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1.

Project name and site address

The Goods Yard, 36 and 44-52 White Hart Lane, Tottenham, London N17 8DP
HGY/2018/0187 & HGY/2018/0188
2.

Presenting team

Dan Bukin
Russ McGuinn
Katy Wright
Sean Bashforth
3.

F3 Architects LLP
F3 Architects LLP
F3 Architects LLP
Quod

Aims of the Quality Review Panel meeting

The Quality Review Panel provides impartial and objective advice from a diverse
range of highly experienced practitioners. This report draws together the panel’s
advice, and is not intended to be a minute of the proceedings. It is intended that the
panel’s advice may assist the development management team in negotiating design
improvements where appropriate and in addition may support decision-making by the
Planning Committee, in order to secure the highest possible quality of development.
4.

Planning authority’s views

The application site forms part of site allocation NT5 (High Road West) within the
Tottenham Area Action Plan (AAP). The proposal has not previously been reviewed
by the QRP but an application has been submitted. Only matters of site access and
heritage matters pertaining to Station Master’s House are set out full, with all other
matters being reserved.
A masterplan is in place for the area (‘the High Road West masterplan’) prepared by
Arup and adopted by Cabinet in 2014. As per Spatial Strategy Policy SP1, the site is
located within the Northumberland Park Area of Change. In order to accommodate
Haringey’s growing population, SP1 requires that development in Growth Areas
maximises site opportunities, provides appropriate links to, and benefits for,
surrounding areas and communities, and provides the necessary infrastructure and is
in accordance with the full range of the council’s planning policies and objectives.
The NT5 site allocation for the wider area calls for a masterplanned, comprehensive
development creating a new residential neighbourhood and a new leisure destination
for London.
Site requirements indicate that the applicant’s development should accord with the
principles set out in the most up-to-date, council-approved masterplan. Officers seek
the panel’s view on the proposals, especially with regard as to whether the scheme is
in accordance with the wider masterplan, in addition to the scale, massing and design
of the development. Officers also note some concerns about the proposed access
from White Hart Lane.
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Quality Review Panel’s views

Summary
The development proposals for the Goods Yard site sit within the Council’s High
Road Masterplan, and the panel supports the aspirations set out by the planning
authority in this document. The panel is concerned, however, that the current hybrid
planning application would make it difficult for the wider masterplan vision to be
successfully delivered.
The development of the Goods Yard site should facilitate the future delivery of the
wider masterplan, and set a benchmark for high quality design in this part of
Tottenham. The panel is unable to support the current planning application as it
considers that the scheme exceeds the quantum of development proposed in the
adopted masterplan, and will constrain development to the east of the site. The
proposals also provide inadequate open space for the density of development
proposed, and rely on neighbouring sites to make up this shortfall.
The panel would support further consideration of the distribution of massing and
scheme layout, especially with regard to the eastern edge of the site at block C, to
ensure that what is proposed in this location will facilitate high quality development on
the master plan site as a whole, in addition to high quality open spaces and routes
within this first phase of the development.
The panel supports the general approach to the southern section of the site, around
the Station Master’s House, although this will only be successful if vehicular access
can be restricted at this entrance in a legally binding way, once the remaining phases
are completed and the alternative vehicular access allowed for in the master plan is
secured. Further details on the panel’s views are provided below.
Massing and development density
•

The panel considers that the proposed density of development is exceeding
that identified within the adopted wider masterplan for the area.

•

This has compromised the amount and quality of open space within the site
and within the wider area, and makes the unacceptable assumption that
neighbouring developments will have to make up the shortfall.

•

The panel feels that if this proposal is to come forward before the other
phases, then the overall development density needs to reduce, to enable
adequate levels of open space within the site.

•

In comparison to the wider masterplan, the scale of the towers in the current
proposals are wider and broader, which will have a negative impact on the
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courtyards, open spaces and accommodation adjacent, in terms of place
quality, overshadowing, and reduced access to daylight and sunlight.
•

The panel would encourage the design team to re-think the distribution of the
accommodation in order to ensure that the development works well in terms of
the amount (and quality) of open space provided, the amenity of courtyards
within blocks, the nature of the routes and the interface with future
developments to the east within the master plan area.

•

There may be some flexibility in adjusting the heights of the towers subject to
a detailed assessment of their impact on long distance views.

Scheme layout and architectural expression
•

The configuration of blocks C and B requires further consideration, as they
currently create a very difficult junction at the boundary to the neighbouring
areas of the masterplan to the east.

•

In the adopted masterplan, block C represents half of a courtyard block,
presenting a party wall at the interface of the neighbouring site for the
equivalent half of the block.

•

Block C in particular is unacceptable in its current form as it now presents a
‘closed’ section of building frontage very close to the boundary. This will
significantly restrict the development that can be achieved on the neighbouring
site immediately adjacent at the east, whilst also creating a very enclosed and
deep street section at this interface.

•

The internal courtyard of block C is now also much smaller, with a reduction in
quality and amenity, and a greater degree of overshadowing due to the
increase in width of the tower element in addition to the new wing of
accommodation that closes the courtyard at the eastern end of the site.

•

The panel considers that none of the potential wider scheme layout options
presented at the review successfully address the problem with the interface at
block C.

•

The panel would support further consideration of this part of the scheme, to
ensure that what is proposed in this location will facilitate high quality
development adjacent, in addition to high quality open spaces and routes,
both within and around the blocks themselves.

•

The proposal for a mixed-use ‘shared surface’ space at the southern entrance
to the site around the Station Master’s House seems well-considered.
However, this will only be successful if vehicle access at this point is seen as a
short-term measure. Once the remaining parts of the master plan area are
developed the main vehicle access to the site should be taken through the site
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to the east as shown on the master plan, and this should be secured through a
S106 Agreement.
•

The architectural expression of the detailed (full) elements of the planning
application was not discussed in detail at the review as the panel’s comments
were at a more strategic level.

Inclusive and sustainable design
•

The panel would like to see more information on the technical aspects of the
proposals, including results of studies undertaken, plus plans and sections
marked up to illustrate the findings (in terms of daylight, sunlight, and wind).

Next Steps
The panel would welcome a further opportunity to review the proposals. They
highlight a number of action points for consideration by the design team, in
consultation with Haringey officers.

