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Application Number:  LBC/09/0018   Ward:  Southgate Green       
Date of Registration:  21st July 2009  
 
Contact:  Richard Laws 3605 
 
Location:  BROOMFIELD PARK, BROOMFIELD LANE, LONDON, N13 4HE 
 
Proposal:  Demolition of greenhouse and heating pipes, and repair of exposed wall. 
  
Applicant Name & Address:  
 
Mr Tony Corrigan, London Borough of Enfield 
Civic Centre 
Silver Street 
Enfield 
EN1 3ES 
  
Agent Name & Address:  
 
Mr Ian Robinson, LBE- Architetual Services 
THOMAS HARDY HOUSE 
39, LONDON ROAD 
ENFIELD 
EN1 6DS 
  
Recommendation: That in accordance with Regulation 13 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and 
Conservation Areas) Regulation 1990 the Director of Environment, Street Scene and Parks be 
invited to make an application to the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government 
who should be invited to attach the following conditions to any approval:- 
 

1. Any works of repair of the wall to which the green house is attached  shall match exactly 
the existing adjacent work with regard to methods used and to material colour, texture, 
profile and workmanship. 
 
Reason: To ensure a satisfactory appearance and to preserve the character and 
appearance of the retained wall. 

2. Prior to the demolition of the building, a detail drawn survey shall be undertaken  of the 
existing greenhouse and submitted to the local planning authority as a record of the 
evolution of the historic curtilage. 
 
Reason: in  the interests of recording the special architectural and historic interest of the 
Boroughs heritage. 

3. Prior to any works of repair to the listed wall, a methodology detailing the nature and 
extent of those works together with the material to be applied, shall be submitted to and 
approved by the local planning authority. the repairs to the listed wall shall be carried out 
in accordance with this approved methodology; 
 
Reason: in order to safeguard the special architectural and historic interest of the listed 
structure 

 
 



 

4. C53A Time Limit - Listed Building Consent 

 
Site and Surroundings 
 
Broomfield Park is bounded by Powys Lane to the west, Powys Lane and Broomfield Lane to the 
South, Broomfield Avenue to the east and Alderman’s Hill to the north. It contains Broomfield 
House; a Grade II listed building which is also on English Heritage’s Building at Risk register 
while the wider park area is designated Metropolitan Open Land and included on the National 
register of Historic Parks and Gardens 
 
To the south of the House across the main drive, is the stable block courtyard within which the 
green house is situated against its northern wall. The courtyard also contains 4 terraced houses, 
which originally provided accommodation for park staff as well as a stable block, used for 
equipment and vehicular storage facility.  
 
The northern and eastern sides of the green house incorporate the listed brick walls of the stable 
yard as part of the structure. The western end of the greenhouse abuts a timber frame building 
that was formally used as a tool and equipment house. 
 
Proposal 
 
Permission is sought for the demolition of the greenhouse and internal heating pipes together 
with repairs to the listed wall, to which the green house is partly attached. 
 
Relevant Planning History 
 
None 
 
Consultations 
 
Public    
 
Consultation letters were sent to 6 neighbours. Notice was also published in the local press and 
displayed at the site. No objections have been received. 
 
External   
 
English Heritage comment that the application should be determined in accordance with national 
and local policy guidance, and on the basis of your specialist conservation advice. 
 
Any replies from the The Victorian Society, The Georgian Group, The 20th Century Society and 
Ancient Monuments Society will be reported at the meeting 
 
Internal:  None 
 
Conservation Advisory Group 
 
The Group raise no objection but request the imposition of a condition requiring a drawn record of 
the structure be carried out prior to demolition. 
 
Relevant Policies 
 

 
 



 

London Plan 
 
4B.11  London’s Built Heritage 
4B.12   Heritage Conservation 
 
Unitary Development Plan 
 
(I) C1   Preserve and enhance character and setting of historic interest 
(II) C15  Demolition of Listed Buildings 
(II) C18  Development within Curtilages of Listed Buildings 
 
Local Development Framework- Core Strategy Preferred Options 
 
The Planning and Compulsory Act 2004 requires the Council to replace the UDP with a Local 
Development Framework (LDF). The LDF Core strategy will set out the spatial vision and 
strategic objectives of the Borough. The core strategy is at an early stage in its adoption process. 
As this continues the weight given to it will grow and the relevant objectives are reported to 
demonstrate the degree to which the proposals are consistent with the emerging policy direction. 
 
SO16     Preserve the local distinctiveness 
 
Other Material Considerations 
 
PPG 15        Planning and the Historic Environment 
 
Analysis 
 
The greenhouse is listed by virtue of the fact that it is attached to a listed wall and falls within the 
curtilage of Broomfield House: a Grade II listed building. 
 
Paragraph 3.19 of PPG15 makes reference to the procedures which should be adopted for 
assessing whether it would be acceptable to demolish a Listed Building, and the considerations 
that should be followed: 
 
(i) The condition of the building, the cost of repairing and maintaining it in relation to its 
importance and to the value derived from its continued use. 
 
(ii) The adequacy of efforts made to retain the buildings use 
 
(iii) The merits of alternative proposals for the site 
 
In addition, Policy (II) C15 advocates refusal of listed building consent for total demolition of listed 
buildings unless it can be shown that every effort has been made to continue the present use of 
or find a suitable alternative use for the building whilst Policy (II) C18 seeks to ensure that 
curtilages of buildings of architectural or historic interest retain their historic form. 
 
The glasshouse itself is considered not to be of any significant architectural or historic interest. 
This is evidenced by the 2009 report by the Paul Drury Partnership on the significance of 
“Broomfield House and Park” which makes reference to the fact the later addition of the 
glasshouses are of no architectural or historical significance. In principle therefore, they could be 
removed without harm to the special architectural or historic interest of the listed building. 
 

 
 



 

With regard to the present circumstances of the greenhouse, due to a combination of factors 
including cost, changing methods of horticulture, the procurement from abroad of plants used for 
much of the decorative planting in the Boroughs parks and centralising the Nursery Service to 
Bury Lodge, the use of the green house has fallen largely in to disuse and there is no likelihood of 
an ongoing horticultural use. As a result, the greenhouse has been used infrequently and has 
gradually deteriorated. Dangerous structure notices were posted and its use has ceased. The 
fragility of the structure has combined to make external redecorating or re glazing prohibitively 
expensive. Taking this into account and the opinion that the contribution the building makes to the 
overall park environment is extremely limited; it is considered that there is little value derived from 
its retention and continued use. 
 
In terms of the merits of alternative proposals, there is little alternative use to which the 
greenhouse could be put. It is considered that the removal of the greenhouse would be justified in 
terms of the criteria set out in PPG15. The greenhouse has no significant historical or 
architectural merit and its removal would not harm the special character of Broomfield House and 
surround park land. 
 
The pairs to the exposed wall are required and acceptable in principle. A condition requiring a 
methodology to control the nature of the works is recommended. 
 
Conclusion 
 
The proposed demolition of the glasshouse, is not considered to be of any significant architectural 
or historic merit and thus, it is recommended that listed building consent be granted for the 
following reason: 
 
The proposed demolition would not harm the special architectural or historic character of the 
listed structure or its curtilage having regard to Unitary Development Plan Policies (I) C1, (II) C15, 
(II) C18 and Planning Policy Guidance Note 15. 
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Application Number:  TP/07/1029   Ward:  Edmonton Green       
Date of Registration:  25th June 2007  
 
Contact:  David Warden 3931 
 
Location:  4, PRINCES ROAD, LONDON, N18 3PR 
 
Proposal:  Change of use of first floor from warehouse to function hall with ancillary ground floor 
unloading area and office; including retention of existing ground floor warehouse unit; new central 
stairway providing access to first floor function room; alterations to front elevation; and associated 
car parking on site across road at 3 Princes Road. 
  
Applicant Name & Address:  
 
Dr. Hamdullah  Erpolat 
C/O Agent 
  
Agent Name & Address:  
 
Carolyn Apcar, Apcar Smith Planning 
Kenetic House 
Theobald Street 
Borehamwood 
Herts 
WD6 4PJ 
  
Note for Members 
 
At the 24th June meeting of the Planning Committee, it was agreed to defer consideration of this 
proposal pending further review by officers regarding the possibility of approving this change of 
use. 
 
In summary, the key points against the proposal are as follows: 
 
a) In strict policy terms, the proposal remains contrary to adopted planning policy for this 

area which seeks to prevent the introduction of uses which do not fall within B1c, 
B2 and B8 use classes 

b) The proposal would also be contrary to the objectives of emerging planning policy for the 
area. The review of industrial land policy and the emerging Central Leeside Area Action 
Plan as part of the Council’s Place Shaping Agenda both identify this as important 
industrial land with the latter placing emphasis on the opportunity to create a focus for 
developing green and recycling technology. Development at Gibbs Yard on this estate 
along this line is already underway and many such activities operate on a 24 / 7 basis 

c) Other “banqueting venues” in the vicinity do not have planning permission and are subject 
to enforcement investigations. That at Toaken House, Pegamoid Road was approved as a 
church and training centre for the local community. Any other use would represent a 
breach of planning control; 

d)         The adequacy of the 25 spaces plus the additional 20 spaces on a 
neighbouring site identified by the Applicant to serve the potential number of people 
attending the premises in an area of low public transport accessibility especially evenings 
and weekend when frequency would be even less. 

e)         The practicability of two valets proposed coping with the vehicles attending 
 the premises without affecting on street parking and the free flow of traffic. 
  

 
 



 

 Notwithstanding the above point, it is recognised that there is a need for such a use to serve the 
wider community. Furthermore, the availability of an additional site for car parking will increase 
parking provisions to 45 to serve the venue with a capacity of 250 guests. Therefore, if members 
are minded to set aside the above points in respect to this need, it is recommended that a S106 
agreement is entered into to secure the use and availability of the two parking areas. In addition, 
the following conditions could be imposed to mitigate the effects of the proposal and secure the 
additional parking 
 
 
1 Notwithstanding the provisions of the Town and Country Planning (Use Classes) Order 
1987, or any amending Order, the first floor premises shall only be occupied as a banqueting 
suite or as a venue for conferences for purpose within Classes D2 and shall not be used for any 
other purpose including other uses falling within the D2 Use Class. The ground floor shall only be 
occupied for purposes falling within Class B1c, B2 and B8* of the aforementioned Order 
 
Reason: Due to the industrial / employment designation of the site, the use is considered to be 
acceptable solely on the basis of the mixed use composition of the use hereby approved and an 
alternative composition, could give rise to a function at variance with and detrimental to the 
designation of the site for industrial / employment purposes. 
 
