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INTRODUCTION

Thank you for the opportunity to provide this response.

Action for Enfield’s Future is a grassroots, non-political community group bringing together local

residents, including members of The Enfield Society, Better Homes Enfield, EnCaf and Enfield
RoadWatch. Members have differing priorities and views but share a common goal: to help make the

borough a fairer and better place to live, by pushing for transparent, evidence-based decision-making.
Context: Our response focuses on the proposed new town at Crews Hill and Chase Park in Enfield.

e .884 hectares of Green Belt land at Crews Hill and Chase Park has been identified in the New
Towns Taskforce report as a site for a potential new town of up to 21,000 homes.

e Enfield’s Local Plan (currently being examined) proposes ¢.9,000 homes at Crews Hilland Chase
Park, on roughly half the amount of land as the new town. Work has already begun at the Arnold
House site, and another planning application has been approved at the Anglo Aguatic site. 2, 2

We address questions Q1la, Q3, Q6 and Q7 of the Call for Evidence, and have shared other information

we believe may be useful to the Committee.

Q1a. How should citizen engagement, consultation and coproduction inform the development of new
towns?

Q3. What density, design and placemaking principles should underpin London's new towns?

Q6. What roles should the Mayor, GLA, London boroughs, and central Government each play in planning,
funding, and delivering new towns in London? a. What governance structures should be implemented to
ensure the long-term success of new towns in London?

Q7. What are the potential environmental impacts of new town development in London on food and
water security, climate resilience, and access to green space?

The response begins with a summary, before dealing with key issues in more detail (Sections 1-7). The

response concludes with recommendations (Section 8).

! https://enfielddispatch.co.uk/councillors-approve-care-home-rebuild-despite-heritage-objections/
2 https://enfielddispatch.co.uk/plan-for-58-homes-on-brownfield-site-in-enfields-green-belt-approved/
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SUMMARY

CITIZEN ENGAGEMENT (Q1)

If citizen engagement, consultation and coproduction are done properly, they are not just “nice to
have” - they make new towns fairer, more deliverable, and better value for money for London.

e Coproduction is a delivery tool - it should be structured, inclusive, properly resourced, and
continuous, so it improves outcomes for future residents, existing communities, and delivery

partners alike, as well as reducing risks, delays, and costs.

BROWNFIELD-FIRST (Q3)

The UK Government and Mayor have repeatedly committed to a brownfield-first approach.

e |n 2024, Matthew Pennycook, the Housing and Planning Minister said, “The government is committed
to a brownfield-first approach to housebuilding ...”. (Oct 2024) ®

e Tom Copley, Deputy Mayor of London for Housing and Residential Development, when speaking
about new towns for London said, “Brownfield-first means absolutely maximising the amount of

housing you’re delivering on brownfield land ... we will always look to brownfield first.” (Feb 2026) *

There has been no assessment of how building on Enfield’s greenfield land would impactthe delivery
of a brownfield-first approach across the remainder of the Borough.

e Most of the land identified for the Crews Hill and Chase Park new town is greenfield. (The land is not
made up of “disused car parks,” or “dreary wasteland,” nor is it predominantly “grey-belt,” “of little
ecologicalvalue,” or “inaccessible to the public.” Evidence shows most of it is high-performing Green

Belt, with high biodiversity value and large areas are publicly accessible).

3 https://www.gov.uk/government/news/thousands-of-new-homes-to-be-built-as-government-unlocks-brownfield-sites
4 https://webcasts.london.gov.uk/Assembly/Event/Index/9fb0cObe-31fa-434d-96fd-a32cf85763cf

4



A new town on greenfield land of the scale envisaged at Crews Hill and Chase Park would divert focus
and capacity away from delivering brownfield sites and undermine a brownfield-first approach.

e Enfield’s latest Local Plan identifies over 700 viable urban/brownfield regeneration sites, many of

which were proposed by members of ‘Action for Enfield’s Future’. The Local Plan trajectory suggests

these sites are sufficient to deliver around 30,000 homes across the plan period, although our
members argue there is brownfield land for a further 10,000 homes. ®

e Interms of addressing acute housing need, the brownfield sites listed in Enfield’s Local Plan could
deliver enough Social Rent homes to house all Enfield households currently living in temporary

accommodation.

Identifying greenfield land at Crews Hill and Chase Park for a new town location is not a “brownfield-
first” approach.

e Other London sites submitted to the New Towns Taskforce would regenerate brownfield land.
Targeting greenfield land at Crews Hill and Chase Park, instead of prioritising brownfield new town

sites, contradicts the Government’s and the Mayor’s stated “brownfield-first” positions.

Previously developed land at Crews Hill and Chase Park is in active employment use.

e Around a tenth of the land at Crews Hill and Chase Park is previously developed, so a small
proportion of the land could potentially meet the definition of ‘grey belt.

e Most of this previously developed land has an important economic function, directly supporting
hundreds of livelihoods across a range of employment sectors, including logistics, wholesale
horticulture, landscaping, garden supplies, recycling, industrial, retail, sports, and leisure.

e These businesses would be protected if located within Enfield’s Strategic Industrial Land, instead
they have been characterised as “the wild west of garden centres” and depicted as expendable.

e Conversely, there is a large amount of underutilised industrial land within Enfield, including unused
car parking and wasteland. We have the situation where large expanses of unused, misused, and
underutilised industrial land, near public transport infrastructure, is protected, whilst land in active

employment use at Crews Hill is targeted for development.

5 https://www.enfield.gov.uk/__data/assets/excel_doc/0020/122816/E9.6a-Stage-3-Updated-housing-trajectory-post-hearings-Planning.xlsx
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DISTRACTION

A new town at Crews Hill and Chase Park risks distracting decision-makers, funding, and officer
capacity away from implementing the shorter-term actions needed to tackle acute housing need.

There is an urgent need for more Social Rent homes and better housing conditions across London.
The case for a Crews Hill and Chase Park new town is repeatedly framed as a response to this
shortage and to help households in acute housing need, particularly families living in temporary
accommodation.

We recognise and support the need for more Social Rent homes; however, it is important not to
become over-reliant on the new town to deliver these. Based on the optimistic build-out rates in the
Taskforce report, it will be many years before a new town at Crews Hill and Chase Park is able to
deliver a substantial number of Social Rent homes, particularly given major essential infrastructure
requirements and cross-subsidy finance models.

We are concerned that the new town narrative may already be distracting attention away from
exploring and implementing measures needed to improve outcomes for those already in acute

housing need. Examples of these are provided later in the report.

DESIGN AND PLACEMAKING PRINCIPLES (Q3)

There is no clear single identity that unites the Crews Hill and Chase Park sites. Currently they are
two or more separate regeneration areas which have been cobbled together.

What is the single structure that unites the various Crews Hill and Chase Park sites in daily life: a
rapid transit spine, a continuous movement corridor, and a shared civic heart? If the answer is not
explicit at outline stage, the “new town” label is branding, not placemaking.

If the intention is one sustainable new town, then outline proposals should demonstrate what makes
the various sites function as one. That requires more than general references to “links” or “green
infrastructure.” It needs a single, legible spine and a shared centre of gravity that people use every

day. For example, it may require re-locating Crews Hill station.

Public land value should be captured as permanent affordability, not extracted as a one-off receipt.

A much more positive vision for Crews Hill and Chase Park new town is needed, given the large

amount of publicly owned land being targeted.



Housing on publicly owned land should be 100% affordable, with at least 50% Social Rent, because
this is the quickest and most direct way to meet London’s housing needs, including assisting
households living in temporary accommodation and concealed households/first-time buyers. This

approach has multiple other placemaking benefits which are listed later in this response.

There has been no published, evidence-based assessment of the area’s existing assets and
constraints, or how these would be protected and positively incorporated into placemaking.

The Crews Hill and Chase Park area has many existing placemaking assets. These do not appear to
have been properly identified by the New Towns Taskforce.

It would be an enormous benefitif these assets were understood and incorporated into placemaking,
for the benefit of future residents and to help generate a coherent and appealing “sense of place”
and functioning walkable settlement.

More details around placemaking principles are provided later, but broadly the overlooked assets fall
into the following areas:

e Existing green sector employment should be a highly valued placemaking asset.

e The existing good public access to nature and open countryside needs to be properly factored in.

e Most of the area is rated highly in terms of biodiversity, which needs to be properly incorporated.

e The area’s historic landscape is an important placemaking asset but is misunderstood.

e The area’s rich equine history, today represented by miles of bridleways, stables, riding-schools
etc, valued by people from across London, should be incorporated into placemaking.

Flexible masterplanning is key: The importance of a coherent, realistic, flexible, and up-to-date
masterplan should not be underestimated.

Outline stage planning should not “fix the masterplan,” but it should fix the public interest guardrails.
Outline consent should lock in enforceable principles and delivery triggers (the outcomes that must
be achieved), while leaving flexibility on detailed design and phasing (how those outcomes are
delivered).

In practice this means clear “no infrastructure, no occupation” triggers, integrated land use and
transport requirements, and binding standards on parking, overheating and flood risk, water and
wastewater capacity, and nature recovery. Without those guardrails, a new town becomes path

dependent on early compromises, and costs and impacts are later socialised onto communities.



TRANSPORT (Q3)

The transport case for Crews Hill and Chase Park is based on assumptions, not evidence. Delivering
walkable car-lite neighbourhoods across an undulating rural setting will be very challenging.

During the preparation of Enfield’s local plan, both the GLA and TfL robustly and repeatedly objected
to the Council’s proposal to build ¢.9,000 homes at Crews Hilland Chase Park. This was due to issues
linked to creating car-dependency and the investment required to support the additional public
transport measures that would be needed — which TfL said would detract from investment in urban
areas.