Appendix: Haringey Quality Charter
Policy DM1: Delivering High Quality Design
All new development and changes of use must achieve a high standard of design and
contribute to the distinctive character and amenity of the local area. The Council will support
design-led development proposals which meet the following criteria:
a)
Relate positively to neighbouring structures, new or old, to create a harmonious whole;
b)
Make a positive contribution to a place, improving the character and quality of an area;
c)
Confidently address feedback from local consultation;
d)
Demonstrate how the quality of the development will be secured when it is built; and
e)
Are inclusive and incorporate sustainable design and construction principles.
Design Standards
Character of development - development proposals should relate positively to their locality,
having regard to:
a)
Building heights;
b)
Form, scale & massing prevailing around the site;
c)
Urban grain, and the framework of routes and spaces connecting locally and more
widely;
d)
Maintaining a sense of enclosure and, where appropriate, following existing building
lines;
e)
Rhythm of any neighbouring or local regular plot and building widths;
f)
Active, lively frontages to the public realm; and
g)
Distinctive local architectural styles, detailing and materials.
Haringey Development Management DPD (2017)
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Appendix 6 - GLA Stage 1 Report

planning report GLA/4567/01
8 May 2018

The Goods Yard, 36 & 44-52 White Hart Lane
in the London Borough of Haringey
planning application no. HGY/2018/0187
Strategic planning application stage 1 referral
Town & Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended); Greater London Authority Acts 1999 and 2007;
Town & Country Planning (Mayor of London) Order 2008.
The proposal
Hybrid planning application (part outline, part detailed) for the demolition of existing buildings,
and construction of a residential-led mixed-use development in buildings of up to 21 storeys,
comprising up to 31,000 sq.m. of residential space (up to 316 units), and up to 1,450 sq.m. of
non-residential space. Change of use of 52 White Hart Lane from residential to restaurant/cafe.
The applicant
The applicant is Tottenham Hotspur Football & Athletic Co. Ltd., and the architect is F3.
Strategic issues
Principle of development: Although the principle of a high-density residential-led development on this site is supported, the outline form of nearly all of the application site, together with
the complete absence of pre-application discussions, raises concerns about the quality of the
proposals, particularly in relation to the impact on heritage assets. The applicant is advised to
submit a full application, or key elements in detail, to allow the proposals to be fully assessed.
Affordable housing: A minimum of 35% without public subsidy is proposed, and 40% with
public subsidy, with the unit mix and affordable tenure to be detailed in reserved matters
applications. As the site is a non-designated industrial site, a minimum threshold of 50%
affordable housing is required in order to follow the fast track route and the applicant must
therefore provide a viability assessment based on a policy compliant tenure mix. Early and late
stage viability reviews are required, in accordance with Policy H6 of the draft London Plan and the
Mayor’s Affordable Housing and Viability SPG.
Urban design and historic environment: The amendments to the application submitted postsubmission are supported; however, concerns remain about the design and residential quality of
the scheme, particularly the building heights, density, and the impact on heritage assets. GLA
officers consider that harm will be caused to heritage assets; however, the outline nature of the
proposals limit the ability to make a full assessment of the level of harm. The full public benefits
of the site allocation cannot be assessed without a more comprehensive approach.
Transport: Further information is required, including site layout, walking/cycling environment,
and cycle parking.
Climate change: Further information is required on worksheet calculations, the district energy
network, the site heat network, and combined heat and power, which must be provided before
the proposals can be considered acceptable.
Recommendation
That Haringey Council be advised that the application does not comply with the London Plan and
the draft London Plan, for the reasons set out in paragraph 69 of this report.
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Context
1
On 26 January 2018, the Mayor of London received documents from Haringey Council
notifying him of a planning application of potential strategic importance to develop the above site
for the above uses. Under the provisions of The Town & Country Planning (Mayor of London)
Order 2008, the Mayor has to provide the Council with a statement setting out whether he
considers that the application complies with the London Plan and the draft London Plan, and his
reasons for taking that view. The Mayor may also provide other comments. This report sets out
information for the Mayor’s use in deciding what decision to make.
2
The application is referable under Categories 1A, 1B(c) and 1C(c) of the Schedule to the
2008 Order:
• 1A “Development which comprises or includes the provision of more than 150 houses, flats,
or houses and flats.”
• 1B(c) “Development (other than development which only comprises the provision of houses,
flats, or houses and flats) which comprises or includes the erection of a building or buildings
- outside Central London and with a total floorspace of more than 15,000 square metres.”
• 1C(c) “Development which comprises or includes the erection of a building of more than 30
metres high and is outside the City of London.”
3
Once Haringey Council has resolved to determine the application, it is required to refer it
back to the Mayor for his decision as to whether to direct refusal; take it over for his own
determination; or allow the Council to determine it itself.
4
The environmental information for the purposes of the Town and Country Planning
(Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations has been taken into account in the consideration
of this case.
5
The Mayor of London’s statement on this case will be made available on the GLA website
www.london.gov.uk.

Site description
6
The majority of the 1.27 hectare triangular-shaped site comprises land historically used
as a railway goods yard; then a timber yard; a scrap breaker’s (Sui Generis) since the early 1990s;
and a construction compound associated with the redevelopment of Tottenham Hotspurs
Stadium since 2016. The current use has a temporary permission expiring in February 2019,
after which the use will revert to the previous lawful use as a scrap breaker’s. The remaining part
of the site contains the Carbery Enterprise Park, comprising 11 two storey industrial units in B1
and B2 uses (floorspace 1,125 sq.m.); and the Station Master’s House (205 sq.m.) at 52 White
Hart Lane, a detached two-storey locally listed brick building in the south-west corner of the
site, which was previously in residential use but is currently vacant. The southern part of the
site, including 52 White Hart Lane, lies within the North Tottenham Conservation Area.
7
The site is accessed directly off White Hart Lane and lies between the Peacock Industrial
Estate to the east, the tree-lined embankment of the railway viaduct of the London Overground
Line to the west, and the Grade II listed 32-34A White Hart Lane (known as the Grange
Community Hub) to the south-east. White Hart Lane Station lies to the immediate south,
adjacent to residential blocks of 4-10 storeys as part of the Love Lane Estate. The area to the
west beyond the railway is predominantly made up of low-rise residential use. A ‘big shed’ retail
park is directly to the north of the site, with a recent residential development further north,
including a 23 storey block. Tottenham High Road is to the west of the site, containing a mix of
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retail uses, as well as Tottenham Hotspurs Football Stadium to the south-west of the site, which
is currently being redeveloped to provide a new Stadium, with residential, hotel, sports centre,
community and health uses also permitted as part of the scheme (GLA Ref: D&P/2292g/02;
LPA Ref: HGY/2015/3000).
8
The site is within the Upper Lee Valley Opportunity Area and the Tottenham Hale/North
Tottenham Housing Zone.
9
The nearest section of the Transport for London Road Network (TLRN) is the A10 Great
Cambridge Road, approximately 1 kilometre to the west. The nearest section of the Strategic
Road Network (SRN) is the A1010 High Road, located 160 metres to the east of the site. The
nearest London Overground Station is White Hart Lane, which is 40 metres from the site and is
served by London Overground services between Enfield Town and Liverpool Street. The nearest
London Underground station is Tottenham Hale, which is 2.6 kilometres south of the site and is
served by the Victoria Line. The nearest bus stops are located 100 metres to the west, on White
Hart Lane, served by route W3. An additional 4 bus routes are accessible 200 metres away on
Tottenham High Road. The public transport accessibility level (PTAL) of the site is 4 (on a scale
of 1 to 6, where 6 is excellent and 1 is very poor). Cycle Superhighway 1 is accessible on Church
Road, which is 520 metres south of the site, linking to Central London.

