g The Planning Inspectorate

Appeal Decision

Inquiry held on 12, 13, 14, 15, 19, 20, 21 and 26 July 2022
Site visits made on 11 and 21 July 2022

by Jonathan Manning BSc (Hons) MA MRTPI

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State

Assisted by Assessor: R Sabu BA (Hons), MA, BArch, PgDip, RIBA,
ARB

Decision date: 24t October 2022

Appeal Ref: APP/Y5420/W/21/3289690

The Goods Yard and The Depot, 36 & 44-52 White Hart Lane and

867-879 High Road (and land to the rear), Tottenham, N17 8DP

e The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act
1990 against a refusal to grant planning permission.

e The appeal is made by Goodsyard Tottenham Limited against the decision of
London Borough of Haringey.

e The application Ref HGY/2021/1771, dated 21 June 2021, was refused by notice
dated 8 November 2021.

e The development proposed is for (i) the demolition of existing buildings and
structures, site clearance and the redevelopment of the site for a residential-
led, mixed-use development comprising residential units (C3); flexible
commercial, business, community, retail and service uses (Class E); hard and
soft landscaping; associated parking; and associated works. (ii) Change of use
of No. 52 White Hart Lane from residential (C3) to a flexible retail (Class E) (iii)
Change of use of No. 867-869 High Road to residential (C3) use.

Decision

1. The appeal is allowed and planning permission is granted for (i) the
demolition of existing buildings and structures, site clearance and the
redevelopment of the site for a residential-led, mixed-use development
comprising residential units (C3); flexible commercial, business,
community, retail and service uses (Class E); hard and soft landscaping;
associated parking; and associated works. (ii) Change of use of No. 52
White Hart Lane from residential (C3) to a flexible retail (Class E) (iii)
Change of use of No. 867-869 High Road to residential (C3) use, at The
Goods Yard and The Depot, 36 & 44-52 White Hart Lane and 867-879
High Road (and land to the rear), Tottenham, N17 8DP, in accordance
with the terms of the application, Ref HGY/2021/1771, dated 21 June
2021, subject to the planning conditions in the attached schedule.

Procedural Matters

2. In line with the Inquiry Rules, 2000 an assessor Rekha Sabu was
appointed to provide expert advice to me on matters of architecture and
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design. The assessor’s report is included at Appendix 1 to this decision.
Where I have not agreed with the report, I have explained why.

3. I have received a copy of the agreed and executed Section 106
Agreement (S106), dated 2 August 2022. The S106 secures provisions
relating to: affordable housing and related viability review; employment
& training skills plan; future connectivity; residential and commercial
travel plans; car club; car free development; highway works; energy
efficiency plan; connection to a district wide energy network; a
telecommunications plan; considerate constructors scheme; monitoring
costs; infrastructure contributions (community space, library and public
realm); business relocation strategy; open space and public access plan;
access to Pickford Gardens; and an Enfield controlled parking zone
contribution.

4. I am satisfied that in each case the obligations meet the three tests set
out in Paragraph 57 of the National Planning Policy Framework (the
Framework) for planning obligations, which reflect those set out in
Regulation 122 of the Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) (2010). As a
result, I have taken the S106 into account and have not considered such
matters any further in my decision.

5. Shortly before the close of the Inquiry, the Council resolved to grant
planning permission, subject to a S106 for the development known as
‘Lendlease’. The scheme includes the appeal site (reflective of the
extant consents), as part of a much larger development that extends to
the south and southeast of the appeal site. The Lendlease scheme had
not been taken into account in the cumulative assessment of the
Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) for the proposal.
Consequently, after the close of the Inquiry an updated assessment of
the cumulative effects of the proposed development taking into account
the ‘Lendlease’ scheme and any other recent development was
requested under Regulation 25 of the EIA Regulations, 2017.

6. This was subsequently provided, and the Council were also given the
opportunity to comment. I have had regard to both the Environmental
Statement Addendum (ES Addendum) and the Council’s comments in
reaching my decision.

7. I understand that the London Boroughs of Barnet, Camden, Enfield,
Hackney, Haringey, Islington and Waltham Forest have resolved to
adopt the joint North London Waste Plan. Whilst now forming part of
the development plan, the document is of limited relevance to this
appeal and its adoption does not have any bearing on my overall
decision.

Main Issues

8. Having had regard to all of the written and oral evidence, I consider that
the main issues of the appeal are:
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e the effect of the proposed development on the character and
appearance of the area;

e whether the proposed development would preserve or enhance the
character or appearance of the North Tottenham Conservation Area;

e the effect of the proposed development on the significance of heritage
assets, including: The Grange (Grade II) (No 34 White Hart Lane);
797-799 High Road (Grade II); 819-821 High Road (Grade II); 867-
869 High Road (Grade II); and locally listed buildings;

e whether the proposed provision of public open space would comply
with development plan policy; and

e in the planning balance whether any harm would significantly and
demonstrably outweigh the benefits of the scheme.

Reasons
Preliminary Matters and Policy Context

9. At the Inquiry the relevance of the two extant planning permissions?! on
the appeal site was debated. Based on the evidence provided by the
appellant, I see no reason to consider that both extant permissions
would not be implemented should this appeal fail and the current
planning application being determined by the Council be refused.
Further, I consider that there would be sufficient time to implement
them before they expire. I therefore afford the fallback position for both
extant consents significant weight and they are referred to where
necessary throughout this decision.

10. As set out above, shortly before the close of the Inquiry, the Council
resolved to grant planning permission, subject to a S106 for the
Lendlease scheme. This does not yet represent a planning permission
and the site is a large one and its delivery is likely to be relatively
complex. For these reasons, there is still some uncertainty about its
delivery and therefore I afford it limited weight in the consideration of
this scheme.

11.It is common ground between the parties that the Council cannot
demonstrate a five-year housing land supply. A figure of 3.87 years was
agreed between the parties at the Inquiry. Having regard to Paragraph
11 of the Framework, the policies which are most important for
determining the application are therefore out-of-date. In such
circumstances, the Framework sets out that permission should be
granted unless: the application of policies in the Framework that protect
areas or assets of particular importance provides a clear reason for
refusing the development proposed; or any adverse impacts of doing so
would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when
assessed against the policies in the Framework taken as a whole.

! Goods Yard - outline planning permission (HGY/2018/0187) and Depot — Appeal Decision
APP/Y5420/W/18/3204591 & APP/Y5420/W/18/3204592.
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Character and Appearance

12.The first reason for refusal relates to the proposed tall buildings (Goods
Yard Blocks A and B and Depot Block A). The Council are of the view
that their height, breadth, proximity to each other (including the existing
Rivers Apartments tall building ‘Brook House’), architectural expression
and design would: (i) have an unacceptable adverse effect on long, mid-
range and immediate views from the surrounding area, including the
wider setting of designated and undesignated heritage assets; (ii)
maximise rather than optimise residential density; and (iii) fail to be of a
sufficiently high architectural quality expected of such prominent
buildings. Matters associated with the setting of designated and
undesighated heritage assets are considered later in this report.

13.The assessor’s report considers these matters in detail and sets out a
description of the appeal site and its surroundings, along with a planning
policy summary, which will not be repeated here.

14.The assessor found that the height, breadth and massing of the tall
buildings would result in an abrupt change in scale compared with the
prevailing local townscape and that this would have an incongruous
effect in a number of views and would diminish the spacious and modest
character of the surrounding area. For the reasons given in the
assessor’s report, I agree with this view.

15.However, I am mindful that the spacing of the towers in the extant
permissions would have a less harmonious relationship than the
proposed tall buildings. I also agree with the assessor that the adverse
effect would be tempered by the articulation of the massing and the
harmonious relationship between the proposed towers.

16.1 see no reason to disagree with the assessor’s reasoning that the
scheme would optimise rather than maximise residential density,
particularly as the Council has not raised any significant concerns in
relation to the future living environment of future residents, as agreed in
the SOCG.