We have listened carefully to what politicians and officers have said about transport requirements
for the proposed new town. In our view, it is easy to extol the virtues of walkable car-lite
neighbourhoods but far harder to deliver and maintain them in practice, particularly in rural/semi-
rural settings such as Crews Hill.

We also note the contradictory statements - Enfield Council’s messaging portrays the new town as a
low-density car-friendly environment, whilst the GLA, TfL and New Towns Taskforce propose a
completely different approach. This tension between key players exposes a major underlying issue
with the location which has not been properly recognised nor resolved.

Therefore, a detailed, funded, and enforceable transport and placemaking plan is needed to show
how car-lite outcomes would be achieved, phased from the outset, and maintained over time. Until

that exists, transport remains a major obstacle for placemaking at Crews Hill and Chase Park.

DELIVERY (Q6)

The Crews Hill and Chase Park new town should be led and delivered by a Development Corporation
or Mayoral Development Corporation, rather than by the Borough.

If the new town is led by a DC or MDC, it will help free-up the Council and LPA to remain focused on
delivering the considerable number of urban/brownfield sites within Enfield.

The DC or MDC approach will also avoid a conflict of interest; Enfield Council owns roughly 50% of
the greenfield land identified for the new town and has said it intends to realise £800m of land
receipts by selling it for development. It is not appropriate for the Council to act as both landowner

and lead the delivery, given its significant commercial interest in increasing the value of its own land.



Homes delivered by the new town should not be treated as part of Enfield’s housing delivery for the
Housing Delivery Test.

The new town housing is a strategic response to London’s housing needs, not solely Enfield’s.
Therefore, the units should not count towards Enfield’s housing targets or delivery but should be
recorded and monitored at a London-wide level. This would help maintain incentives and capacity

for Enfield Council, as LPA and housing authority, to prioritise brownfield delivery.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS (Q7)

A new town at Crews Hill and Chase Park would create major risks for access to open countryside,
food and water security, and London’s climate resilience.

There has been no published, evidence-based assessment of how negative impacts on access to
green space, food and water security and climate resilience would be avoided or mitigated.

As it stands, the new town could undermine valued walking and cycling routes and alter the character
of Enfield’s historic landscape, while permanently removing productive farmland and increasing
pressure on water and wastewater systems, as well as reducing carbon sequestration.

It also risks converting publicly funded access and restoration improvements (including along the
London Loop) into a private development benefit, unless value uplift is captured for the public.

If the proposal is to proceed at all, mapped boundaries, a clear baseline, and an outline-stage
strategy with enforceable standards, long-term monitoring and “stop/go” triggers are needed to
secure no net loss of meaningful countryside access, ultra-low mains water demand with reuse, and
green and blue infrastructure that genuinely improves flood and overheating resilience.

Proper carbon accounting is required. Publish a full carbon account that separates building whole
life carbon from land use change, including soil carbon loss and the loss of sequestration from

greenfield land take, and compares this transparently against a brownfield-first scenario.



Figure 1 - Land targeted at Crews Hill/Chase Park is green and accessible
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Action for Enfield’s Future.
New Towns Call for Evidence (2026)

Figure 2 - Land targeted at Crews Hill/Chase Park is green and accessible
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CITIZEN ENGAGEMENT (Q1)

“The heart of a town lies in its people”
(Official motto of Stevenage, the first post-war new town)

If citizen engagement, consultation and coproduction are done properly, they are not just “nice to
have.” They make new towns fairer and more deliverable and better value for money for London.

1.1.

How getting engagement right benefits everyone

For future residents

Ensures the new town is designed around real needs (affordable homes, play space, schools, GP
capacity, youth provision, safe walking and cycling, step-free access, inclusive public realm, homes
for first-time buyers and downsizers).

Later life accommodation should be planned in from the outset, not treated as an afterthought. A
good supply of genuinely attractive, accessible homes for downsizers can help older residents stay
local and free up larger family homes, easing pressure elsewhere in the borough.

Forces early planning for long-term management: who maintains parks, streets, community
buildings, and how this is funded.

For existing residents and communities

Builds trust by showing what is genuinely open for influence, and what is fixed (and why).

Protects and improves what already works locally (parks, routes, community assets, schools, health
services, employment, place history, ‘sense of place’ etc.).

Reduces fear of “done deal” development and lowers the risk of long-running conflict.

For developers, delivery bodies, and master planners

Identifies issues early (access, flooding, utilities, schools, buses/rail capacity, construction
impacts), before they become expensive redesigns, legal disputes, or stalled consents.

Harnesses local knowledge that professionals often miss (desire lines, safety hotspots, overlooked
biodiversity, informal community networks, how facilities are used).

Designs out avoidable mistakes (car-dominated layouts, unsafe public spaces, poorly located
community facilities, token green space that fails in practice).

Improves planning certainty and reduces risk: fewer objections, clearer mitigation, smoother
phasing, and stronger consent defensibility.

Creates better places, which supports sales, lettings, reputation, and long-term stewardship.

Increases legitimacy: more durable decisions over a 30 to 50-year programme.

12



1.2. London-wide reach

A London new town cannot be shaped only by those who already live next to the proposed site. That

matters, but it must be balanced with the needs of:

o People on housing waiting lists across London, including those living in temporary accommodation
e Younger Londoners ‘priced out’

o Disabled people and carers

e Rentersininsecure or poor-quality housing

e Under-represented communities who are often missing from planning processes.

This means engagement should be London-wide and targeted:

e Outreach through schools, colleges, employers, faith groups, tenant organisations, youth services,
and disability groups and specifically including those living in temporary accommodation and on
council waiting lists.

e Accessible formats (plain English/translations, childcare-friendly sessions, online and in person).

o Paid participation for time-intensive roles (so not limited to those who can afford to volunteer).

1.3. AResidents’ Delivery Panel (coproduction that lasts)

Set up an independently chaired Residents’ Delivery Panel running through the life of the programme,

not just a one-off consultation. It should:

e Include existing residents plus future resident voices (e.g., London-wide housing applicants, key
workers, younger residents, private renters, disabled Londoners)

e Berepresentative (gender, age, ethnicity, disability, tenure, income, geography)

e Have a clear remit: reviewing masterplan options, phasing, design codes, community infrastructure
plans, travel plans, and stewardship proposals

e Publish transparent outputs: “you said / we did,” reasons for decisions, and open data

e Be properly resourced: independent facilitation, expert support, and the ability to commission short
pieces of analysis

13



Coproduction is a delivery tool. In London, it should be structured, inclusive, properly resourced, and
continuous, so it improves outcomes for existing communities, future residents, and delivery partners

alike and reduces risk, delays, and cost.

We agree with the position set out by the UK Cohousing Network and Community Land Trust Network in

their report ‘Creating New Towns: By the People, for the People’:

“.. many of those people moving to New Towns should be thought of as clients commissioning
their homes and community assets. They should be considered the codesigners of future phases
of development, not just consumers of speculative housing and, at best, consultees after most of
the key decisions have been made. Therefore, we argue, that New towns will be better if at every
opportunity, future residents are recognised as codesigners, owners, managers and stewards of

homes and community assets in the process of creating new settlements.” ¢
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Figure 3 - Outputs from Community Workshop for a proposed new park, delivered by our members.

& https://cohousing.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2025/06/CLHNewTowns_PolicyMakersReport-2.pdf
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2. BROWNFIELD-FIRST (Q3)

There has been no assessment of how a new town on greenfield land at Crews Hill and Chase Parkin
Enfield would affect delivery of a brownfield-first approach.

A brownfield-first approach is supported by both the Government and public polling.

The Government has repeatedly expressed support for a ‘brownfield-first’ approach to house building,
which tends to be the most sustainable approach and can attract much-needed investment into

neighbourhoods. This position is reflected in national and London-wide planning policy.

Research published in 2024 also shows that communities view brownfield land as wasted potential and
that there is strong public support for brownfield regeneration, with 79% of respondents saying that

brownfield regeneration would have a positive impact on their community. ’

Brownfield sites in Enfield.

Enfield’s Local Plan, which is currently under Examination, identifies over 700 viable brownfield sites
(of a range of sizes) capable of delivering ¢.30,000 additional homes. Many were identified by local

community groups, who also demonstrated capacity for a further 10,000 homes on brownfield sites.

Delivering 30,000 homes would add nearly 25% to Enfield’s existing housing stock and exceed the
Borough’s London Plan housing target. If planning policies were met, brownfield sites alone could deliver
¢.5,000 new Social Rent homes - more than the 3,500 Enfield households currently residing in

temporary accommodation.

The impact of a new town at Crews Hill and Chase Park on a “brownfield-first” approach.

The New Towns Taskforce report says ¢.884 hectares of Green Belt land could be released at Crews Hill
and Chase Park to deliver up to 21,000 homes. Around 90% of this land is greenfield, i.e. not previously

developed.

7 https://www.britishland.com/media/jczlfkxd/200924_how-to-deliver-more-growth-homes-and-jobs-with-the-support-of-communities.pdf
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A response to a Freedom of Information request from MHCLG confirms that neither the New Towns
Taskforce nor MHCLG considered the impact of releasing ¢.800 hectares of Green Belt land for housing

on Enfield’s brownfield delivery pipeline.

A new town on the scale proposed for Crews Hill and Chase Park could undermine a brownfield-first

approach in two ways:

1. Displacinginvestment and capacity. It could divert limited public and private investment, grant

funding, skills, and delivery capacity away from urban regeneration and brownfield delivery.