2 There shall be no further subdivision of the ground or first floor premises for occupation by 
separate businesses unrelated to the use hereby approved unless otherwise agreed in writing by 
the Local Planning Authority.  
 
Reason: To ensure that the development complies with the access and servicing standards and 
to prevent the introduction or intensification of uses prejudicial to the designation and function of 
the industrial estate. 
 
3 Notwithstanding the provisions of the Town and Country Planning (General Permitted 
Development) Order 1995, or any amending Order, no external windows or doors other than 
those indicated on the approved drawings shall be installed in the development nor shall any 
internal mezzanine floor be introduced without the approval in writing of the Local Planning 
Authority.  
 
Reason: To ensure that the development complies with the access and servicing standards and 
to prevent the introduction or intensification of uses prejudicial to the designation and function of 
the industrial estate. 
 
4 The parking areas forming part of the development hereby approved shall only be used 
for the parking of private motor vehicles and shall not be used for any other purpose including 
storage. The parking area shall be retained for use by the premises at all times and available for 
the duration of the approved hours of use. 
 
Reason: To ensure that the development complies with Unitary Development Plan Policies and to 
prevent the introduction of activity which would be detrimental to amenity. 
 
5 The development shall not commence until details of parking areas including a layout 
showing the provision of 25 and 20 spaces respectively, security and external illuminations have 
been submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority to and approved in 
writing by the Local Planning Authority. The facilities shall be constructed in accordance with the 
approved details before the development is occupied and shall be maintained for this purpose 
thereafter.  
 

 
 



 

Reason: To ensure that the development complies with Unitary Development Plan Policies and 
does not prejudice conditions of safety or traffic flow on adjoining highways. 
 
6 The use of the first floor premises shall not commence until details of the operation of the 
valet parking have been submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority. The 
agreed working practice shall be adhered to at all times in accordance with the agreed 
operational plan. 
  
Reason: To ensure that the development complies with Unitary Development Plan Policies and 
does not prejudice conditions of safety or traffic flow on adjoining highways. 
 
7 The development shall not commence until details of any external lighting proposed have 
been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The approved external 
lighting shall be provided before the development is occupied.  
 
Reason: To ensure that the development does not prejudice the amenities of adjoining occupiers 
and / or the visual amenities of the surrounding area. 
 
8 The first floor premises shall only be open for business and working between the hours of 
18:00 – 23:00 hours Monday to Friday, and 12:00 to 23:00 Saturday and Sunday and at no other 
times whatsoever.  
 
Reason: To safeguard the amenities of the occupiers of nearby residential properties and to 
ensure the use of the premises does not prejudice conditions of safety or traffic flow on adjoining 
highways. 
 
Recommendation: That planning permission be REFUSED for the following reasons 
 

1. The proposed use of the first floor of the premises as a function hall (Sui Generis) it would 
result in the introduction of an inappropriate activity within a designated Primary Industrial 
Area in the Unitary Development Plan and Strategic Industrial Location in the London Plan 
(2008), detrimental to the function, character, economic activity and availability of viable 
employment land in the area.  The proposed use would also be likely to result in the 
curtailment of adjacent industrial uses.  This would be contrary to Policies (I) GD1, (I) 
GD2, (II) GD2 and (II) E2 of the Unitary Development Plan, Policies 3B.1, 3B.4 and 3B.11 
of the London Plan and the objectives of PPG4: Industrial, Commercial and Small Firms. 

2. The proposal does not make appropriate provision for access and car parking having 
regard to Policies (II) GD6 and (II) GD8 of the Unitary Development Plan, policy 3C.23 of 
the London Plan (2008) and government advice contained in PPG 13. 

3. The car parking facility by reason of its proximity from the main building would lead to 
indiscriminate crossing of pedestrians and disabled persons across the busy freight route 
to Montagu Road Industrial Estate prejudicial to pedestrian safety, highway safety and 
free flow traffic.  This is contrary to Polices (II) GD11,  (II) T16, and (II) T17 of the Unitary 
Development Plan. 

 
Site and Surroundings 
 
The application site comprises an area of land on the northern side of Princes Road that is 
currently in use as a temporary car wash and a two-storey building, located on the southern side 
of Princess Road.  This road forms the sole route into and out of the Montagu Industrial Estate 
and the sites are located approximately 60 metres from the junction with Montague Road. 

 
 



 

 
The existing building has two accesses onto Princess Road and the area of land to the north is 
accessed from the adjoining Barnes Road. 
 
The surrounding area is characterised by a mixture of B1, B2, B8 and waste uses, including two 
cement works and a waste transfer station.  The area is designated a Primary Industrial Area 
(PIA) within the Unitary Development Plan and Strategic Industrial Land (SIL) in the London Plan 
(2008).  The site falls within the 1 in 100 year flood zone. 
 
Proposal 
 
Permission is sought for the change of use of first floor from industrial usage (B2/B8) to a function 
room (Sui Generis).   
 
The ground floor would be retained as an industrial unit and it is currently in use as a cash and 
carry warehouse for building products.  The first floor of approximately 1200 square metres, 
would be for use as a function hall encompassing a central stage, sitting, dining and dancing 
area, children’s playroom, kitchens, brides suite, toilets, offices and staff room.  A letter 
accompanying the application suggests there will be only 120 covers, although more recently, it 
has been confirmed that the maximum capacity would be in the region of 250 guests. However, 
the indicative table layout shows 30 tables, which would presumably seat 8 – 12 guests, providing 
for a maximum capacity of some 360 guests.   
 
No commencement times have been specified but the use would operate until 23:00, 7 days a 
week.  It is assumed the application would need to open in the afternoon to cater for its intended 
market.  
 
A total of 23 members of staff will be employed on site, in addition to the approximately 10 people 
employed in connection with the ground floor use. 
 
A site on the opposite side of Princes Road would be used to provide 30 car parking spaces. The 
Council owns this site and the applicant states a 10-year lease has been obtained. However, the 
site is currently being used as a temporary car wash, employing 3 people. 
 
Relevant Planning Decisions 
 
4 Princess Road 
 
TP/05/1843 Change of use of first floor from Industrial to Function room (Sui Generis), refused 
in January 2006 for the following reasons: 
 
1. The proposed use of the first floor of the premises as a function hall would result in the 
introduction of an inappropriate activity within a designated Primary Industrial Area / Primary 
Employment Area, detrimental to the function, character and economic activity of the area. This 
would be contrary to Policies (II) GD1 and (II) E2 of the Unitary Development Plan and Policy 
(II)E2(D) of the Council's Interim Unitary Development Plan Amendments. 
 
2. The proposal does not make provision for car and pedal cycle parking in accordance with 
the standards adopted by the Council and could therefore give rise to kerbside parking in the 
adjacent streets to the detriment of safety and the free flow of traffic including pedestrians and 
public transport traffic on the public highway.  The proposal is therefore contrary to policies 
(II)GD6, (II)GD7, (II)T16 and (II) T19 of the Unitary Development Plan. 
 

 
 



 

TP/05/0754 Change of use of first floor to wedding function hall incorporating alterations to 
fenestration at front; refused in June 2005 for the following reason: 
 
1. The proposed use of the premises as a function hall would result in the introduction of an 
inappropriate activity within a designated Primary Industrial Area / Primary Employment Area, 
detrimental to the function, character and economic activity of the area. This would be contrary to 
Policies (II) GD1 and (II) E2 of the Unitary Development Plan and Policy (II)E2(D) of the Council's 
Interim Unitary Development Plan Amendments. 
 
TP/05/0098 Change of use to wedding function hall incorporating internal parking at ground 
floor level; refused in April 2005 for the following reasons: 
 
1. The proposed use of the premises as a function hall would result in the introduction of an 
inappropriate activity within a designated Primary Industrial Area / Primary Employment Area, 
detrimental to the function, character and economic activity of the area. This would be contrary to 
Policies (II) GD1 and (II) E2 of the Unitary Development Plan and Policy (II)E2(D) of the Council's 
Interim Unitary Development Plan Amendments. 
 
2. The proposal does not make provision for car and pedal cycle parking in accordance with 
the standards adopted by the Council and could therefore give rise to kerbside parking in the 
adjacent streets to the detriment of safety and the free flow of traffic including pedestrians and 
public transport traffic on the public highway.  The proposal is therefore contrary to policies 
(II)GD6, (II)GD7, (II)T16 and (II) T19 of the Unitary Development Plan. 
 
TP/00/1889 Redevelopment of site by erection of a replacement two-storey industrial 
warehouse with ancillary offices, and mezzanine floor and associate car parking; granted subject 
to conditions in March 2001. 
 
Relevant planning decisions for similar uses proposed in primary industrial areas 
 
Unit C42 & C38, HARBET ROAD 
TP/09/0135 Change of use of Unit C38 from warehouse (B8) to banquet hall (sui generis) 
together with retention of existing cafe to Unit C42, refused in March 2009 for reasons relating to 
the loss of industrial accommodation, the impact on the surrounding industrial uses and lack of 
parking. 
 
Units 1& 2 Alexander Business Centre, Alma Road 
TP/06/0973 Change of use from existing warehouse, distribution centre and workshop to a 
function room/banqueting centre (Use Class D2) including alterations to roof, side and front 
elevation, refused in August 2006 for reasons relating to loss of industrial accommodation, 
parking, volume of traffic and impact on nearby residential properties. 
 
Toaken House, Pegamoid Road 
TP/04/2221 Change of use from office/warehouse use (B1) to a mixed use of counselling, 
printing and training rooms for training and community use (B1 & D1), granted in May 2005 
subject to conditions including a personal condition for the sole benefit of The Kings House Trust, 
a limited time condition until 31st May 2010 and conditions restricting the precise mixture of uses 
on the site. 
 
Watkins House, Pegamoid Road 
TP/03/1737 Change of use to meeting hall and warehouse and retention of existing offices 
refused in December 2003 due to loss of industrial accommodation, a subsequent appeal was 
withdrawn. 
 

 
 



 

Kelan House, 78, Pretoria Road North 
TP/02/1448 Change of use of part of building to Function Hall, refused in October 2002 for 
reasons relating to impact on the industrial estate, lack of parking and inadequate servicing and 
access. 
 
Consultation 
 
Public 
 
Consultation letters have been issued to 17 neighbouring properties. No objections have been 
received. However, letters have been received in support of the proposal and these are set out 
below: 
 
a) DAY-MER Turkish and Kurdish Community Centre, Howard Road N16  

 
- states that there is a need for the Conference and Wedding Hall, due to the growing 
community and the shortage of such facilities.  They consider 4 Princes Road is an ideal 
place for Weddings and the support of the business seeking to serve the community 
requested.  

 
b) Alevi Cultural Centre and Cemevi, Stoke Newington Road, N16 (a religious and cultural 
organisation looking after the rights of the Alevi Turkish and Kurdish Community) 
 

- state that in their culture prayers with music and folk singers is very important to them 
and because they and other organisations are in need of available halls, they support the 
application.  They consider this will be a good opportunity to provide for larger 
conferences and bring their cultural singers to sing special prayers.   

 
c) Kurdish Community Centre, Ridley Road, E8 ( a community organisation and registered charity 
serving refuges living in London, particularly those from the Kurdish region).   

