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1. Note for Members and Background

1.1. The application is reported to planning committee as Officers 

do not have Delegated Authority to issue a decision. 

1.2. Planning permission was granted for the redevelopment of the Site and adjoining land 
under application reference 16/01578/FUL in 2018. The construction of the development 
pursuant to reference 16/01578/FUL involved the demolition of the buildings on this Site 
which was acquired by the London Borough of Enfield pursuant to a compulsory purchase 
order in 2017. Works are underway in relation to Phase 1 of planning permission 16/01578/
FUL although the redevelopment of the Site has now been completed (referred to as Block 
F1 in planning approval 16/01578/FUL).

Image 1 – Site Location Plan (20/02461/CAAD) 



Image 2 – Site Location Plan (16/01578/FUL) 

1.3. These applications are made under Section 17 of the Land 
Compensation Act 1961 (amended by Section 63 of the Planning and 
Compensation Act 1991) and seek a Certificate of Appropriate 
Alternative Development (CAAD) to establish what planning 
permissions, if any, would have been granted had the Site not been 
acquired compulsorily.  

1.4. A CAAD is in effect a hypothetical planning permission provided solely 
for valuation purposes when a public authority acquires land 
compulsorily. The purpose of a certificate is to assist in the assessment 
of the open market value of the Site. It is therefore necessary to 
consider whether, as at the relevant valuation date (RVD) planning 
permission could reasonably have been expected to be granted for the 
development proposed within these applications, or for any other form 
of development, in the circumstances known to the market at that time, 
on the assumption that the regeneration scheme underpinning the 
Compulsory Purchase Order (CPO) had been cancelled.   

1.5. The relevant valuation date (RVD) is 23 November 2017, which is when 
the Council as landowner took possession of the Site. 

1.6. Section 17(5) of the Land Compensation Act 1961 provides that where a 
certificate is issued under subsection (1) (a) it must: 

(a) identify every description of development that in the local
planning 



authority’s opinion would be appropriate alternative 
development; and 

(b) give a general indication –
(i) of conditions to which planning permission for the
development could reasonably have been expected to be subject.
(ii) of when permission could reasonably have been expected to
be
granted only at a time after the relevant valuation date, and
(iii) of any pre-condition for granting the permission (for example,
entry into an obligation) that could reasonably have been
expected to have to be met.

1.7.  Guidance suggests that an LPA should seek to come to a view, based 
on its assessment of the information contained within the application 
and of the policy context applicable at the relevant valuation date, the 
character of the Site and its surroundings, as to whether such a 
development would have been acceptable to the Authority. As the 
developments included in the certificate are not intended to be built the 
local planning authority does not need to concern itself with whether or 
not the granting of a certificate would create any precedent for the 
determination of future planning applications. 

2. Proposal

2.1. The application is seeking to establish if planning permission would 
have been granted for two proposals. The first application (referred to 
as Application A) is for the conversion of the roof space of each block 
to create 4 x 1-bedroom units (2x1 bedroom units in each roof space). 
To facilitate the conversion, associated works are proposed in the form 
of hip to gable roof extensions, the construction of front and rear 
dormers at roof level, plus the reconfiguration of the external staircase, 
to facilitate access to the upper floor flats.  

2.2. A second submission (referred to as Application B) for an alternative 
proposal has also been submitted. This proposal seeks to establish if 
planning permission would have been granted for the alteration of the 
roof space of each block to create 2 x 2-bedroom units (1 unit in each 
roof space). To facilitate the conversion, the proposal includes the 
constructions of dormers, reconfiguration of the access stairs internally 
and inclusion of rooflights.  

2.3. The LPA must be satisfied on the balance of probabilities that planning 
permission would have been granted for the description of development 
applied for and it does not have to assess more precisely the prospects 
of that development happening or of the permission being implemented 

2.4. LPAs may issue a certificate for other uses or conclude that there is no 
development for which permission would have been given. Conditions 
that would have been applicable must be specified along with any other 
obligations that could reasonably have been expected to be imposed. 
The CAAD is intended to assist the compensation assessment by 
clarifying what the maximum development potential of the site was at 
the RVD.  



3. Site and Surroundings at the date of the RVD

3.1. For the purposes of this application, the Site previously comprised two 
detached buildings each occupied by 4 x 2 bed flats (8 x self-contained 
units in total on the Site).  

Photos of Site/Street 

Image 3 – Aerial of Oakwood Lodge 

Image 4 – street overview to front elevation of Oakwood Lodge from 
Hood Avenue  



3.2. The buildings faced away from each other, separated by a shared 
parking court and garages. One flatted block was sited fronting Avenue 
Road, slightly set back, with a front garden area. The second flatted 
block was sited in parallel but set well into the Site with the main 
elevation facing the rear gardens. The parking court had a block of four 
garages. Pedestrian access to the rear block is assumed to have been 
shared with the vehicle access, but then extended past the building to 
wrap round to the main entrance on the rear facing elevation. 

3.3. The buildings were two storeys in height, each with a hip end roof. The 
main access to the upper floor flats (as originally designed) would have 
been from an internal communal staircase, although an external 
staircase on the parking court facing elevation of each building existed. 
Communal grounds surrounded the two flatted blocks. 

3.4. The Site faced on to Avenue Road which is a long and busy classified 
road which provides access to many residential streets within a 
relatively built-up area. Avenue Road drops in height from Chase Road 
and rises at the junction with Chase Side. 

4. Relevant Planning History

Oakwood Lodge

4.1. TP/05/1146 Demolition of existing garage block and erection of a 2-
storey 2-bed detached house together with 5 car parking spaces. 
Application Refused and Appeal Dismissed.  

Reasons for refusal: 

1. The proposed 2-storey dwelling by reason of its siting design
and sub-division of the site, would lead to the infilling of a space,
thereby resulting in the introduction of an overly dominant and visually
incongruous form of development out of character and appearance,
form and pattern of the surrounding area and the visual amenities
enjoyed by neighbouring properties. This would be contrary to Policies
(I)GD1, (I)GD2 and (II)GD3 of the Unitary Development Plan.

2. The proposed 2-storey dwelling by reason of its size and siting
would give rise to conditions through a loss of light and outlook, which
would adversely affect the residential amenities enjoyed by the
occupiers of the ground floor flats. This would be contrary to Policies
(I)GD1, (I)GD2 and (II)GD3 of the Unitary Development Plan.

3. The proposed dwelling, due to its size, siting and visual
prominence, would detract from the outlook enjoyed by the occupiers of
the neighbouring property, 73 Avenue Road, detrimental to their
amenity and contrary to Policies (I)GD1, (I)GD2 and (II)GD3 of the
Unitary Development Plan.

4. The proposed two-bed dwelling house due to the open nature of
the plot would provide insufficient amenity space having regard to the
adopted standards of the Council and would, as a result, lead to the



creation of an unacceptable form of residential accommodation contrary 
to Policy (II)H9 of the Unitary Development Plan. 

5. The proximity of the proposed parking space to the proposed
bedroom No. 2 would result in an unacceptable level of disturbance
detrimental to the residential amenities of the proposed occupier of the
new dwelling contrary to Policies (I)GD1, (I)GD2 and (II)GD3 of the
Unitary Development Plan.

5. Relevant Policies at RVD

5.1. London Plan (2016) 

Policy 3.3 Increasing housing supply 
Policy 3.4 Optimising housing potential 
Policy 3.5 Quality and design of housing developments 
Policy 3.6 Children and young people’s play and informal recreation 
facilities 
Policy 3.8 Housing choice 
Policy 3.9 Mixed and balanced communities 
Policy 3.13 Affordable housing thresholds 
Policy 3.14 Existing housing 
Policy 5.1 Climate change mitigation 
Policy 5.2 Minimising carbon dioxide emissions 
Policy 5.3 Sustainable design and construction 
Policy 5.5 Decentralised energy networks 
Policy 5.6 Decentralised energy in development proposals 
Policy 5.7 Renewable energy 
Policy 5.8 Innovative energy technologies 
Policy 5.9 Overheating and cooling 
Policy 5.10 Urban greening 
Policy 5.11 Green roofs and development site environs 
Policy 5.13 Sustainable drainage 
Policy 5.14 Water quality and wastewater infrastructure 
Policy 5.15 Water use and supplies 
Policy 5.16 Waste net self-sufficiency 
Policy 5.18 Construction, excavation and demolition waste 
Policy 5.21 Contaminated land 
Policy 6.3 Assessing the effects of development on transport capacity 
Policy 6.5 Funding Crossrail and other strategically important 
infrastructure 
Policy 6.9 Cycling 
Policy 6.10 Walking 
Policy 6.11 Smoothing traffic flow and tackling congestion 
Policy 6.12 Road network capacity 
Policy 6.13 Parking 
Policy 7.1 Lifetime neighbourhoods 
Policy 7.2 An inclusive environment 
Policy 7.3 Designing out crime 
Policy 7.4 Local character 
Policy 7.6 Architecture 
Policy 7.7 Location and design of tall and large buildings 
Policy 7.14 Improving air quality 