2. Constraining delivery through market absorption limits. It would introduce an exceptionally
large volume of new housing into a housing market area, exceeding realistic demand and

absorption rates and slowing build-out overall, rather than accelerating delivery across Enfield.

In relation to point 1 (Displacing investment and capacity) the Mayor’s support for protecting London’s
Green Belt is linked to its role in containing outward expansion. The London Plan states that this has “...

helped to drive the re-use and intensification of London’s previously developed brownfield land to ensure

London makes efficient use of its land and infrastructure, and that inner urban areas benefit from

regeneration and investment.” (London Plan 2021, para 8.2.1). 8

This point has been repeatedly emphasised by the GLA during the development of Enfield’s Local Plan.

For example, the GLA has stated:

“The retention of the Green Belt is also to assist in urban regeneration by encouraging the recycling of

derelict and other urban land.” (GLA, Feb 2019)°

“In particular, there appears to be sufficient capacity to meet the required housing target for this local

plan without Green Belt sites. Moreover, bringing forward Green Belt sites at this stage, alongside non-

Green Belt brownfield sites, risks undermining brownfield delivery and viability, particularly in the first 10-

year period. Housing development on Green Belt land is very often not fraught with the complexities of
delivering housing on previously developed land and can offer much greater financial rewards. There is

no ‘brownfield first’ approach to mitigate this potential risk and we are concerned that in this context,

8 https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/the_london_plan_2021.pdf
% https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/PAWS/media_id_451875/enfield_local_plan_reg_18.pdf
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market responses may not align with the borough’s stated aims - with potentially significant impacts on

brownfield sites and sustainable development.” (GLA, Sep 2021) °

In relation to point 2 (Constraining delivery through market absorption limits), there is substantial
evidence about market constraints on housing delivery, including workforce capacity, demand drivers,
sales and absorption rates, and build-out rates. It is not realistic to assume that Enfield can deliver
housing at scale across its brownfield pipeline whilst also delivering a new town on Green Belt land. In
practice, delivery is constrained by local demand and sales absorption, and by the cross-subsidy model

that is likely to underpin much of the development.

In short, a new town on the scale envisaged, risks undermining a brownfield-first approach, which is

a stated priority of the Government, the Mayor, and the local authority.

Tuft TG

Figure 4 - Enfield has over 700 brownfield sites

10 https://gla.my.salesforce.com/sfc/p/#4J000000tmdo/a/Q5000000VGje/DbM0d4UG4RctyhOEBCZW18zSB1PHWSA2EwccUDfRZI
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3. DISTRACTION

The newtownrisks distracting decision-makers and resources from implementing a range of shorter-
term responses that are required to address acute housing needs.

The justification for a new town at Crews Hill and Chase Park.

The new town at Crews Hill and Chase Park is often justified by pointing to Enfield’s housing pressures,
including the number of households in temporary accommodation (c.3,500) and the volume of contacts

the Council receives seeking housing-related advice.

But will a new town deliver homes quickly enough to address today’s crisis?

Even on optimistic assumptions, delivery is likely to be gradual for many years. If a new town achieved a
build-out rate of ¢.600 homes per year once the scheme is up and running (which is ambitious,
particularly in the first decade), and if 50% of homes were affordable, and half of those were Social Rent,
that would equate to around 150 Social Rent homes per year on average. In practice, the Social Rent

figure could be significantly lower.

Based on these illustrative best-case assumptions, it would take more than 20 years to deliver enough
Social Rent homes to match the number of households currently in living in temporary accommodation.

Therefore, a new town may contribute to longer-term supply, but it is not a near-term solution.

Risk of distracting from urgent measures.

We are concerned that new town optimism could turn into over-reliance and distract from the policy,

strategy and funding of the responses needed now. These include, but are not limited to:

e Urgently improving standards and security in the temporary accommodation sector

e Reviewing the housing benefit cap and Local Housing Allowance so rents are affordable
e Exploring private rented sector rent controls to limit excessive rent increases

e Bringing long-term empty homes back into use (including council stock) as Social Rent
e Stronger enforcement against misuse of social housing

e Removing incentives for landlords to switch homes into temporary accommodation use

18



e Tightening rules on short-term lets

e Expanding rent guarantee and deposit schemes

e Rapid action on rogue landlords and poor conditions

e Reforming temporary accommodation procurement to reduce inter-borough bidding wars

e Properly funding resettlement and move-on support

e Targeted tax changes that unlock existing homes such as stamp duty reform for downsizers and
relief for councils and housing associations acquiring homes for homelessness prevention

e Reforming Permitted Development Rights, so these contribute to affordable housing supply

e Building more purpose-built student housing to free up private rental properties

e Unlocking stalled sites, including addressing leasehold, service charge, and ground rent issues

e Providing more support to SME and small site developers

... and other measures to increase supply and reduce homelessness in the short term.

There is an urgent need for genuinely affordable housing in Enfield. The role of what a new town could
realistically deliver, and when, needs to be clearly evidenced, communicated and not allowed to

displace immediate action.

Figure 5 - Bringing vacant homes back into use should be one of many measures implemented
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4. DESIGN AND PLACEMAKING PRINCIPLES (Q3)

Design and placemaking will determine whether Crews Hill and Chase Park become a coherent,
walkable new town with a clear identity, or a set of disconnected housing parcels that lock in car
dependency. This section sets out core principles that must be fixed at outline stage: how the place
functions as one town, how public land value is captured for permanent affordability, and how
existing landscape, jobs, heritage and access to countryside are protected and built into the plan.

4.1. Coherence and identity: one town or two?

What is the single structure that unites Crews Hill and Chase Park in daily life: a rapid transit spine,
a continuous movement corridor, and a shared civic heart? If the answer is not explicit at outline
stage, the “new town” label is branding, not placemaking.

The Crews Hill and Chase Park proposal is described as a single “new town,” but at up to 21,000 homes
spread across €.884 hectares and focused on two separate growth areas, it risks functioning as two or

more settlements with one label.

In placemaking terms, a single coherent town needs a clear organising structure that is stronger than the
pull of nearby existing centres. Here, the two halves would sit in different everyday catchments, with
Crews Hill anchored to the rail station and Chase Park naturally gravitating towards Oakwood and
surrounding suburban centres. Without a deliberate, binding strategy, Chase Park is likely to read as an
Oakwood and Trent Park extension, while Crews Hill becomes a separate rail-oriented district, meaning

the “new town” identity is not credible.

If the intention is genuinely one sustainable new town, the outline proposals should demonstrate what
makes the two places function as one. That requires more than general references to “links” or “green

infrastructure.” It needs a single, legible spine and a shared centre of gravity that people use every day.

In practice, this potentially means re-locating Crews Hill station, creating a rapid transit and active travel
corridor that runs through both districts, and a clear hierarchy of centres so the scheme has one civic
heart rather than two (or more) competing district or local centres. If these elements are not defined and
secured at outline stage, the proposal should be treated as separate settlement projects rather than

being welded together and presented as a single new town.
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4.2. Public land, public homes

Public land value should be captured as permanent affordability, not extracted as a one-off receipt.

A more positive vision is needed. Social housing delivery should be at the heart of a Crews Hilland Chase

Park new town.

Around 50% of the land at Crews Hill and Chase Park is understood to be publicly owned greenfield land,

this presents a rare opportunity to deliver affordable housing at scale.

High land prices have made it challenging to deliver social rent homes. However, the scale of the publicly
owned land at Crews Hill (alongside the removal of ‘hope value’ across new town sites), may present a

once in a generation opportunity to deliver social rent housing at scale.

Housing on publicly owned land at Chase Park and Crews Hill should be 100% affordable, with at least
50% Social Rent, because this is the most direct way to meet London’s housing needs, including

assisting households living in temporary accommodation and concealed households/first-time buyers.
This approach has multiple benefits, for example:

e Helps stable communities to become established more quickly.

e Creates a guaranteed and predictable income stream.

e Homes can be delivered at speed as it prevents delivery rates being controlled by sales values,
land banking, and speculative cross-subsidy financing models.

e Can free up housing elsewhere e.g. private rented sector homes used as temporary
accommodation, can return to being used as standard rental properties.

e Gives an element of control over occupancy use e.g. lowers risk of homes being left vacant for
prolonged periods or used as second-homes/short-term holiday lets/investment vehicles or
switched to HMOs.

e These homes can be used more efficiently e.g. lower underoccupancy rates.

e Land-takeis minimised e.g. a smaller amount of greenfield land is used to maximum benefit.
The government has begun to shift policy in the right direction: prioritising social rent within national
investment programmes, reforming Right to Buy to slow the loss of existing homes, improving security
for private renters, and providing greater long-term certainty for housing providers through rent and
standards settlements. The next step is delivery at scale. New towns and major schemes on publicly
owned land are the clearest opportunity to rebuild the supply of social rent in a way that matches need,
making social rent a core, planned output of development, not an outcome that is negotiated down

through viability.
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Community-led housing models

Community-led housing models should be built into the delivery of homes on publicly owned land,
helping to increase Social Rent delivery. This should include securing long-term community stewardship
of land and shared assets; and using strong delivery standards to lock in high-quality design,

sustainability, and lasting affordability.

4.3. Realise the benefits of existing placemaking assets

Placemaking should begin with what is already there. In the case of Crews Hill and Chase Park, we
have seen little evidence that existing assets and constraints have been properly mapped, or
understood, and used to shape the early conceptideas for a potential new town.

Employment should be a valued placemaking asset.

Crews Hill and Chase Park are not empty canvases. Crews Hill includes a long-established horticultural
cluster (known as the “golden mile”), multiple equine and rural enterprises, and other well-established
businesses in retail, engineering, wholesale, and distribution. Plans for a successful new town should

value and protect these assets for future residents, not treat them as incidental, or easily expendable.