Details of the proposal
10
The proposal is in the form of a hybrid planning application, comprised of full and outline
elements. In response to early concerns raised by GLA officers and the Council’s Quality Review
Panel, revisions were submitted on 4 April 2018. These revisions primarily relate to the removal
of the eastern wing of Block C, and amendments to the design code and parameter plans.
11
Outline planning permission is sought for the demolition of existing buildings, and
construction of a residential-led mixed-use development in buildings of up to 21 storeys,
comprising up to 31,000 sq.m. of residential space (up to 316 units), and up to 1,450 sq.m. of
non-residential space (Use Classes B1, A1, A3, D1 and D2). Details of layout, scale, appearance,
landscaping and access within the site are reserved for later approval. The outline application is
subject to parameter plans, design codes, and a development specification. An illustrative
scheme is included in the design and access statement, which shows how the application could
be delivered at reserved matters.
12
Detailed planning permission is sought for the change of use of 52 White Hart Lane from
residential to restaurant/cafe use, and access to the site.

Case history
13
The applicant has not engaged in formal GLA pre-application discussions. The applicant
identifies one pre-application meeting with the Council shortly before the application was
submitted, and the Council’s Quality Review Panel (QRP) considered the application on 28
February 2018, after the application had been submitted.

Strategic planning issues and relevant policies and guidance
14
For the purposes of Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004,
the development plan in force for the area is made up of Haringey’s Strategic Policies DPD
(2017), Development Management DPD (2017), and Site Allocations DPD (2017); Tottenham
Area Action Plan (2017); and the 2016 London Plan (Consolidated with Alterations since 2011).
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The following are also relevant material considerations:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•

The National Planning Policy Framework and National Planning Practice Guidance.
Draft London Plan 2017, which should be taken into account on the basis explained in
the NPPF.
On 5 March 2018, the Government published the draft revised National Planning Policy
Framework for consultation (until 10 May 2018). This should be taken into account
appropriately in accordance with its early stage of preparation.
Upper Lee Valley Opportunity Area Planning Framework (OAPF, 2013)
The Tottenham High Road West Masterplan Framework (2014).
Opportunity Areas
London Plan; draft London Plan
Employment
London Plan; draft London Plan
Housing
London Plan; draft London Plan; Housing SPG; Housing
Strategy; draft Housing Strategy; Shaping Neighbourhoods:
Play and Informal Recreation SPG; Shaping Neighbourhoods:
Character and Context SPG
Affordable housing
London Plan; draft London Plan; Housing SPG; Housing
Strategy; draft Housing Strategy; Affordable Housing and
Viability SPG
Urban design
London Plan; draft London Plan; Shaping Neighbourhoods:
Character and Context SPG; Housing SPG; Shaping
Neighbourhoods: Play and Informal Recreation SPG
Historic environment
London Plan; draft London Plan
Inclusive design
London Plan; draft London Plan; Accessible London: achieving
an inclusive environment SPG
Transport
London Plan; draft London Plan; Transport Strategy; draft
Transport Strategy
Climate change
London Plan; draft London Plan; Sustainable Design and
Construction SPG; Climate Change Adaptation Strategy;
Climate Change Mitigation and Energy Strategy; Water
Strategy; draft Environment Strategy