- They state their main aims are to empower and encourage quality of life by advancing 
education, welfare and providing facilities for recreation and leisure time.  The response 
concludes that one of the major problems in London is the absence of a Wedding and 
Conference facility in Enfield and they strongly support the provision of such a facility. 

 
d) Anadolu Halk Kültür Merkezi – Anatolia People Culture Centre Stoke Newington Road, N16 ( a 
community organisation serving the Turkish-speaking community since 1989)  
 

- state that they support people adopting to life in the UK as well as maintaining their own 
culture.  They run various activities such as folk dancing, interpreting/translation services, drama 
classes, family support, projects against drug issues, yearly picnics, musical concerts and 
celebrating other international and national holidays and their main problem is finding venues for 
these activities, as, whilst there are lots of venues in London, prices for hire are too high.  They 
request that consideration be given to the community needs when making any decision. 
 
External 
 
The Environment Agency initially objected as the submitted Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) did not 
demonstrate effective arrangements for safe egress, particularly for vulnerable persons, in the 
event of a flood and the lack of flood resilience measures for the warehouse units.  After the 
submission of additional details, the Environment Agency maintained their objection as the safe 
egress led to a ‘dry island’, the exit from which would have been through other flood waters.  
However, after further negotiations, the Environment Agency withdrew their objection subject to a 
condition relating to a flood warning and evacuation plan and flood proofing measures set out by 

 
 



 

the applicant, as a dry escape can be provided from the development to a dry island.  They also 
commented that the Council is the competent authority on emergency planning and evacuation, 
the applicant should contact the Council’s emergency planning team and the emergency services 
to establish whether they are happy for people to be evacuated to this dry island and comment on 
the practicability of rescue and evacuation from this location. 
 
Internal 
 
The Head of Economic Development objects to the application on economic development 
grounds stating that the Montague Industrial Estate has been the subject of substantial grant 
investment to upgrade infrastructure and enhance operational conditions for the range of 
industrial firms on the estate.  Within this context, the proposal is not acceptable as the operation 
of the function hall 7 days a week, would be likely to create conditions in conflict with other 
businesses on the estate especially as the proposed car park would be inadequate to cope with 
the full capacity of the venue leading to high levels of on-street parking which would create traffic 
congestion.  This issue would be exacerbated by the lack of off-street parking or loading for the 4 
ground floor industrial units.  In addition, direct loading facilities are not provided for these 
industrial units with the unloading area shown only serving the function hall.  The entrance doors 
to all the warehouse units are also inadequate to serve normal warehouse operations.  The 
response concludes by acknowledging that the shape and size of the unit may render it difficult to 
attract a single occupier, but suggests that the unit be split to form 2 separate two-story 
warehouse units. 
 
Environmental Health do not object to the application subject to conditions relating to extract 
ventilation, hours of use and for deliveries and refuse. 
 
Relevant Policies 
 
London Plan (2008) 
 
3A.17  Addressing the needs of London’s diverse population  
3B.1  Developing London’s Economy 
3B.4  Strategic Industrial Locations 
3B.11  Improving Employment Opportunities for Londoners 
3C.1  Integrating transport and development  
3C.21  Improving Conditions for Walking 
3C.22  Improving Conditions for Cycling 
3C.23  Parking Strategy 
4A.3  Sustainable Design and Construction 
4A.12  Flooding 
4A.13   Flood risk management 
4A.19   Improving air quality 
4A.20   Reducing noise and enhancing soundscapes 
4B.8  Respect the context of local communities 
Annex 4 Parking standards 
 
Unitary Development Plan 
 
(I)GD1  Regard to Surroundings / Integrated into Local Community 
(I)GD2  Quality of Life and Visual Amenity 
(II)GD1 New development to be appropriately located.  
(II)GD3 Character / Design 
(II)GD6 Traffic Generation 
(II)GD8 Site Access and Servicing 

 
 



 

(II)GD12 Development in Areas at Risk from Flooding 
(II)GD13 Increased Risk of Flooding downstream 
(II)T13  Creation or improvement of accesses 
(II)T16  Adequate access for pedestrians and disabled persons 
(I)E4  Use of land in employment generating areas 
(II)E2  Concentrate B1-B8 uses within Primary Industrial Area. 
(II)CS1 Support through the planning process the work of various community services.  
 
Local Development Framework - Core Strategy Preferred Options 
 
The Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 requires the Council to replace the UDP with a 
Local Development Framework (LDF). The LDF Core Strategy will set out the spatial vision and 
strategic objectives for the Borough. The Core Strategy is at an early stage in its adoption 
process. As this continues the weight given to it will grow and the relevant objectives are reported 
to demonstrate the degree to which the proposals are consistent with the emerging policy 
direction. 
 
SO1  Sustainability and Climate Change 
SO3  Protect and enhance Enfield's environmental quality; 
SO11  Safer and stronger communities 
SO17 Safeguard established communities and the quality of the local environment 
SO21  Sustainable Transport 
 
Other Material Considerations 
 
PPS1  Delivering Sustainable Communities 
PPG4    Industrial, Commercial and Small Firms 
PPG13  Transport 
PPS25  Flood Risk 
 
Analysis 
 
Background 
 
There have been three previous applications for a function hall at this site all of which have been 
refused planning permission. 
 
A letter accompanying this application suggests the current proposals overcome the reasons 
imposed on the first two applications (TP/05/0098 & TP05/0754), due to he retention of more 
industrial floor space.  Whilst there is a marginal increase in the industrial floor space, no mention 
is made of the third submission (TP/05/1843), which is similar to the current proposal and was 
also refused.  The main differences between this most recent refusal (TP/05/1843) and the 
current application is that the correct identification of  the site to the north ensuring it correctly 
forms part of the application site, the provision of a central entrance to the first floor function hall 
and some minor internal alterations. 
 
In assessing this application therefore, it must be considered whether the previous reasons for 
refusal have been addressed or whether there has been a material change in policy or 
circumstances in the interim to warrant an alternative decision being made with reference to the 
following key issues: the principle of a non industrial use in a primary industrial area, the impact of 
the proposed use on the character and function of the surrounding industrial area, the adequacy 
of parking, access and servicing arrangements as well as the issue of flood risk. 
 

 
 



 

Principle and Character and Function of the Industrial Estate  
 
Within Primary Industrial Areas and Strategic Industrial Locations both the Unitary Development 
Plan and the London Plan seek to retain, preserve and enhance the industrial function of the area 
and resist the introduction of uses that do not fall within Classes B1/B2/B8.  Notwithstanding that 
the ground floor would remain in use as a B8 warehouse, the proposed change of use to a 
function hall would represent the introduction of a non conforming use and result in the loss of 
industrial floor space. 
 
In mitigation, the applicant has submitted letters detailing the marketing of the premises which 
states that after 9 months and 28 viewings, there were no interested parties.  However, the 
premises is of modern construction, the ground floor of the premises is currently let and there is 
no evidence that consideration has been given to the subdivision of the premises into two units as 
suggested by the Head of Economic Development.  Consequently, it is considered that the unit 
remains viable warehousing and distribution unit.   
 
It has also been suggested that the proposal would result in a greater retention of industrial floor 
space than was approved in March 2001 under reference TP/00/1889.  However, this proposal 
involved the rebuilding of the units to provide improved parking and servicing for the industrial 
units themselves and would not have resulted in the potentially negative impacts on the 
surrounding businesses referred to above. 
 
Notwithstanding the above, whilst it is acknowledged that the majority of the ground floor would 
be retained in industrial use, it is considered that the first floor function room would be likely to 
make the ground floor more difficult to let for an industrial purpose and therefore, would 
undermine the industrial use of the unit and its contribution to the Borough’s employment 
opportunities.  It is also considered the proposed external alterations would only serve to identify 
that the building was no longer in industrial use. The proposed use also has the potential to be 
noise sensitive as well as providing for large numbers of pedestrian movements within the estate, 
which could curtail the existing surrounding industrial activities. 
 
To this end, it is considered that the loss of part of a viable warehousing and distribution unit 
together with the imposition of potential restrictions on the remaining floor space from the 
banqueting use and the character of the wider industrial estate, would represent an inappropriate 
and incompatible addition to this primary industrial area and a significant departure from strategic 
directions relating to industrial land within the Borough.   
 
It should also be noted that the use of the land as a car park further erodes the supply of 
industrial land.  This land opposite appears to have historically been used as a separate unit (no. 
4).  Planning permission was granted in 1976, ref TP/76/0696 for the erection of a single storey 
shed and fencing for use as a sawmill.  The site currently has temporary permission for use as a 
car wash and no information has been put forward to suggest that it is unsuitable for development 
for industrial purposes.  In light of the Primary Industrial Area designation it is considered that the 
use of the land as a car park is not acceptable, particularly for the benefit of a non-industrial use. 
 
Four supporting letters have been received from community groups that identify the need for such 
a facility within the area, particularly for the Turkish-speaking community.  To this end, the 
applicant cites a shortage of such facilities within the area: a view supported by the applications 
for function halls within industrial estates referred to earlier in this report.  In particular, the 
applicant refers to the planning permission at Toaken House, Pegamoid Road where it is claimed 
a mixed use has set the precedent.  However, this permission at Toaken House is on a temporary 
basis and is tied to The Kings House Trust and more recently, to an associated training company.  
The trust is a Registered Charity and whilst that proposal results in the temporary loss of part of 
an industrial unit it was considered, on balance, that the benefits to the community from the 

 
 



 

proposed training, the use was acceptable for a temporary period whilst a more permanent 
location could be found 
 
Nevertheless, the cultural benefits to the community can be given weight in the overall 
assessment.  However, this must be balanced against the other planning matters detailed within 
this report but particularly, the retention of the industrial purpose of the premises and the wider 
estate.  Moreover, it would be difficult to justify an approval at this particular site when where 
planning permission has been refused elsewhere.  No such justification has been provided in this 
case.   
 
Overall, notwithstanding the identified need and the cultural benefits of the proposal discussed 
above, it is considered that on balance, that the proposal would be contrary to the objectives of 
this industrial land designation and therefore, Policies (I)GD1, (I)GD2 and (II)E2 of the Unitary 
Development Plan, Policy 3B.1 and Policy 3B.4 of the London Plan and PPG4.  
 
