight per day. The
guidance target is for 50% of the gardens to retain two (2) hours of direct sunlight per
day. The applicant at the request of the LPA provided Transient overshadowing (Ref
ROL00223_R06_V02 301-305) for both March and June dates during the year. The
transient light study confirms the rear garden would receive light to the principal rear
amenity areas in the mid morning and post 14.30 during the day. In the summer
months (June-sept) the rear elevation would receive uninterrupted direct sun from
midday onwards.

9.97

In respect of overlooking, the north elevation of Block A would have a separation
distance of approximately 15m from the rear amenity space of No 39 Gilda Avenue,
thereby representing the opportunity for overlooking between first and fourth floors.
Windows and terraces above fourth floor are generally proposed to have tight angles
of downward view coupled with the height of vision makes privacy concerns of lesser
impact. In order to prevent overlooking the north facing windows serving the
respective units of Block A between first and fourth floor, presenting eight (8) units
are proposed to be obscure glazed. An objection has been received in respect of
annotation errors on the Design and Access Statement submitted in support of the
planning application. Officers note that this is a supporting document, and do not
recommend its inclusion of part of the approved documents.

9.98

The existing quality of outlook from surroundings properties to the site would be
maintained and the existing side access to No 39 Gilda Avenue would be retained,
albeit this is principally a civil matter opposed to a direct planning consideration.

9.99

The proposed development has been assessed against policies protecting
neighbouring amenity and no unreasonable effect is identified. The LPA acknowledge
the development would have an impact on the amenity of the adjacent terrace
property No 39 Gilda Avenue, yet as shown in the reports and measures undertaken
the impact would be acceptable and within the threshold of acceptability when judged
against adopted planning policy.
Sustainable Drainage and Water Infrastructure

9.100 The site is located within Flood Zone 1 – meaning the site has a low probability of
flooding from rivers and sea. It is not subject to flood risk and has limited drainage
and flood risk constraints. The applicant has submitted a FRA and Drainage strategy
(Prepared By TPA, dated December 2021, Ref FRA01 Rev D) to address the
drainage implications of the development.
9.101 The Application has been subject to lengthy discussions and negotiations in respect
of water management. The Council’s LLFA Officer remains concerned that the
Applicant should provide an updated FRA prior to consideration by Committee
Members. LLFA Officers also consider the Applicant should make greater efforts to
secure the naturalisation of the culvert which runs along the site boundary.

9.102 Policy SI 12 of the London Plan (2021) outlines development proposals should
ensure that flood risk is minimised and mitigated, and that residual risk is addressed.
Policy SI 13 outlines that development proposals should aim to achieve greenfield
runoff rates and ensure that surface water run-off is managed as close to its source
as possible. It also states there should also be a preference for green over grey
features, in line with an outlined drainage hierarchy. Core Strategy Policies CP21,
CP28 and CP29 and Development Management Document Policies DMD59 –
DMD63.
9.103 The submitted FRA includes calculation of the Greenfield run of rates and source
control measures. Green roofs and permeable paving have been incorporated to the
surface water drainage layout, which is detailed in Chapter 5 of the submitted
drainage report. Following a review by the Councils LLFA Officers, there are no
objections to the details submitted. As part of a detail landscape plan additional
information shall be requested by way of condition to increase sustainable green
drainage on site and consider the feasibility of naturalising the ditch to the south-east
of the Application Site boundary.
9.104 Officers have recommended a condition to secure a feasibility study in respect of
naturalising the adjoining culverted waterway. The Applicant is resistant to this
condition but considering the ongoing concerns from the Council’s LLFA Officer that
the condition should be recommended.
9.105 Thames Water have confirmed subject to adherence to the sequential approach to
the disposal of surface water we would have no objection. On the basis of information
provided, Thames Water would advise that with regard to water network
infrastructure capacity, there are no objections.
Highway, Access and Parking
9.106 London Plan (2021) Policy T1 sets a strategic target of 80% (75% in Enfield) of all
trips in London to be by foot, cycle or public transport by 2041 and requires all
development to make the most effective use of land. Policy T5 encourages cycling
and sets out cycle parking standards. Policies T6 and T6.1 to T6.5 set out car parking
standards.
9.107 The applicant submitted a Transport Statement (Prepared by YES engineering Group
Limited Dated May 2021) and a Travel Plan (Prepared by YES Engineering Group
Ltd Dated May 2021) to support the planning application. Both documents have been
assessed by the LPA transportation officer.
Access
9.108 Existing bus stops on Naggs Head Road and the Application Site are located
between a 4.5- and 7.5-minute walk from the Application Site. There are also bus
stops served by the 491 only in closer proximity. Ponders End station is
approximately 10-12-minute walk from the Application Site.
9.109 A new pedestrian link was originally proposed between the site and Mollison Avenue.
While Officers consider that removal of a new access point which would have
connected the site with Mollison Avenue is regrettable, this is balanced with the
viability impact the link was having on the scheme – and the policy and priority need