17.In terms of architectural design, I am in agreement with the assessor
that the proposed buildings would have highly articulated facades with a
range of materials, textures, colours, tones and layers of depth that
would be set out in well-proportioned bays that would result in an
exemplary standard of architectural quality. Although, I do share the
concerns of the Council with regard to the proposed dark colour of the
tops of the tall buildings. However, this matter can be overcome with a
planning condition that would require the colour to be agreed with the
Council.

18.In addition to all of the above, I would add that the layout of this
scheme benefits from a more comprehensive approach that includes
both sites as opposed to those of the extant permissions, which is in my
view a clear improvement.
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19. At the Inquiry there was some discussion over the boundary treatments
of Brook House Yard. I consider that the matter can be suitably
addressed by a planning condition, requiring the details to be agreed by
the Council.

20.Having regard to all of the findings in the assessor’s report, the matters
discussed above, along with my own observations at the site visits, I
agree that the scheme, overall, would cause a low level of harm to the
character and appearance of the area due to the scale, height and
massing of the tall buildings. This would run contrary to: Policies D3 and
D9 of the London Plan, 2021; Policies SP1 and SP11 of the Strategic
Policies with alterations, 2017 (the Strategic Policies); Policy DM6 of the
Development Management Development Plan Document (DPD), 2017
(the DM DPD); Policies AAP6 and NT5 of the North Tottenham Area
Action Plan, 2017 (the AAP); guidance in the adopted High Road West
Masterplan Framework, September 2014 (the HRWMF) and Paragraph
130 c) of the Framework. The Council’s reason for refusal also includes
several heritage related policies. However, such matters and their
related policies are considered later in my decision.

Heritage Assets
North Tottenham Conservation Area

21.The North Tottenham Conservation Area includes a number of Georgian
and Victorian buildings, some of which are listed and front the High Road
and parts of White Hart Lane. The condition of the listed buildings in the
conservation area varies and they are interspersed with other poor
quality buildings and structures.

22.A principal feature of the Conservation Area is the historic linear
continuity of buildings either side of the High Road and the character of
the townscape and its sense of spatial sequence highlighted by the mix
of Victorian and Georgian buildings that help to give the street its scale
and sense of place.

23.The proposed tall buildings would in many views from High Road and
White Hart Lane tower above the lower frontage development. The
height, scale and more modern appearance of the tall buildings would be
prominent on the skyline and would appear incongruous against the
modest 18t and 19t" century buildings of 2-4 storeys. Notwithstanding
this, I consider that the impact of this would to a large degree be
reduced by the set back of the tall buildings so that it would appear to
form part of a different character area. This is a matter that the
Inspector of the previous Goods Yard appeal also found. I consider that
the architectural quality of the tall buildings would also help to mitigate
such harm.

24.1t should also be noted that there would be some enhancements to the
Conservation Area. This relates to the proposed street scene
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improvements to the northside of White Hart Lane around the
Grange/Stationmaster’s House and the existing goods yard entrance.

25.Taking all these factors into account, I consider that the scheme would

not preserve or enhance the character or appearance of the
Conservation Area and would cause less than substantial harm to its
significance, as a whole. This would be on the low to moderate end of
the scale.

Statutory Listed Buildings
The Grange (Grade II listed)

26.The Grange (listed as 34 White Hart Lane, but actually numbered 32, 34

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

and 34a) is a mid-18t" century house with added 19% century wings
either side. It represents one of the earliest developments within the
area and has both architectural and historic significance; the former
derived from the building’s period and detailing, and the later from its
period of construction and survival. I agree with the Council that the
present and emerging context of the area has greatly compromised its
setting. Particularly, the yard entrance with security fencing.

I consider that the ancillary activities to the rear of the building give it
visual and functional prominence. This hierarchy in the scale and
function, between front and back, is a part of the building’s setting and
contributes positively to its significance.

The Council has referred to White Hart Lane once being a country lane,
but I observed on my site visit that there is little, if any, remnant of this.
Further, I consider the Love Lane estate buildings to be part of the
setting of the Grange, given it is in such close proximity. Whilst you
generally have your back to the Love Lane estate towers when viewing
the Grange, I experienced that you are nonetheless aware of them and
can sense their significant presence behind you.

The drawings provided show that there would be visual competition
between the proposed towers and the other large buildings of the appeal
scheme and The Grange. This will draw the eye away from The Grange
and would affect the existing hierarchy in scale and function behind it,
affecting its significance.

However, in the large, I consider that The Grange would still stand out
as a striking building. Further, the appeal scheme would help to
improve the street scene on White Hart Lane, particularly the existing
gap to the west of The Grange. This would bring a greater sense of
coherence, enhancing its setting.

For these reasons, I consider that overall, there would be less than
substantial harm caused to the significance of The Grange, at the lower
end of the scale.
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797-799 High Road (Grade II listed), 819-821 High Road (Grade II listed)

and 867-869 High Road (Grade II listed)

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

As pointed out in the Council’s closing submissions, the essence of the
significance of these assets is their place within the linear High Road,
both as buildings within the street scene and in the cases of 819-821
and 867-869 High Road, as buildings which are prominent in signifying
the status of the High Road from adjoining side streets.

Whilst noting that the Inspector of the extant permission appeal decision
for the Goods Yard scheme did not find any harm in relation to each of
these buildings, this appeal scheme would deliver taller buildings that
would be broader in the east/west viewing perspective. I consider there
would therefore be a greater level of impact.

The three tall buildings would distract attention away from each of the
buildings affecting their significance. Whilst there would be an alteration
to the built hierarchy, I agree with the previous Inspector of the Goods
Yard scheme that the towers would, to a large degree, appear to belong
to an area of different character beyond the Conservation Area. I
consider that this notably contributes to mitigating the impact of the
scheme on the setting of these listed buildings.

Consequently, I consider that there would be less than substantial harm
to the significance of both 797-799 High Road and 819-821 High Road at
the low end of the scale.

In terms of 867-869 High Road, I consider that the above findings
equally apply. However, the setting of 867-869 High Road is heavily
compromised by the car park to the north and west alongside the hard
standing for the supermarket. I consider the setting of the buildings
would be enhanced by the removal of this and the fact that the buildings
would be integrated into a well-designed townscape. Overall, I consider
that there would be a neutral effect on the setting of 867-869 High Road
and therefore no harm to their significance.

It should also be recognised that 867-869 High Road form part of the
proposed development and would be reinstated and brought back into
residential use, helping to secure their future. I consider this to be a
clear heritage benefit.

Non-Designated Heritage Assets

38.

39.

Stationmaster’s House is an attractive Victorian detached two-storey
house that was built following the opening of White Hart Lane station in
1872. Its current setting is dominated by the Goods Yard part of the
appeal site. Immediately to its east, the gap in the street frontage,
breaks the cohesive streetscape available further to the east. I consider
that these factors detract from its setting.

The building’s conservation to a viable new use is considered a positive
aspect of the proposal. The scheme would deliver a new corner building
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40.

41.

42,

to the east of Stationmaster’s House, which steps up towards the corner.
This would respect the building line of Stationmaster’s House. However,
whilst stepped, it would be greater in height and in my view would
somewhat detract from Stationmaster’s House given its very close
proximity.

The tall buildings would also be clearly visible behind the Stationmaster’s
House which would also attract attention away from it. There would,
however, be a courtyard behind Stationmaster’s House to preserve
something of the sense of its former garden. The area around the
Stationmaster’s House would also be landscaped, with surfacing together
with soft landscaping.

Overall, there will be some harm caused to the setting of
Stationmaster’s House but there would also be some clear
enhancements. I consider when weighed up, these result in an overall
neutral effect on the non-designated heritage asset.

There are quite a number of locally listed buildings on the western side
of High Road. In addition, the Council has raised concerns about the
impact on 8-18 and 24-30 White Hart Lane, which although are not
locally listed, have been identified as non-designated heritage assets by
the Council. The main parties agree that there would be a low or minor
level of harm to the settings of these buildings. I agree with this view,
due to the visibility of the proposed towers that would draw the eye
away from the buildings.

Heritage Balance

43.

44,

45,

46.