Parking, Access and Servicing 
 
The site is located on Princes Road, which, whilst not a classified road, is the primary route 
serving the Montagu Industrial Estate.  The site is located over two plots separated by Princes 
Road with the northern plot containing the car parking facility.  The parking facility is located on a 
corner section with three street frontages and provides for 30 parking spaces.   
 
The applicant has confirmed that approximately 250 guests, in addition to the 23 staff, would use 
the premises; although the indicative layout of 30 tables may suggest up to 360 guests.  The 
applicant suggests that in line with PPG13 the parking requirement would be a maximum of 24 
spaces for 120 guests.  Notwithstanding that guest numbers have now been confirmed to be at 
least 250, PPG13 is only applicable in areas of high accessibility. The site in question only has a 
PTAL rating of 1b which is considered low. Consequently the parking provision is not considered 
suitable even for the lowest of the estimates for the number of guests and even at this level, it 
could lead to indiscriminate parking of vehicles on surrounding roads that prejudice the 
functioning of the industrial area.  Moreover, these issues would be significantly compounded as 
guest numbers increased to 360  
 
The proposed use will generate a high level of pedestrian activity, both from pedestrians crossing 
Princes Road from the car park and also any users arriving via public transport. However, there 
are no pedestrian crossing facilities in the area or a network of properly defined pedestrian 
footways.  The separation of the parking facility from the main building would thus require 
pedestrians including disabled persons, to cross Princes Road and compete with turning traffic at 
the Dane Road and Barnes Roads junctions. This would be prejudicial to pedestrian safety and 
be contrary to the provisions of Policy (II)T17. Having regard to the above and the industrial 
context of the area, it is considered that a pedestrian crossing at this location would not be 
acceptable given the impact on traffic movements. 
 
To address this concern, the applicant has suggested that the hours of operation could be 
controlled to prevent conflict with other estate traffic and that two car valet staff could be present 
at all times the premises were open. They have also confirmed that they would be willing to enter 
into a S106 agreement to confirm this.  However, whilst both may provide some assistance, the 
estate operates on a 24/7 basis and to impose a condition limiting the use of the function hall to 
evening hours (after 6 pm) would be an unreasonable restriction on the use for which permission 
is sought.  In addition, it is considered that using car valet staff would not overcome the fact that 
vehicles would still be arriving at and parking in the vicinity of the premises. 
On balance therefore, it is not considered that the applicant’s suggestions would overcome the 
above concerns, nor could they be resolved by any other planning conditions or clauses in a legal 
agreement. 

 
 



 

 
Loading for the function hall would be towards the southern end of the building and for the ground 
floor industrial unit, towards the northern end.  This reflects existing openings in the building and it 
is considered it would not create a materially worse impact on the function of Princes Road.  
However, as noted by the Head of Economic Development, the loading doors have been reduced 
in height to such an extent that it brings into question the practicability of their use.  It is 
considered this is another matter that has the potential to limit the industrial function of the unit. 
 
Overall, it is considered that the inaccessibility of the site via public transport, the potential for 
unacceptable on street parking and the potential conflict between vehicles and pedestrians would 
not only serve to further undermine the primary industrial function of the entrance into the estate 
but would be hazardous to the safety and free flow of traffic and contrary to Policies (II)GD6, 
(II)GD8, (II)GD11, (II)T16 and (II)T17 of the Unitary Development Plan. 
 
Flood Risk 
 
The site is located within the 1 in 100 year flood zone and the proposals will increase the number 
of people, including vulnerable individuals, in the location in the event of a flood.  After detailed 
modelling it has been determined that the dry egress would be possible in the event of an 
extreme flood.  However, this would be onto the higher ground of Stacey Avenue, which would be 
enclosed by flood waters to the west and the railway to the east creating a ‘dry island’.  The 
Environment Agency advises that, in accordance with PPS25, the Council is the competent 
authority for emergency planning and must consider, in consultation with the emergency services, 
whether appropriate measures are in place for the potential rescue of those taking refuge on the 
‘dry island’.   
 
The Emergency Planning Team has confirmed the Council would only assist evacuees once they 
had been brought to a place of safety.  Whereas the London Fire and Emergency Planning 
Authority have confirmed that whilst they do not have any statutory duty in respect of flooding 
rescue, they would assist where possible.   
However, the applicant has demonstrated that the site is on the edge of the peak of the 1 in 1,000 
flood event.  This peak would build up over a number of hours and as such there would, provided 
an adequate flood warning and evacuation plan were in place, the premises could be safely 
evacuated long before the flood waters created the ‘dry island referred to above.  In any event, 
even if evacuation could did not take place before the peak of the flood event, there is potential 
for dry escape to the east via the railway.  Alternatively, the modelling data suggests that the 
peak would last for only a few hours.  As such, there would be potential to take refuge in the 
building itself while peak flood waters reduced. 
 
The Environment Agency has sought conditions to secure the implementation of a flood warning 
and evacuation plan and flood proofing measures set out by the applicant and subject to theses 
condition, on balance, no objection is raised on grounds of flood risk. 
 
Other Matters 
 
It is considered that there is sufficient separation from the nearest residential dwelling such that 
the proposal would not adversely affect their amenities.  
 
Conclusion 
 
In the light of the above assessment, it is considered that even when considering the weight to be 
attached to the need for such a facility and the potential benefits to the community the balance of 
these matters is that they do not outweigh the significant harm that has been identified in respect 
of the impact on the loss of industrial space, the impact on the wider industrial function of the 

 
 



 

estate, the lack of parking and the potential pedestrian hazards.  As a result, it is considered that 
planning permission should be refused.  
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Application Number:  TP/09/0510   Ward:  Southgate       
Date of Registration:  22nd April 2009  
 
Contact:  Robert Lancaster 4019 
 
Location:  PUBLIC HOUSE, 80-84, CHASE SIDE, LONDON, N14 5PH 
 
Proposal:  Conversion of upper floors to provide 9 self contained flats (3 x 3-bed, 3 x 2-bed, 1 x 
1-bed and 2 x studios) involving construction of 3rd floor to front and roof terrace to rear. 
  
Applicant Name & Address:  
 
Chet Investments Ltd, c/o Pebworth Property 
Lixmere House 
211, Kenton Road 
Kenton 
Middx 
HA3 0HD 
  
Agent Name & Address:  
 
Studio V Architects 
224, West Hendon Broadway 
London 
NE9 7ED 
  
Recommendation: That subject to the completion of a S106 agreement to secure the provision 
of off site parking, a financial contribution to off site improvements to the rear service road and 
play areas, the Head of Development Services be authorised to GRANT planning permission 
subject to the following conditions: 
 

1. C07 Details of Materials 

2. C25 No additional Fenestration 

3. C16 Private Vehicles Only - Parking Areas 

4. C19 Details of Refuse Storage & Recycling Facilities 

5. C24 Obscured Glazing 

6. Before the development is occupied an opaque screen shall be installed to a height of 
1.8m above floor level on the second floor directly above and along the full length of the 
window serving the living/dining room of the first floor Flat 5. The screen shall be 
permanently maintained thereafter unless otherwise agreed in writing with the Local 
Planning Authority. 
 
Reason: To safeguard the privacy of the occupiers of neighbouring properties. 
 

7. C57 Sustainability 

8. The cycle spaces shown on the submitted plans shall be installed and thereafter 
permanently retained for cycle parking. 

 
 



 

 
Reason: To ensure the provision of cycle parking spaces in line with the Council's 
adopted standards. 
 

9. C51A Time Limited Permission 

 
Site 
 
The premises is a part three-storey / two storey building, the ground floor of which falls within the 
core retail frontage of Southgate Town Centre. The building extends right back to the rear service 
road with an average depth of approx. 38m, although this varies due to the curved nature of the 
building to the rear. The ground floor is currently occupied by a Wetherspoons Public House. The 
upper floors of the premises are currently vacant, although were previously used for storage 
purposes. Pedestrian access to the building is from Chase Side. 
 
Chase Side is the main shopping street serving Southgate and is characterised by three and four 
storey development, which in the main comprises of ground floor retail units with a combination of 
ancillary retail, office or residential space on the upper floors 
 
Vehicular access to the rear of the site is via a service road accessed off Chase Side situated 
between Nos 66 and 68 Chase Side. To the rear of the site is the new residential development of 
Pickard Close (formerly the Southern Syringe Factory Site). 
 
The site is located within Southgate Town Centre and is accessible to a range of public transport 
options including Southgate tube station; the site consequently has a PTAL rating of 4. 
 
Proposal 
 
Permission is sought for the conversion and extension of the upper floors to create 9 flats 
comprising 2 studio flats, 1 x one bed flat, 3 x two bed flats and 3 x three bed flats, with a roof 
terrace on first floor.  
 
Also proposed is a glass canopy over the frontage of the ground floor premises. Together with 
portholes and a glass dormer terrace at roof level also fronting Chase Side.  
 
The proposal provides 3 parking spaces for the residential units but involves the loss of 4 parking 
spaces currently serving the Wetherspoons as a result. Nine secure bicycle parking spaces at the 
rear ground floor entrance to the residential accommodation and on the first floor roof terrace. 
 
Relevant Planning Decisions 
 
TP/95/0044 - Change of use of ground floor of premises from Retail (A1) to Public House (A3) 
was granted planning permission granted in 1995. 
 
Consultation 
 
Public 
 
Consultation letters have been sent to 88 neighbouring residential and commercial properties. No 
replies were received apart from comments from the Southgate Resident’s Association. They raise 
an objection on the following grounds: 
 

 
 



 

• The porthole type windows and glass brickwork’ at roof level fronting Chase Side in terms 
of their impact on the appearance and character of the property. 

• The glass canopy fronting Chase Side will encourage more smokers from the Public 
House. 

• Impact on the rear service road in terms of parking and access for deliveries and refuse 
trucks.    

. 
External 
 
Thames Water raises no objection to the proposal. 
 
Internal 
 
Transportation and Cleansing raise no objection 
 
Relevant Policy 
 
London Plan 
 
3A.1         Increasing London’s Supply of housing 
3A.2         Boroughs Housing Target 
3A.3         Maximising potential of sites 
3A.5         Housing Choice 
3A.9         Definition of affordable homes 
3A.10       Negotiating affordable housing in individual private residential and mixed          
mixed use schemes 
3A.11        Affordable housing thresholds 
4B.1          Design principles for a compact city 
4B.8          Respect local context and communities 
3C.23       Parking strategy 
3C.24       Parking in town centres 
3A.23       Health Impacts 
2A.1         Sustainability criteria 
4A.1         Tackling climate change 
4A.3         Sustainable design and construction 
4A.4         Energy Assessment 
4A.6         Heating, cooling and Power 
 
Annex 4 Car Parking standards 
 
Unitary Development Plan 
 
The statutory plan for the Borough is the Unitary Development Plan (UDP) adopted March 1994. 
Under section 38 of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act, the Council’s existing UDP 
policies were automatically saved for a three-year period. This ended on 27th September 2007. 
However, as from that date, the Local Planning Authority has received a Direction from the 
Secretary of State confirming the policies that have not expired and those referred to below, 
remain material to the assessment of any development of the proposal. 
 