to delivery affordable housing. The removal of the link has also resulted in
improvements to the scheme in respect of existing tree retention and biodiversity
benefits.
Traffic Surveys and Proposed Vehicle Parking
9.110 Policy DMD 45 seeks to minimise car parking and to promote sustainable transport
options. The Council recognises that a flexible and balanced approach needs to be
adopted to prevent excessive car parking provision while at the same time
recognising that low on-site provision sometimes increases pressure on existing
streets.
9.111 Car parking proposals will be considered against the standards set out in the London
Plan and:
a.
The scale and nature of the development,
b.
The public transport accessibility (PTAL) of the site;
c.
Existing parking pressures in the locality;
d.
Accessibility to local amenities, and the needs of the future occupants of the
developments.
9.112 Twenty-nine (29) on-site parking spaces are provided at ground level (5 of which will
be blue badge). The London Plan (2021) expects car free to be the starting position
albeit in appropriate and suitable locations.
9.113 Transport Officers have welcomed the increase in car parking spaces during
consideration of the planning application. Transport Officers have set out an
expectation of 31 car parking spaces (based on 2011 census). As noted above 29
spaces car parking spaces are proposed – which is marginally less. Transport
Officers have concluded that the proposed provision is acceptable amount and is
assessed as complying with the parking requirements of adopted London Plan policy,
which sets maximum parking standards. Furthermore, Officers have considered the
2011 Census data for the Ponders End Ward which indicates an existing average of
0.5 cars per flat and the site’s location within a sustainable location (4.5- and 7.5minute walk from existing bus stops on Naggs Head Road and 10-12-minute walk
from Ponders End station).
9.114 The applicant has undertaken parking surveys. These indicate that there are 73 onstreet parking spaces within 200m of the site – all of which are unrestricted. Of the 73
unrestricted spaces, a maximum of 50 were occupied (69% stress), which leaves 23
spaces available for use by future residents and their visitors. Therefore at least 23
parking spaces were available for use within a 200m walking distance. Therefore, the
is some flexibility in the surrounding roads to accommodate overspill parking.
Mitigation measures are secured, in the form of contributions towards Transport
Officers have noted that some of the locations of these spaces are located to the
east, within the existing industrial area. Therefore, while Officers are satisfied in
respect of proposed parking provision – Officers have also sought additional
reassurance and mitigation to reduce the likelihood of on-street parking pressures,
including s106 contributions towards sustainable transport infrastructure near the site
and Cycle Enfield. The contribution would be directed towards cycle infrastructure,
additional cycle parking and potential pedestrian realm improvements and feasibility
provision of a car club spot within the site or no more than a 10min walk of the site.
9.115 Policy T.6 of the London Plan (2021) provides maximum parking standards and
therefore the provision of twenty-nine (29) spaces for residents of forty-nine (49) units

is considered below the maximum standards and closer to a ratio of 0.6 parking
spaces per unit.
Cycle provision
9.116 Policy T5 (Cycle Parking) of the London Plan (2021) expects a minimum cycle
provision for developments of 1 space per studio/1-bedroom dwelling, 1.5 spaces per
2 bedroom dwelling and 2 spaces per all other dwellings. A total of 93 cycle parking
spaces are proposed, comprising 89 long stay spaces and 4 short stay spaces.
These amounts are in accordance with London Plan standards. The proposed layout
is not optimum and subject to an approval a condition would be applied to review the
sitting and layout.
Refuse/serving
9.117 Standard 22 of the adopted London Plan Housing SPD (2016) expects “communal
refuse and recycling containers, communal bin enclosures and refuse and recycling
stores should be easily accessible to all residents including children and wheelchair
users, and located on a hard, level surface”.
9.118 The refuse storage would be located within Blocks A and B at ground floor and ful
accessible to refuse operatives to collect. A mix of 1100L (refuse) and 1280L
(recycling) bins would be provided with appropriate segregation. Each refuse bin can
serve four (4) flats. As part of the recommendation a refuse operational management
document would be required to secure additional details pertaining to the locking
mechanism and the presentation and collection of refuse.
9.119 The quantum of trips to the site would increase but the transport officer has no
concerns regarding network capacity impacts. The different modes of transport used
to formulate the modelling of the transport statement have not followed local census
data, albeit the transport officer does not object to the increased vehicle movements.
The increased trip generation would not be harmful to the highway integrity or other
road users.
Transport conclusion, including contributions
9.120 As part of the development a total highway and transport contribution of £37,800 is
sought, formed of sustainable transport in the borough (£22,391) and £15,415
contribution towards Cycle Enfield.
9.121 It is acknowledged that the existing car occupancy level on Gilda Avenue is high, but
that many existing homes have an existing driveway and parking spaces. Officers
have closely monitored the situation and will continue to do so. Excessive provision
of car parking spaces would be contrary to the London Plan Policy T6(L). It is
considered that the development will have a limited impact on the highway network.
Based on TRICS trip rates the overall development would generate just 7 additional
traffic movements during the morning peak hour and 5 extra traffic movements in the
evening peak hour.
9.122 As discussed in the Principle of Development and Housing Need and Mix sections,
the provision of genuinely affordable housing on brownfield land is strongly
supported. Officers have assessed and concluded that the proposed parking
provision would be enough to meet the potential demand and help address existing
and future parking pressure in the area. The proposed development would not result
in conditions prejudicial to the safety and free flow of traffic in the surrounding area.