I have found that the scheme would cause less than substantial harm to
the North Tottenham Conservation Area, The Grange, 797-799 High
Road and 819-821 High Road. With the exception of the Conservation
Area where there would be a low to moderate level of less than
substantial harm, this would, in each case, be at the lower end of the
scale. I afford great weight to the identified harm, in accordance with
Paragraph 199 of the Framework.

Paragraph 202 of the Framework sets out that where a scheme will lead
to less than substantial harm to the significance of a designated heritage
asset, this harm should be weighed against the public benefits of the
proposal.

The public benefits of the scheme are very substantial and as explained
fully later in the planning balance section, include: much needed market
and affordable housing delivery; supporting the regeneration of
Tottenham; helping to deliver the objectives of the HRWMF; economic
benefits through job creation and spending of future residents; and
biodiversity enhancements.

I consider that the public benefits of the scheme clearly outweigh the
above identified harm to desighated heritage assets. The scheme

https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate 8



https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate

Appeal Decision APP/Y5420/W/21/3289690

47.

48

complies with Paragraph 202 of the Framework and therefore, heritage
does not form a clear reason for refusal for the purposes of Paragraph
11 d) i) of the Framework.

There would also be a low/minor level of harm caused to numerous non-
designated heritage assets that need to be taken into account in the
planning balance, in line with Paragraph 203 of the Framework. I
consider such matters later in the decision.

. Whilst there is some conflict with the wording of Policy SP12 of the

Strategic Policies, Policies DM6 and DM9 of the DM DPD and Policy AAP5
of the AAP, these do not include the balancing exercise set out in the
Framework and therefore this does not weigh against the scheme. The
Council’s reason for refusal in this regard also includes several other
policies. However, I do not consider these relate directly to heritage
matters.

Open Space

49,

50.

51.

52.

53.

It is common ground between the parties that the appeal scheme will
provide for 8,608 square metres of publicly accessible open space and
6,945 square metres of private communal open space. There is no
dispute over the quality of the open space provided, but rather the
quantity.

Policy DM20 of the DM DPD is the only policy to set out clear numerical
standards for the provision of open space, although to some degree this
is replicated by Policy SP13 of the Strategic Policies, which both require
provision to be made in accordance with the Haringey Open Space and
Biodiversity Study, 2013 (the Open Space Study). Policy DM20 at
criterion F sets out that for sites over 1ha which are located in an
identified area of deficiency, schemes should seek to provide for on-site
publicly accessible open space in line with the space standards set out in
the Open Space Study, subject to viability.

Approximately 60% of the site is located in an area of open space
deficiency. For the purposes of calculating the necessary level of open
space, there is dispute between the parties whether based on a fair
reading of Policy DM20, the whole site or 60% of the site should be
treated as being in an area of deficiency.

There is no further guidance provided in the policy or the supporting text
for circumstances where the site is partially in an area of deficiency.
Based on the above study that requires 1.64 hectares of open space per
1,000 people within areas of deficiency, the scheme would need to
provide 18,000 square metres if the site was considered only 60% within
the deficiency area and 29,684 square metres if all of the site was
considered in the area of deficiency.

In either case the scheme would not provide sufficient open space to
meet the requirements of Policy DM20. Further, Policy DM20 is clear
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54.

55.

56.

57.

58.

59.

60.

that the open space must be publicly open. In this case, only 8,608
square metres would be publicly accessible, with the rest being private
communal space for the future residents of the scheme.

The appellant has pointed out that Policy DM20 refers to ‘seek to’ rather
than must or shall. However, in my view, it is clear when reading the
policy as a whole that the only circumstance set out where a lower level
of open space provision may be justified would be based on viability
grounds as set out in criterion F. Which is not the case here.

The Council raised concerns over the calculated population from the
scheme and whether it was the inner or outer London ‘Geographic
Aggregation’. However, as demonstrated by the appellant these had no
material effect on the overall requirement.

Given the above there is therefore, in my view, a substantial shortfall
against the requirements of Policy DM20 and a subsequent policy conflict
whether all or part of the site is considered to be in an area of
deficiency.

However, I consider that there are a number of important other factors
relevant to this matter. Firstly, the appeal site falls within site allocation
NT5 of the AAP, which at Paragraph 5.125 includes a description of the
allocation that includes a requirement to uplift the amount and quality of
open space. Under the ‘site requirements’ there is a requirement for new
social infrastructure proportionate to the population growth in the area
and specifically the provision of new and enhanced public open space.
This includes a large new community park and high-quality public square
along with a defined hierarchy of interconnected pedestrian routes.
Finally, under development guidelines it requires provision of a net
increase in the amount and the quality of both public open space and
private amenity space within the area.

Site Allocation NT5 also refers to the requirement for any development
to comply with the principles of the most up-to-date Council approved
masterplan. The HRWMF itself acknowledges that the level of open
space provision proposed in the Masterplan Framework, whilst
significantly increasing the amount of open space, would not meet the
amount required by the current Open Space Study standards (Paragraph
P106). The HRWMF also notes that in the context of wider open space
assets and with a focus on high quality spaces and effective
management strategies the proposed provision in the masterplan is
considered appropriate.

I consider that the appeal scheme would meet all of the open space
requirements set out in Site Allocation NT5 of the AAP and is in
accordance with the HRWMF in this regard.

Secondly, the requirements in the Open Space Study date back to 2013.
Since then, the London Plan, 2021 includes Good Growth Policies (GG2
and GG3) and Design Policies (D3 and D6) which has seen a clear shift
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61.

62.

63.

64.

towards seeking to optimise development. The London Plan Housing
Supplementary Planning Guidance (SPG), 2016 also post-dates the 2013
study and acknowledges that a balance must be struck and that this
may generate comparatively reduced on-site requirements for social
infrastructure, play and open space provision, thus enabling higher
residential densities to be achieved.

Thirdly, as set out in the appellant’s closing submissions, the appeal
scheme maintains roughly the same amount of public space as the
extant permissions but then also includes substantially more private
communal open space. There would therefore be a general
improvement over the extant permissions. Whilst the private communal
open space would only be for the future residents of the scheme, 1
accept the appellant’s view that it would take pressure of the publicly
open space available to the existing residents and visitors to the area.

The Council has referred to Policy DM12 of the DM DPD in its reason for
refusal. This requires the provision of additional open space in areas of
especially poor residential quality. Even if the appeal site fell into this
category, the scheme provides additional open space so would comply
with Policy DM12.

Whilst there is conflict with Policy DM20 of the DM DPD and SP13 of the
Strategic Policies, the scheme would comply with Site Allocation NT5 of
the AAP, Policy DM12 of the DM DPD, Policies GG2 and D3 of the London
Plan, guidance in the HRWMF and Paragraphs 7, 93 and 98 of the
Framework. Overall and having regard to all of the above matters, I
consider that the scheme makes appropriate provision for publicly
available open space, whether all or part of the site is considered within
an area of deficiency. Policies AAP5 and AAP6 have also been referred to
in the Council’s reason for refusal. However, I do not consider these to
be particularly relevant to the matter of open space.

The appellant has set out that the provision of open space should be
considered as a benefit of significant weight. However, given my
findings above, I consider it is a matter of neutral weight in the overall
balance.

Other Matters

65.

66.

Interested parties have raised a number of other matters. These relate
to concerns with regard to: wind conditions; subsidence; noise and
vibration impacts, including from trains to future residents; health and
safety issues, including cladding; and parking issues. Having regard to
the supporting evidence to the application in relation to such matters, I
am content that, taking into account any necessary planning conditions
and the role of building regulations, there would be no unacceptable
impacts in relation to such matters.

The impact on the existing residents of the Rivers Apartments buildings
(including the Brook House tall building) and other buildings along
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Cannon Road, in relation to loss of privacy, overshadowing and loss of
daylight and sunlight has raised a number of objections. The closest tall
building to Rivers Apartments would be closer than that of the extant
consent. However, it would still be located some 30 metres away, which
in my view is still a significant distance and sufficient to ensure that
there is no unacceptable overlooking. It is also well over the 18-21
metres general yardstick separation distance referred to in the Mayor of
London’s Housing SPG, 2016.

