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Planning Sub Committee – 10 January 2022  
 
ADDENDUM REPORT  
 
UPDATE FOR CONSIDERATION AT PLANNING SUB-COMMITTEE  Item No. 8 
 
 

Reference No:  HGY/2021/2031 Ward: Woodside 

Address:  Wood Green Social Club, 3 & 4 Stuart Crescent, London, N22 5NJ 

Proposal: Partial demolition of rear extensions and construction of 5 x part two, part three storey mews 

dwellings. Demolition of three storey front projection, demolition and reconstruction of existing 2 nd 

floor of ‘Social Club’ building and change of use of first floor from Community use to C3 (Residential) 

with balcony areas and internal re-configuration of existing 5 no. residential units within 3 & 4 Stuart 

Crescent and creation of an additional 9 no. residential units with associated landscaping works and 

parking. 

 
Corrections and clarifications on the main report 

The report for the application refers to the site as the ‘Wood Green Labour Club’ in paragraphs 

3.3 and 6.21, while the address of the site being the ‘Wood Green Social Club, 3 & 4 Stuart 

Crescent’.  

While it is understood that the use of this site was linked to the Labour Club many years ago, 

such a connection has ceased with there being no connection in terms of use, ownership, and 

any other form of interest with the Labour Party over many years.  As such for the avoidance 

of doubt and purpose of clarification the references to ‘Wood Green Labour Club’ in 

paragraphs 3.3 and 6.21 should instead read as the ‘Wood Green Social Club’.  

Updated drawings in connection with condition 2 pg. 40 

A full set of revised drawings were submitted to reflect the changes discussed and shown in 

the published report. The following drawings substitute those listed in condition 2 pg. 40.  

Updated drawings:   

2102-EMR-SC-RL-AP-A-01101 – PL02, 2102-EMR-SC-B1-AP-A-02101 - PL02, 2-EMR-SC-

LG-AP-A-02102  - PL04, 2102-EMR-SC-00-AP-A-02103 - PL06, 2102-EMR-SC-01-AP-A-

02104 - PL06, 2102-EMR-SC-02-AP-A-02105 - PL06, 2102-EMR-SC-RL-AP-A-02106 - PL07, 

2102-EMR-SC-RL-AP-A-02107 - PL07, 2102-EMR-SC-ZZ-AP-A-04101 – PL04, 2102-EMR-

SC-ZZ-AP-A-04102– PL04, 2102-EMR-SC-ZZ-AP-A-04103 – PL02, 2102-EMR-SC-ZZ-AP-A-

04104 – PL04, 2102-EMR-SC-ZZ-AP-A-04105 – PL04, 2102-EMR-SC-ZZ-AP-A-04105 – 

PL03, 2102-EMR-SC-ZZ-AP-A-04107 – PL01, 2102-EMR-SC-ZZ-AP-A-05101 – PL04, 2102-

EMR-SC-ZZ-AP-A-05102 – PL05, 2102-EMR-SC-ZZ-AP-A-05103 – PL03, 2102-EMR-SC-

ZZ-AP-A-05104 – PL02, 2102-EMR-SC-ZZ-AP-A-05105 – PL03, 2102-EMR-SC-ZZ-AP-A-

05106– PL005, COMMITTEE MEMBERS BRIEFING VISUALISATIONS, Transport 

Statement. 

Replacing drawings:   
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00100 PL01, 02103 PL03, 02104 PL03, 02105 PL03, 02101 PL01, 02102 PL03, 02106 PL06, 

04101 PL02, 04102 PL02, 04103 PL01, 04104 PL03, 04105 PL03, 04106 PL02, 05101 PL01, 

05102 PL03, 05103 PL02, 05104 PL01, 05105 PL03, 05106 PL04, E1119-ESS-01 & 

Transport Statement. 

Additional internal consultation response: 

Additional comments from the Conservation Officer have bene provided as follows in respect 

of the amendments to the scheme: 

“Updated comments following changes to the design 

Further to my comments, there have been some amendments to the initial drawings submitted 

for this application. 

The amendments include alterations to the front elevations of the properties at nos. 3 and 4 

and the front garden and boundary of no. 4 Stuart Crescent. 

In terms of the property at no. 3, the fenestration at the front elevation has been slightly 

amended in an attempt to reduce the extensive glazed areas; the parapets have been raised 

in order to minimise the visual impact of the balconies; and the overhang on the top floor has 

been amended to simplify the design of the top floor. 

Overall, and taking into account the amendments to the scheme, the proposed alterations 

would reduce some of the mass and scale of the building, particularly to its part facing onto 

Stuart Crescent. Subject to details of the proposed materials and detailed design, the 

proposed alteration to the front elevation would slightly enhance the appearance of the existing 

property, which is considered that it would continue to detract from the character and 

appearance of the conservation area but to a less extent. 