(I) GD1       New development to have appropriate regard to its surroundings 
(II) GD1      New developments and changes of use appropriately located 
(I) GD2       New development improve character of area 
(II) GD3     Design & Character 
(II) H8        Privacy /Overlooking 

 
 



 

(II) H9        Amenity space provision 
(II) GD6     Traffic Implications 
(II) GD8     Access and Servicing 
(II) S20      Encourage full use of accommodation on upper floors 
(II) T19      Provision for cyclists 
 
Local Development Frame Work- Core Strategy Preferred Options 
 
The Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 requires the Council to replace the UDP with a 
Local Development Framework (LDF). The LDF Core Strategy will set out the spatial vision and 
strategic objectives for the Borough. The Core Strategy is at an early stage in its adoption 
process. As this continues the weight given to it will grow and the relevant objectives are reported 
to demonstrate the degree to which the proposals are consistent with the emerging policy 
direction. 
 
SO1  Sustainability and Climate Change 
SO2  Biodiversity 
SO3  Protect and enhance Enfield's environmental quality; 
SO6  High quality, sustainably constructed, new homes to meet the aspirations of local 

people 
SO8  Affordable Housing, Family Homes and Social Mix 
SO11  Safer and stronger communities 
SO16  Preserve the local distinctiveness 
SO17 Safeguard established communities and the quality of the local environment 
SO21  Sustainable Transport 
 
Other Material Considerations 
 
PPS1  Delivering Sustainable Communities 
PPS3  Housing 
PPG13  Transport 
 
Supplementary Guidance on Shop Fronts 
Supplementary Guidance on Flat Conversions 
 
Analysis 
 
Principle 
 
The creation of additional residential accommodation within the context of this town centre 
location whilst retaining the ground floor use as a public house would be consistent with the broad 
policy objectives of maximising development in sustainable town centre locations which also 
supports their viability and vitality. It would also be consistent with PPS3 (Housing) and PPS6 
(Planning for Town Centres). The proposal would also contribute to increasing the Borough’s 
Housing Stock having regard to London Plan Policies 3A.1 and 3A.2, Policy 3A.3 (maximising the 
potential of sites) as well as supporting the town centre adopted by policy 3D.1. 
 
Notwithstanding this, the acceptability of the proposed development must have regard to the 
acceptable integration of the scheme into the character and appearance of the locality and wider 
area. Mindful of this, careful consideration needs to be given to its overall scale, its design and 
appearance, the number and mix of units, compliance with residential standards, the quality of 
the proposed accommodation, the impact on the amenities of surrounding properties, and the 
adequacy of parking/ access and servicing etc. 
 

 
 



 

Integration with the Character and Appearance of the Surrounding Area 
 
In accordance with Policy 3A.3 of the London Plan development proposals should achieve the 
maximum intensity of use compatible with local context, whilst having regard to pubic transport 
capacity and accessibility and the density matrix of the London Plan. 
 
With this in mind, it is considered the site represents an urban location as the prevailing character 
and urban form would most closely resemble the definition for such areas: having predominantly 
dense development such as terraced houses, mansion blocks, a mix of different uses, medium 
building footprints and typically buildings of between two and four storeys, located within 800m 
walking distance of a District centre or, along main arterial routes. Furthermore, taking into 
account the town centre location and the PTAL rating of 4,  the density range for flats could be in 
the range of 200- 700 habitable rooms per hectare (hrph). In this instance, due to the character of 
the locality, it is considered that an appropriate density would be at the lower end of this range 
around 400 hrph. This proposal has a density of 423 hrph, which reflects the density figure 
considered appropriate. However, with reference to the objectives of advice contained in PPS1 
and PPS3 as well as the London Plan a solely numeric assessment of a developments 
integration with its locality must not be the only test and regard must be given to the scale, 
appearance and relationship to neighbouring properties before a final judgement can be made. 
 
Scale and Massing 
 
The street scene of Chase Side is characterised by linear built forms ranging from 2 to 4 storeys 
in height. Although this proposal would add a further floor height to the existing building, the 
additional floor is recessed from the front elevation by 1 metre. As a result, it is considered that 
this mitigates its presence especially when viewed against other buildings in the street which 
have similar heights. In particular, reference is made to the recent development at 42-54 Chase 
Side which contains a similar form of development. 
 
The main addition to existing building however is to the rear where there would be significant 
additions to the height over the existing rear projections accentuated by the fall in ground level at 
the rear. Notwithstanding this, the extensions would be viewed against neighbouring rear 
additions and developments which although of varying sizes, ameliorate the obtrusiveness of its 
presence. Again reference is made to a similar form of development constructed at 42-54 Chase 
Side. In the light of this context, it is considered the resultant scale and massing of the building 
would not detract from the appearance of the property in the surrounding area. 
 
Impact on amenities of surrounding residents 
 
In terms of impact on the amenities of adjoining residents particular regard needs to be given to 
the residential amenities of the adjoining upper floor flat at 86 Chase Side which has recessed 
rear windows. The proposed first floor rear extension is set to one side away from 86 Chase side 
(approx 8m). Consequently, the proposed 2nd and 3rd floor extensions do not breach a 30 degree 
line from the centre of the nearest window. As a result, it is considered that the proposal does not 
cause any undue loss of light, outlook and or sense of enclosure to the occupier’s of No.86 
Chase Side. 
 
In terms of the impact on the outlook of the occupiers at 78 Chase Side, whilst the proposal would 
diminish the outlook to the east, as the occupiers would retain a reasonable level of outlook to the 
west and noting the office use of the property it is considered that the impact on their amenities 
would not be such too would warrant refusal of the scheme  
 
In terms of safeguarding the privacy of adjoining residents, particularly those in Pickard Close, a 
condition has been attached requiring obscure glazing of the window serving the living/ dining 

 
 



 

room at Flat 5 on the first floor to a height above floor level of 1.8m along with a condition 
requiring an opaque screen to a height 1.8m above floor level on second floor directly above the 
window serving Flat 5’s living/dining room. 
 
Design 
 
The conversion and extension of the building, with a contemporary re-design approach in this 
location is considered to be appropriate and does not harm the character and appearance of the 
property or surrounding area. 
 
The porthole-type windows near roof level are not replicated on the facade of other buildings on 
Chase Side. However given their height above ground level it is not considered that they would 
have a significant effect on the character of the building or street scene. The glass dormer 
window terrace would be virtually obscured from street view behind the existing parapet wall, and 
as such is not considered to have a significant impact on the street scene or character of the 
building.  
 
It should also be noted that a glass projecting canopy id proposed above the shop front to the 
ground floor public house. This canopy I would have a maximum projection over the footway of 
1.9 metres. Whilst it is acknowledged that it would not affect the safe passage of pedestrians and 
would have the benefit of minimising smoke fumes rising up to the windows of the residential 
units above, the acceptability of this feature remains under review. A view on its acceptability will 
be reported at the meeting. 
 
Conclusion 
 
Taking the above factors into account, it is considered that the proposed development would 
appropriately integrate into the existing urban fabric and appearance of this section of Chase Side 
without detracting form the character and appearance of the street scene or the wider area. 
 
Amenity Space 
  
In terms of amenity space provision Policy (II) H9 of the UDP sets out the standard in respect of 
amenity space provision for flats. Such amenity space is normally used communally rather than 
being subdivided between individual occupiers within the development. Amenity space for flats 
should be equal to 75 % of the Gross Internal Area (GIA) of the building and typically roof 
terraces and balconies should contribute no more than 15% of the total amenity space provision. 
However given the town centre location of the scheme, the location over a ground floor retail units 
and the constraints of this particular site, it is considered a flexible approach can be applied.  
 
In this scheme, it is noted that the amenity space for the scheme is limited to a communal 
terraced garden at first floor level, and some roof terraces at 2nd and 3rd floor level. The principle 
of a terraced roof garden, terraces and balconies subject to appropriate screening to protect 
privacy of surrounding residents including those in Pickard Close, is acceptable. The gross 
internal area of the converted element of the building is approximately 582.2 square metres, the 
proposed amenity space is approximately 298 square metres. Therefore the proposed amenity 
space is approximately 52% of the gross internal area. It is acknowledged that this does not 
comply with the relevant guidance, and the proposal would, therefore, require a contribution for 
off-site provision, guided by the London Mayor’s Supplementary Planning Guidance on “providing 
for Children and Young Peoples Play and Informal recreation” (March 2008). Given the town 
centre constraints of this site, the approach is considered appropriate in this instance and is 
discussed in more detail under “section 106 Agreement” part of this report. 
 

 
 



 

Transport / Access/ Parking 
 
The site is located within Southgate Town Centre and is well served by public transport being 
within close proximity to Southgate Tube and bus station. As a result, the site has a Public 
Transport Accessibility (PTAL) rating of 4. Nevertheless, the proposal involves the loss of four car 
parking spaces currently serving the Wetherspoons staff and no other capacity exits within the 
curtilage. 
 
Notwithstanding  its location within the Town Centre and a PTAL rating of 4, the provision of a 
completely car free development with no parking provision is considered to be unacceptable in 
this location.  Whilst flexibility can be applied to car  parking standards, it is considered that if 
some dedicated car parking isn’t provided for the development this would inevitably result in 
further additional indiscriminate parking in the rear service access road which at present is 
already extremely heavily parked resulting in further congestion and problems.  
 
The London Plan table A 4.2 (maximum residential car parking standards) for 1 - 2 bed units in 
areas of good public transport accessibility/ town centre locations indicates that developments 
should aim for less than 1 space per unit. Whilst this may be acceptable in principle at present 
given the provision of 9 units in total the provision of just 3 car parking spaces is considered 
unacceptable.  
 
However the Council owns two strips of land to either side of the proposed car parking places and 
it would be appropriate, through a s106 Agreement, to license the use of the two strips of land for 
use as private parking spaces in connection with the residential development. There would be no 
replacement parking for staff and but there would be provision of three car parking spaces 
serving the flats and with 9 cycle parking spaces proposed within the application site.  
Acknowledging that parking on the surrounding highways is restricted by the Southgate CPZ, this 
level of provision s felt to be on balance, acceptable 
 
Refuse storage 
 
With regards refuse storage, this would be sited to the rear accessed via the existing service 
road. Cleansing has confirmed these arrangements are acceptable and no objections are 
therefore raised. 
  