67.There would be some adverse impacts in terms of overshadowing and

loss of daylight and sunlight to neighbouring properties in the area,
including the Rivers Apartments. However, having regard to all of the
evidence before me, I consider that the loss of daylight or sunlight would
not lead to unacceptable living conditions for the occupants of the
properties affected.

68. The impacts from construction would be temporary and appropriate

working hours and working practices can be suitably secured by a
planning condition to avoid unacceptable impacts on the living conditions
of neighbouring residents. There have been suggestions that there is
insufficient infrastructure to cope with the additional development.
However, I have not been provided with any substantive evidence to
support such a view. Although not a planning matter, there is also no
evidence to suggest that the scheme would devalue nearby existing
properties.

69.There is no evidence to suggest that the consultation undertaken by the

Council on the amendments to the scheme was not appropriate.

Planning Balance and Conclusion

70.

71.

72

As set out above, the Council cannot demonstrate a five-year housing
land supply. In accordance with the Framework, the policies which are
most important for determining the application are therefore out-of-
date. I have found that the identified heritage harm does not constitute
a clear reason for refusal for the purposes of Paragraph 11 d) i) of the
Framework. Consequently, permission should be granted unless any
adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably
outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in the
Framework taken as a whole (the ‘tilted balance’).

The scheme would deliver 867 new homes, which I consider to be a
public benefit of substantial weight, particularly in the context of the
Council’s significant shortfall in housing land supply. Whilst I
acknowledge that the Council’s housing delivery has improved in more
recent times, there is clearly still some way to go, and the scheme would
make an important and significant contribution.

. Of the 867 new homes between 35.9% and 40% (depending on the

availability of grant funding) would also be affordable. The Council has
questioned whether the level of affordable housing has been maximised.
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73

74.

75.

76.

77.

However, it is common ground that the level of affordable housing is
policy compliant. The appellant has also provided evidence that shows
the Council’s affordable housing delivery in recent years has been
relatively low. Consequently, I also give the benefit of the delivery of
much needed affordable housing substantial weight in the planning
balance.

. There would be some heritage benefits associated with the proposed

development. It would secure the future of the Listed Buildings at 867-
869 High Road and would secure the future of the locally listed
Stationmaster’s House. I afford these matters a limited level of weight.

I also afford some weight to the fact that the scheme would make a
positive contribution towards the regeneration of Tottenham, which has
areas amongst the most deprived in the country and could act as a
catalyst for further regeneration and inward investment. It would also
help to deliver the objectives of the HRWMF.

There would be economic benefits associated with employment,
including for local people and the spending generated from future
occupants, as well as benefits derived from the new business floorspace.
I afford this moderate weight in the balance. Finally, there would also
be ecological and biodiversity enhancements, including an overall net
gain in biodiversity. These factors attract limited weight in favour of the
scheme.

In contrast to the identified benefits, I have found that the scheme
would cause harm in several ways. The proposal would cause a low
level of harm to the character and appearance of the area. There would
be some less than substantial harm to the significance of several
designated heritage assets, to which I afford great weight. There would
also be some minor harm caused to numerous non-designated heritage
assets that needs to be weighed in the balance.

I consider that the scheme conflicts with the development plan when
considered as a whole. However, having regard to the ‘tilted balance’,
the benefits of the scheme are very substantial indeed and the identified
harm does not significantly and demonstrably outweigh those benefits.
Consequently, there are material considerations to warrant a decision
other than in accordance with the development plan. For the reasons
given above and having regard to all other matters raised, the appeal is
therefore allowed.

Planning Conditions

78.

As a result of the appeal succeeding, there is a need to consider what
planning conditions are necessary. I have considered the suggested
conditions against the tests set out within the Framework and the advice
provided by the Government’s Planning Practice Guidance and have
amended them where required. As well as the standard time limit
condition (1), a condition is necessary to ensure the development is
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79.

80.

81.

82.

83.

undertaken in accordance with the approved plans to secure certainty
(2). To ensure the suitable implementation and phasing of the scheme,
condition (3) is required.

To suitably secure the business aspects of the scheme, condition (4) is
imposed. Condition (5) is needed to ensure an adequate supply of
accessible housing. To safeguard the living conditions of neighbouring
residents, to provide suitable conditions for visitors to the development
and/or to ensure suitable living conditions for future occupants of the
scheme, conditions (6), (7), (9), (10), (11), (15), (46), (47) and (49)
are imposed.

Condition (12) is necessary to ensure fire safety measures are
incorporated in the development. Conditions (13), (14), (16), (18), (20)
(50), (51) and (52) are needed to ensure the suitable appearance of the
scheme and/or the protection of trees. To ensure sustainable
development and/or energy efficiency, conditions (8), (21), (22), (23),
(24), (25), (26) and (27) are required. In the interests of biodiversity,
conditions (17) and (19) are imposed.

To ensure that there would be no unacceptable risk of crime or anti-
social behaviour, conditions (28) and (29) are required. In the interests
of archaeology and/or contaminated land, conditions (30), (31), (32),
(34) (35) and (36) are necessary.

To ensure there would be no impacts on existing infrastructure
surrounding the site, conditions (33), (45) and (48) are imposed. In the
interests of highway safety and promoting sustainable modes of
transport, conditions (37), (38), (39), (40), (41), (42), (43) and (44)
are necessary.

A number of the above imposed conditions relate to pre-commencement
activities. In each case, I am satisfied that the condition is necessary to
make the development acceptable in planning terms and it would have
been otherwise necessary to refuse planning permission. Further, the
appellant has provided written confirmation that they accept the pre-
commencement conditions.

Jonathan Manning

INSPECTOR
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SCHEDULE OF PLANNING CONDITIONS

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

The development hereby permitted shall be begun before the expiration
of three years from the date of this permission.

The proposed development shall be carried out in all respects in
accordance with the proposals contained in the application and the
approved plans set out in Appendix 2 to this decision.

(a) No Development, excluding site preparation works, shall commence
on any Phase until a Phasing Plan has been submitted to and approved
in writing by the Local Planning Authority.

(b) The Phasing plan shall set out a breakdown of the following for each
identified Phase:

(i) Number of dwellings (including dwelling mix and tenure)
(i) Children’s play space

(i) Car parking spaces

(iv) Cycle parking spaces

(v) Details of interim boundary treatments

(c) The development shall be carried out in accordance with the
approved Phasing Plan and the approved interim boundary treatments
shall be maintained in good condition until such times as they are
replaced by permanent boundary treatments approved under Condition
13.

(a) The non-residential floorspace hereby approved shall include at least
400sgm of Business floorspace (Use Class E (g) (i) (ii) or (iii)).

(b) Notwithstanding the provisions of the Town and Country Planning
(Use Classes) Order 1987 (as revised), or any Order or Regulations that
revoke or further revises this Order, the 400sgm of Business floorspace
that is provided under (a) above shall only be used for offices, research
and development and industrial processes in perpetuity.

The detailed design for each dwelling in Goods Yard Blocks A, B, C, D,
E, F and G and Depot Blocks A, B, C, D, E, F and G hereby approved
shall meet the required standard of the Approved Document M of the
Building Regulations (2015). The following dwellings shall meet
Approved Document M, M4(3) (2b) ('wheelchair user dwellings'):

o Block A: GY-L00-A-01, GY-L01-A-01, GY-L02-A-01, GY-L02-A-04,
GY-L02-A-05, GY-L02-A-08, GY-L03-A-04, GY-L03-A-05, GY-L03-
A-08, GY-L04-A-04, GY-L04-A-05, GY-L05-A-04, GY-L05-A-05,
GY-L06-A-04, GY-L06-A-05, GY-L29-A-03, GY-L29-A-04, GY-L30-
A-03, GY-L30-A-04, GY-L31-A-03 & GY-L31-A-04,

e Block B: GY-L00-B-01, GY-L00-B-02, GY-L00-B-03, GY-LO1-B-01,
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GY-L01-B-05, GY-L02-B-04, GY-L03-B-04, GY-L04-B-04, GY-L05-
B-04, GY-L06-B-04, GY-L07-B-04, GY-L08-B-04, GY-L09-B-04,
GY-L10-B-04, GY-L11-B-04, GY- L12-B-04, GY-L13-B-04, GY-
L14-B-04 & GY-L15-B-04.