As far as the locally listed building at no. 4 Stuart Crescent is concerned, the proposed new 

window on the front elevation has been removed and the proposed alterations have been kept 

to a minimum. A new door is proposed to replace an existing, non-original opening to 

accommodate the conversion of the building to two properties. The design of the front garden 

wall has also been amended and is now considered more in keeping with the traditional 

character of the locally listed property. 

Overall, and taking into account the amendments to the scheme, the alterations to the property 

at no. 4 would result in a slight enhancement of the locally listed building, which makes a 

positive contribution to the conservation area – the open and green character of the front 

garden would be restored and the proposed boundary wall would be in keeping with the 

character and appearance of the locally listed property. Part of the rear garden of no. 4 would 

be also restored.  

No changes have been made to the proposed new housing to the rear of the property at no. 

3 which, mainly due to its height and mass, would detract from the character of the area. 

While some elements of the proposed scheme are acceptable and would slightly enhance the 

character and appearance of the locally listed building, and subsequently the character and 

appearance of the conservation area, there are still elements, including the new mews housing 

to the rear, which would detract from it. Taking into consideration the condition and 
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appearance of the existing properties and of the area, the proposed works would result to 

some harm to the conservation area. This harm is considered to be less than substantial and 

should be weighed against the public benefits of the proposal.” 

Additional comment/ point of clarification in respect on ‘Energy & Sustainability’  

All of the apartments and houses irrespective of them being new build or refurbished will have 

an air source heat pump. Such an approach is being taken in response to the UK government’s 

commitment to phasing out the buying of gas boilers over the next decade.  

Additional comment in respect of section on Transport.  

Transport Officers have clarified that as the site’s has a PTAL of 5/6a, which denotes excellent 

connectivity to public transport services, irrespective of whether there are existing units on site 

and an element of on-site parking, all of the resulting units associated with this development 

are required to be ‘car free’, removing the ability of future occupiers to obtain an on-street 

parking permit, as secure by way of a S106 legal agreement.  The Council would use such a 

legal agreement to require the landowner(s) to advise all occupiers of the car-free status of 

the new units and in addition require a contribution of £4000 towards the amendment of the 

relevant Traffic Management Order (TMO).  
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Planning Sub Committee – 10 January 2022    
 
ADDENDUM REPORT FOR ITEMS 
 
UPDATE FOR CONSIDERATION AT PLANNING SUB-COMMITTEE Item No. 9 
 

Reference No: HGY/2021/2283 AND 
2284 

Ward: Northumberland Park 

 
Address: Printworks, Nos. 819-829 High Road, N17 8ER 
 
Proposal: Full planning application for the demolition of existing buildings and 
structures to the rear of 819-829 High Road; the demolition of 829 High Road; 
and redevelopment for a residential-led, mixed-use development comprising 
residential units (C3), flexible commercial, business and service uses (Class 
E), a cinema (Sui Generis), hard and soft landscaping, parking, and 
associated works. To include the change of use of 819-827 High Road to 
flexible residential (C3), cinema (Sui Generis), and commercial, business and 
service uses (Class E). 
 
Listed building consent: Internal and external alterations to 819/821 High 
Road (Grade II), including reinstatement of hipped roof, demolition works to 
the rear, facade and related external works, internal alterations, and 
associated works. 
 
Applicant: Goods Yard Tottenham Limited 
 
Ownership: Private  
 

 
The following items in green will show amendments/corrections/changes and red 
deletions. 
 
1. Correction on page 5 (1d). Following further discussions more units will be 

offered to the Council:   
 
Section 106 Heads of Terms: 

 
Affordable Housing 

 
1) Affordable Housing – Affordable Housing Scheme to be submitted for 

approval prior to commencement of development: 
d. LB Haringey to be offered first rights to purchase up to [4] [7] Low Cost 

Rented homes 
 
--- 
2. Correction on page 12 (para 3.3) page 47 (para 6.5.13) and page 55 (paragraph 

6.6.12). Distance between boundary and the existing Peacock Industrial Estate:   
 

Layout & Access 
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3.3 Cleared land to the rear of the retained and altered frontage buildings would be 
redeveloped in a series of new buildings based around two courtyards and provide 
active frontages to Brunswick Square, Percival Court and (pulled back from the 
boundary by between 2.8 and 3.1m 2.3 and 4.3m) the existing Peacock Industrial 
Estate and future development of this as part of the wider development of the High 
Rad West Site Allocation. 
 