The protection of green sector and automation-resilient jobs, as well as the ancillary jobs supporting

these businesses, is particularly important but ignored.

The Council may dismiss Crews Hill’s golden mile as “the wild west of garden centres,” but we see its
potential as much more than that. It should continue to be an important part of the Borough’s economy,
directly supporting the livelihoods of future residents, and continue to contribute to the area’s character

and social value; a future focused placemaking strategy should embrace a positive vision for Crews Hill,

as a centre for horticulture, which recognises the value of its existing businesses and the importance of

the close proximity of Capel Manor College.™

Capel Manor College describes itself as “London’s environmental college, offering a diverse range of full
and part-time courses in further and higher education for school leavers and adults. The College plays a
vital role in the green agenda for the capital, equipping the next generation of land-based sector workers
with the skills and knowledge needed to help preserve and protect London’s wildlife, national parks and

green spaces.”

1 https://www.capel.ac.uk/who-we-are/
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Figure 6 - Existing employment sites should be valued as a placemaking asset

Existing access to nature and greenspace needs to be factored in.

There have been suggestions that Crews Hill and Chase Park have poor accessibility to greenspace. This
characterisation is misleading. The area benefits from having good access to the open countryside and
nature, for example, via Merryhills Way, Hertfordshire Chain Walk and the London Loop, all of which are
public rights of way. This access, particularly Merryhills Way, is highly valued by existing residents, and
we suspect would also be valued by future residents. A successful new town should value and protect

these assets. More details about the existing publicly accessible countryside are provided in Section 7.
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Figure 7 - Existing open space assets need to be mapped

Green Belt needs to be accurately described and understood.

The Taskforce report describes land in the area as “lower quality greenfield land” and frames its proposal
as releasing “poor quality Green Belt.” That is not an evidence-led assessment, and it is not how Green

Beltis assessed in planning.

The relevant question is performance against Green Belt purposes and the harm of release. Enfield’s own
evidence indicates low to moderate harm for the core Crews Hill area, high to very high harm for other

parts of Crews Hill, and generally very high harm for Chase Park parcels. *?

The “poor quality Green Belt” framing reads as an attempt to normalise large-scale release and should

be treated with caution, particularly given the Council’s stated aims to benefit from land value uplift.*®

Existing biodiversity should be more accurately understood and communicated.

The site summary for Crews Hill and Chase Park in the New Towns Taskforce report, does not reflect the

biodiversity value of the land. It does not acknowledge key Local Plan baseline evidence regarding

12 https://www.enfield.gov.uk/__data/assets/pdf file/0032/87953/E7.M4-LBE-Planning.pdf
3 https://enfielddispatch.co.uk/enfield-council-eyes-800m-sale-of-green-belt-development-sites/
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biodiversity constraints, including designated Sites of Importance for Nature Conservation (SINCs).

These assets need to be properly understood and part of any future placemaking strategy.

The areas historic landscape is an important placemaking asset.

Vicarage Farm (Chase Park) is part of the last remnants of the historic Enfield Chase. This is reflected in
the area in multiple ways, for example Enfield “Chase” train station and “Chase” Side etc. Enfield Chase
was recorded as Enefeld Chacee in 1325 and includes historic field patterns, ancient trees, and
hedgerows. Retaining these for future generations should be important for placemaking and ‘sense of

place’ building.

Figure 8 - Historic map of Enfield Chase. Source: The Enfield Society

The area’s equestrian heritage should be reflected in the placemaking strategy.

The area’s history with horses is rooted in its royal past as a premier hunting ground, the medieval Enfield
Chase, which served monarchs like Elizabeth |. Bridleways developed from ancient paths connecting
these hunting grounds. Today there are multiple riding schools, stables and support facilities in the
Crews Hilland Chase Park areas, alongside a web of bridleways, paddocks, and grazing. As well as horse
riding facilities, stables also provide jobs and a large number of volunteer opportunities. Their social

value is remarkably high.
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The area’s history with horses is a core part of its identity and should form part of the future placemaking

assets, yet all this is under threat without, as yet, so much as a passing thought.

Figure 9 - the area’'s rich history with horses should be a placemaking asset

4.4. Setaclear, future proofed and citizen-led vision

AnewtowninLondon should be planned as an eco-town, not as an add-on of green features after the
land use pattern has already locked in car dependence and high environmental impact.

The eco-town idea should shape the plan from day one: a place with a clear local identity rooted in the
existing horticulture and landscape, built around nature recovery, flood resilience, and genuinely
walkable neighbourhoods. It should minimise land take by using gentle mid-density homes overlooking
and directly connected to parks and productive landscapes, with daily needs and employment within
walking or cycling distance, and high-quality public transport as the default. It should also aim for
practical self-sufficiency in energy and resource management, including proper waste reduction, reuse,

recycling, and local handling capacity, not simply exporting “rubbish” elsewhere.

26



4.5. Placemaking principles we recommend for existing and future residents.

These principles matter because they determine whether a new town becomes a genuinely
walkable, healthy place with local identity, or a dispersed car-dependent piecemeal settlements
that deliver poor long-term outcomes.

Eco-town identity as a core placemaking principle. A new town in London should be planned as an
eco-town, not as an add-on of green features after the land use pattern has already locked in car

dependence and high environmental impact.

Placemaking begins with existing settlements, landscape, and livelihoods. Map and protect the
places that people already use and value (publicly accessible green space, heritage assets, multiple
footpaths and public rights of way, bridleways, local businesses, community facilities etc.), and
design around them for the benefit of current and future residents. Embrace horticulture, food
growing, and land-based skills as defining features of place, with protected and modernised

horticultural zones, local supply chains, and training spaces.

Jobs and local economy as a first-order objective. Retain and expand local employment where
possible (including horticulture and related supply chains), and set out a realistic strategy for new
workspace, training, and apprenticeships. Put workspace and training into centres and

neighbourhood hubs so “walk to work and learning” is realistic for a large share of residents.

Human scale, gentle mid-density, and clear centres. Concentrate the highest densities and the car-
free living closest to the strongest public transport nodes and a true town centre, with mid-rise
neighbourhoods stepping down to car-lite lower densities at edges. Prioritise park-facing and green-
route-facing homes and workspaces, so green space is safe, overlooked, and used throughout the
day, while minimising land take and avoiding sprawl. (Further details on transport and delivering

walkable neighbourhoods is provided in Section 5.)

A complete neighbourhood from the start. Deliver schools, health services, shops, community
space, play, sport, and leisure early, not as “later phases.” Early delivery is essential to avoid car-
dependent patterns becoming embedded. This need for investment may limit the number of new

towns that can come forward in London initially.

Embedding Community Land Trusts (CLTs). There’s also strong evidence that embedding

Community Land Trusts (CLTs) across the next wave of new towns would bring major benefits for
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both delivery and long-term stewardship. The new towns programme should make full use of CLTs

from the outset, capturing the social, economic and financial gains they are known to generate.

Green and blue infrastructure shapes the plan. Make SuDS, rivers, woodland, ecological corridors
and parks structural elements, delivered early, and designed for climate resilience and biodiversity
recovery. Plan for visible flood resilience and water management across the whole settlement (not
just isolated basins), including wetlands, multi-functional parks, and connected habitats. Set
measurable nature recovery targets that go beyond minimum compliance, with ecological corridors

protected in perpetuity.

Net zero and circular economy designed in, not value engineered out. Commit at outline stage to
high fabric standards and low energy demand, with credible low carbon on-site heat and renewables,
storage where appropriate, and clear delivery triggers. Plan for waste reduction first, then reuse and
repair, then recycling, with adequate internal and external space standards and a servicing strategy

that avoids streets dominated by bins and heavy vehicle movements.

Design quality and stewardship baked in. Robust design codes, clear quality control, and a funded

stewardship body from day one to look after public realm, green space, and community assets.

Long-term planning for social infrastructure funded through land value capture. The removal of
hope value from land identified for new towns will be critical to their success as places, as acquiring

land at existing use value is essential to ensuring the towns long-term success and viability.

Zero estate management charges. New towns should not lock residents into a permanent “second
council tax” for basic streets, green space and public realm maintenance. These charges are
typically unaccountable, hard to challenge, and can rise over time, undermining long-term
affordability and trust in stewardship. Instead, the public realm should be adoptable by default and
funded transparently through proper design standards, commuted sums/endowments, and where

needed resident-led stewardship with full democratic control.

Plan for ageing and changing needs. Provide a strong offer of later life accommodation, including
accessible, adaptable homes in walkable locations near services and public transport. Done well,
this supports downsizing within the community and helps release larger family homes without

pushing people out of the area.
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4.6. Flexible masterplanningis key

The importance of a coherent, realistic, flexible, and up-to-date masterplan should not be
underestimated.

RTPI’s recent international review of new towns concluded that masterplanning is essential, but only
when it sets a clear direction while remaining adaptable over time.'* The warning is against rigid,
deterministic visions that freeze assumptions too early and then become hard to change as
circumstances shift (delivery economics, climate risks, infrastructure capacity etc.). That risk is familiar
in Enfield: at Meridian Water, an out-of-date but intractable approach to the vision and masterplanning

has acted like a dead weight on delivery.

The lesson for London is not that outline stage planning should “fix the masterplan,” but that it should fix
the public interest guardrails. Outline consent should lock in enforceable principles and delivery triggers
(the outcomes that must be achieved), while leaving flexibility on detailed design and phasing (how
those outcomes are delivered). In practice this means clear “no infrastructure, no occupation” triggers,
integrated land use and transport requirements, and binding standards on parking, overheating and flood
risk, water and wastewater capacity, and nature recovery. Without those guardrails, a new town becomes
path dependent on early compromises, and the costs and impacts are later socialised onto

communities.