Principle of development
16
The site falls within the Upper Lee Valley Opportunity Area, for which the London Plan
and the Upper Lee Valley Opportunity Area Planning Framework (OAPF, 2013) identify an
employment capacity of 15,000 and at least 20,100 new homes. The draft London Plan
identifies the Opportunity Area for at least 21,000 new homes, with an employment capacity of
13,000.
17
The site is not identified as a Locally Significant Employment Area; however, after the
current temporary use of the majority of the site as a construction compound expires in 2019, it
will revert to its lawful use as a scrap breaker site. Approximately 10% of the site currently
contains industrial units within Use Class B1 and B2. It is therefore considered to be a ‘nondesignated industrial site’ in the context of draft London Plan Policy E7.
18
The Council’s Tottenham Hale Area Action Plan (AAP, 2017) identifies the site as a
relatively small part of Site Allocation NT5: High Road West, which envisages masterplanned,
comprehensive development creating a new residential neighbourhood and a new leisure
destination for London, including a new public square and an expanded local shopping centre,
as well as an uplift in the amount and quality of open space and improved community
infrastructure. The indicative capacity for the Site Allocation is 1,200 homes, 4,353 sq.m. of
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commercial space, 11,740 sq.m. of town centre uses, and 1,200 sq.m. of other uses. The
Tottenham High Road West Masterplan Framework (2014) shows the application site comprising
mainly of residential use, with retail and employment along White Hart Lane.
Residential
19
Policy H1 ‘Increasing Housing Supply’ and Table 4.1 of the draft London Plan sets
Haringey an annualised average housing completion target of 1,958 units (increased from 1,502
in the current London Plan) per year between 2019/20 and 2028/29. The site is allocated for
residential-led development in the Tottenham AAP and the Masterplan Framework. The
redevelopment of the site including up to 31,000 sq.m. of residential space (up to 316 units) is
in accordance with local policy and would contribute to London Plan and draft London Plan
housing targets and is supported.
Non-residential uses
20
The Carberry Enterprise Park part of the site contains 1,125 sq.m. of Use Class B1 light
industrial/office space, and Use Class B2 general industrial space, while the majority of the site
is in temporary use as a construction compound until 2019, after which it will revert to its lawful
use as a scrap breaker site. The application proposes up to 1,450 sq.m. of non-residential space
(Use Classes B1, A1, A3, D1 and D2), including at least 400 sq.m. of Use Class B1 space and up
to 400 sq.m. of retail space.
21
London Plan Policy 4.4 ‘Managing Industrial Land and Premises’ provides a strategic aim
for boroughs to adopt a rigorous approach to industrial land management, but recognises that
managed release may be required to provide other uses in appropriate locations. Policy E4 ‘Land
for industry, logistics and services to support London’s economic function’ of the draft London
Plan identifies that sufficient land and premises need to be retained for industrial and related
functions, and Table 6.2 identifies that Haringey needs to retain capacity. Policy E7
‘Intensification, co-location, and substitution…’ of the draft London Plan supports mixed use
developments on non-designated industrial sites where there is no prospect of the site being
used for industrial purposes; it has been allocated for mixed use in a development plan;
industrial, storage or distribution space is re-provided; or where suitable alternative
accommodation is available, and subject to relocation support.
22
The Tottenham AAP site allocation, within which the application site lies, identifies it for
residential-led development, and while commercial and town centre uses are also required, the
Masterplan Framework identifies the application site almost exclusively for residential uses, with
a small element of retail and workspace fronting onto White Hart Lane. The Masterplan
Framework identifies the main area of workspace to be provided outside of the application site
to the east.
23
Noting the recently adopted AAP site allocation that covers this site, together with the
uses identified for the application site in the Masterplan Framework, and the provision of a
minimum of 400 sq.m. of Use Class B1 floorspace, the loss of existing 1,125 sq.m. of B1 and B2
floorspace, and the provision of up to 1,450 sq.m. of non-residential space (Use Classes B1, A1,
A3, D1 and D2) floorspace is supported.
24
Policy E7 of the draft London Plan requires that the application demonstrates that the
operations of industrial uses on the site and surrounding sites are not compromised by
residential use, which applies to existing industrial uses on the eastern boundary of the site. In
response to initial concerns raised by GLA officers and the Council’s QRP, particularly in relation
to the proposed Block C, the applicant has submitted revisions to remove the eastern wing,
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which addresses these concerns as discussed under ‘urban design’ below, subject to suitable
conditions.
25
The applicant states that its scheme at 500 White Hart Lane (LPA Ref: HGY/2016/0828,
not referable), which secured planning permission in 2016, includes 550 sq.m. of employment
space specifically intended to relocate businesses from the Carbery Estate. The applicant also
states that some of these businesses would be able to relocate within the proposed business
space on the application site; however, the proposed layout of the commercial uses proposed on
the southern part of the site, and their relationship with residential uses and public spaces, is
unlikely to support this. The applicant should provide details of the existing businesses and the
relocation strategy, including timescales for demolition of the existing space and delivery of the
new space, and details of what additional support will be provided for the existing tenants of the
Carbery Estate.
Outline form of application
26
The applicant justifies the outline form of application in order to provide flexibility to
ensure that development fits in with future adjoining schemes and takes into account best
practice, precedent and planning policy, identifying the residential component of the applicant’s
nearby Stadium application as a similar approach. However, the neighbouring sites will be
required to meet the requirements of the Masterplan Framework, in the same way as the current
application. Furthermore, phasing of the proposals is highly unlikely due to the proposed shared
basement, and the proposals are not comparable to the Stadium application, where the
residential element would inevitably come forward as a later phase. As discussed below,
notwithstanding the post-application improvements to the Design Code and Parameter Plans,
the outline form of the application, together with the complete absence of pre-application
discussions, raises concerns about the quality of the proposals, particularly in relation to the
impact on heritage assets, and the applicant is advised to submit a full application in order to
allow the proposals to be fully assessed.

Housing
27
The outline application proposes up to 31,000 sq.m. of residential space (up to 316
units), with the mix to be defined at reserved matters stage, with the illustrative scheme as set
out below:
Market

Low cost
rent

Intermediate

Total

One-bed

54

6

23

92 (20%)

Two-bed

122

18

51

182 (58%)

Three-bed

18

14

9

27 (12%)

Four-bed

7

8

0

15 (10%)

201

46

83

316

Total

35% (hab room)
[40% with grant]
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Affordable housing
28
London Plan Policy 3.12 ‘Negotiating Affordable Housing’ seeks to secure the maximum
reasonable amount of affordable housing. Policy H5 ‘Delivering affordable housing’ of the draft
London Plan and the Mayor’s Affordable Housing and Viability SPG set a strategic target of 50%
affordable housing. Policy H6 ‘Threshold approach to applications’ identifies a minimum
threshold of 35% (by habitable room) (or 50% on former industrial sites) affordable housing,
whereby applications providing that level of affordable housing, with an appropriate tenure split,
without public subsidy, and meeting other relevant policy requirements and obligations to the
satisfaction of the borough and the Mayor, can follow the ‘fast track route’ set out in the SPG;
this means that they are not required to submit a viability assessment or be subject to a late
stage viability review. Policy H7 of the draft London Plan and the Mayor’s Affordable Housing
and Viability SPG sets out a preferred tenure split of at least 30% low cost rent, with London
Affordable Rent as the default level of rent, at least 30% intermediate (with London Living Rent
and shared ownership being the default tenures), and the remaining 40% to be determined in
partnership with the local planning authority and the GLA.
29
The application proposes 35% affordable housing without public subsidy, and 40% with
public subsidy (subject to securing funding), with the unit mix and affordable tenure to be
detailed in reserved matters applications. The illustrative scheme is set out above.
30
The affordability of the low cost rented units are proposed in accordance with the
requirements of Policy H7 of the draft London Plan, the Mayor’s Affordable Housing and
Viability SPG, and the London Plan Annual Monitoring Report, whichever is lower of:
•
•
•
•

up to 80% of the local market rent or local housing allowance levels, for one-beds;
up to 65% of the local market rent or local housing allowance levels, for two-beds;
up to 55% of the local market rent or local housing allowance levels, for three-beds;
up to 45% of the local market rent or local housing allowance levels, for four-beds.