Sustainable Design and Construction 
 
Given its location nearby good public transport links, the re-use/ conversion of the existing 
premises and design, the scheme is considered to have due regard to, and addresses the 
following policies of the London Plan (Feb 2008), 4A.1 (Tackling climate Change) 4A.3 
(Sustainable Design and Construction), 4A.4 (Energy Assessment), and 4A.7 (Renewable 
energy).  
 
Section 106 Agreement 
 
A Section 106 Agreement is required to address deficiencies in elements of the scheme that 
would otherwise render the scheme unacceptable. The “ Heads of Terms “ that accompanies this 
recommended approval are: 
 

• The provision of a financial contribution to upgrading the rear service access road and, 
providing external lighting. 

• The licensing of two strips of LB of Enfield land to use for car parking provision for the 
flats. 

 
 



 

• £15,000 contribution to off site improvements to existing play provision at Ivy Road 
playground. 

 
In the case of financial obligations, the sums will be index linked from the date of the agreement 
and will incur a penalty charge if unpaid. 
 
Conclusion 
 
Taking into account the above and subject to the aforementioned legal agreement, it is 
considered conditional approval is granted for the following reasons: 
 

1. The conversion and extension of the upper floors of the site for residential purposes would 
be in keeping with the composition and character of the surrounding area and contribute 
to the supply of housing within the Borough, in accordance with Policies (I)GD1, (I)GD2, 
(II)GD3 and (I)H1 of the Unitary Development Plan, and Policies 3A.1 and 3A.2 of the 
London Plan (Consolidated with Alterations since 2004). 

 
2. The proposal is not considered to harm the character and appearance of the area or the 

visual amenities of neighbouring occupiers, having regard to policies (I)GD1, (I)GD2 and 
(II)GD3of the Unitary Development Plan, as well as policies 4B.11, 4B.12 and 4B.13 and 
guidance contained within PPS1, PPS3 and PPG15. 

 
3. The proposal is not considered to unduly prejudice the amenities of neighbouring 

occupiers, especially in respect to potential overlooking and loss of privacy to residents on 
Pickard Close and potential loss of outlook to No.86 Chase Side, in accordance with 
Policies (I)GD1, (I)GD2 and (II)H8 of the Unitary Development Plan, as well as the 
objectives of PPS1 and PPS3. 

 
4. The proposal provides makes adequate provision for access, servicing and car parking for 

the residential units, having regard to policies (II)GD6 and (II)GD8 of the Unitary 
Development Plan and Government Advice contained within PPG13 and The London 
Plan policy 3C.23. 

 
5. The sustainability measures identified in the sustainability assessment form submitted on 

15/06/2009 are considered to be sufficient to meet the requirements of Interim Policy 
SDC1 of the UDP, therefore achieving a suitable level of sustainable design and 
construction. 
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Application Number:  TP/09/0669   Ward:  Winchmore Hill       
Date of Registration:  28th May 2009  
 
Contact:  Emma Allenden 3845 
 
Location:  4, RADCLIFFE ROAD, LONDON, N21 2SE 
 
Proposal:  Two storey side extension with integral garage, rear conservatory and basement 
parking. 
  
Applicant Name & Address:  
 
Mr S.  Sotoriou 
4, RADCLIFFE ROAD 
LONDON 
N21 2SE 
  
Agent Name & Address:  
 
Mr Michael Wallis, PMSS 
5, HOUNDSDEN ROAD 
LONDON 
N21 1LU 
  
Note for Members 
 
Although an application of this nature would normally be determined under delegated authority, 
this application has been referred to the Planning Committee for determination at the request of 
Cllr Martin Prescott. 
 
Recommendation: That planning permission be GRANTED subject to the following conditions: 
 

1. C08 Materials to Match 

2. C09 Details of Hard Surfacing 

3. C10 Details of Levels 

4. C11 Details of Enclosure 

5. C16 Private Vehicles Only - Parking Areas 

6. C25 No additional Fenestration 

7. C26 Restriction of Use of Extension Roofs 

8. Car Lift 

9. C51A Time Limited Permission 

 
Site and Surroundings 
 

 
 



 

The property is a semi detached single dwelling house on the eastern side of Radcliffe Road.  
The area is predominantly residential and is characterised by terraced, semi-detached and 
detached properties. 
 
Proposal 
 
Permission is sought for the construction of a two storey side extension to the property, 3.2 
metres in width and abutting the boundary with the rear gardens of nos. 8 and 10 Radcliffe Road.  
This extension would provide a garage at ground floor level and additional bedroom space at first 
floor level.  The proposal would also provide basement parking underneath the garage, accessed 
by an internal car lift. 
 
A rear conservatory is proposed behind the garage projecting 2.1m beyond the existing rear wall 
of the property. 
 
Relevant History 
 
None. 
 
Consultations 
 
Public 
 
Consultation letters have been sent to 11 neighbouring properties. Objections have been 
received from the occupiers of nos. 2, 5a, 6, 8, 10 and 16 Radcliffe Road raising all or some of 
the following points: 
 

• The amended application has not overcome the concerns raised when the initial plans 
were submitted 

• Noise and vibrations from the car lift – lack of justification that this lift will not have an 
adverse impact on neighbours, the examples submitted of other lifts are different locations 
and should not be used but a proper assessment of potential noise impact should be 
carried out 

• Examples have been submitted of other applications in other locations where car lifts have 
been refused or withdrawn showing that there are potential impacts on adjoining and 
neighbouring uses from the noise and vibration likely to be emitted by a proposed internal 
activity in a development 

• The car lift is a feature out of keeping with the locality and is not needed as adequate 
parking is available on the site without the need for the car lift 

• These types of car lift system are not generally suited to frequent or short-term use, their 
primary purpose being to increase storage capacity in space-constrained sites 

• The system incorporates low noise units. Nevertheless the manufacturer recommends 
that where parking systems are installed in a garage, the garage should be built 
separately from the dwelling 

• A minimum of 62dB of sound insulation should be incorporated in the design in order to 
protect dwellings from unacceptable levels of noise – the above 3 points show that the 
scheme is not appropriate for a semi-detached property in a quiet residential street 

• The height of the conservatory has been reduced but the roof height over the side 
extension has increased 

• The proposal does not comply with Council policies (I)GD1, (I)GD2, (II)GD3, (II)H12, 
(I)EN6, (II)EN30  

• It does not improve the quality of life and visual amenity and will result in a deterioration 
• The scale and mass would be highly visually intrusive 
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• Detrimentally affect the outlook and amenity of adjoining residential properties, enjoyment 
of garden 

• Two storey development is inappropriate having regard to the proximity of the backs of 
adjacent Radcliffe Road properties – this was acknowledged in the single storey bungalow 
development in Hazelgreen Close built in the mid-1980’s – the existing flank wall of the 
application property is already closer to no. 8 Radcliffe Road than was allowed at the 
bungalow development – a letter submitted by the applicants for this development stated 
that the development requires careful consideration and if it is single storey will not be 
detrimental to the residents of Radcliffe Road and Station Road 

• The development would not integrate into or improve the local community, and will 
prejudice the amenities of adjoining properties 

• Encroachment over adjoining properties 
• Inadequate distance has been left to allow for the maintenance of the dwelling from within 

the curtilage of the property  
• Impact on trees and habitat 
• The applicants dog keeps the occupier of no 5a Radcliffe Road awake at night already 
• Loss of privacy 
• Loss of light and impact on enjoyment of surrounding gardens from the extension 
• Could set a precedent for the area 
• Noisy building works from no. 11 Radcliffe Road are going on, this property is also owned 

by the applicant – do these works have planning permission? 
• No site plan showing the adjoining site property boundaries has been submitted  
• Two Land Registry titles should be submitted showing the application property and the 

alleyway running along the backs of 6 – 16 Radcliffe Road 
• Could some of the work be constructed as permitted development? 
• The forms submitted with the application are not accurate – questions 5 and 7 should be 

‘yes’ as a vehicular access to the property would be needed and there would be an impact 
on trees 

• Conditions have been suggested if the application is approved 
• An example was submitted from no. 2 Radcliffe Road in relation to a planning application 

at Southwark Council that was refused for the following reason: In the absence of an 
acoustic report, it is considered that the proposed 
mechanical car docking system would generate excessive noise causing harm to the 
amenity of future and neighbouring occupiers. The proposal is therefore contrary to Policy 
3.2 'Protection of Amenity' of the Southwark Plan UDP (2007).  However, a revised 
application included an acoustic report which demonstrated that the Cardok system would 
not have a significant impact on noise, and in fact the noise produced by the system is far 
less than that of a car door slamming.  This objection was therefore removed from the 
scheme and planning permission was granted for the car docking system. 

 
The Winchmore Hill Residents Association have concerns that the side extension will unbalance 
the whole of the building; the car lift inhibits level access from front to rear garden; the lower car 
lift bay is only 1500 high making it difficult for personal access; elevational details of existing 
houses must be carried over on to any new extension; the garage door is a ‘foreign’ opening in 
respect of its size and shape but is must follow the existing elevational details; the rear windows 
of the occupants of no. 6 Radcliffe Road will face onto the extension which will cause substantial 
over-shadowing to their garden; access for maintenance would have to be agreed with the 
adjoining owner; the hipped roof does not match the existing; which doors are to be used on the 
conservatory is not clear. 
 
In addition, representations have been received from Cllr Prescott who objects to the application 
due to it being massively obtrusive to neighbouring properties; that parts of it extend over at least 
one other property; that the subterranean car park is wholly out of keeping with the locality; that 
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the works will create enormous disruption and nuisance and may damage trees in the immediate 
vicinity; and that after the works have been completed the machinery and extractor fans will be a 
permanent reminder of the folly of this development. 
 
Furthermore, a  letter of objection has also been received from David Burrowes MP who 
expresses concerns that the proposed development would seem to be inappropriate for a semi-
detached property in a quiet residential street; that the equipment is most often found in 
commercial properties or detached properties where the garage is separate to the house, and by 
granting this we will create a precedent for semi-detached properties; neighbours concerns 
should be taken into consideration, particularly in relation to the potential noise pollution and the 
suitability of the proposed equipment in residential properties. 
 
Internal:   
 
Environmental Health state that the having looked at the updated information on the website if the 
car lift can be designed to meet the noise levels stated then there should not be a problem with 
noise in the neighbour's property. The system should have an acoustic performance to the noise 
measurements submitted and the machinery should be suitably isolated from the structure using 
rubber-mounts or other such suitable material to minimise the transference of sound through the 
structure to neighbouring properties. 
 