Policy 7.15 Reducing noise and enhancing soundscapes 
Policy 7.18 Protecting open space and addressing deficiency 
Policy 7.19 Biodiversity and access to nature 
Policy 8.2 Planning obligations 
Policy 8.3 Community infrastructure levy 

5.2. Core Strategy 

CP2: Housing supply and locations for new homes 
CP4: Housing quality 
CP5: Housing types 
CP9: Supporting community cohesion 
CP13: Promoting economic prosperity 
CP16: Taking part in economic success and improving skills 
CP18: Delivering shopping provision across Enfield 
CP20: Sustainable energy use and energy infrastructure 
CP21: Delivering sustainable water supply, drainage and sewerage 
infrastructure 
CP22: Delivering sustainable waste management 
CP24: The road network 
CP25: Pedestrians and cyclists 
CP26: Public transport 
CP28: Managing flood risk through development 
CP30: Maintaining and improving the quality of the built and open 
environment 
CP31: Built and landscape heritage 
CP32: Pollution 
CP36: Biodiversity 
CP46: Infrastructure contributions 

5.3. Development Management Document 

DMD3 Providing a Mix of Different Sized Homes 
DMD4 Loss of Existing Residential Units 
DMD6 Residential Character 
DMD8 General Standards for New Residential Development 
DMD9 Amenity Space 
DMD10 Distancing 
DMD37 Achieving High Quality Design-Led Development 
DMD38 Design Process 
DMD43 Tall Buildings 
DMD44 Preserving and Enhancing Heritage Assets 
DMD45 Parking Standards 
DMD47 New Roads, Access and Servicing 
DMD48 Transport Assessments 
DMD49 Sustainable Design and Construction Statements 
DMD50 Environmental Assessment Methods 
DMD51 Energy Efficiency Standards 
DMD53 Low and Zero Carbon Technology 
DMD54 Allowable Solutions 
DMD55 Use of Roof Space / Vertical Surfaces 
DMD56 Heating and Cooling 
DMD57 Responsible Sourcing of Materials 
DMD58 Water Efficiency 
DMD59 Avoiding and Reducing Flood Risk 
DMD60 Assessing Flood Risk 
DMD61 Managing Surface Water 



DMD65 Air Quality 
DMD68 Noise 
DMD69 Light Pollution 
DMD70 Water Quality 
DMD72 Open Space Provision 
DMD73 Children’s Play Space 
DMD78 Nature Conservation 
DMD79 Ecological Enhancements 
DMD81 Landscaping 
DMD70 Water Quality 
DMD75 Waterways 
DMD77 Green Chains 
DMD78 Nature Conservation 
DMD79 Ecological Enhancements 
DMD80 Trees on Development Sites 
DMD81 Landscaping 

5.4. Other Material Considerations 

National Planning Policy Framework 2012 (NPPF)  
National Planning Practice Guidance 2016 (NPPG) 
A City for All Londoners (2016) 

GLA: Homes for Londoners: Affordable Housing and Viability SPG 
(2017) 

GLA: Housing SPG (2016) 
GLA: Social Infrastructure SPG (2015) 
GLA: The Control of Dust and Emissions during Construction and 
Demolition SPG (2014) 
GLA: London Sustainable Design and Construction SPG (2014) 
GLA: Accessible London: Achieving an Inclusive Environment SPG 
(2014) 
GLA: Shaping Neighbourhoods: Play and Informal Recreation SPG 

(2012) 
GLA: Shaping Neighbourhoods: Character and Context SPG (2014) 

London Borough of Enfield S106 SPD (2016) 
Enfield Characterisation Study (2011) 

6. Assessment

6.1. The main issues arising from this proposal relate to: 

- Land Use
- Design and Appearance
- Neighbouring Amenity
- Quality of the accommodation proposed
- Unit Mix
- Transport
- Other Matters

Land Use

6.2. This hypothetical assessment proceeds on the basis that the Site, is as 
it was on 23 November 2017, when it comprised two residential blocks, 



containing 8 x 2 bed units. The proposals from the applicant, show 
alterations to the flatted blocks to allow for the conversion of the roof 
space to provide 4 x 1-bedroom units (referred to as Application A) and 
2 x 2-bedroom units (referred to as Application B).  

6.3. Both schemes would have led to additional residential unit numbers and 
considered in line with London Plan 3.4 and Policy CP5 of the Core 
Strategy, that seek to support increased housing delivery. The land use 
would remain conducive with the surroundings and in principle support 
the delivery of new housing. This is subject to other relevant polices 
within the Local Development Framework, having regard to the Site's 
characteristics in terms of urban design, quality of accommodation, 
transport, and neighbouring amenity.   

Design and Appearance 

6.4. The two ‘existing’ blocks were located in a residential area and 
comprised two detached, two storey, flatted blocks. The roof was 
hipped (with no habitable accommodation in the roof space) and two 
chimneys rising from the flank elevations. The Site occupied a long 
rectangular plot which fronted onto Avenue Road with trees and 
vegetation to the rear.  

6.5. The main facades of the blocks faced away from one another. Between 
the properties was a shared parking area and single storey garages. 
Notably the front block faced directly onto Avenue Road and therefore 
was highly visible in public views and in this respect occupied a 
prominent location. 

6.6. The proposal for Application A would involve altering the roof form to 
create gable ends and adding dormers to the front and rear roof slopes 
– two sizeable dormers to the ‘front’ elevations and a single, joined
dormer with staircase to the rear elevations to facilitate two new
residential units within each block.

6.7. The proposal for Application B would involve more modest alterations 
to the roof, with the insertion of two dormer windows, one on each roof 
slope. The proposed dormers would be incorporated into the pitched 
roofs of the two blocks. The dormers would face into the internal 
courtyard and therefore views of these would be limited from the public 
domain. 

6.8. DMD Policy 6 required development to be of a scale and form 
appropriate to the existing pattern of development or setting, having 
regard to the character typologies. Further, Policy DMD8 provided that 
all development must be of an appropriate scale, bulk and massing and 
be appropriately located having regard to the nature of the surrounding 
area. 

6.9. DMD13 required that roof extensions be in keeping with the character of 
the property, not be dominant when viewed from the surrounding area, 
and where to the side of a property, must not disrupt the character or 
balance of the property. Roof dormers on front facing roofs would 
generally only be permitted if they did not materially affect the character 
of the area and would not be dominant or intrusive when viewed from 
the surrounding area.  



6.10. Finally, consistent with Policy CP30 of the Core Strategy, DMD37 of the 
Development Management Document and the design-led approach 
advocated by the NPPF, the suitability of a development had to be 
measured in part on its overall quality and function to ensure 
development was appropriately located and had regard to both the 
subject dwelling and the surrounding area. 

6.11. Given the changes in land levels to Avenue Road, the host properties 
were set slightly at a lower level than the adjoining terraced properties. 
Nevertheless, the flatted blocks on the Site were more substantial in 
bulk, mass and scale, with the built form projecting deeper than the 
adjoining terraced buildings. Of note, front dormers were not a feature 
within the streetscape.  

Image 5 -Front elevation to Oakwood Lodge 

6.12. The proposed alteration to the roof form in Application A would 
considerably modify and dominate the roof slope to both buildings. The 
proposed dormers would be a large and incongruous modification, not 
in keeping with, and harmful to the character and appearance of the 
host buildings and the surrounding area. Overall, the alterations would 
have resulted in a highly conspicuous roof form, given their scale and 
elevated position relative to the adjoining properties.  

6.13. The combination of the gable extensions and the larger front dormer 
windows would have significantly increased the bulk and mass of the 
building directly adjacent to the modest terraced properties. This 
discordancy would have been exacerbated by the windows to the roof 
extension which neither match nor align with the fenestration pattern to 
the lower floors. Viewed in combination, the proposed alterations at roof 
level, by reason of their size and bulk would have appeared as 
disproportionate and discordant additions to the original character and 
appearance of the host property. 

6.14. Whilst it is acknowledged the two dormers to the rear block and the rear 
dormer to the front block would have had less of an impact in the public 
domain. However, as matter of policy, reduction in visibility does not 
equate to a policy compliant scheme. For the reasons outlined above, 
the proposal would have resulted in an unacceptable impact to the roof 
form, host building and surrounding area.   



6.15. Officers have therefore concluded that the proposed alterations within 
Application A would have had an unacceptably harmful effect on the 
character and appearance of the Site and the surrounding area. It would 
have conflicted with Policies 7.4 and 7.6 of the London Plan 2016, Core 
Policy 30 of The Enfield Plan Core Strategy 2010 and Policies DMD 8, 
DMD 13, and DMD 37 of the Enfield Development Management 
Document (DMD) 2014. Amongst other things, these policies sought to 
resist development that is inappropriate to its context or which fails to 
have appropriate regard to its surroundings. The proposal would have 
also conflicted with the NPPF which sets out that planning should 
always seek to secure high quality design. 