31
The affordability of the intermediate units are proposed in accordance with the Mayor’s
qualifying income levels, as set out in the Mayor’s Affordable Housing and Viability SPG, and the
London Plan Annual Monitoring Report. Affordability thresholds for all tenures must be secured
in the section 106 agreement attached to any permission.
32
As the site is a non-designated industrial site, a minimum threshold of 50% affordable
housing is required in order to follow the fast track route. While the offer of 35% is welcomed,
the applicant must provide a viability assessment in accordance with London Plan Policy 3.12,
draft London Plan Policies H5 and H6, and the Affordable Housing and Viability SPG. However,
the applicant should first address the design and layout concerns discussed below, which may
impact the quantum of residential space that could be provided on the site. In due course, the
Council must publish the financial viability assessment in accordance with Policy H6 of the draft
London Plan and the Mayor's Affordable Housing and Viability SPG. GLA officers will ensure
that the assessment is made available, to ensure transparency of information in accordance with
the SPG.
33
The requirement for an early stage viability review will be triggered if an agreed level of
progress on implementation is not made within two years of any permission being granted, in
accordance with Policy H6 of the draft London Plan and the Mayor’s Affordable Housing and
Viability SPG. Early stage viability reviews may also be required relating to the timing of the
submission and implementation of reserved matters applications. A late stage review will be
required when 75% of the units are sold or let.
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Housing choice
34
London Plan Policy 3.8 ‘Housing Choice’ encourages a choice of housing based on local
needs, while affordable family housing is stated as a strategic priority. Policy H12 ‘Housing size
mix’ of the draft London Plan states that boroughs should not set prescriptive dwelling size mix
requirements for market and intermediate homes; and for low cost rent, boroughs should
provide guidance on the size of units required to ensure housing meets identified needs.
35
The applicant states that 15-25% of the units would be family-sized, defined as threebedrooms and above, with the mix to be determined at reserved matters stage. In accordance
with the London Plan and the draft London Plan, it is recommended that the Council secures a
minimum proportion of family-sized low cost rent units.
Children’s play space
36
London Plan Policy 3.6 and Policy S4 of the draft London Plan seek to ensure that
development proposals include suitable provision for play and recreation, and incorporate goodquality, accessible play provision for all ages, of at least 10 square metres per child, with further
detail in the Mayor’s Supplementary Planning Guidance ‘Shaping Neighbourhoods: Play and
Informal Recreation’.
37
The applicant’s illustrative scheme identifies a requirement for 1,000 sq.m. of play space,
with 420 sq.m. for under-fives. A minimum of 1,360 sq.m. of play space is proposed in residents’
communal courtyards, public open spaces, and a dedicated play space at the north end of the site,
and an indication of the design of play space has also been provided. Any reserved matters
application would need to fully detail play space proposals taking account of existing and proposed
off-site facilities, which should be appropriately secured.

Urban design
38
As discussed below, notwithstanding the post-application improvements to the Design
Code and Parameter Plans, the outline form of the application, together with the complete
absence of pre-application discussions, raises concerns about the quality of the proposals,
particularly in relation to the impact on heritage assets, and the applicant is advised to submit a
full application in order to allow the proposals to be fully assessed.
Density
39
London Plan Policy 3.4 and draft London Plan Policy D6 ‘Optimising housing density’
seek to optimise the potential of sites, having regard to local context, design principles, public
transport accessibility, and capacity of existing and future transport services. The higher the
density of a development, the greater the level of design scrutiny that is required, particularly
qualitative aspects of the development design, as described in draft London Plan Policies D4
‘Housing quality and standards’ and D2 ‘Delivering good design’.
40
The proposal would have a density of approximately 270 units per hectare if the
maximum residential floorspace proposed was delivered, which accounts for the impact of nonresidential uses. This exceeds the top of the guidance ranges in Table 3.2 of the London Plan
(based on the site’s PTAL of 4-5) and therefore requires a greater level of design scrutiny. Draft
London Plan Policies D6 and D2 also emphasise the importance of design scrutiny for high
density proposals. As discussed below, the outline form of the application, particularly in
relation to the impact on heritage assets, does not allow a satisfactory assessment of the design
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quality of the proposals, and the density proposed cannot currently be supported in line with
London Plan Policy 3.4, and draft London Plan Policies D2, D4 and D6.
Site layout
41
The Council’s approach to masterplanning the redevelopment of the area is fully
supported in accordance with policies in Chapter 7 of the London Plan, and Policies D1 and D2
of the draft London Plan. The Masterplan Framework identifies the site as contributing the
western sides of a series of new urban blocks and east-west routes, with the eastern sides
intended to be delivered on the neighbouring site, currently occupied by the Peacock Industrial
Estate.
42
As discussed above, in response to concerns raised about the original application
materials, the applicant has revised the proposals the remove the eastern wing of Block C, which
aligns with the Masterplan Framework layout, allows development to come forward to the east,
and significantly reduces potential impacts on residential amenity from the existing industrial
uses to the east. These amendments are supported; however, the applicant must demonstrate
that engagement has taken place with the neighbouring landowners to the east and what
possibilities exist for a more comprehensive approach. Furthermore, the resulting courtyard
space of Block C should be limited to residents’ communal amenity space in order to avoid
potential conflict between users and residents, and in line with the Masterplan Framework.
43
The revised Parameter Plans identify minimum separation distances between the blocks
of 12 metres, which is below the 18-21 metres usually identified as good practice, and should be
increased.
44
Almost all of the application is in outline form, and given the tall buildings proposed and
the sensitive relationship to a number of heritage assets as discussed below, the applicant is
strongly advised to come forward with a detailed scheme in order to demonstrate that the
highest design quality will be achieved.
Residential quality
45
London Plan Policy 3.5, and Policy D4 of the draft London Plan set out housing quality,
space, and amenity standards, and as discussed above, residential quality is particularly
important for high density proposals such as this.
46
The design codes and illustrative layouts generally conform to London Plan and draft
London Plan residential standards, and the improvements made since submission are welcomed.
However, there is limited assessment of the environmental impact of the railway and existing
neighbouring industrial uses and design responses, for example the strategy for private amenity
space/balconies. The design codes should secure duplex units at ground-first floor level or
through units at ground floor level, to eliminate street facing bedrooms and ensure privacy. The
design codes should also secure a tenure blind approach.
47
In accordance with Policy D11 ‘Fire safety’ of the draft London Plan, the Council should
secure an Informative prescribing the submission of a fire statement, produced by a third party
suitably qualified assessor.
Height, massing and appearance
48
Whilst the potential for taller buildings is identified in the Masterplan Framework, and is
not opposed in principle, the outline form of the application does not allow a full assessment of
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the design quality of the tall buildings proposed, which are considerably above the heights
identified in the Masterplan Framework. As discussed below, there are also concerns about the
impact of the proposals on heritage assets arising from the height of the two tall buildings, and
their potential coalescence in a number of views.