External:   
 
None 
 
Relevant Policies 
 
London Plan (2008) 
 
3C.23  Parking Strategy 
4B.1  Design Principles 
4B.3  Maximising the Potential of Sites 
4B.7  Respect Local Context and Communities 
4B.8  Respect Local Character and Context 
Annex 4 Parking standards. 
 
Unitary Development Plan 
 
(I)GD1  Regard to Surroundings / Integrated into Local Community 
(I)GD2  Quality of Life and Visual Amenity 
(II)GD3 Character / Design 
(II)GD6 Traffic generation 
(II)GD8 Site access and servicing 
(II)H12  Residential extensions 
(I)EN6  Environmental Impact of developments 
(II)EN30 Land, Air, Noise and Water pollution 
 
Local Development Framework - Core Strategy Preferred Options 
 
The Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 requires the Council to replace the UDP with a 
Local Development Framework (LDF). The LDF Core Strategy will set out the spatial vision and 
strategic objectives for the Borough. The Core Strategy is at an early stage in its adoption 
process. As this continues the weight given to it will grow and the relevant objectives are reported 
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to demonstrate the degree to which the proposals are consistent with the emerging policy 
direction. 
 
SO1 Sustainability and Climate Change 
SO3 Protect and enhance Enfield's environmental quality; 
SO7 Distinctive, balanced, and healthier communities 
SO11 Safer and stronger communities 
SO16 Preserve the local distinctiveness 
SO17 Safeguard established communities and the quality of the local environment 
 
Other Material Considerations 
 
PPS1  Delivering Sustainable Communities 
PPG13  Transport 
 
Analysis 
 
Two Storey Side Extension 
 
The proposed two storey side extension at 3.6 metres wide would infill the space to the side of 
the property up to the side boundary which is common with the rear boundary of Nos 6, 8 and 10 
Radcliffe Road. Visually, the extension is considered to be acceptable in terms of its size and 
appearance within the context of the street scene and is typical of many such extensions. 
Moreover, negotiations have secured improvements to its appearance through an increase in the 
height of the roof over the side extension. In addition, due to the juxtaposition of the application 
property to those neighbouring it, there is no requirement for an inset at first floor level to address 
terracing. 
 
In terms of the impact on neighbouring properties, although the flank wall would be sited on the 
boundary, the extension would be sited in the region of 18m from the rear of the properties at 
Nos. 6, 8 and 10 Radcliffe Road. Consequently, it is considered the relationship would not give 
rise to conditions prejudicial to the outlook and amenities of these properties. 
 
Concerns have been raised regarding the impact of the extension and in particular, the 
excavation in connection with the basement, on trees located in the neighbouring rear gardens. 
Whilst the loss of significant trees having a wider public amenity would not be supported, the 
conifers do not have this wider public quality and are not worthy of protection by way of a TPO. 
Moreover, it is considered that only those closest to the boundary may be affected and although 
they do have local amenity value, on balance, it is considered that the potential effects are not 
sufficient to warrant refusal of the application. 
 
It should also be noted that there is no requirement for the extension to be sited in from the side 
boundary to enable future maintenance. 
 
Basement Garage and Car Lift 
 
Located beneath the proposed two storey side extension, this basement garage would provide 
additional off street parking accessed via a mechanical lift. This element would have no external 
presence and is therefore acceptable. In addition,  
Transportation have confirmed that they have no objection to the lift as the basement parking is 
extra capacity not required to meet any off street parking need given the existing driveway which 
would still be available should the lift fail. 
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A significant level of objection though has been received about this element of the 
proposal from the occupiers of neighbouring properties. In particular, reference is 
made to noise and vibrations emanating from the operation of the car lift and 
information obtained from other Local Planning Authorities which have had 
applications for car lifts.  In response additional information has been submitted by 
the Applicant regarding the noise levels to address these concerns. 
 
Having reviewed this information, Environmental Health have confirmed that if the car 
lift operates at it designed parameters, the noise levels due to its operation should 
not be a problem. Furthermore, it is noted that the machinery should be suitably 
isolated from the structure using rubber-mounts or other such suitable material to 
minimise the transference of sound through the structure to neighbouring properties. 
 
Accordingly, notwithstanding the concern of residents, it is considered that with the 
imposition of conditions covering the points raised above, the proposed basement 
garage and car lift would not give rise to levels of noise which would harm the 
amenities of neighbouring and nearby residential properties. 
 
Single Story Rear Extension (Conservatory) 
 
Sited to the rear of the two storey rear extension, this would project 4.5 metres 
beyond the rear elevation. Amendments have secured reductions to the height of the 
glazed roof and taking this into account, the relationship to the neighbouring 
properties at Nos 6, 8 and 10 Radcliffe Road, this element is considered acceptable. 
 
Conclusion 
 
It is considered that the proposed development is acceptable having regard to the 
applicable policy and thus, it is recommended that this application be granted for the 
following reasons: 

1. The development makes appropriate provision for access and car parking 
and would not give rise to unacceptable on street parking conditions 
prejudicial to the free flow and safety of traffic on the adjoining highways, 
having regard to Policies (II)GD6 and (II)GD8 as well as Policy 3C.23 of the 
London Plan and PPG13. 

 
2. The proposed extensions to the property, due to their size and siting do not 

affect the amenities of the surrounding residential properties through a loss of 
light or outlook or the character and appearance of the surrounding area 
having regard to Policies (I)GD1, (I)GD2, (II)GD3 and (II)H12 of the Unitary 
Development Plan and Policy 4B.8 of the London Plan. 

 
3. The proposed car lift due to the noise specification measures that are 

included in the installation, would not unduly affect the amenities of the 
adjacent residential properties through an increase in noise and vibrations 
having regard to Policies (I)GD1, (I)GD2, (II)GD3, (I)EN6 and (II)EN30 of the 
Unitary Development Plan. 
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Application Number:  TP/09/0969   Ward:  Southgate       
Date of Registration:  14th July 2009  
 
Contact:  Robert Lancaster 4019 
 
Location:  311B, CHASE ROAD, PICKARD CLOSE, LONDON, N14 6JS 
 
Proposal:  Redevelopment of site by the erection of a 2-storey detached nursery building (class 
D1) with outdoor play area and associated parking. 
  
Applicant Name & Address:  
 
Active learning 
c/o Agent 
  
Agent Name & Address:  
 
Indigo Planning Ltd 
Swan Court 
Worple Road 
 London 
SW19 4JS 
  
Recommendation: That planning permission be Granted subject to the following conditions. 
 

1. The development hereby approved shall not be occupied until such time as a dropped 
kerb has been instated from the southern footway of Pickard Close, unless otherwise 
agreed in writing with the local planning authority.  
 
Reason: To ensure that the proposed pedestrian access can be safely accessed by 
disabled users and those with buggies. 

2. The development shall be implemented and thereafter retained for at least five years in 
accordance with the submitted travel plan accompanying the application. 
 
Reason: In the interests of sustainability and to ensure that traffic generated from the site 
is minimised 

3. Notwithstanding the provisions of the Town and Country Planning (Use Classes) Order 
1987, as amended, the premises shall be used solely for as a children's day nursery and 
crche up to a maximum of 88 children and shall not be used for any other purpose within 
Class D1 of the Order or for any other purpose whatsoever.  
 
Reason: To prevent the establishment of an alternative D1 use detrimental to amenities of 
nearby residential occupiers and/or the free flow or safety of traffic on the adjoining 
highways. 

4. That the outdoor play areas in connection with the use of the premises as a children's 
nursery be in accordance with the submitted Play Area Management Plan sent via email 
on 20/08/2009 and the outdoor play areas be used solely between the hours of: 
- 08.00 to 10.00 hours for a maximum of 20 children 
- 10.00 to 12.00 hours for a maximum of 30 children 
- 12.00 to 12.30 hours for a maximum of 20 children 
- 13.30 to 14.00 hours for a maximum of 20 children 

 
 



 

- 14.00 to 16.00 hours for a maximum of 30 children 
- 16.00 to 17.30 hours for a maximum of 20 children 
 
and at no other time unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority.  
 
Reason: To ensure that the proposed development does not unduly prejudice the 
amenities of nearby commercial and residential occupiers. 

5. Prior to the commencement of any development a Construction Environmental 
Management Plan (CEMP) written in accordance with London's Best Practice guidance 
shall be formally submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The 
( CEMP) will address the following issues:  
(i) Noise 
(ii) Control of site drainage and run off 
(iii) Storage and removal of excavation/ demolition material 
(iv)The siting of work compounds together with loading and unloading 
(v) Contractors parking  
(vi) Wheel washing facilities and methodology 
(vii) Construction traffic routing 
(viii) Control of dust and air quality during demolition and construction 
(viiii) Hours of work 
 
 The CEMP shall nominate a Construction Manager to oversee the management of these 
issues and the CEMP shall detail mechanisms for addressing complaints, monitoring, 
public liaison, prior notification works. The CEMP shall be adhered to at all times and 
regular monitoring and auditing performance shall be carried out in accordance with a 
schedule to be agreed with the Local Planning Authority. 
 
Reason : To avoid nuisance or other environmental effects during demolition or 
construction and operational phases of the development. 

6. C07 Details of Materials 

7. C09 Details of Hard Surfacing 

8. C10 Details of Levels 

9. The site shall be enclosed by acoustic fencing in accordance with details to be submitted 
to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The means of enclosure shall 
be erected in accordance with the approved detail before the development is occupied.  
 
Reason: To ensure satisfactory appearance and safeguard the privacy, amenity and 
safety of adjoining occupiers and the public and in the interests of highway safety. 

10. C16 Private Vehicles Only - Parking Areas 

11. C19 Details of Refuse Storage & Recycling Facilities 

12. C20 Details of Fume Extraction 

13. C25 No additional Fenestration 

14. C26 Restriction of Use of Extension Roofs 

15. C37 Restricted Hours - Deliveries 

 
 



 

16. C38 Restricted Hours - Opening 

17. C59 Cycle parking spaces 

18. C51A Time Limited Permission 

 
Site and Surroundings 
 
The application site is within a Business Park accessed from Pickard Close, off Chase Road. The 
site is in the south-west corner of the Business Park and currently contains a 2-storey building 
occupied as a Gym and Tanning Centre.  
 
The Business Park abuts the northern boundary of the Southgate Circus Conservation Area.  
 
Proposal 
 
Permission is sought for the demolition of the existing building and erection of a 2-storey 
detached building for use as a Children’s Nursery with outdoor play area and associated parking. 
 
A maximum of 88 children, between 3 months and 5 years, on the roll is proposed, with 24 full-
time members of staff. A total of 3 parking spaces are shown for this proposed use. 
 
History 
 
TP/06/1608: Construction of first and second floor to existing building was approved subject to 
conditions in September 2006. 
 