6.16. The proposal within Application B involves the insertion of two dormer 
windows, one on each roof slope. The proposed dormers would be 
incorporated into the pitched roofs of the two blocks. The dormers 
would face into the internal courtyard and therefore views of these 
would be limited from the public domain. 

6.17. The dormers would sit centrally within the roof slope, appropriately set 
down from the ridge and up from the parapet and set in from the side. 
The material of the dormers has not been specified. The dormers 
proposed would show a blank façade and do not account for the 
composition of the windows immediately below to the elevation. The 
blank face to the dormer represents an unsympathetic feature. It is 
considered, given these internal spaces are proposed to be occupied by 
bathrooms, windows could be added (albeit obscurely glazed). This 
could be suitably controlled via condition and result in an improved 
overall appearance and as such would not have represented a reason 
for refusal.  New roof lights would be modest in size and fitted close to 
the plane of the roof slope. Their high-level position and location within 
the courtyard would again screen views provided from street level.  

6.18. It is therefore concluded that the proposed alteration within Application 
B would not have had a harmful effect on the character and appearance 
of the Site or the surrounding area. It would have complied with the 
aims of Policies 7.4 and 7.6 of the London Plan 2016, Core Policy 30 of 
The Enfield Plan Core Strategy 2010, Policies DMD13 and DMD37 of the 
Development Management Document (2014) and Policy 7.4 of the 
London Plan (2016) and the NPPF.  

Neighbouring Amenity 

6.19. London Plan policy 7.6 stated that buildings should not cause 
unacceptable harm to residential amenity, including in terms of privacy 
and overshadowing. DMD 6 and 8 required that residential 
developments do not prejudice the amenities enjoyed by the occupiers 
of neighbouring residential properties in terms of privacy, overlooking 
and general sense of encroachment. 

6.20. CP30 of the Local Plan sought to ensure that new developments have 
appropriate regard to their surroundings, and that they improve the 
environment in terms of visual and residential amenity.  

Living Conditions of Occupiers to No 73 Avenue Road 



6.21. No. 73 is a terraced house sited immediately adjacent to the Site with a 
contemporary two storey side/rear extension that is closest to the Site 
boundary.  

6.22. The proposed additions at roof level under Applications A and B to the 
flatted blocks would have extended the mass and bulk at roof level. 
However, the proposed alterations would have sat within the footprint of 
the main building and would not have extended the ridge line up beyond 
the existing. Whilst there would be an appreciable change to the angle 
of the flank elevations at roof level (particularly as a result of 
Application A), overall the proposals would not  have resulted in loss of 
light, outlook or sense of enclosure, given the additionality would have 
sat within the height and footprint of the main buildings.  

6.23. In relation to overlooking, no windows were proposed to the dormers in 
Application B and therefore there would be no undue overlooking to 
No.73. Given the orientation of the proposed dormer windows in 
Application A, it is considered there would be no undue overlooking to 
habitable windows of the adjoining property at No. 73 either. There may 
be some additional overlooking to the garden area, however mutual 
overlooking to private amenity areas is common in the area and as such 
would not have warranted a reason for refusal.  

Living Conditions of Occupiers to Oakwood Lodge 

6.24. The existing flats at ground and first floor level had habitable rooms 
with windows on the front and rear elevations of the buildings. The 
kitchens were on the ‘rear’ (inward facing elevation facing to the parking 
court). An external staircase rose to first floor level and ran close to a 
habitable room of a ground floor unit. The extant situation, given the 
external staircase, landed close to an existing rear window (within each 
block) and created privacy issues for the ground floor occupiers. 

Image 6 - Rear of Oakwood Lodge 

6.25. In Application A, the external staircase would have been altered to a 
spiral external staircase and increased in height to roof level. This 
would be the point of entrance for the proposed top floor flats and a 
secondary point of access for the units at first floor level. The new 
external staircase would be located adjacent to the doors (obscurely 
glazed) and side window of the existing flats at ground and first floors, 
which were considered to serve the kitchens. The alteration of the 
staircase would result in additional movements of people; however, this 



would not represent a significant material intensification. Given the 
kitchen doors are obscurely glazed, there would be no undue 
overlooking. In addition, the staircase would be for access only and 
therefore limiting the possibility for potential overlooking. As a result, 
the reconfiguration of the staircase is not considered to result in 
unacceptable harm to the amenities of the existing occupiers of the 
ground and first floor flats, notably in respect of overlooking, taking in 
account the comparison with the extant situation.  

6.26. The proposed dormer windows in Application A are designed so the 
habitable rooms face towards the road or the rear garden and therefore 
would not lead to overlooking of the flats within Oakwood Lodge. The 
dormer to the inward facing elevation provides for the entrance to the 
proposed flats only, with no habitable room windows. Whilst anyone 
standing on the staircase or landing platforms, would be able to look 
into the existing habitable rooms to the rear elevations, given their 
separation distance of just over 17m, this could occur with the existing 
staircase arrangement. The increased use of the staircase with the 
additional units proposed, is not considered to be significant or 
materially harmful to the living conditions of the existing flats.   

Image 7 - Application A: Rear Elevation 

6.27. In Application, B access to the proposed units at roof level would be 
through reconfiguration of the internal access. The proposed dormers 
would be blank (with no windows) and therefore would not give rise to 
any overlooking between the Oakwood Lodge properties.  



 
Image 8 – Application B: Rear Elevation  
 

6.28. The cycle storage for both proposals involves the provision of an 
enclosed cycle store adjacent to the existing garage block, in close 
proximity to the rear elevation and habitable window of Block 2. The 
cycle store would accommodate 8 bikes and would be positioned 2m 
away from the rear window of the ground floor flat and would present an 
elevation over 4m in length. Details of the structure have not been 
provided.  
 

6.29. Provision of a cycle store in this location would lead to increased 
activity near the habitable room window which would introduce 
significant privacy concerns and would not be supported. Given the 
overall size of the Site, it is likely that alternative provision could have 
been made. As such this would not form a reason for refusal and could 
be appropriately controlled via condition. 
 

6.30. Notwithstanding the assessment above on the character of the area, 
taking into account the detailed design, form and layout of both 
schemes, it is considered that both Application A and B would not have 
had an adverse impact on the living conditions of those adjoining 
occupiers in terms of sunlight, outlook, sense of enclose and privacy. 
 
Material intensification   
 

6.31. Comings and goings to the building would have increased as a result of 
the proposed developments. However, given that only a maximum of 
four additional units were proposed, it is considered that this would not 
have been to a degree that would cause significant harm to the living 
conditions of adjacent occupiers through additional noise or 
disturbance. Thus, both Applications A and B would not have caused 
harm to the residential character of its surroundings. 
 
Quality of Accommodation  
 

6.32. The schemes propose roof alterations to the two flatted blocks to 
facilitate the use of the attic space as 4 x1 bed units (Application A) and 
2x2 bed units (Application B).  
 

6.33. In terms of new residential development, as well as having concern for 
the external quality in design terms it is vital that new units are of the 
highest quality internally, being, amongst other things of sufficient size, 
functional, accessible, private, offering sufficient storage space and 
also be dual aspect. London Plan (2016) Policy 3.5 required that housing 
developments should be of the highest quality internally, externally and 
in relation to their context and the wider environment. Table 3.3 of the 
London Plan prescribed the minimum space standards for new housing.  
 

6.34. The National Described Space Standards (2015) stated the minimum 
floor to ceiling height was 2.3m, for at least 75% of the Gross Internal 
Area (GIA). National policy on housing standards were set out in detail 
in the Written Ministerial Statement of 25 March 2015 (“the March 2015 
WMS”). This WMS introduced a set of national technical standards, 
including the Technical housing standards-nationally described space 
standard (“the National Space Standard”). The March 2015 WMS stated 
that, “from October 2015: existing Local Plan… policies relating to… 



internal space should be interpreted by reference to the nearest 
equivalent new national technical standard.” 

6.35. Subsequent to the NDSS, The London Housing SPG expressed the 
minimum internal height as 2.5m for 75% of the floor area. The London 
Plan also encouraged a minimum standard of 2.5m for internal head 
heights. As of 2017, the London Plan and London Housing SPG were 
the most up-to-date expression of planning policy on this matter. It is a 
consideration to which great weight is attached in the overall planning 
balance.   

6.36. The annotation on the submitted plans for Application A suggests a GIA 
for each flat of 50.8 sqm. For one bed/two person dwellings the London 
Plan set a minimum of 50sqm.  

6.37. The plans for Application B state the overall unit sizes are 62.5sqm. The 
bedroom sizes are 13sqm and 11 sqm in Application B and would 
indicate the units are for 2b3p. The floor space quantum would exceed 
the minimum floor area of 61sqm for a 2b3p flat. Thus, both proposals 
would comply with the minimum internal space standards as set out in 
the London Plan. 