 
 
--- 
3. Correction on page 12 (para 3.5). Height along the western boundary between 

these corner blocks:   
 

Layout & Access 
 

3.5 A small basement car parking area would sit under the western part of the 
proposed Printworks Building, accessed from Percival Court. The buildings would 
extend from two storeys at its High Road frontage to a maximum 7 storeys at the 
north-west corner, with the remainder of the proposed scheme being at lower heights 
– notably 6 storeys in the south-west corner, 4 5 storeys along the western boundary 
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between these corner blocks, and 2/3 storeys rising from the rear of the High Road 
properties. 
 
--- 
4. Correction on page 14 (Table 01: Proposed land uses and parking provision). 

Residential GIA 6,517sqm is incorrect – it should be 6,571sqm:   
 

Table 01: Proposed land uses and parking provision. 

 

Total floorspace 10,036sqm (GIA) 

Residential 23 x 1-bed 
35 x 2-bed 
13 x 3-bed 
1 x 4-bed 

72 homes  
6,517sqm 6,571sqm (GIA) 

 
--- 
5. Correction on page 17 (para 3.18). Land should read Lane:   
 
3.18 To the west of the site is the Peacock Industrial Estate (accessed via White 
Hart Land Lane and Brunswick Square). Immediately to the west of the site is the 
Estate’s access and parking area, with 2-storey industrial and warehousing units 
approx. 16-19m from the boundary. Existing occupiers of the nearest units include a 
car repair garage, window and door manufacturer and bakery. 
 
--- 
6. Correction on page 17 (para 3.19). The presence of a Photography Suite cannot 

be confirmed so it has been omitted:   
 

Existing Land Uses 

3.19 The site currently accommodates a number of uses based in buildings fronting 
the High Road and premises to the rear. These include 3 x health and beauty 
businesses (hairdressers, barbers, and nail bar), a bridal gown shop and a 
photography shop and the La Royale Banqueting Suite. 
 
--- 
7. Correction on page 33 (para 6.3.13). Net increase of 6,015sqm (GIA) incorrect as 

referencing incorrect figure above – should = 6,069sqm (6,571(Pr.) – 502(Ex.)):   
 
6.3.13 The proposed scheme would deliver a net increase of approx. 6,015sqm 
6,571sqm (GIA) of residential floorspace or 59 homes. As such, the loss of the 
existing 13 homes would be acceptable in principle. 
 
--- 
8. Correction on page 36 (para 6.3.23). The cinema would have 5 screens not 4 as 

stated:   
 
6.3.23 The proposed 4 5 x screen cinema would be an appropriate use of the ground 
floor of the site, be of an appropriate scale, provide an active frontage to the High 
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Road and help meet the leisure requirement of the Site Allocation. It would also 
complement the approved ‘cultural quarter’ on the other side of the High Road (at 
Northumberland Terrace, Nos. 798 to 808 High Road) in Site Allocation NT4. In the 
absence of an available sequentially preferable location within Site Allocation NT5, 
the proposed use is considered acceptable. 
 
9. Correction on page 54 (paragraph 6.6.5). Only lifts in Cores A & B rather than all 

lifts would provide direct access to the proposed basement car park:   
 
6.6.5 Five of the proposed wheelchair accessible dwellings would be within Core A 
(the western most wing of the proposed building) and three would be in Core B (the 
wing closest to the High Road frontage buildings). They would all be accessed via a 
lobby from a reconfigured Brunswick Square, with a separate pedestrian footway. 
Core A would be served by 2 x lifts and (the smaller) Core B would be served by 1 x 
lift. All lifts Lifts in Cores A & B would provide direct access to the proposed 
basement car park. Proposed emergency evacuation provision is addressed under 
Fire, Safety and Security below (and is considered acceptable).  
 
--- 
10. Correction on page 61 (paragraph 6.9.2). To quote the latest relevant paragraph 

from the NPPF:   
 
6.9 Heritage Conservation  

 
6.9.1 Paragraph 196 Paragraph 202 of the revised NPPF sets out that where a 
development proposal will lead to less than substantial harm to the significance of a 
designated heritage asset, this harm should be weighed against the public benefits 
of the proposal including, where appropriate, securing its optimum viable use. 
 
--- 
11. Correction on page 97 (paragraph 7.1). Correction to CIL amounts as they used 

new CIL rates that are not yet adopted. The increased residential CIL rate in the 
east of the borough from £15psm to £50psm can only be sought by law for 
permissions granted after the date it ‘takes effect’. It is currently at examination, 
may need further modifications which would require further consultation, and 
would then need relevant reporting through Committees, Cabinet and Full 
Council for formal approval – before it is adopted. In any event, the correct CIL 
charge rate at the point of planning permission would be charged if granted. 

 
7. COMMUNITY INFRASTRUCTURE LEVY (CIL) 

 
7.1 Based on the information given on the plans, the Mayoral CIL would be 
£312,582, and the Haringey CIL charge would be £190,288 £57,086.  These are 
net figures and take into account social housing relief, subject to relief being 
confirmed and applying the correct CIL charge rate at the point of planning 
permission. 