e Block C: GY-LO1-C-03 & GY-L0O1-C-04.

e Block D: GY-L0O5-D-01.

e Block E: GY-L02-E-01 & GY-L0O3-E-01.

e Block F: GY-LOO-F-01, GY-LOO-F-02 & GY-L02-F-04.
e Block G: GY-L0O1-G-01 & GY-L03-G-01.

e Block ABC: TD-L00-A-01-AC, TD-L01-A-01-AC, TD-L01-A-05-AC,
TD-LO1-C- 01-AC, TD-L02-A-06-AC, TD-L02-B-03-AC, TD-L03-A-06-
AC, TD-L03-B-03-AC, TD-L04-A-06-AC, TD-L04-B-03-AC, TD-LO5-A-
06-AC, TD-L05-B-03-AC, TD-L07-A-04-AC, TD-L08-A-046-AC, TD-
LO8-B-04-AC, TD-L11-A-04-AC, TD-L12-A-04-AC, TD-L13-A-04-AC,
TD-L14-A-04-AC, TD-L15-A-04-AC, TD-L16-A-04-AC, TD-L23-A-
027-AC, TD-L24-A-02-AC, TD-L25-A-02-AC, TD-L26-A-02-AC, TD-
L26-A-06-AC, TD-L27-A-06-AC & TD-L28-A-06-AC.

e Block D: TD-LO0-D-01-AC, TD-L0O0-D-06-AC, TD-L02-D-03-AC &
TD-L02-D- 04-AC.

e Block E: TD-LOO-E-01 & TD-L0O0-E-04-AC.
e Block G: TD-L03-G-03-AC, TD-L04-G-04-AC & TD-L05-G-02-AC.

All other dwellings shall meet Approved Document M M4(2)
(‘Accessible and adaptable dwellings’).

6) (a) No ground floor commercial unit shall be occupied as a
café/restaurant (Use Class E(b)) until such times as full details of
ventilation and extraction of fumes have been submitted to and
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.

(b) The approved ventilation and fume extraction measures shall be
completed and made operational prior to the first occupation of the unit
as a café/restaurant (Use Class E(b)), in accordance with the approved
details and shall be permanently maintained thereafter.

7) Any café/restaurant use (Use Class E(b)) shall only be open to the public
between the hours of 07.00 to 23.00 (Monday to Saturday) and 08.00 to
23.00 (Sundays and Public Holidays).

8) (@) Prior to commencement of any non-residential use with each
relevant Phase (as identified in an approved Phasing Plan), a design
stage accreditation certificate for that phase must be submitted to the
Local Planning Authority confirming that the development will achieve a
BREEAM “Very Good” outcome (or equivalent) for each non-residential
use within that phase.
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9)

(b) The relevant Phase shall then be constructed in strict accordance
with the approved details, shall achieve the agreed rating and shall be
maintained as such thereafter for the lifetime of the development.

(c) Prior to occupation of any non-residential use within each relevant
Phase, a post-construction certificate issued by the Building Research
Establishment (or equivalent) for each non-residential use in that phase
must be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning
Authority, confirming this standard has been achieved.

(d) In the event that any non-residential use fails to achieve the agreed
rating, a full schedule and costings of remedial works required to achieve
this rating shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local
Planning Authority within 2 months of the submission of the post
construction certificate. Thereafter the schedule of remedial works must
be implemented on-site within 3 months of the Local Authority’s
approval of the schedule, or the full costs and management fees given to
the Local Planning Authority for off-site remedial actions.

(a) No development of Goods Yard Blocks E, F, G and H and Depot
Blocks B and G at slab level or above shall commence until such times as
full details of the floor slab and any other noise attenuation measures
between the ground floor commercial unit and dwellings on the first floor
have been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning
Authority.

(b) The details shall be designed to ensure that at any junction between
dwellings and the ground floor commercial unit, the internal noise
insulation level for the dwellings is no less than 60 dB DnT,w + Ctr.

(c) The approved floor slab and any other noise attenuation measures
shall be completed in accordance with the approved details, prior to the
occupation of any of the first floor dwellings directly above the
commercial unit and shall be maintained thereafter.

10) (a) The dwellings hereby approved in Good Yard Blocks A, B, C, D, E, F

and G and Depot Blocks A, B, C, D, E, F and G shall not be occupied
until such times as full details of the glazing specification and
ventilation for habitable rooms in all facades of the dwellings to which
they relate have been submitted to and approved in writing by the
Local Planning Authority.

(b) The above details shall be desighed in accordance with
BS8233:2014 ‘Guidance on sound insulation and noise reduction for
buildings’ and meet the following noise levels;

Time Area Average Noise
level
Daytime Noise 7am - Living rooms & 35dB(A)
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11pm Bedrooms (LAeg,16hour)
Dining Room Area 40dB(A)
(LAeqg,16hour)
Night Time Noise 11pm - | Bedrooms 30dB(A)
7am (LAeq,8hour)

With individual noise events not to exceed 45 dB LAmax (measured
with F time weighting) more than 10-15 times in bedrooms between
23:00hrs = 07:00hrs.

(c) The approved glazing specification and ventilation measures for the
habitable rooms in all facades of the dwellings shall be installed and
made operational prior to the occupation of any of the dwellings to
which they relate in the Block as specified in part (a) of this condition
and shall be maintained thereafter.

11) (a) The ground floor commercial unit in Depot Block G shall not be
occupied as a Café/Restaurant (Use Class E(b)) until such times as
landscaping details for the associated space immediately to the west of
the unit (in the Detailed Element) that include wind mitigation
measures that are designed to ensure the Lawson Criteria Comfort
Rating for ‘Long-term Sitting” (C4) have been submitted to and
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.

(b) The approved wind mitigation measures shall be implemented prior
to the first occupation of the unit as a Café/Restaurant (Use Class E(b))
and shall be permanently maintained thereafter when the unit is in use.

12) The Development must be carried out in accordance with the provisions
of the Fire Statement (HRW-BHE-GD-XX-RP-YD-0001, Revision P05)
prepared by Buro Happold, dated 10 September 2021.

13) (a) The following external landscaping details of external areas and
amenity areas for each relevant Phase (as identified in an approved
Phasing Plan) shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the
Local Planning Authority before any Block in the Phase in which it is
located commences above ground floor slab level:

i) Hard surfacing materials;

ii) Drinking water fountain/dispenser providing drinking water that is
free to users in Peacock Park;

iii) Children’s play areas and equipment;
iv) Boundary treatments;

v) Any relevant SuDs features (as identified in the Drainage
Strategy (HRW-BHE-GD-XX-RP-C1-0001, Revision P03), dated 27
May 2021);
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14)

15)

16)

vi) A SUDS management and maintenance plan for the proposed
SUDS features, detailing future management and maintenance
responsibilities for the lifetime of the development;

vii) Minor artefacts/structures (e.g. furniture, refuse or other storage
units and signs);

viii) Proposed and existing functional services above and below
ground (e.g. drainage power, communications cables, pipelines,
indicating lines, manholes and supports);

iX) Planting plans and a full schedule of species of nhew trees and
shrubs proposed to be planted noting species, plant sizes and
proposed numbers/densities where appropriate;

x) Any food growing areas and soil specification;

xi) Written specifications, including cultivation and other operations
associated with plant and grass establishment; and

xii) Implementation programme.

(b) The external landscaping and SUDS features shall be carried out in
accordance with the approved details, management and maintenance
plan and implementation programme.

Any trees or plants which within 5 years from them being planted die,
are removed, or become seriously damaged or diseased shall be
replaced in the next planting season with the same size and species or
an approved alternative as agreed in writing by the Local Planning
Authority.

(a) Within 30 days of the demolition of any existing buildings on The
Depot part of the site, written details of temporary landscaping and/or
the temporary use of the land left vacant by the demolition shall be
submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.

(b) The implementation of approved temporary landscaping and/or
temporary use of the land shall be implemented within 90 days of the
written approval of details (as required by part (a) above) and shall be
maintained thereafter in accordance with the approved details.