6.38. In both applications the quantum of internal floorspace is sufficient. The 
London Housing SPG (2016) prescribed the minimum floor to ceiling 
height be 2.5m for at least 75% of the GIA. In Application A, the 
proposed internal ceiling height is 2.3m for 82% of the overall floor 
space for each unit. Whilst the applicant refers to the NDDS in support 
of the proposal, the London Housing SPG would have been a more 
recent expression of policy and therefore would have been given weight 
in the assessment of the proposals. Taking the above into account, the 
proposed units in Application A would fail to meet the London Housing 
SPG standard, albeit to a marginal degree; but even so the standard is 
clearly expressed as a minimum. Furthermore, the London Housing 
SPG (2016) places importance on units being dual aspect. Dual aspect 
dwellings with opening windows on at least two sides have inherent 
benefits. It is noted that the kitchen/living room would have the benefit 
of the dormer windows. However, the bedrooms for all the units are 
reliant on a skylight in the sloping roof. Whilst this may assist with 
providing light and ventilation, the units would fail to be dual aspect and 
as such this situation would be unsatisfactory and would provide the 
future occupiers of the flats with an unduly constrained outlook.    

6.39. The maximum internal heights proposed in Application B, are 2.6m 
(towards the centre of the floor plan), dropping to 0.9m (close to eaves). 
The en-suite has a proposed internal height of 2.1m. Approximately 
33sqm exceed the minimum requirement of 2.5m internal floor height, 
equating to 53% of the total floor area. The proposal would therefore fall 
below the recommended policy standard, which as stated, is expressed 
as a minimum. Whilst the shortfall would be small, the inadequacy in 
internal heights would result in a sub-standard living environment for 
potential future occupiers.  

6.40. In addition, both units in Application B would have no windows other 
than rooflights set within the roof slope. These would be set 
approximately 1.5m from floor level. Given their exposure, it is 
considered these would provide high levels of natural light into the 
interior. It is nonetheless likely, the outlook from the flat would be 



angled towards the sky. The effect combined with the undersized 
useable floorspace would result in the flat being an unacceptably 
oppressive internal environment. As a result, the proposal would offer 
substandard internal living accommodation for potential future 
occupiers. 

6.41. Taking all matters into account, both developments would not achieve a 
satisfactory standard of residential accommodation.  Accordingly, there 
would be conflict with London Plan Policy 3.5, CS Policy CP4, DMD 
policies DMD8, DMD9 and DMD37 which seek, amongst other things, to 
ensure occupants have sufficient internal and external space and 
adequate levels of light and outlook. There would also be a conflict with 
the NPPF which expects development to achieve a good standard of 
amenity and the London Housing SPG.  

Private Amenity Space 

6.42. Both Application A and B are reliant on the use of the communal area to 
the rear (535sqm) for private amenity space the proposed self-contained 
units. This is considered sufficient in size to cater for additional units 
proposed in Applications A and B and therefore would not raise any 
concerns in this regard.  

Unit Mix 

6.43. Application A proposes 4x1 bed units. The proposed mix is therefore 
only smaller units which fails to adequately meet the appropriate mix of 
units within Core Strategy Policy 5. This seeks to ensure that ‘new 
developments offer a range of housing sizes to meet housing needs’ 
and that the Policy should support the Council’s plan for a Borough-
wide mix of housing that reflects the needs and level of supply 
identified in the Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA 2010) and 
subsequent reviews (2015). It considered the application is skewed 
towards, specifically 1-beds and therefore these considerations weigh 
against the merits of the scheme in the overall assessment.  

6.44. Application B provides for 2x2 bed units. Whilst not strictly compliant 
with the housing mix as stipulated by policy, 2 bed units allow for 
greater flexibility and adaptability in peoples change of circumstances, 
over one bed units, and given the constraints of the Site, the provision 
of two bed weighs neutrally in the assessment of the Application B. 

Transport Impact 

6.45. DMD 45 relates to car parking, cycle provision and parking design. DMD 
47 states that new development proposals will need to demonstrate that 
enough space for servicing, circulation and access to, from and through 
the Site is provided. All developments must be fully accessible to 
pedestrians and cyclists and assist with general permeability within an 
area. The London Plan policy 6.13, DMD policy 45 (Parking Standards 
and Layout) and 47 (Access, New Roads and Servicing) states that 
operational parking for maintenance, servicing and deliveries is 
required to enable a development to function.  

Car Parking provision 



6.46. The Site has the benefit of four garages with space in front for packed 
parking. The applicant has stated no additional parking is proposed to 
support the additional flats. The site is located within PTAL 1a/2 (low).   

6.47. The maximum standards for residential parking are set out in Table 6.2 
in the London Plan. For 1-2 bed properties, policy requires less than 1 
parking space per unit. There were four garages on the Site with a 
shared, informal, courtyard space that may have accommodated further 
parking for the 8 existing residential units. 

6.48. It is acknowledged the policy is expressed as a maximum. However, it 
has not been demonstrated that additional parking, in the absence of a 
mechanism to secure no parking, could be accommodated on Site for 
either proposal A or B, in conjunction with the existing car ownership 
and as such it is considered on street parking may occur. A Lambeth 
Style parking survey of the surrounding streets would have been 
required to demonstrate that there is room for additional parking to be 
accommodated on-street. The parking survey specification would 
therefore have needed to comply with the ‘Lambeth Methodology’.  

6.49. Both proposals, in this location, are not considered to demonstrate 
adequate information in relation to the proposed parking arrangements, 
nor that there would be no adverse impacts resulting from possible on-
street parking. These considerations weigh negatively in the overall 
assessment of the applications.  

Cycle provision 

6.50. Table 6.3 of the London Plan sets out cycle parking provision. These 
comprised, 1xspace per 1xbed and 2xspaces per 2xbed+. 

6.51. Both Applications result in a requirement of 8 cycle spaces. 8 spaces 
are indicated on both set of plans, within the courtyard area. The siting 
of the cycle parking, as shown would not have been appropriate due to 
concerns regarding overlooking, given the proximity to the ground floor 
unit . However, it is considered there is sufficient space on the Site for 
cycle parking to be relocated and this could be appropriately controlled 
via condition, taking into account the proposed placement of the bike 
storage relative to habitable windows.  

Refuse 

6.52. The proposed floor plans for both Applications show indicative waste 
and refuse storage and bins to the front of the Site adjacent to Avenue 
Road. Given the Site comprised flats, the proposed refuse would 
comprise communal waste although separated recycling and waste is 
not indicated on the plans.  

6.53. Given the proximity to Avenue Road and the ability to store waste within 
the curtilage of both developments, it is considered on balance the 
proposed dwellings would have sufficient space and capacity for refuse 
and recycling. 

6.54. However, given the lack of detail in these areas , in the event either 
proposal were considered acceptable, this would have needed to be 
controlled via condition and in accordance with the Local Authorities 



Refuse and recycle storage  in line with the Refuse and Recycle Storage 
Guide Enfield (ENV 08/162).  

Accessible Homes 

6.55. Both Applications proposed access to the units, one via external 
staircase and one via alteration to the internal access. London Plan 
requires new housing to be M4(2) compliant with the remaining 10% 
M4(3) complaint. Given the reliance on stepped access the proposal 
would not comply with the relevant standard and as result only fulfil 
M4(1). It is acknowledged the proposals are alterations to an existing 
built form and that lift access may not be feasible or viable. 
Nonetheless, in the assessment of the overall application, this is 
considered to weigh negatively.  

Planning Contributions 

6.56. The London Borough of Enfield no longer seeks contributions for 
education on schemes of 11 units and below. However, it does seek 
affordable housing contributions which are 10 units or less but have a 
combined gross floor space of more than 1000m². This is in conjunction 
with the criteria stipulated within the Planning Practice Guidance (PPG). 
The proposal in question is below the stipulated 1000m² and as such, 
does not require a S106 contribution towards affordable housing. 

Community Infrastructure Levy 

6.57. CIL would be calculated in accordance with the Mayor’s adopted 
Community Infrastructure Levy Charging Schedule 2012 and the Enfield 
adopted Community Infrastructure Levy Charging Schedule 2016. The 
payments would be chargeable on implementation of the private 
housing.  

Other Matters 

6.58. Application A has sought to demonstrate, that the additions to the roof 
proposed, would be acceptable having regard to the development that 
was consented through the permission for the wholescale 
redevelopment of the adjacent site, which incorporated 3 storey houses. 
It is considered these are materially different schemes, given the house 
is different in typology to the flatted blocks and the more recent 
development form part of a much larger estate regeneration scheme. As 
such recent redevelopment which sits on a larger plot and forms part of 
an estate regeneration are not comparable and is not of significant 
weight in the assessment of the Applications A or B. 

6.59. The applicant has advised that the density of development proposed in 
terms of habitable rooms per hectare is within an acceptable limit for 
Application A. However, policy states it is not appropriate to apply this 
mechanistically and other relevant factors include local context, design 
and transport capacity. Therefore, density is not a primary 
consideration in the assessment of the application.  Taking the scheme 
as a whole, for the reasons outlined above, the application is 
considered unacceptable.   

7. Conclusion



7.1. Having regard to all the above, it is considered that whilst policy seeks 
to increase housing units in the Borough, both developments as 
proposed would not have been supported.  