9.123 Having regard to the above, on balance, the proposal would comply with Policies
T6.1 of the London Plan (2021), Policies CP22 and CP25 of the Enfield Core
Strategy (2010) and Policies DMD45 and DMD47 of the Enfield Development
Management Document (2014).
Biodiversity Impacts
9.124 Policy G6 of the London plan (2021) states “development proposals should
manage impacts on biodiversity and aim to secure net biodiversity gain. This
should be informed by the best available ecological information and addressed
from the start of the development process”. The applicant has not submitted a BNG
report and because of the fact the proposed blocks would be built on broadly the
existing two buildings foot print, there would be no identified loss of biodiversity.
Existing open spaces within the existing site comprise hardstanding and
lawn – with low on-site biodiversity value. The proposals include an ecoedge – with increased biodiversity value.
9.125 New eco-edge native wildflower planting is proposed to be located to the south of the
site, providing a generous green buffer and providing opportunities for biodiversity
and new tree planting is also proposed along the western and northern boundaries of
the site. The proposal has also been designed to ensure that suitable maintenance of
the Brimsdown watercourse can be undertaken, alongside edge enhancements that
will result from the provision of a new eco-edge.
9.126 The removal of the bridge link during the process of the submission, further mitigated
concerns at biodiversity loss and as such in this particular instance a Net Gain report
is not considered to be necessary.
9.127 A bat emergence survey was conducted by the Greengage, commissioned
by the applicant and no roosting bats were identified. The report concludes “no
roosting activity was identified during the survey, and bats can therefore be
presumed likely absent from the buildings. Moderate levels of bat foraging and
commuting activity were observed during the emergence and activity survey. Seven
species were recorded; common pipistrelle, soprano pipistrelle, nathusius’ pipistrelle,
noctule, Leisler’s, serotine and brown long eared bats.
9.128 Mitigation and enhancement measures to ensure the site retains and improves its
value for bats are recommended in the report and shall form planning conditions.
Impact on Trees
9.129 Part (c) and (d) of Para 180 of Section 15 of the NPPF (2021) states
c) development resulting in the loss or deterioration of irreplaceable habitats (such as
ancient woodland and ancient or veteran trees) should be refused, unless there are
wholly exceptional reasons58 and a suitable compensation strategy exists; and
d) development whose primary objective is to conserve or enhance biodiversity
should be supported; while opportunities to incorporate biodiversity improvements in
and around developments should be encouraged, especially where this can
secure measurable net gains for biodiversity.

9.130 London Plan Policy G7 states that where development proposals result in the
removal of trees, adequate replacement trees should be planted based on the
existing value of the trees to be removed. Legislation under BS 5837: 2012,
alongside Policy CP36 (Biodiversity) of the Enfield Core Strategy (2010) and Policy
DMD 80 of the Enfield Development Management Document (2014) all expect
existing mature trees on development sites to be protected.
9.131 Initially the erection of a pedestrian bridge from the site to Mollison Avenue resulted
in the loss of trees and careful consideration of the impact. The applicant submitted a
Tree survey and AIA (MJC tree services, Ref MJC-18-0235, Dated 15th May 2020).
Considering the changes to the scope of development the tree report is now largely
defunct as the core area of potential tree loss and concern was the bridge location.
As noted, the Council’s Tree Officer has no objections to the development subject to
compliance with the submitted arboricultural report and landscape plans. Officers
recommend conditions to ensure compliance with the submitted arboricultural report
and landscape plans
9.132 Now the bridge has been removed the impact to the trees on site is considered
acceptable and not harmful to the wider biodiversity. The Council’s Tree Officer has
confirmed that they have no objections to the development subject to compliance
with the submitted arboricultural report and landscape plans.
9.133 Officers recommend conditions to ensure compliance with the submitted
arboricultural report and landscape plans. As part of a landscape condition further
trees shall be sought to improve habitats and shading.
Sustainability and Climate Change
9.134 Policy SI 2 (Minimising greenhouse gas emissions) of the London Plan (2021)
expects major development to be net zero-carbon. This means reducing
greenhouse gas emissions in operation and minimising both annual and peak
energy demand in accordance with the following energy hierarchy:
1)
2)
3)
4)

be lean: use less energy and manage demand during operation
be clean: exploit local energy resources (such as secondary heat) and supply
energy efficiently and cleanly
be green: maximise opportunities for renewable energy by producing, storing
and using renewable energy on-site
be seen: monitor, verify and report on energy performance.