The masterplan, and updates, should be cocreated with communities - they should feel a sense of
ownership over both its creation and delivery, including an agreed set of Key Performance Indicators

(KPIs), and commitment to a transparent reporting schedule.

4 https://www.rtpi.org.uk/media/uowmiw52/rtpi-planning-is-global-4-england.pdfto
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5. TRANSPORT (Q3)

Transport will determine whether Crews Hill and Chase Park can function as a genuinely sustainable
new town, or whether it becomes car dependent from day one. This section sets out the non-
negotiables for delivering a place where walking, cycling and public transport are the default
choices.

5.1. Acar-free/car-lite development is essential, but can it be delivered?

Distinctly different visions for the new town amongst key players highlights a major problem for
placemaking and the coherent delivery of the new town.

The current reality.

Car ownership in the Crews Hill and Chase Park areas is currently very high. There are several reasons,
for example the distance to amenities and to public transport. For Chase Park, the issue is not only

distance to stations but also topography, which is likely to limit active travel (see figures below).
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The undulating landscape topography will impact active travel (see figure below). This adds to our

considerable concerns about car-dependent and car-led development.
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Figure 12 - Chase Park site landscape topography.
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ONS 2021 Census data shows 69% of households in Enfield have at least one car (in line with the average
for Outer London), and 25% have two or more. The data also shows rates of car ownership vary

significantly across the Borough (Table 1).

Table 1: Car ownership in Enfield within Output Areas* (Census 2021)

At least 3+
2 cars
1car cars
Enfield Average 69% 19% 6%
Area E00171481 (Southgate station) 41% 8% 0%
Urban centre
locations Area E00171152 (Enfield Town) 51% 6% 1%
Area E00171167, including Trent Park scheme 81% 35% 23%
Recent suburban
N Area E00007324, including Chase Farm scheme 88% 26% 8%
Area E00007030 adjacent to Crews Hill station 93% 40% 22%
Areas proposed Area E00007032 Crews Hill 84% 29% 19%
for new suburban
schemes Area E00007315 (close to Chase Park scheme) 93% 37% 13%
Area E00007313 (close to Chase Park scheme) 91% 31% 15%

*Qutput areas are small analysis areas of between 40-200 households

Table 1 shows car ownership is lowest in urban centre locations, which have good access to public
transport e.g. 41% of households living near to Southgate station own a car, far below the Borough
average (69%), whilst areas that are less well connected, such as Crews Hill and Chase Park have far

higher car ownership overall (91-93%) and high levels of multiple car/van ownership.

Table 1 also highlights car ownership statistics for areas that cover two recent suburban schemes at Trent
Park and Chase Farm. The data suggests car ownership rates at these schemes is far higher than the
Borough average, particularly multiple vehicle ownership. Both schemes are in similar areas to the

proposed new town.

The car dependency of these neighbourhoods in the areas surrounding Crews Hill and Chase Park is
obvious when you visit the area. Itis also hardly surprising, given the emphasis of the marketing of these
properties on car related ‘benefits’ e.g. drive times to the M25 or to locations in Enfield. This evidence

shows the scale of the challenge facing the proposed new town should not be underestimated.
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Context: TfL objections to around 9,000 homes at Crews Hill and Chase Park.

Crews Hill and Chase Park were identified as potential growth locations in 2021. Since then, TfL has
repeatedly objected to Enfield Council’s proposals for development at these sites, including proposals

totalling around 9,000 homes.

References to proximity to Crews Hill railway station and Oakwood Underground station did not address
Tfl's concerns. Nor were those concerns fully resolved by the highway mitigation options being
discussed, including major road widening and new junctions. TfL’s core position was that development
at Crews Hill and Chase Park as proposed by the Council would remain car-dependent, and that the
scale of public funding required for public transport would compete with investment priorities

elsewhere, including reducing funding for public transport in more urban parts of London.

TfL’s latest position in the Local Plan examination (January 2026) shows that the transport case for

development at Crews Hill and Chase Park remains contingent and unresolved.?®

TfL also makes clear that delivery depends on enforceable requirements, including parking restraint,
mode share targets, and density assumptions strong enough to support public transport viability, and

thatthese need to be secured through binding policy rather than aspiration.

The long-running disagreement between TfL and Enfield Council regarding Crews Hill and Chase Park
shows how hard itis to agree, let alone deliver, a workable transport strategy in these locations - there is

far more to it than just the presence of a station.

The Local Plan transport modelling outputs also flag significant impacts on the highway network

associated with 9,000 homes at Crews Hill and Chase Park.

e The AM peak modelling summary identifies increases in link delays, including at Hadley Road
and Enfield Road and states that “delays at access points to the network are high for Crews Hill
and Chase Park”.

e The same issue is repeated in the PM peak modelling, with much larger delay increases on key
links (e.g. Hadley Road +1173 seconds), and it again flags high delays at access points for Crews

Hill and Chase Park.

15 https://www.enfield.gov.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0022/122818/E9.7-TfL-position-statement-and-Appendix-A-Planning.pdf

33


https://www.enfield.gov.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0022/122818/E9.7-TfL-position-statement-and-Appendix-A-Planning.pdf
https://www.enfield.gov.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0022/54940/Transport-Modelling-Outputs-Part3-Planning.pdf
https://www.enfield.gov.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0023/54941/Transport-Modelling-Outputs-Part4-Planning.pdf

Broxbourne Borough Council has also raised transport concerns about the scale of growth implied by a
Crews Hilland Chase Park new town. In its November 2025 letter to the Planning Inspector, Broxbourne
warned that the new town proposal would “exacerbate” its existing reservations about whether local
road infrastructure can cope. It also flags that past ideas such as a new M25 junction in this locality could

be “resurrected”, with direct cross-boundary impacts into Hertfordshire.

This is a fundamental issue at the heart of both the Local Plan approach and the New Towns Taskforce’s
recommendation: it is easy to describe a car-lite settlement in broad vision terms, but very
challenging to deliver in practice across these locations. The New Towns Taskforce’s proposal does
not appear to properly appreciate the transport challenges or explain how they would be overcome,

funded, and phased from the outset, or how car-lite outcomes would be enforced over time.

The “more homes solves transport” argument.

As Government housing expectations for London have increased, the tone of discussion has appeared
to soften towards Green Belt development. The emerging argument for Crews Hill and Chase Park (from
TfL and the GLA) is that higher housing numbers, combined with mid to high density development and
very low parking, could support a walkable and more self-sufficient settlement and reduce car-

dependence and impacts on the surrounding road network.

However, this is not demonstrated in the New Towns Taskforce’s recommendation. While the headline
housing number increased to 21,000, the land take also increased proportionately, so the implied
average density remains low. Without a clear distribution of density around stations, centres, and
corridors, and without a funded and phased transport plan, higher numbers alone do not resolve the
underlying transport constraints. Furthermore, whilst clustering around stations will be more
sustainable, it will not deliver a coherent unified new town due to significant distances separating

Oakwood and Crews Hill stations.

Implications for placemaking principles.

If 21,000 homes are pursued at Crews Hill and Chase Park, a genuinely car-lite approach is essential.

Car-lite is easy to promise and makes for compelling design images, but it will be hard to deliver, embed,
and maintain in practice, particularly in rural parts of Enfield. It depends on very low parking-space

provision, designs that prevent overspill and illegal parking, and ongoing management and enforcement.

18 https://www.enfield.gov.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0023/108572/New-town-response-15-Your-council.pdf
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It also requires mid to high density development, and major investment in public transport infrastructure

and frequent services from the outset, so car-dependent behaviour does not become embedded.

In Enfield, there are already too many recent examples of schemes described as car-lite in planning then
becoming car-dependent. Attempts to generate car-lite schemes by limiting parking spaces have failed
due to a lack of ongoing enforcement and other design issues (e.g. low-profile pavements making it easy

for cars to mount pavements to park).

A new town proposal must therefore demonstrate, in detail, how car-lite outcomes would be
achieved and maintained over time, and whether sufficient demand exists for this type of

development in this location.

Where does that leave us?

There is a clear and unresolved tension between key players on a central placemaking issue.

TfL has repeatedly challenged the Council’s preferred approach on the grounds of car-dependence risk,
network impacts and the viability and funding of public transport, and has called for binding

requirements on density, parking restraint, and mode share to make a car-lite approach credible.

Yet the Council’s own recent public messaging about the new town points in completely the opposite
direction. The Leader of Enfield Council has recently used the Council’s social media to describe the

homes to be delivered at the new town as “low-rise” and “with a driveway” and “space to park your car”.'’

In parallel, London’s Deputy Mayor for Planning, Regeneration and the Fire Service has argued that
homes should be in mid-rise blocks (c.5-6 storeys) to make efficient use of land and avoid pressure for

further Green Belt release.

The New Towns Taskforce report does not resolve this tension. On the one hand, it sets a clear national
test: new towns should be built around “high quality public transport, walking and cycling networks”, with
a“bold transportvision” that “reduces car-dependency”, delivered early so it can “shape long-term travel
behaviours”, and backed by a long-term strategy integrated into early masterplanning with “clear design
standards for streets, parking”, robust Travel Plans, monitoring, and “dedicated funding” to maintain the

transport vision over time.