 
--- 
12. Associated correction to Informative number 2 
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2. Community Infrastructure Levy. The applicant is advised that the proposed 
development will be liable for the Mayor of London and Haringey CIL.  Based on 
the information given on the plans, the Mayor’s CIL would be £312,582 and 
(based on the current Haringey CIL charge rate for the Eastern Zone of £15 per 
square metre (£20.90 with indexation) the Haringey CIL charge would be 
£190,288 £57,086, giving a total of £502,870 £369,668. This will be collected by 
Haringey after the scheme is implemented and could be subject to surcharges for 
failure to assume liability, for failure to submit a commencement notice and/or for 
late payment, and subject to indexation in line with the construction costs index. 

 
--- 
13. A revised Daylighting and Sunlight Assessment has been submitted which is 

discussed at page 56 paragraph 6.6.16 onwards in the report. 
 
The daylight/sunlight section relates to the original assessment (July 2021), 
rather than the first addendum (November 2021). The latter achieves better 
results; however, this has been improved again by the second addendum. The 
second addendum is attached to this addendum as Appendix 1. These changes 
have come about following design changes to improve the living 
conditions/amenity to several homes. 

 
--- 
14. Associated correction to page 56 paras 6.6.16 – 6.6.18 
 

Daylight/Sunlight/overshadowing – Future Occupiers 
 

6.6.16 The applicant’s Daylight and Sunlight Report (July 2021) reports on an 
assessment of all 72 proposed homes (212 proposed habitable rooms).  
 
6.6.17 The full nature of the application, with detailed proposed floor plans, allows 
Average Daylight Factor (ADF) to be used to consider daylight.  The assessment 
found that 163 (77%) of proposed habitable rooms tested would satisfy the relevant 
ADF figures for different room types (with this increasing to 83% if the less stringent 
living room target of 1.5% is applied to Living/Kitchen/Dining and Living/Dining 
Rooms).   

 
6.6.18 The assessment of sunlight used Average Potential Sunlight Hours (APSH). 
This found that 37 (48%) of the main living rooms with a southerly aspect would 
satisfy the BRE guidelines. This is considered reasonable for a proposed high-
density flatted scheme and the overall level of residential amenity homes is 
considered good. 
 
6.6.16 The applicant submitted two Addendum Internal Daylight and Sunlight 
Reports (November 2021 and January 2022) following minor design amendments to 
fenestration and internal layouts, which were made in response to officer comments 
relating to daylight, energy and privacy/overlooking.  
  
6.6.17 Out of the 212 habitable rooms, 169 (80%) would satisfy the relevant Average 
Daylight Factor (ADF) figures for different room types (with this increasing to 86% if 
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the less stringent living room target of 1.5% is applied to Living/Kitchen/Dining and 
Living/Dining Rooms).  
 
6.6.18 Of the 50 main living rooms (including Living/Kitchen/Dining and Living/Dining 
Rooms) with a southerly aspect, 34 (68%) would satisfy the BRE sunlight guidelines 
for Annual Probable Sunlight Hours (APSH). Officers consider that this demonstrates 
an overall acceptable level of daylight and sunlight for the proposed homes. 
 
--- 
15. Addition to Condition 5 (Basement Impact Mitigation Measures) to focus on 

impacted buildings: 
 

5. Basement impact mitigation measures (PRE-COMMENCEMENT in part) 
(a) Notwithstanding the information submitted with the application no 
development shall take place until a final Method Statement for the construction 
of the basement has been submitted to and approved in writing by the local 
planning authority. 

 
The Method Statement shall demonstrate that the predicted Burland Scale at the 
time of the construction phase is no more than Burland Scale 1 in relation to 
neighbouring buildings/structures within the zone of influence. It shall include pre-
commencement condition surveys of nearby buildings (being any buildings within 
the zone that may be impacted by construction works) and the proposed systems 
of excavation support including any underpinning. The development thereafter 
shall be carried out in accordance with this approved methodology and detail…. 

 
--- 
16. Correction to Condition 8 to align the opening restrictions with expected tenant 

requirements.  
 

8. Cinema/Commercial Units - Café/restaurant Opening Hours 
(a) Neither the cinema nor any café/restaurant use (Use Class E(b)) shall only be 
open to the public between the hours of 0706.00 to 2324.00 (Monday to 
Saturday) and 0806.00 to 23.00 (Sundays and Public Holidays). 

 
REASON: To safeguard residential amenity.  