9.135 Major development proposals should include a detailed energy strategy to
demonstrate how the zero-carbon target will be met within the framework of the
energy hierarchy. A minimum on-site reduction of at least 35 per cent beyond
Building Regulations is required for major development. Residential development
should achieve 10 per cent, and non-residential development should achieve 15 per
cent through energy efficiency measures. Where it is clearly demonstrated that the
zero-carbon target cannot be fully achieved on-site, any shortfall should be provided,
in agreement with the borough, either:
1) through a cash in lieu contribution to the borough’s carbon offset fund, or
2) off-site provided that an alternative proposal is identified and delivery is certain
9.136 The applicant has submitted Energy report (Prepared by RPS consultancy,
dated 06-06-2020), the report follows the GLA energy statement guidance and
energy hierarchy and adopting SAP 10 carbon factors. The development does not

meet Carbon Zero but provides and exceeds a baseline of 35% above Building
regulations. A total carbon shortfall of 38.6 tonnes per CO2 per annum. Based on the
domestic development emissions charge, a price of £95/Tonne is applied and
therefore a carbon off-set contribution of £69,635 is applicable and secured with in
the s106 legal agreement.
Land & Air contamination
9.137 The applicant has submitted a land contamination report prepared by SLPR (Ref
425.09468.00001 Version 01 dated April 2019) to confirm testing of the soil and
whether there are contaminants present.
9.138 An Air Contamination prepared by South-downs environmental consultants (Ref
2303W-SEC-00001-02 – dated June 2020 ) relating to the construction impacts of the
development. The environmental officer has assessed the report and considers
subject to the measures identified carried out in full, there is no objection.
9.139 Environmental Health does not object to the application for planning permission as
there is unlikely to be a negative environmental impact. There are no concerns
regarding air quality, noise or contaminated land. A contamination report has been
submitted which concluded that there are no concerns with land contamination due to
historical sources. Conditions have been recommended in response to EHO Officer
recommendations.

Heritage and archaeological
9.140 Sections 16 and 66 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act
1990 impose a statutory duty on planning authorities to safeguard the special interest
of listed buildings and their settings. Section 72 of the Act imposes a statutory duty
on planning authorities to preserve or enhance the character and appearance of
conservation areas. The Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act
1990 sets out the tests for dealing with heritage assets in planning decisions. In
relation to listed buildings, all planning decisions should “have special regard to the
desirability of preserving the building or its setting or any features of special
architectural or historic interest which it possesses”. In relation to conservation areas,
special attention must be paid to “the desirability of preserving or enhancing the
character or appearance of that area”.
9.141 The NPPF states that when considering the impact of the proposal on the
significance of a designated heritage asset, great weight should be given to the
asset’s conservation and the more important the asset, the greater the weight should
be (para 199). Significance can be harmed or lost through alteration or destruction of
the heritage asset or development within its setting (para 200). Significance is the
value of the heritage asset because of its heritage interest, which may be
archaeological, architectural, artistic or historic, and may derive from a heritage
asset’s physical presence or its setting (Annex 2). There should be ‘clear and
convincing’ justification for any harm to, or loss of, a designated heritage asset (para
200). Where a development will lead to ‘less than substantial harm’, the harm should
be weighed against the public benefits of the proposal, including securing its optimum
viable use (para 202).