7 https://www.facebook.com/watch/?v=923671180106548
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On the other hand, in its Enfield section it relies heavily on broad assertions that the site is “already well
connected” and that development could “proceed quickly” with transport “improvements made in
parallel.” It suggests that “many” of the improvements could be covered through S106, while also
acknowledging that up-front government funding is likely to be needed and that Crews Hill rail frequency
would have to increase beyond current service levels, with devolution options to be explored with TfL.
This does not reflect the years of disagreement during the development of Enfield’s Local Plan. The

presence of a station is helpful but not in and of itself sufficient. It is more complicated than that.

The positions held by the Council, TfL and the New Towns Taskforce, cannot all be true at the same time.
If the Taskforce’s own “bold transport vision” test is taken seriously, Crews Hill and Chase Park needs a
detailed, funded and enforceable transport and placemaking plan that sets binding mode share targets,
meaningful parking restraint, street and neighbourhood design standards, and governance, and shows
how car-lite outcomes will be achieved from the outset and maintained over time. Until that exists,

transport remains a major obstacle to credible placemaking at Crews Hill and Chase Park.

\

Figure 13 - Transport is already an issue in this area of Enfield (car queuing to access the A10)
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5.2. Apotential solution - but can it be delivered?

Parking must be designed so that public transport, walking, and cycling are the default preferred
choice, not the hard choice.

The most effective placemaking principle is to keep private cars away from front doors and out of the
public realm, using genuinely car-free streets and courtyards near stations, and concentrating any
necessary parking in edge or underground facilities such as district garages, and shared parking

structures. This approach is used in leading international examples such as Vauban in Freiburg, where

neighbourhood streets are effectively parking-free and car owners use district garages rather than

kerbside space outside homes.

Figure 14 - Vauban in Freiburg is a good example of a walkable area

Itis hard to find comparable examples of genuinely car-free or very low-car, large-scale developments in
suburban London. However, schemes such as Kidbrooke Village, which has far better public transport
rating than Crews Hill, show that low parking ratios can be accepted through the planning process when
a place is designed around rail, frequent buses, and high-quality walking and cycling connections.
Crucially, parking is treated as a separate, managed layer (contained within dedicated facilities and
governed by a parking management plan), rather than accommodated informally on streets and in
residential courtyards. Even so, the parking ratios are still higher than would be needed at the scale being

discussed for Crews Hill and Chase Park.
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The reality is that Enfield, new developments on Enfield’s urban edge - near Crews Hill - are car-centric.
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Figure 15 - Chase Farm hospital development (Feb 2026)
For Crews Hill and Chase Park, parking for private vehicles will need to be kept to a minimum: car-free
around stations, transport hubs and town centres, and very low ratios elsewhere (around 0.1 to 0.2
spaces per household on average). The limited parking provided should be in district garages away from
homes to reinforce sustainable travel choices and prioritised for blue badge holders and people who
need vehicles for work and mobility. Avoiding displacement into surrounding streets will require well-
funded controlled parking and resident permit restrictions, alongside a clear servicing and delivery plan

and car club provision.

I

Figure 16 - Vauban in Freiburg provides car free routes
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5.3. Crews Hill station/rail service

Much emphasis is placed on the station at Crews Hill, so it is important to understand what it
currently offers and what it would need to provide.

Current position (Crews Hill today).

The station is not step-free. Access to platforms relies on stairs, which excludes many disabled people,
parents with buggies, and older residents. Off-peak service is limited (around 2 trains per hour). The
station itself is “underused” in terms of passenger numbers, although crowding is experienced further
south, where passenger numbers build up. The corridor terminates at Moorgate, a terminal rather than a
through-running metro, which makes major frequency uplifts harder to deliver and more sensitive to

reliability and turnround constraints.

Figure 17 - Crews Hill station is currently inaccessible (not step-free)

What is needed (minimum for a credible low-car settlement).

1) Put the station where the town is

e If a new town centre is planned, the station may need to be re-sited so it sits within (or directly

adjacent to) that centre, making walking the natural access mode and supporting a real high street.
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2) Provide capacity that is protected for the new town

e |[f the scale of growth requires it, options should include turnback/originating capability so some
trains can start at Crews Hill, protecting capacity and improving reliability (rather than simply

displacing crowding further south).

3) Step-free by default

e A fully accessible station: street-to-platform step-free access in both directions, lifts sized for
buggies/wheelchairs, and legible, safe routes to buses and cycling.
e If the settlement is promoted as inclusive and family-friendly, this cannot be left as “future

enhancement.”

4) Turn-up-and-go service
e Alow-car neighbourhood needs a rail offer that is frequent enough to feel like the default choice, not

an occasional service.

5) Operationalresilience, not just aspirations

e Any commitment to higher frequency must show how it works with Moorgate terminal constraints
and the wider Great Northern operating pattern. Without this, frequency claims are not deliverable

infrastructure, they are a hope.

Implications for placemaking and planning tests.

A low-car new town cannot be justified on today’s station and service offer. If the proposal relies on low
parking and high public transport mode share, then the rail package must be treated as enabling
infrastructure. Without this, the risk is predictable: the scheme will either (a) demand more parking as
delivery reality bites, or (b) create suppressed mobility and displaced crowding down the line,

undermining both placemaking and the wider network.

5.4. Healthy environment: noise (aircraft and M25)

Noise levels from aircraft and motorway traffic adjacent to Crews Hill are reported to breach healthy
levels for future residents.

Placemaking must start with a realistic understanding of aircraft and strategic road noise, including the
M25. Noise mapping should be explicit at outline stage and used to shape land use, density, built form

and phasing, not treated as a technical detail to mitigate later.

40


https://www.mylondon.news/news/north-london-news/london-new-towns-set-blighted-33440039

Noise recordings taken in the Crews Hill area using a smartphone app indicate average noise levels
arising from the M25 are consistently around 70 decibels.?® These readings are indicative and not a
substitute for a full baseline survey but they are consistent with a very noisy environment that would

materially affect the liveability of homes and the usability of parks and play space.

By comparison, the WHO’s night noise guidance recommends less than 40 decibels outside bedrooms

to prevent adverse health effects. At around 70 dB, the issue is not minor nuisance. *°

The Mayor’s London Environment Strategy makes clear that this is not just about amenity: it links

prolonged exposure to excessive noise to sleep disturbance and a range of health impacts including
cardiovascular and physiological effects, mental health effects, and impacts on learning and
communication, and it notes the World Health Organisation position that environmental noise is a major

environmental health risk in Western Europe (second only to air quality). 2°

This aligns with London Plan Policy D14 Noise, which frames noise management as a health and quality
of life issue and puts the emphasis on avoiding significant adverse impacts, with noise considered early

and designed into proposals rather than left to later-stage mitigation.

Figure 18 - High noise levels from traffic are recorded across Crews Hill farmland locations (Feb, 2026)

18 Indicative noise reading taken on a smartphone app (Sound Meter) at Crews Hill 24/02/26, held at approximately 1.5 m above ground.
Smartphone readings vary by device and conditions and should be validated through an accredited baseline survey

19 https://www.who.int/europe/news-room/fact-sheets/item/noise

2 https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/ambient_noise.pdf
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6. DELIVERY (Q6)

ADevelopment Corporation or Mayoral Development Corporation should lead the delivery of the new
town at Crews Hill and Chase Park.

Locally-led delivery increases risk.

The risks set out in early sections of this report (i.e. section 2 ‘Brownfield-first’ and 3 ‘Distraction’)
become more acute if Enfield Council is placed in the lead delivery role for a new town of this scale, for
example acting as a local delivery corporation or equivalent. The risks also increase if homes delivered

by the new town are counted within Enfield’s housing targets and Housing Delivery Test results.

Inthese scenarios, there is a strong incentive for the Council to prioritise the new town, particularly given
its landholdings, which it wishes to sell at a figure reported to be in the region of £800 million (itis not a
neutral/objective party).?! It would therefore increase the risk of distraction from delivering brownfield
regeneration, stalled sites, acquisitions, and other short-term measures needed to address Enfield’s

current housing pressures.

A further risk with a borough-led delivery model is political volatility. A new town is a 30-to-50-year
programme, but a council administration can change overnight. This is a realistic scenario over a
programme of this length: Enfield’s political control has changed before and may change again, so
governance should be designed for continuity across administrations. If an Enfield-led delivery
corporation is closely tied to the borough’s leadership, a change of control can drive masterplan resets,
weaken transport and parking commitments, and create stop-start delivery that raises costs and
undermines confidence. If a locally-led model is pursued at all, governance must be built to survive
electoral cycles, with fixed term skills-based appointments, transparent delivery gateways, clear liability

rules, and binding transport and parking standards that cannot be quietly diluted.

Recommended approach.

If the Crews Hill and Chase Park new town proceeds, we strongly recommend that:

e Delivery is led by a Development Corporation or Mayoral Development Corporation with clear
accountability for land assembly at existing use value (not ‘hope’ value), infrastructure delivery,

procurement, phasing, quality, and long-term stewardship, rather than led locally by the Borough.

2 https://enfielddispatch.co.uk/enfield-council-eyes-800m-sale-of-green-belt-development-sites/
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o Delivery of homes should be recorded and monitored at a London-wide level, in a similar way to the
Old Oak and Park Royal Development Corporation model. Homes delivered through the new town

should not be treated as part of Enfield’s borough housing delivery performance/targets.

This would help maintain incentives and capacity for Enfield Council, as LPA and housing authority, to
prioritise brownfield delivery and the immediate interventions needed to support households in acute

housing need.

It is also appropriate as the new town would be a strategic intervention to address London’s housing

needs, not solely Enfield’s.
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Figure 19 - Enfield Council needs to remain focused on delivery of brownfield-sites
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7. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS (Q7)

A new town at Crews Hill and Chase Park creates risks for nature conservation assets, public access
to open countryside, food and water security, and London’s climate resilience.