 
--- 
17. Correction to Condition 10 to align with Building Regulations Approved Document 

E (ADE) – which allows the internal noise insulation levels for the dwellings to be 
≥DnT.w + Ctr 55 dB (as opposed to 60 dB) 

 
10. Cinema/Commercial Units – Noise Attenuation  
(a) No development of the Printworks building at slab level or above shall 
commence until such times as full details of the floor slab and any other noise 
attenuation measures between the ground floor cinema and/or commercial unit 
and dwellings on the first floor have been submitted to and approved in writing by 
the Local Planning Authority. 
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(b) The details shall be designed to ensure that at any junction between dwellings 
and the ground floor commercial unit, the internal noise insulation level for the 
dwellings is no less than 6055 dB DnT,w + Ctr…  

 
18. Correction to Condition 21 to add ‘fronting the western façade of the 

development’ to enable the relevant properties only to be affected. 
 
21. Ground Floor Western Boundary Details 
(a) No development shall commence above ground floor slab level of the Printworks 
Building until details of the approved boundary wall between the site and the 
Peacock Industrial Estate to the west have been submitted to and approved in 
writing by the Local Planning Authority. 
 
(b) The approved boundary fence and/or building elevation shall be provided before 
any dwelling fronting the western façade of the development in Cores A and C are 
first occupied and shall be maintained thereafter. 
 
REASON: To ensure a satisfactory boundary treatment between the Printworks 
Building and the Peacock Industrial Estate and ensure a satisfactory internal noise 
environment for the approved homes fronting the Estate.  
 
--- 
19. Correction to Condition 37 to show the exact number indicated in the submission: 
 
37. Cycle Parking Details (PRE-COMMENCEMENT) 
(a) No development of the Printworks Buildings shall commence until details of cycle 
parking (136 long-stay residential, 4 commercial and 22 visitor spaces, unless 
otherwise agreed in writing 152 long-stay and 22 sort-stay) and provision for 
changing/locker space for the cinema and commercial units in the Printworks 
Building have been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning 
Authority.  
 
(b) The cycle parking details shall demonstrate compliance with the relevant 
standards in Policy T5 of the London Plan (2021) and the London Cycling Design 
Standards.  
 
(c) The cycle parking provision shall be implemented in accordance with the 
approved details and retained thereafter for this use only. 
 
REASON: To promote travel by sustainable modes of transport and to comply with 
Policy T5 of the London Plan (2021) minimum cycle parking standards and the 
London Cycling Design Standards. 
 
--- 
20. Correction to Listed Building Condition 8 to allow investigative work: 
 
Approval of Details PRE-COMMENCEMENT 
8. (a) Prior to the commencement of any relevant works, save for investigative work, 
details in respect of the following shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the 
Local Planning Authority before the relevant work is begun… 
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Planning Sub Committee – 10 January 2022    
 
ADDENDUM REPORT FOR ITEMS 
 
UPDATE FOR CONSIDERATION AT PLANNING SUB-COMMITTEE Item No. 3 
 

Reference No: HGY/2021/2882 Ward: Seven Sisters 

 
Address: Land adjoining 
Remington Road and Pulford Road 
London N15 
 
Proposal: Redevelopment of site including demolition of garages to provide 46 
new homes for Council rent (Use Class C3) comprising part 3, 5 and 6 storey 
apartment buildings (31 homes) and 1, 2 and 3 storey houses and maisonettes (15 
homes) with associated amenity space, landscaping, refuse/ recycling and cycle 
storage facilities. Reconfiguration of Remington Road as one-way street, 7 on-
street parking spaces, children's play space, public realm improvements and 
relocation of existing refuse/recycling facilities. 
 
Applicant: LBH Haringey 
 
Ownership: Council  
 

 
Corrected occupancy - section 3.2 
 

4 x four-bed six-person units (9%) 
 

To clarify, the 15 townhouses include 4 maisonettes and 11 townhouses. This 
comprises a significant portion of family size homes. 
 
There is no part of the development at 4 storeys which requires for the following: 
 
Corrected section 3.4 
 
The proposed buildings would be a mix of 2-storey townhouses and taller buildings of 
3, 4, 5 and 6 storeys in height.  
 
 
Corrected section 6.2.30 
 
To the north-east, 4, 2- and 3-storey maisonette properties are designed against the 
railway embankment and adjacent an existing sub-station on open land which forms 
a turning head at the end of Pulford Road.  

Corrected section 6.4.14 
 
The (4, 2, 3-storey) maisonette properties are designed against the railway 
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embankment and adjacent an existing sub-station on open land which forms a turning 
head at the end of Pulford Road. 

Section 5.4 clarification that support is from Cllr Blake  
 
The following Councillor made representations: 
 
Cllr Barbara J Blake (Support) 
 

Appendix 1: Conditions  
 
Clarification on the number of trees to be provided. Condition 18-  

d.    Those new trees (which shall be no less than 63) and shrubs to be planted 
together with a schedule of species shall be submitted to, and approved in 
writing by, the Local Planning Authority prior to the commencement of the 
development.   