7.2. Both Applications A and B would have resulted in poor quality 
accommodation for future occupiers. In addition, the alterations and 
extension to the roof of the blocks in Application A would have resulted 
in a dominant an incongruous form of development, detrimental to the 
character and appearance of the area.  

7.3. Therefore, in overall terms, the proposals would not have met the social 
and environmental objectives of sustainable development, having 
regard to the NPPF. The proposals, would therefore, have been 
considered to be unacceptable on the basis below.    

8. Recommendation for Application A.

8.1. Planning permission could not reasonably have been expected to be 
granted for the following reasons: 

1. The proposed alterations to the roof form and addition of the
proposed dormers, would by virtue of the design result in a
dominant and discordant feature on the host buildings and in the
street scene, detrimental to the character and appearance of the
area. Accordingly, the development would be contrary to CP30 of
the Core Strategy (2010), Policies DMD13 and DMD37 of the
Development Management Document (2014) and Policy 7.4 of the
London Plan (2016) and the NPPF.

2. The proposed residential units, by virtue of poor outlook and limited
floor to ceiling heights would fail to meet the minimum floor space
standards and result in poor-quality living accommodation. The
proposal would therefore be contrary to Policy CP4 of the Core
Strategy, DMD8, DMD 9 and DMD37 of the Development
Management Document and Policy 3.5 including accompanying
Table 3.3 of the London Plan as well as the objectives of the NPPF,
the London Housing SPG.

9. Recommendation for Application B.

8.1 Planning permission could not reasonably have been expected to be 
granted for the following reasons: 

1. The proposed residential units, by virtue of poor outlook and limited
floor to ceiling heights would fail to meet the minimum floor space
standards and result in poor-quality living accommodation. The
proposal would therefore be contrary to Policy CP4 of the Core
Strategy, DMD8, DMD 9 and DMD37 of the Development Management
Document and Policy 3.5 including accompanying Table 3.3 of the
London Plan as well as the objectives of the NPPF, and the London
Housing SPG.

10. Alternative Appropriate Development



General Issues 

10.1 Notwithstanding the above assessment, the LPA must identify any 
description of development which in the LPA’s view would be 
appropriate alternative development. This could include something 
significantly different from what is applied for, but it is not for the LPA to 
carry out an exhaustive assessment of the development potential of the 
Site. The CAAD is intended to assist the compensation assessment by 
clarifying what the maximum development potential of the Site was at 
the RVD. 

10.2 As mentioned above Section 17(5) provides that where a certificate is 
issued under subsection (1)(a) it must: 

(a) identify every description of development that in the local planning
authority’s opinion would be appropriate alternative development; and
(b) give a general indication –
(i) of conditions to which planning permission for the development
could reasonably have been expected to be subject.
(ii) of when permission could reasonably have been expected to be
granted only at a time after the relevant valuation date, and
(iii) of any pre-condition for granting the permission (for example, entry
into an obligation) that could reasonably have been expected to have to
be met.

Residential Alternative Appropriate Development 

10.3 The ‘existing’ use of the Site was residential (C3 Use Class). Policy 
DMD4 of the Development Management Policies seeks to resist the loss 
of existing residential units. There are exemptions which may be 
permitted subject to fulfilling certain criteria. These are: 

- no net loss of residential floorspace as a result of development; or
- to provide a community facility where there is a specific, identified

need and; no alternative locations, or:
- the continuing residential use is not satisfactory, in light of adjoining

land uses and the standard of accommodation.

 10.4 Based on the policy criteria above, the loss of residential floorspace is 
only considered in exceptional circumstances. The London Plan and 
Core Strategy make a commitment to deliver new housing and prevent 
the loss of existing units. Existing residential land and buildings play an 
important role in meeting the borough’s housing needs, particularly the 
needs of families.  

10.5 Policy identifies community uses as a possible exceptional 
circumstance to the loss of residential, being noted as a possible 
alternative acceptable use, subject to certain criteria. In this instance the 
applicant would have had to demonstrate that a specific need had been 
identified and no alternative locations (in the borough) would be 
available for the loss of residential to be considered and permitted.   

10.6 It is considered highly unlikely the policy would been satisfied, to permit 
the loss residential units in this location. The loss of the residential 
units could have only been supported by a suitable community facility 
of specific need identified, which demonstrated, with supporting 



evidence there were no alternative sites anywhere else in the borough. 
Furthermore, the surrounding area to the Site is largely residential and 
therefore the Site itself is conducive to continued residential use. There 
is no information to suggest the Site was not suitable for continued 
residential use, in light of adjoining land uses (such as industrial) or the 
units were of poor standard of accommodation.  As such, it is 
considered the loss of suitable self-contained accommodation would 
have been strongly resisted given the weight of the policy for retention 
of existing residential units in Planning Policy and as such, there are no 
realistic  appropriate alternative uses for the Site, other than residential 
(C3 Use Class).  

10.7 In the Officers opinion, and on the basis of the information submitted 
within the application for the CAAD it is considered that the following 
Use Class C3 (Dwellinghouses) would have been appropriate alternative 
development for the Site: 

(a) 2x1 bed units (C3 use class) and erection of dormer windows.

10.8 Article 3(3) of the Land Compensation Development (England) Order 
2012 requires an LPA to give reasons for any decision to issue a CAAD 
for development otherwise than as described in the application or 
contrary to representations in writing. 

10.9 It is therefore the Officer’s view that based on the plans submitted with 
both applications; that the Site is of a sufficient size to accommodate a 
1 bed flat in each block in connection with dormer windows (to increase 
usable floor area). The floors to Application B indicate a floor area of 
33sqm. Relative to a 50sqm flat the proposal would equate to 66% of 
floor area above 2.5m. It is considered with the addition of dormers, 
these could be redesigned and reconfigured to be acceptable in design 
terms and allow for the units to be dual aspect. In relation to additional 
car parking requirements it is considered the likelihood of two cars may 
be accommodated on Site. Moreover, if there was overspill of parking 
the likely minor impacts could be accommodated via on street parking.    

11. Indication of Conditions

11.1 Guidance suggests that if giving a positive certificate, the local planning 
authority must give a general indication of the conditions and 
obligations to which planning permission would have been subject. As 
such the general indication of conditions and obligations to which the 
planning permission could reasonably be expected to be granted should 
focus on those matters which affect the value of the Site. Conditions 
relating to detailed matters such approval of external materials or 
landscaping would not normally need to be indicated. However, clear 
indications should be given for matters which do affect the value of the 
land, wherever the authority is able to do so. The conditions attached 
below would not affect the value of the land. 

1. Time Limited Permission
2. Development to be carried out in accordance with approved plans
3. Materials and samples
4. Details of refuse
5. Details of cycle storage



12. Conclusion  
 
12.1 That a positive Certificate be issued under section 17(1)(a) of Part III of 

the Land Compensation Act 1961, as amended by Part 9 of the Localism 
Act 2011, indicating that in the Local Planning Authority’s opinion there 
is development, for the purposes of section 14 of the Land 
Compensation Act 1961 that is appropriate in relation to the acquisition 
and that planning permission would have been granted, subject to the 
conditions detailed below in this report, for development comprising of:  

 
• 2x 1bed self-contained units (1 unit within each roof space) and erection 

of dormer windows and skylights.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



2to 6

12to 16

1to9

11 \o 19

Beardow Grove

(

{

External

to flat
no.1

L-
Main entrance to

existing llats nos 1-4

Exis
gafa

ns
es

fats nos 4A4B

to

5-8

new

fats nos 9-10

existing llats

Main

cycle
store

73

10

11

New purpose-made refuse

and recycling store

constructed to serve existing

and new Oakwood Lodge

entrance palh

Rich Architecture
258 Lloyd Baker Str6ðt, London, WClx 9AT
1 I 0207 096 0652 E I lnfo@r¡ch'uk.com
www,richarchitecture.co.uk

Prdær

OAKWOOD LODGE DEVELOPMENT, AVENUE ROAD, N14 4DE
Drâw¡nlTitlr:

PROPOSED ROOF CONVERSION - SITE PLAN

z
9ê

(o

ê
Ðø

RAI
4

Datê:

G.neral Notås:

1. Plcâs€ do not ffile frorn th¡s drew¡nl"

2. All dlman3lons to bê chcckod on sit6 by tha oontractor.

3. All Gl6rcnG lo drawlnls rclor to currcnt revlslon of that drawlng,

4. Sùuoturel sËryloæ ¡nformation shown þ lndicat¡vo only. Rclcl to consultants
draw¡ngs for dåtâlls and sottlng out.

5. All wofk end matcri¡ls to be ¡n âccordencÊ wlth currcnt appliæblc otåtutory
lcgislâtlon end to empty wlth âll relgvent codæ ol prâcllcc and Btitlsh standsrds.