(a) No development shall commence of the Depot Blocks E, F or G until
adequate steps have been taken in accordance with ‘Section 8 of BS
5837 Trees’ to safeguard all trees to be retained (Trees 3001, 3002,
3003 and 3004 as identified on Drawing 37-1030.02) in the submitted
Tree Survey (CC37-1030, dated May 2021) against damage prior to or
during building works, including the erection of fencing.

(b) Protective fences shall be erected to the extent of the crown spread
of the trees, or where circumstances prevent this, to a minimum radius
of 2m from the trunk of the tree and such protection shall be retained
until works of demolition and construction have been completed.
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(c) No excavation site works, trenches or channels shall be cut, or pipes
or services laid in such a way as to cause damage to the root structure
of trees to be retained (as identified in (a) above).

17) a) Prior to occupation of the first Block in a Phase (as identified in an
approved Phasing Plan) details of ecological enhancement measures for
that Phase shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local
Planning Authority. This shall be consistent with the recommendations
of the Ecological Appraisal Report, dated 27 May 2021 and detail the
biodiversity net gain, plans showing the proposed location of ecological
enhancement measures (including bat boxes, bird boxes and bee
bricks), a sensitive lighting scheme, justification for the location and
type of enhancement measures by a qualified ecologist, and how the
development will support and protect local wildlife and natural habitats.

(b) Prior to the occupation of the last Block in a Phase (as identified in
an approved Phasing Plan), photographic evidence and a post-
development ecological field survey and impact assessment of that
phase shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local
Planning Authority to demonstrate the delivery of the ecological
enhancement and protection measures is in accordance with the
approved measures and in accordance with CIEEM standards.

(c) Development shall accord with the details as approved and retained
for the lifetime of the development.

18) (a) No development of any Block in a Phase (as identified in an
approved Phasing Plan) shall commence above ground floor slab level
until all proposed external materials and elevational details for that
Block have been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local
Planning Authority. These external materials and details shall include:

i). External facing materials and glazing, including sample boards of all
cladding materials and finishes;

ii) Sectional drawings at 1:20 through all typical external
elements/facades, including all openings in external walls including
doors and window-type reveals, window heads and window cills;

iii) Sectional and elevational drawings at 1:20 of junctions between
different external materials, balconies, parapets to roofs, roof terraces
and roofs of cores;

iv) Plans of ground floor entrance cores and entrance-door thresholds
at 1:20 and elevations of entrance doors at 1:20;

(b) The development shall be carried out in accordance with the
approved details and materials.

19) (a) Prior to the commencement of a Block above ground floor slab level
in a Phase (as identified in an approved Phasing Plan), details of any
living roofs for Blocks in that phase shall be submitted to and approved

https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate 20



https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate

Appeal Decision APP/Y5420/W/21/3289690

20)

in writing by the Local Planning Authority. Living roofs shall be planted
with flowering species that provide amenity and biodiversity value at
different times of year. Plants shall be grown and sourced from the UK
and all soils and compost used must be peat-free. The submission shall
include:

i. A roof plan identifying where the living roofs will be located;

ii. A ground floor plan identifying where the living walls will be rooted
in the ground, if any;

iii. Sections demonstrating installed and expected settled substrate
levels of no less than 120mm for extensive living roofs, and no less
than 250mm for intensive living roofs;

iv. Roof plans annotating details of the diversity of substrate depths
and substrate types across the roof to provide contours of
substrate, including annotation of substrate mounds and sandy
piles in areas with the greatest structural support to provide a
variation in habitat, with a minimum of one feature per 10m?2 of
living roof;

v. Roof plans annotating details of the location of semi-buried log
piles / flat stones for invertebrates, with a minimum footprint of
1m? and at least one feature per 10m? of living roof;

vi. Details on the range of native species of (wild) flowers, herbs in
the form of seeds and plug plants planted on the living roofs, or
climbing plants planted against walls, to benefit native wildlife;

vii. Roof plans and sections showing the relationship between the
living roof areas and photovoltaic array; and

viii. Management and maintenance plan, including frequency of
watering arrangements.

(b) Prior to the occupation of 90% of the dwellings, evidence must be
submitted to and approved by the Local Planning Authority that the
living roof has been delivered in line with the details set out in point
(a). This evidence shall include photographs demonstrating the
measured depth of soil/substrate planting and biodiversity measures. If
the Local Planning Authority finds that the living roof has not been
delivered to the approved standards, the applicant shall rectify this to
ensure it complies with the condition. The living roof(s) and/or walls
shall be retained thereafter for the lifetime of the development in
accordance with the approved management arrangements.

(a) No development shall commence above ground floor slab level of
Depot Block D until details of either a stand-alone boundary fence
and/or details of the treatment of the rear ground floor boundary
elevation of the ground floor parking area have been submitted to and
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.
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21)

(b) The approved boundary fence and/or building elevation shall be
provided in accordance with the approved details, before any dwelling
in Depot Block D is first occupied and shall be maintained thereafter.

(@) Prior to the commencement of works above ground floor slab level
for a Block in a Phase (as identified in an approved Phasing Plan), an
updated Energy Strategy for that phase must be submitted with Design
Stage SAP worksheets based on the Sustainability and Energy
Statement (HRW-BHE-GD-XX-RP-YS-0001, Revision P07) dated 28
October 2021. The development shall achieve minimum carbon
emissions savings of 64% over 2013 Building Regulations Part L with
SAP2012 carbon factors, with a minimum solar PV array of 168 kWp on
the Goods Yard part of the site and minimum 45 kWp on the Depot part
of the site. The updated Strategy shall include:

i. Explanation as to how the Development phase achieves minimum
carbon reductions at the Be Lean Stage of 8% for the domestic
new build and 16% for the non-domestic new build elements
(SAP2012 carbon factors);

ii. An air tightness delivery strategy;

iii. Detailed thermal bridging calculations demonstrating how thermal
bridging shall be reduced;

iv. Detailed design of the heat network within the Blocks and how this
complies with CIBSE CoP1 and the LBH Generic Specification. This
shall include detailed calculation of distribution losses (based on
pipe routes and lengths, pipe sizes, taking account of F&R
temperatures and diversification and insulation) to calculate total
heat loss from the system expressed in W/dwelling and should
demonstrate losses have been minimised;

v. A strategy for the supply of heat to any phases occupied before a
connection is made to an off-site District Energy Network;

vi. A strategy that ensures heat can be supplied to the other sites
within the High Road West masterplan area via this development
site;

vii. Further detail of how the developer shall ensure the performance
of the system will be safeguarded through later stages of design,
construction and commissioning including provision of key
information on system performance required by CoP1; and

viii. A metering strategy.

(b) Within six months of first occupation of any dwellings, evidence
shall be submitted in writing to the Local Planning Authority that the
development has been registered on the GLA’s Be Seen energy
monitoring platform.
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22)

23)

(c) The final agreed Energy Strategy shall be operational prior to the
first occupation of the development. The development shall be carried
out strictly in accordance with the approved details and shall be
operated and maintained as such thereafter.

(@) Prior to the occupation of any non-residential floorspace in a
relevant Phase (as identified in an approved Phasing Plan), an
Overheating Report for that phase must be submitted to and approved
in writing by the Local Planning Authority only if that space is to be
occupied in accordance with the NCM Activity Database or will
accommodate any vulnerable users, such as office/workspace,
community, healthcare, or educational uses.

(b) The report shall be based on the current and future weather files for
2020s, 2050s and 2080s for the CIBSE TM49 central London dataset. It
shall set out:

i. The proposed occupancy profiles and heat gains in line with CIBSE
TM52.

ii. The modelled mitigation measures which will be delivered to ensure
the development complies with DSY1 for the 2020s weather file.

iii. A retrofit plan that demonstrates which mitigation measures would
be required to pass future weather files, with confirmation that the
retrofit measures can be integrated within the design.

iv. The mitigation measures hereby approved shall be implemented
prior to occupation and retained thereafter for the lifetime of the
development.