 
 
Appendix 2: Internal consultation 
 
LBH Trees officer: 
I have reviewed the application, including the Arb report. It is proposed to remove 15 
trees which are predominantly categorised as ‘C’ in accordance with BS 5837. These 
are trees of low quality and value and as such should not be an impediment to 
development. A small number of category B trees are also proposed for removal. To 
mitigate for the loss of existing canopy cover, the new landscaping plan proposes the 
planting of 63 new trees, including both native and ornamental species. The new trees 
will increase local canopy cover and provide a much more diverse tree resource for 
the area. This will increase biodiversity, improve the local environment and enhance 
the quality of life for existing and future residents.  
 

Appendix 3: Neighbour Representations Update 
 
Response by applicant to objection received on 1st January 2022 by J Grant, 1 
Rycroft Way: 
 

1. Objector’s comments and responses (responses in blue from 

the applicant team) 
 

Unequal treatment of disabled residents  
 
While overall the development is able to meet the standards of light on balance, the units 
which have been designed for wheelchair users are much more likely to fail to meet the 
standards. Particularly H03 which is a two bedroom home has the entire living area and one 
of the bedrooms as areas which won't receive any direct sunlight. None of the gardens 
receive direct sunlight either. Anyone living in a home that doesn't get sunlight is bad but 
particularly people with disabilities who are both less mobile and more likely to have 
depression and anxiety 
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Map of areas that receive no direct sunlight, H02-H05 are wheelchair designated homes, 
there is only one further wheelchair designed home in the mews section 

 
 
 

- The wheelchair homes are placed at ground level for accessibility. It has its own 
entrance, amenity spaces to the front, and the rear is its dual aspect and is 71sqm. 
10sqm larger than national housing standard requirements.  

- The proposal achieves 96% compliance overall for internal daylight and sunlight in 
all habitable rooms, which is very high for an urban area. 

- The wheelchair homes are open plan living and kitchen rather than an enclosed 
kitchen so that it is more useable for a wheelchair user. This makes the room 
deeper.  

- With an enclosed kitchen, the rooms would comply to BRE standards for internal 
daylight. 

 
-  

While the majority of the pavement areas within the site do meet the minimum standard of 
2m width predominantly the areas that fail to meet this standard are clustered around the 
wheelchair designed homes and disabled parking. Shown on map on following page. 
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Also the disabled parking is all under trees which present specific difficulties to disabled 
residents through leaf and branch fall and location should be reconsidered.  
 
The pavements meet The Department of Transport (DfT) guidance for Inclusive Mobility 
which states the following for the widths of streets: 
-      For two wheelchairs to pass is ideally 2000mm. 
-      A minimum of 1500mm for two wheelchair passing is acceptable in most instances. 
-      For one wheelchair is a minimum width is 1000mm. 
 
The proposal  the DfT guidance 
 
Failure to meet the Urban Green factor 
 
Even by the calculations offered by the applicant the project sits at 0.396316726, below the 
mayor's target of 0.40, which has been manually rounded up by the applicant in the provided 
spreadsheet.  
 

- The UGF spreadsheet supplied by the GLA automatically rounds this figure up.  
- 0.40 is a target figure, not a requirement. 

 
I have further concerns on how the calculation made for the urban greening factor was 
reached, with a number of category errors that inflate its score;  
 
-inclusion of softplay area, permeable hard surface, into semi natural vegetation category 
 
All soft play areas are included in the category of permeable paving (as the soft play surface 
consists of a ‘surface wetpour’ which is permeable) or into semi-natural vegetation. The play 
areas included within the category of semi-natural vegetation consist of species-rich 
grassland. The category of permeable hard surface is not included in the semi-natural 
vegetation category but can be found under ‘permeable paving’. 
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-inclusion of amenity grassland in semi natural vegetation category, the Urban green factor 
is clear that irregardless of the species grass that is kept at a low enough level to allow for 
play, as is intended on numerous areas on this site, should be categorized as amenity 
grassland and not semi-natural vegetation  
 
The areas for category semi-natural vegetation have all been included as the landscaped 
design is proposing species-rich grassland, which, in some instances, allows for doorstep 
play too. These areas will be constructed and maintained to the standards of semi-natural 
vegetation. 
 
-inclusion of access hatches and machinery (I’m not including solar panels which are 
permitted for inclusion in category) into extensive green roof category 
 
The roof plant equipment sits on top of a green roof usable to lay under solar panels and 
plant equipment. Therefore, this area can be included in the calculations.  
 