TP/06/1608/VAR1: Construction of first and second floor to existing building (revised scheme) to 
also now incorporate a change in fenestration pattern and entrance doors on the side and front 
elevation was approved subject to conditions in August 2007. 
 
TP/09/0410: Redevelopment of site to provide a 2-storey detached nursery building with outdoor 
play area and associated parking was refused planning permission inn May 2009. 
 
Relevant Policies 
 
London Plan 
 
3C.23  Parking in Town Centres 
3A.24  Meeting Floor Targets 
 
Unitary Development Plan 
 
(I)GD1  Regard to Surroundings / Integrated into Local Community 
(I)GD2  Quality of Life and Visual Amenity 
(II)GD1 Appropriate location 
(II)GD3 Character / Design 
(II)GD6 Traffic Generation 
(II)GD8 Site Access and Servicing 
(II)H8  Privacy and Overlooking 
(II)H9  Amenity Space 
(I)C1 Preserve and Enhance matters of Archaeological, Architectural or Historic Interest 
(II)C30  Development in/or adjacent to a Conservation Area 
(I)E01  Suitable planning for disabled people 

 
 



 

(II)T1  Accessibility 
(II)T13  Access onto Public Highway 
(I)CS1  Community Services 
(II)CS4  Day Nurseries 
 
Other Material Consideration 
 
PPS1  Delivering Sustainable Communities 
PPG4  Industrial and Commercial Development and Small Firms 
PPG13  Transport 
 
Consultation 
 
Public 
 
Consultation letters were sent to 82 neighbouring properties. In addition, notice was displayed at 
the site. Replies were received from 6 neighbouring residents which raised all or some of the  
following points: 
 

- Increased traffic resulting in congestion 
- Impeded access for other businesses in the Estate 
- Increased parking pressure 
- Playground adjacent to traffic and parking area would be detrimental to children’s health 
- Loss of light to upper floors of 311A Chase Side 
- Proposed flat roof will be access route for burglars 
- Installation of CCTV and more police patrols should be encouraged 
- Good use of vacant building 
- Overlooking to residential properties to the west 
- Possible sound pollution 
- Incompatible with existing use of the area 
- Parking survey carried out during summer holiday, did not take account of vehicle 

movements associated with nearby school. 
- Pedestrian safety 

 
Internal 
 
Transportation raises no objections to the proposal. 
 
Environmental Health raises no objection subject to conditions. 
 
Analysis 
 
Principle of Use 
 
A day nursery (Class D1) would in principle be supported as it meets a community need in an 
area that is not immediately adjacent to residential properties but is located near public transport 
links (e.g. Southgate Tube Station) with onward connections to Central London. However due 
consideration must be given to the intensity of use and the associated effect on the character and 
appearance of the area, the amenities of nearby residential and business uses, the impact on 
access to, and parking within, the Business Estate and a suitable quality of provision for users of 
the nursery.  
 
Character and Appearance 
 

 
 



 

The design of buildings within the Business Estate is an eclectic mix, with some two-storey 
buildings with dormers in the roof slope and a modern-style 3-storey building with a significant 
amount of glazing. The proposed building is 2-storey with a mono pitch roof, similar in 
appearance to the existing structure. Given the existing character of the Estate, the proposal is 
considered to have an acceptable presence and would not detract from the character and 
appearance of the locality 
 
Relationship to Neighbouring Properties 
 
The proposed building would occupy a similar footprint to the existing structure but would be 1.5m 
higher. As a result, the building would be 24m away from rear walls of Nos. 2-6 Pickard Close, 
approximately 24m away at first floor level from the rear walls of Nos. 18-22 Pickard Close and 
22m away from the rear walls of Nos.26-40 Chase Side. Given these relationships the proposal is 
considered not to give rise to any additional loss of light, or outlook associated with the presence 
of the existing building sufficient to warrant refusal of the application. 
 
In addition, due to the distances between the proposed building and nearby residential properties, 
the absence of windows in the first floor flank wall facing Nos. 2-6 Pickard Close, as well as the 
nature of use of the first floor accommodation with windows facing No 18-22 Pickard Close and 
the hours of use of nursery (Monday to Friday 7.30am to 6.30pm) means that there would not be 
any unacceptable level of overlooking and associated loss of privacy to nearby residential 
occupiers. A condition requiring obscure glazing could also be imposed to address any 
overlooking issues. 
 
The issue of noise and its impact on the amenities of neighbouring residents formed a reason for 
refusal on the previous application. It stated that: 
 
The proposed intensity of use is such that the vehicular and pedestrian comings and goings as 
well as the use of building, in particular the outdoor play areas, would result in undue levels of 
noise and disturbance detrimental to the amenities of neighbouring occupiers. This is contrary to 
Policies (I)GD1, (I)GD2 and (II)GD1, (II)CS4 and (II)GD6 of the Enfield Unitary Development 
Plan. 
 
In support of this proposal, a Noise Assessment has been submitted. This concludes 
that the noise and disturbance arising from the proposal (e.g. the vehicular and pedestrian 
coming and goings as well from the use of the building, in particular the outdoor play areas) 
would not be detrimental to the amenities of nearby residents through undue levels of noise and 
disturbance, in particular those at Nos.2-22 Pickard Close. Environmental Health raise no 
objections having reviewed this assessment and in the light of this together with the conclusion of 
the noise assessment subject to the imposition of conditions limiting the numbers of hours of the 
play area as well as details of an acoustic fence enclosing the play area, the proposed 
relationship to neighbouring properties is considered acceptable thereby addressing the previous 
reason for refusal.  
 
Traffic, Parking and Access 
 
Staff Parking 
 
The application notes that staff parking be provided at a rate of 15% in accordance with 
established methodology within the transport assessment. However, only 3 staff spaces have 
been provided.  At a rate or 15%, 24 staff would require 4 spaces (3.6).  Although this level of 
provision represents a deficiency, the site is centrally located with very good access to a range of 
public transport and is close to local services in Southgate Town Centre.  This would encourage 
staff to use alternative modes of transport. This approach would be reinforced by the location of 

 
 



 

the premises within the Southgate CPZ which would prevent parking on the surrounding streets. 
Consequently, it is considered that a shortage of 1 space is not considered sufficient grounds for 
refusal. It should be noted that 1 disabled parking space is provided adjacent to the entrance. 
 
Traffic Generation 
 
A reason for refusal on the pervious application stated: 
 
The proposed change of use does not make appropriate provision for the expected additional car 
parking demand, and the hours of use in which the increase in vehicle movements associated 
with the dropping off and collection of children can be expected to prejudice the ability of the 
existing car park to serve the office units by reducing space available for service and delivery 
vehicles as well as limiting manoeuvring space for vehicles currently using the car park, contrary 
to Policies (II)GD6, (II)GD8, (II)CS4 of the Unitary Development Plan, Government advice 
contained in PPG 13 and The London Plan policy 3C.23. 
 
This amended scheme now provides additional on-site parking and drop-off areas and a sufficient 
turning area for refuse vehicles. 
 
The additional car parking demand and activity is mainly associated with the drop-off and pick up 
of children. The transport assessment notes that typically 10% of the children arrive between 7.30 
and 8.00 am and the vast majority arrive on staggered basis between 8.00 and 9.30am.  
According to travel estimates this is further defined as 6 arrivals in the AM peak.  Should parents 
remain on site for 15 minutes, 4 drop-off bays are more than adequate. Furthermore, it is 
suggested that a significant proportion of parents and children travel to the site on foot rather than 
by car, supported by the sites proximity to public transport and local services available from the 
adjoining town centre which would encourage linked trips. A condition is also recommended to 
secure the development and implementation a travel plan 
 
It should also be noted that the transport assessment shows that traffic flows over a 24-hour 
period are approximately half that of the existing use although of course, it is acknowledged the 
proposed use will have different peaks of activity. With regard to the existing users of the 
Business Park therefore , there is over 6 metres between the nursery parking bays and those 
servicing the office development meaning that there is sufficient turning and manoeuvring space. 
Taking the overall projected patterns of activity, it is considered therefore that the proposed 
nursery should not unduly prejudice the existing business. 
 
Pedestrian Movement 
 
A reason for refusal on the previous application stated: 
 
The proposed change of use does not make appropriate provision for safe pedestrian access to 
the site and the increase in vehicle movements associated with the change of use would 
compromise the safety of pedestrians who as a result of there being no segregated pedestrian 
access would need to use the car park as a means of access to the nursery. This is contrary to 
Policies (II)GD8 and (II)T13 of the Unitary Development Plan and The London Plan Policy 3A.24 
of The London Plan 
 
The new application has overcome this reason for refusal by provision of a dedicated and marked 
out pedestrian access route, bounded by bollards. This will ensure a segregated pedestrian 
walkway is available to the rear of parking spaces abating concerns raised in the previous 
application regarding pedestrian safety and conflicts with vehicular movements in the car park. 
This is considered sufficient to address this reason for refusal. 
 

 
 



 

Dropped kerbs will be required from the footpath on Pickard Close to the site for buggies and the 
disabled to ensure the retention of pedestrian desire lines. A condition to this effect is 
recommended 
 
Cycle Parking 
 
There is no accepted cycle parking standards for nurseries. With reference to TfL’s Cycle Parking 
Standards for educational establishments, cycle parking should be provided at a rate of 1/10 staff 
or students.  However, as the majority of children attending the school are too young to cycle this 
standard has been relaxed and the 5 spaces are considered appropriate. Furthermore, the 5no 
cycle spaces are suitably located and a condition will ensure that facilities are both secure and 
undercover. 
 
Refuse 
 
Refuse is suitably located close to the site entrance and the layout is adequate to facilitate the 
movement of refuse vehicles 
 
Conclusion 
 
Given the above appraisal the proposal is recommended for approval for the following reasons: 
 
1. The proposal due to its size and siting does not significantly affect the amenities of 
adjoining or nearby residential properties having regard to Policy (I)GD1, (I)GD2 and (II)GD3 of 
the Unitary Development Plan. 
 
2. The proposed building due to its design, does not detract from the character and 
appearance of the surrounding area having regard to Policies (I)GD1, (I)GD2 and (II)GD3 of the 
Unitary Development Plan. 
 
3. The proposal provides adequate parking and servicing, as well as pedestrian paths, thus 
would not give rise to conditions prejudicial to the free flow and safety of traffic and pedestrians 
on the adjoining highways having regard to Policies (II)T13, (II)GD6 and (II)GD8 of the Unitary 
Development Plan and London Plan Policy 3C.23. 
 
4. The sustainability measures identified in accompanying Design and Access Statement are 
considered to be sufficient to meet the requirements of Interim Policy SDC1 of the UDP, therefore 
achieving a suitable level of sustainable design and construction. 
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