5. Plce3û rcÞort áll drawinEcroß ênd om¡sions to the srch¡têot.

Rev Notes:

A. XX.XXJfi-rcqX

00.5 1 2 6m

18.O7.18
S€lc:
t250@ A3 läíi?:roo-pr



//

REAR 8LOCK2

---

NEW
ÉNTRANCE

STAIR

NEW
ENTRANCE

STAIR

A

FRONT EIOCK 1

NO.1

2.97m=9.9"

DEMISED
TO FLAT

2970

EXTERNAL
AREA

-+-
-=€#þ

Tffi#;
ÊYg}L
STOBEL-:*tr
*-.q¡p

'---',!F'
4þ

EXISTING
GARAGES

Ggneral Note€:

1. Pleâse do notse16 Íom thb drawing.

2, All d¡mêns¡ons to bc checkod on s¡te by the contrâotor,

3. All rêlsrcncæ to drawin¡ls fator to ourront rcvbion ol that drawlnú

4. Structural scryicG intormât¡on shown ¡s lndlc€tivê only, Rcforto consullentE
drawingþ lor dctâils and $ttinaout.

5. All work and måtèr¡sls to bo ¡n acærdame w¡th ouront apÞlicablo stetutory
legslâtion snd to ømply wilh all rolôvant codæ ot pfactlco and Brit¡sh standerds.

6. Pleß6 report all drâwlnÉGrroE snd omls¡ons to the ârchlt€ct.

Rev Notes:

A. XX.XX.XX.ÐO(x

00.5 1 2

R Ã rRich Architecture
V Il I 258 Llovd Bsker strset, London, wclx 9AT

I \rt I ill3l;"t'"Îiål2fe.f 
I irfoor¡ch'uk'com

4 Projêct:

OAKWOOD LODGE DEVELOPMENT, AVENUE ROAD, N14 4DE
DrawlngTitlô:

PROPOSED ROOF CONVERSION . GROUND FLOOR PLAN
Dal.:

6m

18.07.18
S€lo:
1:1OO@ A3 l?íi?:ror-pr



ö

s1

ST

I

TA

I

'EeoRoom
113.3m2

r--

EE0ROOfrt
--*------i 13.3m'z

50.8m,
B

KITCHEI¡'DINING/LIVINO
27.9m'

KITCHEN/DIT¡ING/tIVING
27.9m'

B

ti

ST

\
ST

I

BEDROOU_- _____-,
13.3m'? i 

iiirtii

EEDRooü l
13.3m'z j I

i.--------_i

KITCHEN/DINING/LIVING
27.9m2

T

KITCHEN'DINING/IIVING
27.9m2

,l

A

General Notos:

1. Plørc do not sglo from thiê drâwlnl.

3. All rofaroncæ to drâwln!þ tctcr to ourcnt ßvþ¡on ollhât drâwlnú

4. Struoturâl s6rvloæ ¡nformâùon shown 13 lndlæt¡vo only. Rcfarlo con3ultents
drawinfs tor dotâlls end €ottlng oul

5. All work and mstcrials to bc ¡ñ €ccordenco wlth currânt appllcEbl! ttetutoty
lê3lslâtlon ând to @mply wilh âll rêlavantcodæ ot pEctl@ and Ertlish stsnderd!.

6. Ploæc rêport qlldEwlné croË and omlslons tothê archlteot.

Rev Notee:

A. XX.XX.\X.rofi RAI
Rich Architecture
258 Lloyd Baker Strêet, London, WClx 9Af
Ì I 0207 096 0652 E I infoor¡ch,uk.aonl
www,ri0haf chitecture,co,uk

Projoat:

OAKWOOD LODGE DEVELOF'MENT, AVENUE ROAD, N14 4DE
ûâwlnÉlltlr:
PROPOSED ROOF CONVERSION .SECOND FLOOR PLAN
D.tr: ISælc: IDrawlnÉNo:
18.07.18 l1:100@43 |5L7-L02-P1,

00.5 1 2 4 6m



Rool+8.85m\Z-

Socond FFL+5.75m

V-

Flnt FFL +2.83m

\Z-

Ground FFL +0.00m

s
EXTENT OF SITE

Gen€ral Notes:

1. Pleúsc do not scalo lroûr thls drqwlng.

2. All dimcn8loßto bo ahsckcd on sitr by thâ contreclor.

3. All rataronG 1o drswlnfs relôr to ourrÉnt r6vlrion ol thÊt drawlnd,

4. Structurel scryloâs informat¡on shown þ hdlôativê only. Rater to ôonsullentg
drsw¡nls lor dâtâlls and sttlng ouL

5. All work ånd mrtariåfs to b€ lñ sc@rdancc wlth curcnt epplhâblo stetutory
lcfiêlâtlon €nd to æmply wlth all rclGvant codæ ot pråctlcc end Brtüeh standârds.

6. PL{sâ rrport åll drswln¡¡orrorg and ombsldìs to thc åtohitaot.

Rôv Note6: ñ Ã rRich Architecture
Jãl I I i zue l.loro Baker stroet, London, wclx 9Ar

I \r-t I ll9?îi3åî'îå?3,",.'o.','l''on ""n'u*''o'
00.5 1 2 4 Projoct:

OAKWOOD LODGE DEVELOPMENT, AVENUE ROAD, N14 4DE
Drâwhglltlr:
PROPOSED ROOF CONVERSION: EXISTING FRONT EL.EVAÏ|ON
Dâto:

A_ XX.XX.XX. XXXX

6m

L8.O7.LA
Sæ1.:
1:100 @ A3 lËíî?:ros-pr



Roof +8.65m

Second FFL+5.75m

Fk3t FFL +2.83m

Ground FFL +0.00m
\7

(

l'
EXTENT OF SITE

I

Genoral Note6:

1. PloásÊ do not sâle lIom this drawin8,

2. All dlmênslons to bG chæk€d on sitê by ths contractor.

3. All rðlêrrnceg to dmwin¡ls rcfcr to currênt revlslon ollhat drew,ng,

4. Structurâl scrviG lnformat¡on shown ls lndlôatlvo only. Rrfc¡ to oonsultântt
drawings lor dctsllt end sotlnE ouL

5. All worÌ end mâtcriels to bc ln eccordance with curront applicâblo 8tatutory
lcglelatlon and to comply with all rclcvsnt codæ ol pracllcc and Brltlsh standards.

6. Plrtrsc r€port åll dEwlnÉ €rroß ând omlsions to thc architêct,

Rov Notes:

A. XX.XX.XX -XXXX

00.5 1 2 4

Fl Ã rRich Architecture

KA I ü1,.,:i"lçf",.*'"",É,.îîå"d;,s1ÍI"l*I
Prolcct;

OAKWOOD LODGE DEVELOPMENT, AVENUE ROAD, N14 4DE
Dr€wingTltlô:

PROPOSED ROOF CONVERSION - PROPOSED FRONT ELEVATION

iËloz re l i,i"óo o ne l tíï?:f Oe-pf

6m



Roof +8.65m

_\7

Second FFt.+5,75m

-V

Fhrt FFI +2.83m

_, 'iz

Ground FFl. +0.00m

L Extent of site ),

Gên€ral Not€6:

1. Plcáæ dô notsoal. from th¡r dråwin4

2. All dlm!ßloß to bo ohlckod on sit6 by lh. contßqtor.

3. 
^ll 

rafcr6ncæ to dråwinÍs rofcr to culrcnt ßvlsion olthât dnwlng,

4, Structurel sêwl6 lnfofmatlon shown ls lndl0etivc only. Ratcrto oon8ultânt3
draw¡nl8 lof dstglls ând $ttlnaoul

5. All woft ånd metcrisß to bo in accordsnca wlth curônt eppll€blq stetutory
le¿lsletion and to æmply wllh âll rðl€vant cods ot practlcô end Brll¡8h standârds.

6, Plcåsâ fcport åll dEwinÉ orrofs snd oml$¡ons to thê archltact,

Rev Not€s:

A, XX.XX.XX. þOü RAI
Rich Architecture
258 Lloycl Baket Strost, London, wClX 9Al
1 I 0207 OgG 0652 E I lnfoCrlch.uk'com

00,5 1 2 4
OAKWOOD LODGE, DEVELOPMENT, AVENUE ROAD, NI14 4DE
DråwlnflÌtló:

PROPOSED ROOF CONVERSION: EXISTING REAR ELEVATION

iËlbz ß lä"òo ons läî?:fOO-pf

6m



Root+8.6õm

S.cond FFL+5.75mv._

Flrlt FFL +2.83m

Ground FFL+0.00m\Z-

L Extent of site J

GÉneral Nôtes:

1. Ploásr do not smlê Íom thls drawinl

2. All dimcnsloF to ba ctuckâd on 3itt by lha oorìtråctor,

3. All rcf6rona6 to dhw¡n¡p rcfÙto ourrênt tlslon olthat d¡ewln6

4, Structurål safriffi infofmât¡on thown ls lndlæt¡vc only. Rctorto oorcullantg
dfew¡ngs for d.tâlls and $nlng out,

5, All work snd matcrlâb to bo in eccordanor wlth curcnt applic€blô ståtutory
lcllslatlon snd to @mply wlth all rcl6vsntoodar ot practhc ând Blt¡sh standâr&-

6, Pl6âBÊ rcport alldEwlnß610É ând oml$loil8 to thê archlt60t.