9.142 LPHC1 requires development proposals which affect the setting of heritage assets
(designated and non-designated) to be sympathetic to their significance and
appreciate their surroundings. Harm should be avoided, and enhancement
opportunities taken where they arise. ECP31 of the Local Plan requires that special
regard be had to the impacts of development on heritage assets and their settings,
Policy DMD 44 advises applications for development which fail to conserve and
enhance the special interest, significance or setting of a heritage asset will be refused
whilst Policy DMD 37 requires that development must be suitable for its intended
function and improve an area through responding to the local character, clearly
distinguishing public and private spaces, and a variety of choice. Making Enfield:
Enfield Heritage Strategy 2019-2024 SPD (2019) is also relevant.
9.143 The first step is for the decision-maker to consider each of the designated heritage
assets (referred to hereafter simply as “heritage assets”) which would be affected by
the proposed development (the applicant should describe the significance of the
heritage assets affected) in turn and assess whether the proposed development
would result in any harm to the heritage asset.
9.144 The decision of the Court of Appeal in Barnwell Manor confirms that the assessment
of the degree of harm to the heritage asset is a matter for the planning judgement of
the decision-maker. However, where the decision-maker concludes that there would
be some harm to the heritage asset, in deciding whether that harm would be
outweighed by the advantages of the proposed development (in the course of
undertaking the analysis required by s.70 (2) of the Town and Country Planning Act
1990 and s.38 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, the
decisionmaker is not free to give the harm such weight as the decision-maker thinks
appropriate. Rather, Barnwell Manor establishes that a finding of harm to a heritage
asset is a consideration to which the decision-maker must give considerable
importance and weight in carrying out the balancing exercise.
9.145 There is therefore a “strong presumption” against granting planning permission for
development which would harm a heritage asset. In the Forge Field case the High
Court explained that the presumption is a statutory one. It is not irrefutable. It can be
outweighed by material considerations powerful enough to do so. But a local planning
authority can only properly strike the balance between harm to a heritage asset on
the one hand and planning benefits on the other if it is conscious of the statutory
presumption in favour of preservation and if it demonstrably applies that presumption
to the proposal it is considering.
9.146 The case-law also establishes that even where the harm identified is ‘less than
substantial’ (NPPF para 199), that harm must still be given considerable importance
and weight. Where more than one heritage asset would be harmed by the proposed
development, the decision-maker also needs to ensure that when the balancing
exercise in undertaken, the cumulative effect of those several harms to individual
assets is properly considered. Considerable importance and weight must be attached
to each of the harms identified and to their cumulative effect. It is important to note
that the identification of ‘less than substantial harm’ does not equate to a ‘less than
substantial’ objection5. The decision-maker must apply a weighted or tilted balancing
exercise, giving the assessed degree of harm (or enhancement) to the heritage asset
‘considerable importance and weight’ as against other considerations 6.What follows
is an officer assessment of the extent of harm which would result from the proposed
development.
5
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9.147 Where harm is caused to a designated heritage asset, the NPPF requires decision
makers to determine whether the harm is substantial, or less than substantial. In the
case of any harm being identified paragraph 200 requires there to be a ‘clear and
convincing’ justification. If the harm is deemed to be less than substantial, paragraph
202 of the NPPF requires the harm to be weighed against the public benefits of the
proposal, including, ‘where appropriate’, securing the optimum viable use of the
heritage asset. Where the harm is caused to a non-designated heritage asset,
paragraph 203 states ‘a balanced judgement will be required having regard to the
scale of any harm or loss and the significance of the heritage asset’.
9.148 The NPPF is further amplified in a series of five steps in Historic England GPA 3:
The Setting of Historic Assets (2017) setting out the stages of assessment and how
opportunities for enhancement should be identified.
Analysis
9.149 There are no designated or non-designated heritage assets within the site boundary.
9.150 There are four Grade II listed buildings to the south and south-east of the site, most
within the Ponders End Flour Mills Conservation Area. Mill Owner’s House, Barn to
south of Mill Owner’s House, Old Mill Buildings and House to East of Old Mill
Buildings. The former Well Station (Lea Navigation) to the south east of the site is
listed grade II and also relevant to the assessment. 75 South Street, which is also
listed grade II, is further separated from the site and is scoped out of this
assessment.
9.151 The site is within view of the Ponders End Flour Mills Conservation Area – with the
tallest element within the proposal (Block A) located approximately 120m from the
north-west extent of the Ponders End Flour Mills Conservation Area boundary. The
closest asset which positively contributes to the Conservation Area is over 190m from
the tallest element within the proposal (Block A) – and the Conservation Area focal
point is over 330m from proposed Block A. A map of the conservation area with the
relevant assets is attached within the report appendices.
9.152 The Ponders End Flour Mills Conservation Area covers the land and buildings that
comprise Wright’s Mill, an area where industrial use has been sustained through
extensions and modernisation undertaken while retaining the older buildings. The mill
is a unique example in the borough of the once-numerous 19th century industries
powered by the water of the River Lea. The special interest of the conservation area
is summarised in Conservation Area Character Appraisal (2015) as ‘A rare survival of
an 18th and 19th century flour mill, with earlier origins, retaining its original buildings
within a modern processing plant; there has been continuity of use on the site since
the 16th century and possibly earlier’ (3.1.1).
9.153 The topographical characteristics of the Conservation Area, when considered in the
context of the Application Site, are also relevant. As set out above, ground level
within the Application Site is substantially lower than the surrounding highways
infrastructure to the south and east – which serve to spatially and physically sever the
Conservation Area from the Application Site and broader context.
9.154 The Ponders End Flour Mills Conservation Area Character Appraisal explains that
public appreciation of the Conservation Area is limited to what can be seen from
outside the Conservation Area boundary – and that the best vantage point is from the

pedestrian bridges, including over Meridien Way which gives a panoramic overview
of the walled garden and the mill group in its setting of water meadows, and an
awareness of the interlacing and over-sailing transport routes – footpath over rail and
road, roads over water, roads over railway, major roads over minor roads – that
contains the mill complex.
9.155 This means that the most important views require that viewers either turn their back
towards the Application Site, to view the Conservation Area – or view the Application
Site as a relatively distant and obliquely located (relative to the Conservation Area)
background element. The setting of the conservation area, however, is more than
how it is viewed from outside. The water courses and water meadows surrounding
the flour mills are identified in the Character Appraisal as forming part of its setting:
‘Looking north, east and south, there is a tranquil setting of river and water-meadow ,
its willows and wildlife co-existing with high intensity transport infrastructure and the
marginal non-spaces of random industrial development beyond’ (para 2.5.4). The
new development will partially enclose the view, although these impacts are
considered to be no greater than those of the Alma Estate redevelopment. That
scheme was previously found acceptable, when balanced against the benefits of that
scheme – which includes affordable housing.
9.156 There are also non-designated heritage assets included in the Local Heritage List
which will experience change as a consequence of the proposals. There are
structures at: 173 Alma Road, the Ediswan Building and three buildings within the
Ponders End Flour Mills Conservation Area including, the walls of the 18th Century
basin and sluice, the entrance lodge cottage and the garden walls to south west of
the flour mill.
9.157 NPPF paragraph 194 requires that in the determining of applications that local
planning authorities should require an applicant to describe the significance of any
heritage assets affected, including any contribution made by their setting. The level of
detail should be appropriate to the asset’s significance. A Heritage Assessment was
submitted in support of the planning application. The report assesses designated and
non-designated built heritage assets that may be affected by the development,
including the contribution of their settings to their significance, and concludes with an
assessment of impact of the proposed development on the significance of relevant
built heritage assets. The supporting material includes detailed consideration of eight
static views which were agreed in consultation with the Council’s Conservation
Officer at the time, in 2020.
9.158 Officers have taken care to consider the impacts of the proposal on the designated
and non-designated heritage assets and their settings. There has been consideration
of views both into, and out of the conservation area and the setting of other assets.
Of the key views assessed in the heritage statement, the applicants’ views analysis
indicates that, whilst there may be some limited visibility of the proposed
development, there will be a neutral impact on the significance of the designated and
non-designated heritage assets. Whilst Officers broadly agree with these
assessments there are three views affecting the designated assets which have been
subject to further consideration:
9.159 a. View 4 View 4: View north west from A110 at north eastern boundary of Ponders
End Mills Conservation Area. In this view the proposal is visible, including the upper
storey elements of Block A, which would appear above the established tree line
during summer and winter months. At the point that the A110 passes over the River
Lea Navigation, it is possible to view the Conservation Area, with the proposed
development seen to the north. This view has been impacted, over time by recent