7.1: Nature conservation and recovery

Any genuine nature led approach must be explicit that Sites of Importance for Nature Conservation
(SINCs) are constraints that shape what can go where, not an issue to be dealt with later through
mitigation.

Nature recovery should be a primary organising principle for any new town at Crews Hill and Chase Park,
with the mitigation hierarchy applied from the outset: avoid harm to designated sites and ecological
networks first, then minimise and restore. SINCs, ancient and veteran trees and hedgerows, and priority
habitats should be treated as non-negotiable constraints that shape the framework, with measurable

biodiversity uplift secured and maintained for the long term.

Recent public comments by Clir Erbil, the Leader of Enfield Council, have increased concern that the
ecological baseline is being brushed aside, including the suggestion that housing could be built across
land identified in the Local Plan evidence as a Site of Importance for Nature Conservation, assessed as

having features that are “irreplaceable” and a site of metropolitan importance.
7.2: Public access to green space
We have flagged three routes where residents already benefit from access to open countryside. Two

are under direct threat, and the third may be fundamentally altered.

The boundaries of the proposed new town at Crews Hill and Chase Park have not been published, making
it difficult to assess its potential environmental impacts. However, the area broadly identified in the New
Towns Taskforce report and discussed in subsequent meetings, appears to include parts of Crews Hill

and Chase Park that contain well-used public rights of way.

These routes provide valued access to nature, open countryside and to Enfield’s historic landscape
(Enfield Chase). They are routinely used for exercise, dog-walking, cycling and to help with mental health

and wellbeing.

They are also popular destinations for people from across London. The full extent and benefit of these

routes appears to have been overlooked in the Taskforce’s description of the area.
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Merryhills Way (direct threat).

Merryhills Way provides direct access to open space, nature, and the historic landscape of Enfield Chase

in a suburban part of Enfield that is already shown to have a deficit of accessible green open space. %

The route lies within the Chase Park (Vicarage Farm) area of the likely new town designation. If this route

is severed, constrained, or re-routed, residents lose a direct, walkable link to open countryside.

A 2021 Enfield Society survey of users of Merryhills Way found it is used regularly and highly valued. A

small selection of comments helps illustrate the feedback received:

“The Merryhills Path is an integral part of community life. | have seen Red Kites, sparrow hawks,
kestrels, wagtails, badgers and more. Losing access to it would be devastating.”

“I live in a built-up area and visiting the Merry Hills Way and surrounds helps me to relax and
improves my mental health an enormous amount. I rarely drive (always avoid it if possible) so having
open space within jogging distance of home is very important to me”

“I hope that access to Merryhills Way will be kept. We use it often not only for exercise but also to
walk with our children to and from school. Access to natural green walking spaces support mental
health and teach children about nature.”

“It is a lovely walk where you feel like you really are in the countryside.”

“The main reason we came to live in Enfield was to enjoy and benefit from the green spaces and
parks that we could access by foot. As we get older this is even more important for our general
health and sense of wellbeing. We would not wish to live here if these valuable and irreplaceable
green spaces were not protected. They are an essential part of the local history and character of this
area and once lost would alter its unique identity forever.”

These benefits are materially different from internal urban green space. They depend on continuity,

openness, and the route’s countryside character.

2 https://www.enfield.gov.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0012/11910/Enfield-Blue-and-Green-Infrastructure-Audit-2020-Planning.pdf
2 https://www.enfield.gov.uk/file/PDFs/email/01794-4-1.pdf
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Figure 20 - Merryhills Way (access to open historic countryside under threat). Source: The Enfield Society

Hertfordshire Chain Walk (direct threat).

The Hertfordshire Chain Walk is a series of linked walks running from the northern edges of Enfield
(Crews Hill) into wider countryside, traversing woodlands, pasture, and farmland. Together, the linked

walks form a continuous route from Crews Hill to Ashwell and Morden (Cambridgeshire).

This route also appears to have been ignored and is under threat. Even where fragments of the route are
“retained,” within the new town, new roads, development edges or altered management can break

continuity and change the experience and function of the walk.

Figure 21 - Part of Crews Hill Hertfordshire Chain (under threat and overlooked)
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The London Loop (risk of being subsumed and changed).

The London Loop (established in the early 1990s in Enfield) traverses this area, including sections linked

to the Enfield Chase restoration project (tree planting and footpath improvements since 2020).

The key risk is not only whether the route remains open but whether it becomes absorbed into the new
town as managed parkland, changing its character from open countryside access for London, to an

internal leisure route for the new development, with different constraints and experiences.

User reviews of this section consistently describe a mixed woodland and open field landscape and a

sense of openness and distance, for example: “Pretty nature walk with woodlands but also open fields...”

There is also avalue-for-money concern here. Major public funding has already supported the restoration
of this section of the London Loop to reduce flood risk in the Greater London, Thames Flood Risk Area,
and to make some access improvements (e.g. redirected and improved paths).?* Public investment and
volunteer effort should not become an uncosted subsidy to land value uplift. If publicly funded
restoration and access improvements are relied on to justify development, the proposal should show
how uplift will be captured for the public through binding commitments and funding for local

infrastructure and stewardship, as well as how its character will be retained.

T - A SPTEN" et e
Al 5 R, 7o

Figure 22 - The London Loop in Enfield - showing new paths and tree planting

24 https://environment.data.gov.uk/flood-planning/explorer/cycle-2/measure?uri=http%3A%2F%2Fenvironment.data.gov.uk%2Fflood-risk-planning%2Fdata%2Fmeasure%2F0208706004
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What is needed.

The existing access to green open space needs to be properly mapped, with a clear baseline set, before

decisions are taken.

Any proposal should commit to no net loss of meaningful countryside access for Londoners. Routes
must remain continuous, legible, and safe, and must retain their countryside character where that is the
existing experience. Any diversions must be exceptional, evidence-based, and deliver a demonstrably

equivalent or better experience (width, openness, views, crossings, surfacing, year-round usability).

7.3: Food and Water Security

Large areas of farmland and horticultural land support local production, supply chains, and skilled
jobs. The loss of productive land, and land that could easily become productive, should be treated
as a material impact, not a footnote, and alternatives should be evaluated first.

Food Security.

A new town at Crews Hill and Chase Park would take a large area of land out of existing and potential
agricultural and horticultural use. Enfield’s own planning evidence describes Crews Hill as a centre of
food growing and horticulture, and the area’s identity and local economy are strongly linked to plant
nurseries, market gardening, and related businesses. The Borough has also presented the new town
concept in terms of transforming a “horticultural cluster” into a new settlement, which underlines that

the baseline land use is not marginal, it is an established productive landscape.

There is also clear documentary evidence that the Council has been ending or not renewing farm
tenancies to change land use. A July 2020 report sought approval to remove land from existing farm
tenancies so woodland creation and associated works could proceed, including serving part notices to
quit across two tenancies. % A later report states that two farms were under Farm Business Tenancies
renewed annually, but that the Council would not be renewing the leases, in the context of converting
Council owned farmland to woodland. % Taken together, these reports support a careful conclusion: the

Council has actively brought farmland back under direct control and reduced farm tenancy security to

% https://governance.enfield.gov.uk/documents/s82642/PL%2020.034%20P%20-%2014%20JULY%2020.pdf
% https://enfield.moderngov.co.uk/documents/s107346/Enfield%20Chase%20Woodland%20-%20N%20Gateway%20Report.pdf
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enable large scale land use change. They do not, on their own, prove the specific motive of preparing for

housing and land value uplift, but they do demonstrate a shift away from long-term farming use.

From a food security perspective, the key issue is permanence and lost options. Landscape
restoration and rewilding keep open the possibility that land could return to farming in the future if policy
or supply conditions change. Large scale housing development does not. Once productive soils, farm
infrastructure, and an agricultural business ecosystem are displaced, the loss is effectively irreversible.
This is why the farmland and horticultural function of Crews Hill, and the wider Chase Park area should

be treated as an environmental impact, not simply as “low value greenfield.”

Figure 23 - Holly Hill Farm Enfield (2010), Source: Christine Matthews

Water Security.
A settlement of this scale will place major additional pressure on water supply, wastewater treatment,
and drainage. The strategy needs to be credible at outline stage, including phasing, funding, and clear

triggers if capacity is not available.

Anewtown at Crews Hill and Chase Park of the scale envisaged would materially increase water demand
in a city already classified as water-stressed.? In that context, it is not enough to assume that the water
industry will simply expand supply. The approach must be demand-led and enforceable. London Plan

policy already expects new homes to achieve mains water consumption of 105 litres or less per person

27 https://www.thameswater.co.uk/help/home-improvements/how-to-install-a-new-water-connection/help-with-water-connection
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per day, but a new town should go further by treating water reuse and rain capture as core infrastructure,

not an optional extra.

There are London precedents for this type of approach. The Old Ford Water Recycling Plant and its non-

potable distribution network were created for the Queen Elizabeth Olympic Park, supplying recycled
water for uses including toilet flushing and irrigation. 28 This demonstrates that district-scale recycled
water systems are deliverable in London when they are planned early and built into the infrastructure
model. A second London example is BedZED in Sutton, where monitoring reported very low mains water
use supported by rainwater and recycled water for non-drinking purposes. It is not a new town, but it
shows that ultra-low mains demand and reuse can work in practice in a London residential setting when

itis designed in from the start and then measured in use.