R.v Notea: R Ã rRich Architecture

F(A I ül+ä" l*ffi*'""! t", i,o""J;, Jll"'il J#
2 4 PþJ6ct:

OAKWOOD LODGE DEVELOPMENT, AVENUE ROAD, N14 4DE
DrswlngTitlo:

PROPOSED ROOF CONVERSION - PROPOSED REAR ELEVATION
Dâtc: I sæ16: I DrswlnÉ No:

18.07.18 | 1:100 @43 
I 517-109-P1

A. ÐCXX.XX-XiOü

00.5 1 ôm



oo

OO
I

c

A

Genaral Notes:

1, Ploas€ do not salê frorr thþ dråw¡ng.

2. All dlmoßlong to bô chocked on site by thc oontEstor.

3. Al rotarôncæ to draw¡nlts rcfcr to currtnt rav¡slon olthat drâwln¡t

4. Structurel srvloæ lnfomation shown i3 indlcatlvc only. Referto consultants
draw¡nls for dêtall3 and scttingout.

5. All wofk snd matêr¡âls to bc in €ccordânæ w¡th curont applieblt statutory
leglBlåtlon and to æmply wlth all rêl€vant codér of ptâctlcc ând British standârds,

6, Plo¡3o rcÞo¡t åll draw¡n¡l 6110ß and omlslors to the srchitêct.

Rev Notes:

00.5 1 2

R t\ tRich Arr:hitecture
V Il I zse Ltoyo Eraker stroot, Lonoon, wclx 9AT

I \/-t I il93?i,åi .o.X?2re.truinroor¡ch'uk'com

4 Projæt:

OAKWOOD
DrawlngTitlc:

PROPO$ED
Detc: I

10.07.18 
I

Scålc:

LODGE DEVELOPMENT, AVENUE ROAD, NI.4 4DE

ROOF CONVERSION: EXISTING ROOF PLAN

A. XX.XX.XX.XICü

6m

1:1OO@ A3 liíï?:ros-pr



Td-?OT;Sp""Ç 
|

gV@OOT:T
:¡l6s

8ï'¿O'Oï
:eìÉ0

NVld rOOU OTSOdOUd - NolSUs^NOC JOOU 039"1Ír9,P"l

30? trN'ovou 3nN3AV'1N11^tdo13^3cl lÐCO] 000MyVO

, o"', n' u",, 
" 

o,ú',n, ï''l iîî' iËå îïääî i I t-/itirv6xrc^''""i,fiäå;üii,ï"üi'i 
I V Cf

uIg þ ¿ t 9'00

x,ofl-$(xx'xx Y

:sa¡oN 
^eu

'¡cettqcre eq¡ ot €uolætuo pua suôtutflBrp llB uodd ce$eld '9

'6piepuE¡6 rl6n|tg pue ml¡reld ro 6apoc ¡uB^elgt ll? t¡üt,(lduo, o¡ pus uol¡Blqtot
,Oo¡n¡B¡8 etqsrllddl ¡ueJnc qüt êcuBpioccB ul eq o¡ stBllglg|rr puB ]troa llv '9

]rc tu|¡¡æ pus slqep ¡o¡ stutåBrp
B¡UB¡lnSUoC ol Je¡e8 ,(luo 0 l¡Bctpul 8l uaorls uof¡Buoru! ¡9clrues lt¡n¡cn4s t

tlulaÞ/p tBO¡o uold^ar ¡ugJnc o¡ re¡er sturaqp ol sgcut¡e¡g/ llv'Ê
'ro¡rs¡]uoc eq¡ ,(q 9u8 uo p9logqc 9q ot 6uolsuoutp llv ¿

tulaBrp Blq¡ uo¡¡ glBcÊ ¡ou op eeBeld tr

:æloN lB¡au6Ð

v

oo

,l

oo



Rool+8.05m
\az

Ground FFL +0.00m\z

Sccond FFL+6.76m

Fhrt FFL +2.83m
\az

9985
(Block 2)

18075

(Communal courtyard)

9985
(Block 1)

*-

General Notee:

1. Ple¡lsc do not mlo trom thlê drswlna.

2, All d¡mcngloß to bc chækcd on E¡ùa by lh! cor¡tractor.

9. All rcfárcnc€ to dßwln{s rctcr to ourþnt rdlrlon ot lhat dnwlng

4. Structure I saillæ lnlomåtlon rhfln l8 lndloâtlvc only. Rêfcr to oomultantg
dfawinfr tor d.tells end $ttlna out.

5. All work ¡nd m¡tcrlsls lo ba ln ecørdanc¿ with ouront apÞlicâblo stetutory
lcglshtlon and to æmply w¡th âll raþEnt ædæ ot practlco ånd Brlü8h strnderdE.

€. plcosc rcport åll dEwlng €rron ¡nd omþslon8 to thc ¡rchltâ61.

Rev Notee:

A. )o(xxJü'x)ofr

00.5 1 2

R Ã rRich Architecture
IJ tt | 258 Ltoyd B€ker str6€t, London, wcl"x 9AT

I V-t I ll9?'îi,?åi,î"t?2ro,t 
luhroe'c h' uk'com

4 PrcJ66l

OAKWOOD LODGE DEVELOPMENT, AVENUE ROAD, N14 4DE
t,fâwln8lltl.:

PROPOSED ROOF CONVERSION: EXISTING SECTION AA
Dâtâ: ls€lc: lDråwlnÍNo:
18.07.18 lrjloo@A3 l5t7-LO7-PL

6m



Rool +8.6õm

*\Z

ì<=-'Í-

-F<3,f-

Socond FFL +6.76m

Firut FFL +2.83m
\az

Ground FFL +{l.film
\7

9985
(Block 2)

18075

(Communal courtyard)

9985
(Block 1)

--+-

General Not€s:

1. Plâ¡sc do not æ¡lo tom thlô drawlnl.

2. All dlmcßloß to bc ahockod on gltá by tha contreotor.

3.Àl Ëtcrcncæ to dEwln¡s rtlcrto currcnt rcviðion otlhst dÞwlnf.

4, Sùuoturelscilicrs ¡nlomåtlon ehown is lndl€tlvé only. Rrtorto coßultânt8
drðwlng! lor dâ1€il8 end $ttlnÉouL

5. All work ând metcrlals to bo in âccordenæ wlth cuÍônteppllcablo Etstutory
lo4¡latlon snd to æmply wtlh all Elsvent oodæ ot prsctlcc end Brltlsh 8tânder&.

6. Plcâsc roport all dnwlng troB 6nd omlssion6 to thê âlohltacl.

Rev Not 6:

A. )oL\XJX.)Oo(x

ñ 
^ 

rRich Architecture

l'(A I ül+ä^*i,:q*""! il r,i"J,i Ji:Íil#
00.5 1 2 4 Projcct:

OAKWOOD LODGE DEVELOPMENT, AVENUE ROAD, N14 4DE
oråwhg Tltl6:
pRoÞosro RooF CONVERSION - PROPOSED SECTION AA

iäbz re | ì1"óo ons 
I Ëíi?:f fO-pf

6m



Beardow Grove

Berkeley Court

52

33
21

CRICKETERS CLOSE

16

15

1 to 6

to 14

7to 10

11

59
45

11to14

66

51

9

12
11

10

Berk
ele

y C
ou

rt

1
2

7
8

39

72
58

26
38

27

44
32

67
53

119

17 to 19

7 to 9

ORCHARD

16

48

46

50

65

73

13
14

15

54
52

Court
Grosvenor

1
2

58

62

1

64

7 8

AVENUE

5

2 to 612 to 16
11

10
1

12
11

2

87

79

70

SPEYSIDE 89

97

84

80

A v
 e 

n u
 e 

    
 R

 o 
a d

  

No 5 to 8
Oakwood Lodge

No 1 to 4
Oakwood Lodge

N

Key:

Application Site 0 12.5 25 50 75m

RA Rich Architecture
64 WOLSELEY ROAD, LONDON N8 8RP
T ǀ  0207 096 0652     E  ǀ  info@rich.uk.com
www.richarchitecture.co.uk

Project:

Drawing Title:

PROPOSED ROOF CONVERSION - SITE PLAN
Date: Scale:

1:1250 @ A4
Drawing No:

568-LOC-P1

OAKWOOD LODGE, AVENUE ROAD, LONDON N14 4DE

16.09.20



17 to 19

7 to 9

65

2 to 6

12 to 16

11

Avenue Road

73

CAR PARKING
COURTYARDCOMMUNAL GARDEN

FRONT
BLOCK

REAR
BLOCK

1. Please do not scale from this drawing.

2. All dimensions to be checked on site by the contractor.

3. All references to drawings refer to current revision of that drawing.

4. Structural services information shown is indicative only. Refer to consultants
drawings for details and setting out.

5. All work and materials to be in accordance with current applicable statutory
legislation and to comply with all relevant codes of practice and British standards.