additions – which include the development resulting from the Alma Road masterplan.
The heritage statement concludes that the impact of the development on the setting
of the assets is consequently neutral and Officers agree with this assessment. It
should be noted that the buffer of trees is important to reaching this conclusion.
9.160 b. View 5 from south east boundary of Ponders Mills Conservation Area. In this view
the proposal is visible across the water meadows. The significance of the water
meadows to the setting of the heritage assets is discussed at 9.150. There are
currently long, open views out from the site across the meadows, with few incursions
into the skyline from tall buildings; rare in this otherwise industrial landscape. The
view analysis from the applicants concludes that the impact of the development will
not detract from the conservation area’s setting and represents a lesser intrusion
than the permitted Alma estate. Officers’ assessment is that the visibility of the
development illustrated will be a cumulative, but less than substantial harm to the
setting of the conservation area. The identified harm is at the lower end of less than
substantial. However, there is also potential for enhancement of the affected
conservation area and its setting in the Conservation Area Management Plan (2015).
9.161 c. View 6 from Long view from A110 from east side of River Lea Navigation. This
view shows the relationship of the proposed development to the upper floors of the
listed former Well Station (Lea Navigation) as viewed from the A110. It demonstrates
upper floors of the new development will be visible in the context of the former Well
Station. However, the development is at some distance, already compromised by the
road structure and the aspect of the setting that will be affected makes no
contribution to the significance of the asset. The heritage statement identifies a
neutral impact and Officers agree with this assessment.
9.162 Officers have concluded that there is less than substantial harm to the Ponders End
Conservation Area in respect of the visibility of the scheme and the cumulative
impact of the scheme and the permitted scheme for the Alma Estate. However, these
impacts are modest, less than those of the Alma Street redevelopment, and are
outweighed by the public benefits of delivering 49 new homes, including 24
affordable homes. There is potential for enhancement of the conservation area. This
balance is reinforced by the presumption in favour of approving sustainable
residential development.
9.163 The Applicant has submitted and Archaeological desk-based Assessment and
Heritage Statement to support the planning application. The Application Site likes
within the Lea Valley West Bank Archaeological Priority Area as designated by the
London Borough of Enfield (DLO35151).
9.164 Notwithstanding this designation Officer agree with the conclusion of the report which
states that ‘due to the generally low archaeological potential of the study site and the
likely localised severity of past post-depositional impacts, it is considered that the
proposed development is highlight unlike to have a substantial archaeological impact.
Officers recommend conditions in respect of the excavation of the Application Site,
whereby if archaeological remains are found then building work is halted and
specialist heritage works are undertaken to appraise the value of the find.
Heritage Conclusions
9.165 The steps for assessing proposals affecting heritage assets are as set out in the
NPPF Section 16: Conserving and Enhancing the Historic Environment and amplified
by Historic England GPA 3: The Setting of Historic Assets. Having regard to these
the conclusion of the heritage assessment is that there is limited less than substantial