Historic environment
49
The Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 sets out the statutory
duties for dealing with heritage assets in planning decisions. In relation to listed buildings, all
planning decisions should “have special regard to the desirability of preserving the building or its
setting or any features of special architectural or historic interest which it possesses” and in
relation to conservation areas, special attention must be paid to “the desirability of preserving or
enhancing the character or appearance of that area”. Case law has established that there should
be a strong presumption against granting permission that would harm a listed building or the
character or appearance of a conservation area..
50
The NPPF states that when considering the impact of the proposal on the significance of
a designated heritage asset, great weight should be given to the asset’s conservation;
significance can be harmed or lost through alteration or destruction of the heritage asset or
development within its setting. Significance is the value of the heritage asset because of its
heritage interest, which may be archaeological, architectural, artistic or historic, and may derive
from a heritage asset’s physical presence or its setting. Where a proposed development will lead
to ‘substantial harm’ to or total loss of the significance of a designated heritage asset, local
planning authorities should refuse consent, unless it can be demonstrated that the substantial
harm or loss is necessary to achieve substantial public benefits that outweigh that harm or loss.
Where a development will lead to ‘less than substantial harm’, the harm should be weighed
against the public benefits of the proposal, including securing its optimum viable use. Policy
HC1 ‘Heritage conservation and growth’ of the draft London Plan, like London Plan Policy 7.8,
states that development should conserve heritage assets and avoid harm, which also applies to
non-designated heritage assets
51
The locally listed Station Master’s House at the southern end of the site is a nondesignated heritage asset, which will be retained and converted for retail use. This part of the
site is also within the North Tottenham Conservation Area, which contains a number of listed
buildings focused along Tottenham High Road. The Grade II listed ‘Grange’ adjacent to the site
is also within the Conservation Area. Other Conservation Areas are more than 250 metres to the
west, beyond the railway viaduct, and the proposals would not be visible from within them.
52
An assessment of the impact on heritage assets is contained within the applicant’s
Heritage Statement, which includes an analysis of all heritage assets in the vicinity, and an
analysis of the impact of the proposals. This takes account of the applicant’s Townscape and
Visual Impact Assessment (TVIA), which includes a visual analysis of the impact of the maximum
massing parameters on 21 views.
53
The proposals will provide some enhancements to the Conservation Area and its setting,
the Station Master’s House and its setting, and the setting of the Grange, through the removal
of walls and barriers, the delivery of new public space, and the closure of an unattractive gap to
the White Hart Lane frontage and streetscape, which is supported. However, although the
proposals locate the taller buildings in appropriate locations as identified in the Masterplan
Framework, they are considerably taller than envisaged, with block B to the north rising to 21
storeys, compared to 14 storeys in the Masterplan Framework, and block C to the south rising
up to 18 storeys, compared to 10 storeys. The Masterplan Framework identifies that buildings
should step down according to these heights to have an acceptable impact on heritage assets.
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As currently proposed, the height of the proposed 18 storey block, together with its proximity to
White Hart Lane, will have a considerable impact on the setting of these heritage assets if
developed to the maximum parameters, as demonstrated in Views 2 and 3 of the TVIA. These
views also demonstrate the potential for the two tall buildings to coalesce, creating an
overbearing mass. The heights proposed in the Masterplan Framework were also intended to
limit impacts on the Conservation Area and listed buildings when viewed from Tottenham High
Road, and Views 1 and 21 in the TVIA also raise concerns in this respect.
54
The Heritage Statement concludes that the impacts are beneficial to heritage assets.
GLA officers consider that harm will be caused to heritage assets by the proposals; however, the
outline nature of the proposals limit the ability to make a full assessment of the level of harm.
The public benefits arising from the proposals include the delivery of new homes, including
affordable homes; business space; the regeneration of a vacant site adjacent to a station; and
new public space. However, as discussed under ‘affordable housing’ above, the application does
not achieve the 50% affordable housing threshold on this formerly industrial site, which limits
the full potential of public benefits. The full public benefits of the site allocation cannot be
assessed without a more comprehensive approach. It should be noted that GLA officers must
take account of the strong presumption against granting permission that would harm the
character or appearance of the Conservation Area, and place considerable importance and
weight to the harm caused to the setting of the listed buildings.

Inclusive design
55
London Plan Policy 7.2 and Policy D3 of the draft London Plan seek to ensure that
proposals achieve the highest standards of accessible and inclusive design (not just the
minimum).
56
Policy 3.8 of the London Plan and Policy D5 require that at least 10% of new build
dwellings meet Building Regulation requirement M4(3) ‘wheelchair user dwellings’ (designed to
be wheelchair accessible or easily adaptable for residents who are wheelchair users); and all
other new build dwellings must meet Building Regulation requirement M4(2) ‘accessible and
adaptable dwellings’. The application materials state that the proposals will meet these
requirements and include plans of wheelchair accessible units. The Council should secure M4(2)
and M4(3) requirements by condition as part of any permission.