6. Please report all drawing errors and omissions to the architect.

N0 2.5 5 10 15m

RA Rich Architecture
64 WOLSELEY ROAD, LONDON N8 8RP
T ǀ 0207 096 0652     E  ǀ  info@rich.uk.com
www.richarchitecture.co.uk

Project:

Drawing Title:

PROPOSED ROOF CONVERSION - SITE PLAN
Date: Scale:

1:250 @ A3
Drawing No:

568-100-P1

OAKWOOD LODGE, AVENUE ROAD, LONDON N14 4DE

16.09.20

PRELIMINARY

AutoCAD SHX Text
General Notes:



EXTENT OF SITE

45
°

1. Please do not scale from this drawing.

2. All dimensions to be checked on site by the contractor.

3. All references to drawings refer to current revision of that drawing.

4. Structural services information shown is indicative only. Refer to consultants
drawings for details and setting out.

5. All work and materials to be in accordance with current applicable statutory
legislation and to comply with all relevant codes of practice and British standards.

6. Please report all drawing errors and omissions to the architect.

N

RA Rich Architecture
64 WOLSELEY ROAD, LONDON N8 8RP
T ǀ  0207 096 0652     E  ǀ  info@rich.uk.com
www.richarchitecture.co.uk

Project:

Drawing Title:

PROPOSED ROOF CONVERSION - FRONT ELEVATION
Date: Scale:

1:100 @ A3
Drawing No:

568-102-P1

OAKWOOD LODGE, AVENUE ROAD, LONDON N14 4DE

16.09.20

0 0.5 1 2 4 6mPRELIMINARY

AutoCAD SHX Text
General Notes:



EXTENT OF SITE

1. Please do not scale from this drawing.

2. All dimensions to be checked on site by the contractor.

3. All references to drawings refer to current revision of that drawing.

4. Structural services information shown is indicative only. Refer to consultants
drawings for details and setting out.

5. All work and materials to be in accordance with current applicable statutory
legislation and to comply with all relevant codes of practice and British standards.

6. Please report all drawing errors and omissions to the architect.

N

RA Rich Architecture
64 WOLSELEY ROAD, LONDON N8 8RP
T ǀ  0207 096 0652     E  ǀ  info@rich.uk.com
www.richarchitecture.co.uk

Project:

Drawing Title:

PROPOSED ROOF CONVERSION - REAR ELEVATION
Date: Scale:

1:100 @ A3
Drawing No:

568-104-P1

OAKWOOD LODGE, AVENUE ROAD, LONDON N14 4DE

16.09.20

0 0.5 1 2 4 6mPRELIMINARY

AutoCAD SHX Text
General Notes:



1.
5M

 H
EA

D
R

O
O

M

0.
9M

 H
EA

D
R

O
O

M

X

X

Y

BEDROOM 1

BEDROOM 2

13m²

11m²

LIVING/ DINING/

KITCHEN

25.5m²

STORE

FLAT B

62.5m²

1.5M
 H

EAD
R

O
O

M

0.9M
 H

EAD
R

O
O

M

BATHROOM

EN-SUITE

SHOWER

Y

BEDROOM 1

BEDROOM 2

13m²

11m²

LIVING/ DINING/

KITCHEN

25.5m²

STORE

FLAT B

62.5m²

BATHROOM

EN-SUITE

SHOWER

CAR PARKING
COURTYARD

FRONT
BLOCK

REAR
BLOCK

1. Please do not scale from this drawing.

2. All dimensions to be checked on site by the contractor.

3. All references to drawings refer to current revision of that drawing.

4. Structural services information shown is indicative only. Refer to consultants
drawings for details and setting out.

5. All work and materials to be in accordance with current applicable statutory
legislation and to comply with all relevant codes of practice and British standards.

6. Please report all drawing errors and omissions to the architect.

N

RA Rich Architecture
64 WOLSELEY ROAD, LONDON N8 8RP
T ǀ  0207 096 0652     E  ǀ  info@rich.uk.com
www.richarchitecture.co.uk

Project:

Drawing Title:

PROPOSED ROOF CONVERSION - SECOND FLOOR PLAN
Date: Scale:

1:100 @ A3
Drawing No:

568-101-P1

OAKWOOD LODGE, AVENUE ROAD, LONDON N14 4DE

16.09.20

0 0.5 1 2 4 6mPRELIMINARY

AutoCAD SHX Text
General Notes:



EXTENT OF SITE

45
°

LIVING/ DINING/

KITCHEN

BEDROOM 2

FLAT A

90
0

26
00

90
0

45°

15
00

1. Please do not scale from this drawing.

2. All dimensions to be checked on site by the contractor.

3. All references to drawings refer to current revision of that drawing.

4. Structural services information shown is indicative only. Refer to consultants
drawings for details and setting out.

5. All work and materials to be in accordance with current applicable statutory
legislation and to comply with all relevant codes of practice and British standards.

6. Please report all drawing errors and omissions to the architect.

N

RA Rich Architecture
64 WOLSELEY ROAD, LONDON N8 8RP
T ǀ  0207 096 0652     E  ǀ  info@rich.uk.com
www.richarchitecture.co.uk

Project:

Drawing Title:

PROPOSED ROOF CONVERSION - SECTION X-X
Date: Scale:

1:100 @ A3
Drawing No:

568-103-P1

OAKWOOD LODGE, AVENUE ROAD, LONDON N14 4DE

16.09.20

0 0.5 1 2 4 6mPRELIMINARY

AutoCAD SHX Text
General Notes:



EN-SUITE

SHOWER

BATHROOM

20
00

26
00

21
00

45°

2M
 HEADROOM

EXISTING ROOF
RIDGE LEVEL

PROPOSED
SECOND
FLOOR FFL

EXISTING
GROUND
FLOOR FFL

EXISTING
FIRST
FLOOR FFL

ENTRANCE

HALL

EN-SUITE

SHOWER

BATHROOM

20
00

26
00

21
00

45
°2M HEADROOM

ENTRANCE

HALL

14562

FRONT BLOCKREAR BLOCK CAR PARKING COURTYARD

COMMUNAL
GARDEN

1. Please do not scale from this drawing.

2. All dimensions to be checked on site by the contractor.

3. All references to drawings refer to current revision of that drawing.

4. Structural services information shown is indicative only. Refer to consultants
drawings for details and setting out.

5. All work and materials to be in accordance with current applicable statutory
legislation and to comply with all relevant codes of practice and British standards.

6. Please report all drawing errors and omissions to the architect.

N

RA Rich Architecture
64 WOLSELEY ROAD, LONDON N8 8RP
T ǀ  0207 096 0652     E  ǀ  info@rich.uk.com
www.richarchitecture.co.uk

Project:

Drawing Title:

PROPOSED ROOF CONVERSION - SECTION Y-Y
Date: Scale:

1:100 @ A3
Drawing No:

568-105-P1

OAKWOOD LODGE, AVENUE ROAD, LONDON N14 4DE

16.09.20

0 0.5 1 2 4 6mPRELIMINARY

AutoCAD SHX Text
General Notes:



Beardow Grove

Berkeley Court

52

33
21

CRICKETERS CLOSE

16

15

1 to 6

to 14

7to 10

11

59
45

11to14

66

51

9

12
11

10

Berk
ele

y C
ou

rt

1
2

7
8

39

72
58

26
38

27

44
32

67
53

119

17 to 19

7 to 9

ORCHARD

16

48

46

50

65

73

13
14

15

54
52

Court
Grosvenor

1
2

58

62

1

64

7 8

AVENUE

5

2 to 612 to 16
11

10
1

12
11

2

87

79

70

SPEYSIDE 89

97

84

80

A v
 e 

n u
 e 

    
 R

 o 
a d

  

No 5 to 8
Oakwood Lodge

No 1 to 4
Oakwood Lodge

N

Key:

Application Site 0 12.5 25 50 75m

RA Rich Architecture
64 WOLSELEY ROAD, LONDON N8 8RP
T ǀ  0207 096 0652     E  ǀ  info@rich.uk.com
www.richarchitecture.co.uk

Project:

Drawing Title:

PROPOSED ROOF CONVERSION - SITE PLAN
Date: Scale:

1:1250 @ A4
Drawing No:

568-LOC-P1

OAKWOOD LODGE, AVENUE ROAD, LONDON N14 4DE

16.09.20


	1. Note for Members and Background
	2. Proposal
	3. Site and Surroundings at the date of the RVD
	4. Relevant Planning History
	5. Relevant Policies at RVD
	Site Plan.pdf
	Sheets and Views
	LOC


	Block Plan 568_100-P1.pdf
	Sheets and Views
	100


	Proposed Front Elevation 568_102-P1.pdf
	Sheets and Views
	102


	Proposed Rear Elevation 568_104-P1.pdf
	Sheets and Views
	104


	Proposed Second Floor Plan 568_101-P1.pdf
	Sheets and Views
	101


	Proposed Section 568_103-P1.pdf
	Sheets and Views
	103


	Proposed Section 568_105-P1.pdf
	Sheets and Views
	105


	Site Plan.pdf
	Sheets and Views
	LOC