harm (at the lower end) to the setting of the Ponders End Flour Mills Conservation
Area. For the other designated and non-designated heritage assets the impact has
been identified as neutral. There is also an identified potential to enhance the setting
of the conservation area through landscape enhancements of the water meadows
and tree planting in the Ponders End Flour Mills Conservation Area Management
Proposals.
9.166 The duty to pay ‘special regard’ or ‘special attention’, in sections 16(2), 66(1) and
72(1) of the Act (1990) means that there is a ‘strong presumption’ against the grant of
planning permission where it would cause harm to a heritage asset7. Harm should be
minimised and the desirability of enhancing the asset considered. Any harm to a
designated asset requires ‘clear and convincing’ justification. For non-designated
heritage assets there should be a ‘balanced judgement’ between harm and the
significance of the asset.
9.167 Paragraph 202 of the NPPF states that where a development proposal will lead to
less than substantial harm to the significance of a designated heritage asset, this
harm should be weighed against the public benefits of the proposal, including where
appropriate, securing its optimum viable use. This does not mean there is no harm
but acknowledges there may be public benefits that outweigh this identified level of
harm. The level of harm is assessed as most likely to be at the lower end of ‘less
than substantial’ harm – opening up an ability to weigh the harm against the public
benefit of the scheme. In this case, the public benefits of the development include:
optimising the site (making effective use of a sustainable, accessible, brownfield site);
providing genuinely affordable homes (contributing to the Borough's affordable
housing delivery); social and economic benefits (providing jobs during construction);
and substantially improved landscape areas (including meaningful biodiversity
enhancements and play spaces). Officers consider that the impact of the
Conservation Area is no greater than less than substantial.
9.168 Paragraph 202 of the NPPF states that where a development proposal will lead to
less than substantial harm to the significance of a designated heritage asset, this
harm should be weighed against the public benefits of the proposal including, where
appropriate, securing its optimum viable use. This does not mean there is no harm
but acknowledges there may be public benefits that outweigh this identified level of
harm. The level of harm is assessed as most likely to be at the lower end of ‘less
than substantial’ harm – opening up an ability to weigh the harm against the public
benefit of the scheme. In this case, the public benefits of the development include:
optimising the site (making effective use of a sustainable, accessible, brownfield
site); providing genuinely affordable homes (contributing to the Borough's affordable
housing delivery); social and economic benefits (providing jobs during construction);
and substantially improved landscape areas (including meaningful biodiversity
enhancements and play spaces). Officers consider that the impact on the
Conservation Area is no greater than less than substantial.
Other Matters: Social economic
9.169 London Plan Policy CG5 seeks to ensure that the benefits of economic success are
shared more equally across London and Policy E11 makes clear that development
should support employment, skills development, apprenticeships and other education
and training opportunities in both the construction and end use phases.
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9.170 The Council’s Planning Obligations SPD (2016) sets out guidance on implementing
these policies. It is recommended that s106 planning obligations secure the following:
o Local Labour (during demolition and construction phases):
o Employment & Skills Strategy submitted and approved prior to
commencement
o All reasonable endeavours to secure 25% of workforce
o Apprenticeships or trainees
o Local goods and materials
Employment & training:
o
o
o

Employment and Skills Strategy to establish requirements for local resident
engagement in employment opportunities, recruitment of apprentices,
quarterly reporting and targets.
Training opportunities
Partnership working with local providers/programmes

Accessible units
9.171 London Plan Policy D7 requires at least 10% of new dwellings to constitute
Building Regulations M4(3) wheelchair user dwellings. Of the Forty-nine (49)
proposed dwelling flats, over 10% of units are designed to meet this standard
exceeding the policy threshold.
Security
9.172 Final details of the appearance and form of the gate detail and access arrangements
to the site shall form pre-commencement conditions. The MET Police have reviewed
the development and have sought planning conditions. Officers consider the layout of
residential development to provide high levels of passive surveillance.
10.

Section 106 agreement and planning obligations:

10.1

The planning application is subject to financial contributions secured via s106 legal
Agreement with the following heads of terms

10.2

Transport – Sustainable

10.3

A contribution of up to £22,391 towards the sustainable transport infrastructure in the
vicinity of the Development Site would be secured. The contribution would fund (but
not be limited to) the following,
a. Cycle infrastructure including proposed segregated lanes
b. Cycle parking (including at stations, shops)
c. Pedestrian Environment Review System study
d. Crossing points
Transport – cycle Enfield pedestrian pathway

10.4

A contribution of up to £15,415 towards Cycle Enfield.

Transport – car club
A contribution of up to £15,000 secured via a s106 towards the feasibility provision of
a car club spot within the site or no more than a 10min walk of the site shall be
identified.
a. This payment provides 2 years free membership
b. identification of site within site local highway network
Climate Change and the Environment
10.5

A Contribution (Carbon Offset Payment) towards the Carbon Offset Fund(utilised by
LB Enfield towards the provision of measures for securing CO2 reduction in the
vicinity of the Site) of £69,635 shall be secured.
Education

10.6

10.7

10.8

10.9

A Payment of £122,500 for the purposes of mitigating the impact of the Development
on educational services and for the provision of additional educational facilities and
school places in the Borough, especially targeting specialist school places.
Affordable Housing Contribution
A total of Twenty-four (24) affordable units would be provided on site
17 x new homes as London Affordable Rent (LAR)
7 x new homes as Shared Ownership
The Development shall be subject to an Early stage Review mechanism
Nominations agreement
Employment and Training
a. Local Labour (during construction phase)
b. Employment & Skills Strategy submitted and approved prior to
commencement of development (definition of development in this instance
not including demolition) using reasonable endeavours to secure:
(i)
25% of local workforce,
(ii)
1 x apprentice or trainee (up to) for every £1m contract value (figure to
be agreed during drafting of s106 subject to formula) (financial
contribution to be provided if exceptional circumstance exist),
(iii)
Quarterly apprenticeship reporting & targets
(iv)
Local goods and materials, and
(v)
Partnership working with local providers/programmes
Other
Considerate Constructors Scheme.