Transport
57
Trip generation has been assessed in accordance with TfL guidance. This must be used
to assess the impact of the development on the bus network and mitigation may be required in
the form of a section 106 contribution for additional bus capacity.
58
A total of 79 parking spaces are proposed for residential use, equating to a ratio of 0.25
spaces per unit, while 27 parking spaces are proposed for the commercial/business uses, of
which 22 are for employees and 5 are ‘visitor’ spaces. These provisions are acceptable in
accordance with London Plan and the draft London Plan Policies. Of the residential parking
spaces, 32 Blue Badge spaces are proposed in accordance with draft London Plan requirements.
The draft London Plan requirement for at least one Blue Badge space for non-residential uses
must also be met. It is proposed that current London Plan standards of 20% active and 20%
passive Electric Vehicle Charging Points (EVCPs) will be provided. While this is welcome, the
applicant is strongly encouraged to uplift the passive provision to 80% (all remaining) in
accordance with the draft London Plan. A car parking design and management plan should be
secured by condition, demonstrating the location of the Blue Badge spaces and EVCPs.
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59
Further information should be provided to demonstrate that the proposal adopts the
Healthy Streets approach, namely the potential for future access to the site from the wider area,
how pedestrians and cyclists can move through the site, and measures that will be taken to
prioritise pedestrians and cyclists over vehicles. The layout and design of the site should not
prevent the future opening of the four potential access routes.
60
In line with TfL guidance and the draft London Plan, the applicant should provide
assessments of the walking and cycling environment of areas in the vicinity of the site and
identify any necessary improvements.
61
Limited detail is provided on cycle parking, which must be provided in line with London
Plan standards, and the applicant is strongly encouraged to meet draft London Plan standards.
At least 5% of long-stay spaces should be suitable for larger bikes. Cycle parking should be fit
for purpose, secure and well located. Details of cycle parking quantity, type, location and
access, with reference to London Cycling Design Standards, should be secured by condition.
62
Given the proximity of London Overground tracks, conditions relating to infrastructure
protection are required.
63
A delivery and servicing plan (DSP) has been submitted in accordance with TfL guidance
and London Plan and draft London Plan policy. A full DSP should be secured by condition,
including plans demonstrating vehicle access to the site and servicing bays, and measures to
promote safe and sustainable pattern of deliveries and servicing. In accordance with draft
London Plan Policy T7, an outline construction logistics plan (CLP) should be provided for
review, and a detailed CLP should be secured by pre-commencement condition. A framework
travel plan has been provided and a full travel plan should be secured and monitored by section
106 agreement.

Climate change
64
Based on the energy assessment submitted, compared to a 2013 Building Regulations
compliant development, an on-site reduction equivalent to an overall saving of 50% of CO2 per
year in regulated emissions is expected for the domestic element; and 27% for the non-domestic
element. Further information has been requested on worksheet calculations, the district energy
network, the site heat network, and combined heat and power, which must be provided before
the proposals can be considered acceptable in accordance with Policy 5.2 of the London Plan
and Policy SI2 of the draft London Plan, and the carbon dioxide savings verified. Full details
have been provided to the applicant and the Council.

Local planning authority’s position
65
Council officers have had minimal pre-application discussions and it is understood that
concerns remain. The application is expected to be considered at Committee in June 2018.

Legal considerations
66
Under the arrangements set out in Article 4 of the Town and Country Planning (Mayor of
London) Order 2008, the Mayor is required to provide the local planning authority with a
statement setting out whether he considers that the application complies with the London Plan,
and his reasons for taking that view.
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67
Unless notified otherwise by the Mayor, the Council must consult the Mayor again under
Article 5 of the Order if it subsequently resolves to make a draft decision on the application, in
order that the Mayor may decide whether to allow the draft decision to proceed unchanged, or
direct the Council under Article 6 of the Order to refuse the application, or issue a direction under
Article 7 of the Order that he is to act as the local planning authority for the purpose of
determining the application. There is no obligation at this present stage for the Mayor to indicate
his intentions regarding a possible direction, and no such decision should be inferred from the
Mayor’s statement and comments.

Financial considerations
68

There are no financial considerations at this stage.

Conclusion
69
London Plan and draft London Plan policies on the principle of development; affordable
housing; housing; urban design; historic environment; inclusive design; transport; and climate
change are relevant to this application. The application does not comply with the London Plan
and the draft London Plan, for the reasons set out below.
•

Principle of development: Although the principle of a high-density residential-led
development on this site is supported, the outline form of nearly all of the application
site, together with the complete absence of pre-application discussions, raises concerns
about the quality of the proposals, particularly in relation to the impact on heritage
assets. The applicant is advised to submit a full application, or key elements in detail, to
allow the proposals to be fully assessed.

•

Affordable housing: A minimum of 35% without public subsidy, and 40% with public
subsidy, with the unit mix and affordable tenure to be detailed in reserved matters
applications. As the site is a non-designated industrial site, a minimum threshold of 50%
affordable housing is required in order to follow the fast track route and the applicant
must therefore provide a viability assessment based on a policy compliant tenure mix.
Early and late stage viability reviews are required, in accordance with Policy H6 of the
draft London Plan and the Mayor’s Affordable Housing and Viability SPG.

•

Urban design and historic environment: The amendments to the application
submitted post-submission are supported; however, concerns remain about the design
and residential quality of the scheme, particularly the building heights, density, and the
impact on heritage assets. GLA officers consider that harm will be caused to heritage
assets; however, the outline nature of the proposals limit the ability to make a full
assessment of the level of harm. The full public benefits of the site allocation cannot be
assessed without a more comprehensive approach.

•

Transport: Further information is required, including site layout, walking/cycling
environment, and cycle parking.

• Climate change: Further information is required on worksheet calculations, the district
energy network, the site heat network, and combined heat and power.
for further information, contact the GLA Planning Team:
Juliemma McLoughlin, Chief Planner
020 7983 4271 email juliemma.mcloughlin@london.gov.uk
Katherine Wood, Principal Planner
020 7983 5743 email Katherine.wood@london.gov.uk
Martin Jones, Senior Strategic Planner, Case Officer
020 7983 6567 email martin.jones@london.gov.uk
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Appendix 7A
16 February 2018
Mr James Hughes
London Borough of Haringey
Level 6 River Park House Our ref: P00785570
225 High Road
Wood Green
London
N22 8HQ

Dear Mr Hughes
THE GOODS YARD, 36 AND 44-52, WHITE HART LANE, LONDON, N17 8DP Application
No HGY/2018/0187. (the "Application")
Please find herein a consultation representation in relation to the above planning application
(ref HGY/2018/0187) on behalf of Lendlease Europe Holdings Limited (“Lendlease”).
Regeneration of High Road West
The Goods Yard site comprises an area of land within the wider High Road West Regeneration
Area ("HRWRA").
The redevelopment of the HRWRA is a priority for the Council. The redevelopment proposals
for the HRWRA are currently set out within the adopted 2014 Masterplan and no HRWRA has
been identified as a key site (Site Allocation (SA) NT5) within the Council’s Tottenham Area
Action Plan (2017) ("AAP").
The HRWRA offers a once in a life time opportunity to bring forward a comprehensive Council
and community led redevelopment which, when realised, will immeasurably improve the living
conditions of residents in the Northumberland Park Ward and provide wider community
benefits. It also offers the opportunity to deliver the local communities’ priorities which have
been identified and developed through community consultation and include:
•

Better quality housing and more housing choice;

•

A safer and more attractive place to live and work;

•

More leisure facilities and activities for young people;

•

New community facilities; and

•

More job and training opportunities for local people.