If the mistakes in calculation I outline above are corrected the project will fall drastically 
below the Urban greening factor, how could it not? At its heart it is replacing a small park 
with a block of flats 
 
0.4 UGF is achieved based on the GLA measurement criteria. 
 
Loss of green park space 
 
The site currently is 52% public green open space- 2940m2 
Its 38% pavements, roads and parking spaces- 2151m2  
 
Following the development the amount of the site that would be paving, roads and parking 
spaces would rise to 42%- 2312m2 but the amount of public green open space would drop 
to 507m2, 9%.  
 
It is a target within Haringey council drafted green and open spaces strategy to increase the 
amount of pocket parks within the borough by 250m2 per year, the loss of public park space 
on this single site would be the equivalent of 10 years of meeting that borough wide target.  
 
The applicant was advised by the QRP to explore options to keep a bulk of the park space 
and the bulk of new housing units by keeping the development to the line of pre-existing 
housing on the site and one of the justifications for rejecting this sensible compromise 
between competing priorities of the council was that the design lead to ‘reduced public 
space’ 
 
An option was explored to retain some of the open space with a linear block as requested by 
the QRP.  However, this option was discounted for the following reasons: 
• Habitable rooms are due north facing on one side of the block.  
 • Proximity to Network Rail’s boundary. 
 • Small communal amenity to Network Rail’s boundary.  
 • 11 fewer homes.  
 
Through our S105 consultation process, 671 households were consulted who live close to 
the proposed site to inquire if they use the open space. 
In summary:  
 
-      Only 17 use the open space.  
-      Only four use the open space on a daily basis. 
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At the statutory consultation, there were no objections from households who live in the 
immediate area. 
 
Play space 
 
The applicant is introducing play space but doesn’t take existing residents into account when 
calculating the requirements for children playspace, despite them also being council homes 
and having the same needs, particularly as of the 38 responses they received from tenants 
and leaseholders 17 said they used the green space, which if representative of the 670 
households on the estate would be considerably more numerous than the 46 new units. Of 
the proposed 898m2 of proposed child play space the largest bulk of it comes from the south 
LEAP (524m2), which is created by improving existing green space incorporated into a play 
area.  
 
The second largest LEAP (250m) is also for the most part currently an amenity space for the 
existing tenants. The existing tenants and units should be included in the calculation for 
playspace if they are losing a significant amenity to the proposed development and the sites 
being proposed to meet the child play space requirement will be spaces they will share with 
the new tenants. Only 124m2 of LEAP won’t be shared space with existing tenants.  
 
In the application there doesn’t seem to be much at all separating their proposed LEAPs 
from the current site- the largest of the LEAP is the proposed addition to Moreton road with 
the majority of the site taken up with  ‘informal play areas’ with a ‘meandering path’ is 
grasslands with a hard surface path, this is both what is already present in the parkspace on 
Remington road but also what is offered on the site of the proposed LEAP now, yet this is 
counted as new for the purposes of this project? 
 
The proposed play space provision meets the requirements of the London Plan in terms of 
size, type of play and travel distances.  
 
Please note the following: 

- The development is required to provide additional LAPs (i.e. non-equipped play area) 
not LEAPs (i.e. equipped play area) for the proposal. 

- Calculations of LAPs are based on the London Plan, child yield calculator.  
- Total LAP space provided = 898sqm, which exceeds the required play space area by 

343sqm.  
- This includes enhancements to a grass area at the corner of Pulford and Morton 

Road. 
- We are not required to calculate existing children. However, we have provided 

343sqm additional LAP areas and significant improvements to the public realm. 
- The existing LEAP at the corner of Pulford and Morton Road at the corner of Pulford 

and Morton Road is retained. 
 
Photos of the site May 2012 
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The applicant might claim that these aren’t designated spaces but they are clearly amenity 
recreational areas intended for the existing council estate. 
 
Also, I have been unable to confirm if this statement from a resident is correct but feedback 
received by the council from a resident claims that this site was created by a train crash that 
killed residents in the homes that existed on the site in the 50s, and that the council 
promised residents they wouldn’t build on the site due to those deaths. If this is the case 
anywhere but a council estate this would be considered a memorial garden.  
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Through the S105 consultation process, 671 households were consulted who live close to 
the proposed site to inquire if they use the open space. 
In summary:  
 
-      Only 17 use the open space.  
-      Only four use the open space on a daily basis. 
 
At the statutory consultation, there were no objections from households who live in the 
immediate area. 
 