Figure 24 - Old Ford Water Recycling Plant - Source: Architects' Journal (2012)

Water infrastructure can also support placemaking if it is designed properly. A network of ponds,
wetlands and a small managed lake can provide visible storage for captured rainwater, support
sustainable drainage, and reduce pressure on sewers while also creating a valued public space. If
included, it should be engineered as a functional asset with defined storage volumes, water quality
management, safe access, and long-term maintenance funding, not treated as a decorative feature. The
same system can then supply non-potable uses such as landscape irrigation and support biodiversity,

while giving the new town a strong civic focal point and character.

2 https://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/ukgwa/20130403014430/https://learninglegacy.independent.gov.uk/publications/the-old-
ford-water-recycling-plant-and-non-potable-water.php#skip-navigation
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A new town should not be allowed to simply add demand to a water-stressed city. It should be required
to operate with ultra-low mains demand, and to supply toilets, irrigation and public realm uses from
captured rainwater and recycled water wherever viable. This should be secured through binding
conditions and obligations, including a water budget per phase, metering, post-occupancy monitoring

with published results, and clear consequences if performance targets are not met.

The proposal should only proceed if there is a credible, independently tested strategy showing how water
demand will be minimised and how resilience will be secured under drought conditions, with
enforceable efficiency standards, monitoring over the long-term, and delivery triggers that prevent later

phases progressing if water and wastewater capacity is not available.
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7.4: Climate Resilience

A new town on greenfield land risks weakening London’s climate resilience if it removes landscapes
that help regulate temperature and manage water and creates car-dependent neighbourhoods.

The London Plan is clear that London’s Green Belt performs multiple beneficial functions, including

combating the urban heatisland effect and contributing to flood prevention and climate resilience. %°

Development proposals are expected to minimise adverse impacts on the urban heat island through
design and incorporation of green infrastructure, and the London Plan recognises that green
infrastructure can help reduce heat through shading and evapotranspiration. The climate case for a new
town therefore depends on whether it can deliver a genuinely infrastructure-led approach, with high tree
canopy, connected green and blue corridors, and sustainable drainage that achieves greenfield runoff

performance with long-term maintenance secured. *°

Transport outcomes are also decisive. If the settlement locks in car-dependency, it will undermine

resilience and emissions objectives. !

If done properly, with enforceable delivery triggers and monitoring, a new town could create a net gain in
climate adaptive green infrastructure, but this should not be assumed; it must be proven at outline stage

and then secured through binding obligations over the full build-out period.

This should be demonstrated through an outline-stage overheating and canopy strategy, and a flood and
drainage strategy that commits to greenfield runoff rates by phase with long-term maintenance secured.
These should be monitored and reported over time, with delivery triggers that prevent later phases

proceeding if outcomes are not being met.

Carbon counting, greenfield vs brownfield).

Whole Life-Cycle Carbon Assessments submitted under the London Plan focus mainly on the carbon
associated with the buildings themselves, including materials, construction, maintenance and end of
life. They are useful, but they do not usually capture the full carbon consequences of building a new
settlement on greenfield land. In particular, they rarely quantify the one-off loss of soil carbon and
biomass carbon from land take, or the ongoing loss of carbon sequestration when farmland, grassland

or woodland is replaced by sealed surfaces and managed landscaping. For a proposal on the scale of

2 https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/the_london_plan_2021.pdf (Policies G2, Sl4, G5, SI13, SI12)
30 1bid
31 bid (Policies T1, T2, T4, T6, Sl1, SI2)
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Crews Hill and Chase Park, that omission matters. A scheme can appear compliant on building carbon
while stillembedding a major additional carbon impact through land use change that is not transparently

assessed and which is ongoing.

To ensure the carbon case is credible, the assessment needs two parts. First, a standard WLCA for the
buildings and infrastructure. Second, a separate land use carbon account that sets out the baseline
carbon stocks and sequestration of the existing land and the net change under the proposed masterplan.
Without this, claims about net zero, climate alignment or sustainability are incomplete and risk masking

a significant, avoidable emissions burden compared with a brownfield first alternative.

Figure 25 - A new park in southeast Enfield at Meridian Water has been routinely flooded
(it is the new settlements main park but its utility as a function public park will be limited during wet weather months)
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8. RECOMMENDATIONS

We ask that the Committee considers the following recommendations, set out in the same order as
Sections 1to 7 of this response.

CITIZEN ENGAGEMENT (Q1)

Set London-wide engagement plan for each new town, agreed at the outset, with targeted outreach
to groups most affected by London’s housing crisis, including people in temporary accommodation,

younger Londoners priced out, disabled Londoners, key workers and private renters.

Establish a Residents’ Delivery Panel for the life of the programme, independently chaired, properly
resourced, and able to scrutinise masterplanning options, phasing, design codes, infrastructure

plans, travel plans, and stewardship proposals, with published “you said, we did” outputs.

Make early publication of baseline evidence a condition of progression, so engagement happens

when options are still genuinely open, not after key decisions are fixed.

BROWNFIELD-FIRST (Q3)

Publish a brownfield-first impact assessment before endorsing any greenfield new town, testing
whether it would displace investment, grant, skills, and delivery capacity from brownfield

regeneration, including within the host borough and London-wide.

Establish a London brownfield-first delivery gateway. Before supporting greenfield development,
demonstrate progress on London’s brownfield pipeline, including stalled sites, estate regeneration,

and underused industrial land, alongside a published plan to remove barriers to delivery.

Clarify land classification and existing uses. Previously developed land should not be presented as
readily available if it is in active employment use, and the implications for jobs and supply chains

must be assessed and addressed.
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DISTRACTION

Publish a London-facing delivery pathway for genuinely affordable housing that is specific and time

bound, with assumptions on build-out rates, tenure mix, and delivery in years 5, 10 and 15.

Putin place a parallel “now plan” alongside any new town programme, covering actions that can help
households today, including tackling empty homes, acquisitions where appropriate, addressing
stalled sites, and improving conditions and security in temporary accommodation and the private

rented sector.

Keep public reporting clear on timing and risk. Communications should distinguish between long-

term supply from a new town and near-term actions needed to address the current emergency.

DESIGN AND PLACEMAKING PRINCIPLES (Q3)

Apply a coherence test at outline stage. If the proposal is described as one new town, it should
demonstrate the single organising structure that makes it function as one, including a clear civic

heart, a legible movement spine, and an agreed hierarchy of centres.

Make public land value capture translate into permanent affordability. Where publicly owned land is
involved, the default expectation should be 100% affordable housing on public land, with at least

50% Social Rent, unless an evidence-based case is published to justify an alternative.

Publish baseline mapping of existing assets and constraints and how they shape the plan, including
publicly accessible countryside, rights of way, bridleways, heritage, employment clusters, SINCs and

ecological networks, and how these will be protected and improved.

Embed a stewardship model from the start. Public realm, parks, green and blue infrastructure, and
community assets should have a long-term management plan and funding model agreed early, with

democratic accountability.

Avoid locking residents into estate management charges for basic public realm and green space. The
default should be adoptable public realm, funded transparently through proper standards and

commuted sums or endowments, with resident stewardship arrangements.
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TRANSPORT (Q3)

Agree a TfL-backed, costed, phased transport strategy before progression, covering rail and bus
service levels, active travel networks, funding sources, delivery responsibilities, and commitments

on density, parking maxima, and mode share.

Use “no infrastructure, no occupation” triggers. If the strategy relies on low parking and high public
transport mode share, enabling transport infrastructure and service uplifts should be secured early,

not deferred to later phases.

Secure binding parking restraint and enforcement, including measures to prevent overspill into
surrounding streets, and a credible plan for ongoing management so car-lite outcomes are

maintained over time.

Make step-free access and inclusive design non-negotiable enabling infrastructure, including step-

free station access where rail is a core assumption of the transport case.

DELIVERY (Q6)

Adopt a Development Corporation or Mayoral Development Corporation model for any new town of
this scale, with London-level accountability for land assembly, infrastructure delivery and

sequencing, procurement, design quality, build-out rates, and long-term stewardship.

Ensure clear separation of roles where there is a conflict of interest. Where a borough owns land and
expects significant receipts, governance should prevent the borough acting as both landowner and

lead delivery body in a way that undermines objectivity and public trust.

Put in place London-wide monitoring and reporting for new town delivery. New town homes should
be recorded and scrutinised as part of London-wide delivery reporting, rather than used to support

borough Housing Delivery Test performance.

Design governance to survive electoral cycles, with transparent gateways, independent skills-based

appointments, and delivery standards that cannot be quietly diluted.
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS (Q7)

Publish mapped boundaries, a clear baseline, and early option testing before decisions are locked
in, covering countryside access and rights of way, food and productive land, water and wastewater

capacity, flood risk and drainage, biodiversity including SINCs, and climate resilience.

Adopt a no net loss commitment for meaningful countryside access, with routes remaining
continuous, legible, safe, and retaining their countryside character where that is the existing

experience, with diversions only where equivalent or better outcomes are demonstrated.

Secure an enforceable water strategy that is demand-led and designed in from the start, committing
to ultra-low mains water demand, reuse and rain capture where viable, metering, post-occupancy

monitoring and published performance, with clear consequences if targets are not met.

Make green and blue infrastructure structural and early, with binding standards for canopy,
overheatingrisk reduction, and SuDS that achieve greenfield runoff performance by phase, with long-

term maintenance secured.

Publish a full carbon account that separates building whole life carbon from land use change,
including soil carbon loss and the loss of sequestration from greenfield land take, and compares this

transparently against a brownfield-first scenario.

CROSS-CUTTING

Publish regular London-level transparency reporting on land value assumptions, costs, deliveryrisks,
environmental outcomes, and community benefits, so performance can be scrutinised and

interventions made early if delivery diverges from plan.

Ends
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