With a view to delivering the above-mentioned benefits and the regeneration of the HRWRA as
envisaged by the AAP, the Council undertook a 12-month procurement process to select a
development partner.
Lendlease was officially appointed as the Council’s development partner in December 2017.
Following its appointment Lendlease is committed to engaging with the local community with
the aim of bringing forward a proposal for the comprehensive regeneration of the HRWRA and
will soon be embarking on detailed consultation with the community to develop proposals which
can form part of a planning application for the whole of the HRWRA.

Lendlease Development (Europe) Limited, Registered in England and Wales; Registered No: 2946679
Registered Office: 20 Triton Street, Regent’s Place, London NW1 3BF, United Kingdom www.lendlease.com

It is essential that the Council does not permit premature, piecemeal development which would
serve to undermine this process and the wider objective of securing the comprehensive
redevelopment of the HRWRA.
Policy Context
The regeneration of Tottenham is a key priority for the Council; the AAP was prepared to ensure
that the scale of development and long-term change proposed for Tottenham is positively
managed and guided by a planning framework.
A key policy thread of the AAP is to ensure development proposals do not prejudice each other,
or prejudice the wider development aspirations for the area covered by the AAP. The HRWRA
is an allocated site within the AAP under Policy NT5. Policy NT5 seeks the delivery of 1,500
new homes and 12,590 sqm of commercial, town centre and community uses within the
HRWRA.
The AAP makes it clear that the HRWRA is to be formed of ‘Masterplanned, comprehensive
development creating a new residential neighbourhood and a new leisure destination for
London’. In doing so, the AAP stipulates that the Council wants to ensure development
proposals ‘do not prejudice each other, or the wider development aspirations for the Tottenham
AAP area’.
Specifically, policy AAP1 ‘Regeneration & Masterplanning’ expects all development proposals
in the AAP area to ‘come forward comprehensively to meet the wider objectives of the AAP.’
Paragraph 4.6 of the AAP seeks to ensure that all development proposals are designed and
submitted to the Council as part of a wider comprehensive development, as this will help to
‘alleviate concerns associated with piecemeal development’, and ensure that the proposed new
development ‘maximises benefits locally’.
This policy objective is repeated in Policy DM55 of the Council’s Development Management
DPD, which again seeks to ensure that development proposals are designed as part of a wider
comprehensive development to help alleviate concerns associated with piecemeal
development, ensuring the benefits to the local area are maximised.
The Application
The Application proposes to deliver up to 330 new homes and up to 1,450 sqm of nonresidential floorspace, equating to circa 22% of the residential and 11.5% of the non-residential
floorspace expected to be provided within HRW under the AAP.
Lendlease is committed to bringing forward an application for the whole of the HRWRA.
Granting consent for piecemeal development of the type envisaged by the Application would
be premature in the context of the Council’s vision for the wider regeneration of HRWRA and
would undermine the wider policy objective of securing the co-ordinated and comprehensive
regeneration of the area.
Notwithstanding our position as the Council’s Development Partner, Lendlease has not yet
formulated detailed development proposals for the HRWRA, it is clear that the piecemeal
development of part of the HRWRA, such as the Goods Yard site, would have a significantly
adverse impact on the viability of the wider regeneration of HRWRA because it would constrain
options for the delivery of HRWRA and limit its ability to maximise the potential utilisation of the
HRWRA and as a consequence reduce the ability to provide the full extent of infrastructure and
community benefits envisaged by the AAP. Planning Policy SP1 of the Strategic Policies DPD
makes it clear that the Council expects development in the Growth Areas (such as the HRWRA)
to (inter alia), maximise site opportunities; provide the necessary infrastructure; and, be in
accordance with the full range of the Council’s planning policies and objectives. The social and
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physical infrastructure required to support the development and growth planned through the
Council's Local Plan is set out in the Council’s Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP), particularly
policy SP2.
It would be essential for the Council to allow Lendlease to consult and develop its proposals for
the whole of the HRWRA so that a comprehensive understanding of the social and physical
infrastructure required across the whole of the HRWRA is obtained. Only when such
information is available will the Council be in a position to properly assess the precise
infrastructure and community benefit costs required to deliver a scheme for the comprehensive
redevelopment of the HRWRA and ascertain how such infrastructure and community benefits
can be funded and delivered, alongside a viable development. Determining the Application in
advance of having such information would clearly prejudice delivery of the wider regeneration
of the HRWRA and the social and community benefits which policy demands.
Conclusion
The regeneration of the HRWRA is a priority for the Council. The Council's commitment to
securing the comprehensive regeneration which policy requires is illustrated by its appointment
of Lendlease in December 2017 as its development partner.
Lendlease is fully committed to delivering that comprehensive redevelopment and will soon
be embarking on detailed consultation with the community to develop proposals which can
form part of a planning application for the whole of the HRWRA.
It is crucial the Council do not undermine the delivery of that comprehensive development
and the local benefits it would bring by granting consent for premature piecemeal
development of the sort contained within the Application.
There a number of other issues arising from the Application in terms of its failure to comply with
relevant development plan policy, but our main objective at this stage is to draw to your attention
to our in-principle objection to the Application within the context of it being fundamentally in
conflict with the policy objectives of securing and delivering a comprehensive viable
redevelopment of the HRWRA.
We request that this representation will be taken into consideration in the determination of this
application. If you have any questions regarding the above, please do not hesitate to contact
Jonathan Emery on jonathan.emery@lendlease.com.
Yours sincerely,

Jonathan Emery
Managing Director, Property – Europe, Lendlease
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