10.10 LBE Management monitoring fee (maximum 5% of value of financial contributions).
10.11 Communal amenity space management plan (ensure that all homes have access to
communal amenity space, including unit C.00.01)
10.12 Rear access to 39 Gilda Avenue – 24/7 access.

11.

Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL):
Mayoral CIL

11.1

The Mayoral CIL is collected by the Council on behalf of the Mayor of London. The
amount that is sought is for the scheme is calculated on the net increase of gross
internal floor area multiplied by an Outer London weighting (increased to £60per sqm
as of 1st April 2019).
Enfield CIL

11.2

The Council introduced its own CIL on 1 April 2016. The money collected from the
levy (Regulation 123 Infrastructure List) will fund rail and causeway infrastructure for
Meridian Water and other projects in the borough. Enfield has identified three
residential charging zones. The site falls within Enfield’s Lower Rate Eastern Zone
(£40/sqm) – so a potential contribution of approximately £118,192.00 would be
calculated (without Social Housing CIL Relief). The figure would be lower if relief was
applied. Figures are approximate at this time.
Mayoral CIL

11.3

An approximate figure of £145,053.92 in respect of Mayoral CIL would be calculated
(without Social Housing CIL Relief). The figure would be lower if relief was applied.
Figures are approximate at this time.

11.4

All figures above are subject to the BCIS figure for CIL liable developments at time of
CIL processing.

12

Public Sector Equality Duty

12.1

In accordance with the Public Sector Equalities Duty, an equalities impact
assessment has been undertaken. The Applicant has stated a preference to
accommodating existing residents within the proposal – and agreed to a nominations
agreement, with a preference for a cascade mechanism in respect of accommodating
existing residents. As a result, it is considered the proposal would not be considered
to disadvantage people who share one of the different nine protected characteristics
as defined by the Equality Act 2010 compared to those who do not have those
characteristics.

13 Conclusion
13.1

The starting point for the determination of any planning application is the
development plan. Paragraph 11(d) of the NPPF, states that planning permission
should be granted unless “the application of policies in this Framework that protect
areas or assets of particular importance provides a clear reason for refusing the
development proposed”.

13.2

The Government prescribes a “tilted balance” in favour of housing delivery to the
Council’s planning decision-making as a result of Enfield’s current inability to
demonstrate a 5-year housing land supply as well as the Council’s shortfall in
meeting housing delivery targets. This means that applications for new homes should
be given greater weight, and Councils should grant permission unless any adverse
impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits of the

housing proposal. Officers consider that the adverse impacts of the scheme, are not
sufficient to significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits of the proposed
housing, including provision of 49% Affordable Housing.
13.3

It is recognised that sites such as this need to be optimised in order to minimise
encroachment into the Borough’s Green Belt and protected Strategic Industrial
Locations. It is considered that the social benefits, both in respect of the provision of
high-quality new housing stock and other spatial and environmental enhancements
carry significant weight in favour of the proposed development.

13.4

Having regard to the assessment in this report, the development would provide 49 x
new homes which would be consistent with the thrust of national planning policy and
the development plan to optimise development on smaller sites and increase the
delivery of new homes. Adverse impacts are not considered to significantly and
demonstrably outweigh the scheme’s proposed benefits, when assessed against the
policies in the NPPF, when taken as a whole.

13.5

It is acknowledged and recognised throughout this report, that consideration of this
proposal has involved finely balanced judgements. Compromises have been made in
the consideration of the proposal massing and scale in order to optimise the
development potential of this sustainable brownfield site and thus contribute to the
Borough’s challenging housing targets. It is recognised that sites such as this need to
be optimised in order to minimise encroachment into the Borough’s Green Belt and
protected SIL. It is considered that the social benefits, in both high-quality new
housing stock and significant financial benefits carry significant weight in favour of the
proposed development. Further economic and social benefits include employment
during construction, as well as the continued and improved use of local services and
facilities.

13.6

Overall, and giving weight to the need for development which provide new homes, it
is concluded that the development for reasons set-out within this report, accords with
the development plan as a whole. Subject to the appropriate mitigations as set out
within the recommended condition schedule, and within the Section 106 Agreement,
the application is recommended for approval.

13.7

It is acknowledged and recognised throughout this report, that consideration of this
proposal has involved finely balanced judgements. A balanced consideration of
compromises is detailed in the report. The proposal represents a clear scale shift
within Gilda Avenue, with some impacts on heritage and neighbouring amenity.
These matters have been considered in detail below, and weighed against the
primary public benefits of the scheme which include: optimising the site (making
effective use of a sustainable, accessible, brownfield site); providing genuinely
affordable homes (contributing to the Borough's affordable housing delivery); social
and economic benefits (providing jobs during construction); and substantially
improved landscape areas (including meaningful biodiversity enhancements and play
spaces).
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