(a) Prior to occupation of a Block in a Phase (as identified in an
approved Phasing Plan), the approved dwellings in that Block shall be
built in accordance with the approved overheating measures in line with
the Sustainability and Energy Statement prepared by Buro Happold
(dated 28 October 2021, Rev P07) and retained thereafter for the
lifetime of the development. This shall include:

i Natural ventilation, with 100% (bedroom) and 30% (LKD) of
openable area at night;

ii. Acoustic louvres for noise attenuated ventilation (30% free area);
iii. Ceiling fans;

iv.  Glazing g-values of 0.35 and 0.30;

V. Vertical side fins;

Vi. MVHR with summer bypass; and

vii.  No active cooling.
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24)

25)

26)

27)

(@) Prior to the occupation of any Block in a Phase (as identified in an
approved Phasing Plan), a Post Completion Report for that phase
setting out the predicted and actual performance against all numerical
targets in the Detailed Circular Economy Statement (HRW-BHE-GY-XX-
RP-YZ-GY-0001, Revision P04), dated 27 May 2021 shall be submitted
to the GLA at: circulareconomystatements@london.gov.uk and the
Local Planning Authority, along with any supporting evidence as per the
GLA’s Circular Economy Statement Guidance. The Post Completion
Report shall provide updated versions of Tables 1 and 2 of the Circular
Economy Statement, the Recycling and Waste Reporting form and Bill
of Materials.

(b) The Post Completion Report shall be approved in writing by, the
Local Planning Authority, prior to occupation of the Block to which it
relates.

(a) Prior to the occupation of a Block in a Phase (as identified in an
approved Phasing Plan), the post-construction tab of the GLA’s whole
life carbon assessment template for that phase shall be completed
accurately and in its entirety in line with the GLA’s Whole Life Carbon
Assessment Guidance.

(b) The post-construction assessment required in part (a) shall provide
an update of the information included in the Whole Life-Cycle Carbon
Assessment included in the Sustainability and Energy Statement (HRW-
BHE-GD-XX-RP-YS-0001, Revision P07) dated 28 October 2021,
including the whole life carbon emission figures for all life- cycle
modules based on the actual materials, products and systems used.
This shall be submitted to the GLA at:
ZeroCarbonPlanning@london.gov.uk and the Local Planning Authority,
along with any supporting evidence as per the guidance.

(c) The post construction assessment shall be approved in writing by
the Local Planning Authority, prior to the occupation of the phase to
which is relates.

(a) Upon final completion of the last Block in a relevant Phase (as
identified in an approved Phasing Plan), suitable devices for the
monitoring of the energy use and renewable/low-carbon energy
generation (by residential unit) shall have been installed in each Block
in that Phase, and the monitored data for each Block in that phase shall
be submitted to the Local Planning Authority at daily intervals for a
period of five years from final completion.

(b) The installation of the monitoring devices and the submission of the
data shall be carried out in accordance with the principles of the London
Plan Guidance ‘Be Seen’ energy monitoring guidance.

Installed PV Arrays shall be maintained in good working order or
replaced as necessary and cleaned at least annually for the lifetime of
the scheme.
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28)

29)

30)

31)

(a) The Public Realm/Children’s Play Space immediately to the east of
Depot Block E (as identified on Proposed GA Ground Floor Plan,
reference ‘DEPOT-F3-Z4-00-GA-A- 89006, Rev P2) shall only be used
as an extension to the Brook House School playground until such times
as a Management & Maintenance Plan that allows for non- school
related uses has been submitted to and approved in writing by the
Local Planning Authority. The Plan shall set out details of the following:

i) Days and times when the space is to be open for use by residents
of the approved development for non-school related specified
activities.

ii) Measures to discourage and manage anti-social behaviour

iiil) Management and maintenance responsibilities to ensure that there
is no impediment to use of the space for the approved non-school
related specific activities

(b) The Management & Maintenance Plan may be revised from time to
time with the written approval of the Local Planning Authority and all
those responsible for managing and maintaining the space.

(¢) The Space shall be used, managed and maintained for non-school
related activities only in accordance with the approved Management &
Maintenance Plan.

(a) Prior to the first occupation of each Block in a Phase (as identified in
an approved Phasing Plan), a 'Secured by Design' accreditation shall be
obtained for that phase and thereafter all features are to be
permanently retained.

(b) Accreditation must be achieved according to current and relevant
Secured by Design guidelines at the time of above ground works of
each Phase of the development.

No development shall commence in each relevant phase until a Stage 1
Written Scheme of Investigation (WSI) has been submitted to and
approved by the Local Planning Authority in writing for each relevant
phase. For land that is included within the WSI, no demolition or
development shall take place other than in accordance with the agreed
WSI, and the programme and methodology of site evaluation and the
nomination of a competent person(s) or organisation to undertake the
agreed works.

If heritage assets of archaeological interest are identified by a Stage 1
Written Scheme of Investigation (WSI) of Archaeology, then for those
parts of the site which have archaeological interest, a Stage 2 WSI shall
be submitted to and approved by the Local Planning Authority in
writing. For land that is included within the Stage 2 WSI, no
demolition/development shall take place other than in accordance with
the agreed stage 2 WSI which shall include:
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32)

33)

34)

i) The statement of significance and research objectives, the
programme and methodology of site investigation and recording
and the nomination of a competent person(s) or organisation to
undertake the agreed works.

ii) The programme for post-investigation assessment and subsequent
analysis, publication & dissemination and deposition of resulting
material. This part of the condition shall not be discharged until
these elements have been fulfilled in accordance with the
programme set out in the stage 2 WSI.

(a) In the event that the Stage I and/or Stage II Written Scheme of
Investigation of Archaeology identifies any archaeological remains that
require protection, no development shall take place in each relevant
Phase (as identified in an approved Phasing Plan) until details of the
foundation design and construction method to protect any
archaeological remains in that phase have been submitted to and
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.

(b) The development shall be carried out in accordance with the
approved details.

(a) No development for each relevant phase shall commence until
impact studies of the existing water supply infrastructure for that phase
have been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning
Authority, in consultation with Thames Water. The studies shall
determine the magnitude of any new additional capacity required in the
system and a suitable connection point. Should additional capacity be
required, the impact study should include ways in which this capacity
will be accommodated.

(b) The development within each phase, as approved under Condition 3
above, shall then be implemented in accordance with the
recommendations of the approved impact study and retained in
perpetuity thereafter.

No development shall commence in each relevant phase other than
investigative work until:

i) Taking account of information in the Land Contamination
Assessment (Phase I) with reference HRW-BHE-GD-XX-RP-CG-002
Revision P03 prepared by Buro Happold Ltd dated 27th May 2021,
a site investigation for that phase has been conducted for the site
using information obtained from the desktop study and Conceptual
Model. The investigation must be comprehensive enough to
enable: a risk assessment to be undertaken, refinement of the
Conceptual Model, and the development of a Method Statement
detailing the remediation requirements.
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ii) The risk assessment and refined Conceptual Model shall be
submitted, along with the site investigation report for that phase,
to the Local Planning Authority.

iii) If the risk assessment and refined Conceptual Model indicate any
risk of harm, a Method Statement detailing the remediation
requirements, using the information obtained from the site
investigation, and also detailing any post remedial monitoring shall
be submitted to, and approved in writing by, the Local Planning
Authority prior to that remediation being carried out on site.

35) Where remediation of contamination within each relevant Phase (as
identified in an approved Phasing Plan) on the site is required pursuant
to the condition above, completion of the remediation detailed in the
method statement for each phase shall be carried out and a report that
provides verification that the required works have been carried out,
shall be submitted to, and approved in writing by the Local Planning
Authority before the development is first occupied.

36) (a) If, during development, contamination not previously identified is
found to be present at the site then no further development shall be
carried out until a remediation strategy detailing how this
contamination will be dealt with has been submitted to and approved in
writing by the Local Planning Authority.

(b) The remediation strategy shall be implemented as approved.

37) (a) The basement car parking areas hereby approved shall not be
brought in to use until such times as Basement Access Control
Arrangements have been submitted to and approved in writing by the
Local Planning Authority.

(b) The Basement Vehicular Access Control Arrangements shall include
written and illustrated details of signal control and give-way systems to
manage vehicular movements in and out of the approved basement car
parks and demonstrate their adequacy to manage any vehicle queues.