Overlooking, access and light 
 
One concern with the daylight and sunlight report produced is that as standard they don’t 
include trees in its analysis of light levels, while this raises concerns for the disabled 
residents who will already face low or no level of sunlight outlines above as there will be 
trees introduced outside of their home at the front and rear (x amount of trees added to rear 
communal garden) and this dense tree growth should have been analysed in the daylight 
and sunlight report) 
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However this decision was particularly inappropriate at the rear of the townhouses  
 

 
 
These face out towards the slope of the railway line and face a thick forest of trees which 
rises to 3 stories above them. As show on the diagram above, only during the height of 
summer would light reach the ground floor windows of the homes, and the gardens would 
never receive direct sunlight. In the Townhouse type TH.C this ground floor room would be 
the dining/living room and would receive no through light from the front of the house due to 
internal walls, leaving the main living space of the homes receiving sunlight only on rare 
occasions in summer. 
 
The daylight and sunlight for internal rooms assessment has been carried out based on the 
established BRE criteria. 
 
Even with the current report Of the 18 private gardens, 14 receive less than 2 hours of 
sunlight on March 21st in all of the garden and only two actually meet the requirement of half 
of the garden receiving 2 hours of sunlight on March 21st. The communal garden isn’t 
analysed but as the gardens that surround it don’t meet the requirement it’s safe to assume 
it doesn’t either. It is hard to give much credence to the claim that this green space is 
improved then, as a North facing communal amenity space is a negative in their own 
analysis and this one in particular is likely to not reach the BRE standards for light, which the 
current layout does achieve.  
 
BRE guide for external spaces is intended to be used flexibly, particularly in urban locations, 
and the assessors are of the opinion that the proposal still provides a good level of external 
amenity for its future occupants, especially when taking into account the site constraints.  
 
All outdoor amenity spaces are usable and attractive. The northeast facing communal 
amenity space is supplemented with new south facing amenity spaces such as Seven 
Sisters Square. No home has a private amenity space that faces solely due north. 
 
Access  
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For access the refuse trucks will pass along Remington road, this presents a conflict as 
there is not the width for the truck to pass by the planned trees, there are 10 tree’s along the 
route that a truck would pass through (green lines represent the swept path of the trucks 
body, red lines the swept path of the trucks, its particularly bad at the end of the road where 
there is a double row of trees planned. As refuse trucks are 4m high they won’t pass under 
trees canopy but push through it.  
 
-    Suitable semi mature trees are proposed along the streets areas. 
-    A tree schedule has been provided and stated that crowns of the tree are 2m above the 

pavement to allow for vehicles to pass under and for vision splays. 
-   The trees have been specified at standard supply sizes 20-25cm girth min 2m clear stem - 

the Pyrus (Pyrus calleryana 'red Spire) - proposed is a narrow-crowned tree that should not 
significantly encroach on the road space. It has deep roots and is suitable for street 
planting, is, frost and pollution tolerant and has good wind resistance - it has small leaves 
that will remain on the tree well into autumn and early winter depending on the weather. It 
has an average growth rate (approx. 12cm per year). 

-  the trees will be 'street trees' so their maintenance/trimming will be carried out by Highways 
and it is expected that there should not be any issues with foliage/branches impacting the 
ability to make refuse and recycling collections.  

 
And this what's shown in the reports offered by the applicant, however tree’s grow, the ones 
suggested for Remington road grow at 1-2 feet per year according to RHS. The suggestion 
of the applicant and the usual procedure on council estates is for them to be trimmed every 5 
years, this would result in two tree’s closing the gap between them by 10-20 feet, or the 
entirety of the road. It’s telling that the applicant did not choose to forego a couple of tree’s 
here when they are adding so many trees to the site, in likelihood this is because the loss of 
two trees would have meant they failed to reach the UGF threshold even overlooking the 
errors outlined above.  
 

- Trees should be pruned every 2-3 years while young and every 3-5 years thereafter. 
- The trees have been specified at this size as this is best for establishment.  

 
Overlooking  
 
for the existing tenants as the side of their homes facing the proposed building is kitchen 
entrance hall and walkway there shouldn’t be a severe issue, however for the new tenants in 
the block they will be facing five stories of walkways which run the entire length of the 
building, this is the most extreme example of overlooking that could be produced- offering an 
individual panoramic views into any of the proposed flats they chose to.  
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As part of the applicants justification for rejecting option 5, the design the QRP suggested 
the they explained there was a negative due to ‘Compromised privacy to windows due to 
deck access” the same logic should be applied to the applicants preferred option, with the 
existing flats opposite having deck access running the length of the building and will be 
much closer than in the option the QRP suggested exploring.  
 

- The separation distance to the existing housing block is 15.8m – 18.2m  
- The existing block has non-habitable rooms of small kitchens, entrances and 

bathrooms facing Remington Road 
- Daylight and sunlight testing has been provided to confirm that the proposed 

separation distance to the existing habitable is acceptable based on BRE criteria.  
- The overlooking distance was increased by 2m following QRP comments. 
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