(c) The car parking areas shall be operated only in accordance with the
relevant approved Basement Vehicular Access Control Arrangements.

38) (a) No development on the Goods Yard part of the site shall commence
until a combined Stage 1 and Stage 2 Road Safety Audit for the
proposed vehicular access junction and associated pedestrian footways
on White Hart Lane has been submitted to and approved in writing by
the Local Planning Authority.

(b) The detailed design of the junction hereby approved shall be in
accordance with the recommendations in an approved Audit and
maintained thereafter and implemented before the first occupation of
the development.
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39)

40)

41)

(a) No development on the Goods Yard part of the site shall commence
until a combined Stage 1 and Stage 2 Road Safety Audit for the
proposed vehicular route and associated pedestrian footways referred
to as ‘Embankment Lane’ between Central Court (south of Goods Yard
Block C) and Northern Square (northern edge of Goods Yard Zone 1) as
shown on Drawing GYARD-F3-Z1-00-GA-A-82102-P3) has been
submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.

(b) The detailed design of the junction hereby approved shall be in
accordance with the recommendations in an approved Audit and
maintained thereafter and implemented before the first occupation of
the development.

(a) No development in the relevant Phase shall be occupied until a Car
Parking Design and Management Plan (CPMP) for that Phase has been
submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.

(b) The CPMP shall include details of the following:
i. Location and design of any temporary car parking spaces.
ii. Location and design of car parking spaces.

iii. Provision of Electric Vehicle Charging Points (direct provision for
20% of spaces, with passive provision for the remaining 80%).

iv. Allocation, management and enforcement of residential car parking
spaces (prioritising disabled people, then families with children
then others).

v. Allocation, management and enforcement of commercial car
parking spaces (provision only as needed by individual
businesses).

vi. Provision, management and enforcement of disabled car parking
spaces to allow for the required number of such spaces (up to 87
overall).

vii. Details of the proposed signal control and give-way systems used
to manage vehicular movements in and out of the basement car
parks via the proposed ramps.

(c) Car parking shall be allocated, managed and enforced in accordance
with the approved CPMP.

(d) All car parking spaces shall be leased and not sold outright.

(a) No development shall commence in the relevant Phase until details
of cycle parking and provision for changing/locker space for commercial
units in that Phase have been submitted to and approved in writing by
the Local Planning Authority.
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42)

43)

(b) The cycle parking details shall demonstrate compliance with the
relevant standards in Policy T5 of the London Plan (2021) and the
London Cycling Design Standards.

(c) The cycle parking provision shall be implemented in accordance with
the approved details before the occupation of each phase and retained
thereafter for this use only.

(a) No development in the relevant Phase shall be occupied until a
Delivery and Servicing Plan (DSP) for that Phase has been submitted to
and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The DSP for
that Phase shall be in broad conformity with the approved Delivery and
Servicing Plan (within the Transport Assessment prepared by Arup,
278880-ARP-XX-XX-RP-T-000001, 28 May 2021 and loading bay
arrangements in the Arup response note dated 18 August 2021) and
Transport for London’s Delivery and Servicing Plan Guidance (2020),
other than details of the location and dimensions of the all proposed
loading bays which shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the
Local Planning Authority.

(b) The DSP, including loading bays approved under (a) above shall be
implemented and updated following the results of the first delivery and
servicing survey to be undertaken within 12 months of first occupation
of the relevant Phase of the proposed development.

(c) The process identified in (b) above shall be repeated until all Phases
of the proposed development have been delivered and occupied, at
which point every Phase DSP shall be consolidated into one overarching
full DSP and retained thereafter.

(d) Further surveys and updates of the full DSP shall be submitted to
and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.

(a) No development shall commence in a Phase (as identified in an
approved Phasing Plan) until a Detailed Construction Logistics Plan
(CLP) for that Phase has been submitted to and approved in writing by
the Local Planning Authority.

(b) The Detailed CLP for each Phase shall conform with the approved
Outline Construction Logistics Plan within the submitted Transport
Assessment (278880- ARP-XX-XX-RP-T-000001, dated 28 May 2021)
and Transport for London’s Construction Logistics Planning Guidance
(2021) and shall include the following details:

i. Site access and car parking arrangements;
ii. Delivery booking systems;

iii. Construction phasing and agreed routes to/from the development
replace lorry routeing;
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44)

45)

46)

iv. Timing of deliveries to and removals from the site (to avoid peak
times of 07.00 to 9.00 and 16.00 to 18.00 where possible);

v. Travel plans for staff/ personnel involved in construction;
vi. Crane Lifting Management Plan (CLMP); and
vii. Crane Erection and Dismantling.

(c) Development shall be undertaken in accordance with the approved
details.

(a) No development shall commence until an existing condition survey
of the western half of the High Road carriageway and footway (between
the railway bridge and the western pedestrian access to The Grange)
and the northern half of White Hart Lane carriageway and footway
(between the southern and northern site boundaries) has been
undertaken in collaboration with the Council’s Highways Maintenance
team and submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning
Authority.

(b) Within one month of the completion of all development works,
including any highway works, a final condition survey shall be
undertaken of the highway areas identified in (a) in collaboration with
the Council’s Highways Maintenance team and submitted to and
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.

(c) The applicant shall ensure that any damages caused by the
construction works and highlighted by the before-and-after surveys are
addressed and the condition of the public highway is reinstated to the
satisfaction of the Council’s Highways Maintenance team in accordance
with an associated Highway Agreement.

(a) No development in a relevant Phase (as identified in an approved
Phasing Plan) that adjoins the western boundary of the site shall
commence until an Infrastructure Protection Plan (IPP) for that Phase
relating to London Overground has been submitted to and approved in
writing by the Local Planning Authority.

(b) Any protection measures approved in an IPP shall be implemented
in accordance with approved details.

(a) No demolition in each relevant Phase (as identified in an approved
Phasing Plan) shall commence until a Demolition Environmental
Management Plan (DEMP) for that Phase has been submitted to and
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.

(b) No development in each relevant phase shall commence (other than
demolition) until a Construction Environmental Management Plan
(CEMP) has been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local
Planning Authority.
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(c) The DEMP and CEMP shall provide details of how demolition and
construction works respectively are to be undertaken and shall include:

i. A construction method statement which identifies the stages and
details how works will be undertaken;

ii. Details of working hours, which shall be limited to 08.00 to 18.00
Monday to Friday and 08.00 to 13.00 on Saturdays. There shall
be no working on Sundays or bank holidays;

iii. Details of plant and machinery to be used during
demolition/construction works;

iv. Details of an Unexploded Ordnance Survey;

v. Details of the waste management strategy;

vi. Details of community engagement arrangements;
vii. Details of any acoustic hoarding;

viii. A temporary drainage strategy and performance specification to
control surface water runoff and Pollution Prevention Plan (in
accordance with Environment Agency guidance);

ix. Details of external lighting;

x. Details of any other standard environmental management and
control measures to be implemented.

xi. Evidence of site registration at nrmm.london to allow continuing
details of Non-Road Mobile Machinery (NRMM) and plant of net
power between 37kW and 560kW to be uploaded.

(d) the CEMP shall also include consideration as to whether any
ecological protection measures are required for each relevant Phase (as
identified in an approved Phasing Plan), to include an assessment of
vegetation for removal, including mature trees, for the presence of
nesting birds. Mitigation measures including the use of sensitive timings
of works, avoiding the breeding bird season (March-August, inclusive)
and, where not possible, pre-works checks by a suitably experienced
ecologist will be provided in detail.

(e) All plant and machinery to be used during the demolition and
construction phases of the development shall meet Stage IIIA of the EU
Directive 97/68/EC for both NOx and PM emissions.

(f) Demolition and construction works shall only be carried out in a
particular Phase in accordance with an approved DEMP and CEMP for
that Phase.

47) (a) No development in each relevant Phase (as identified in an
approved Phasing Plan) shall commence, save for investigative work,
until a detailed Air Quality and Dust Management Plan (AQDMP),
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48)

49)

detailing the management of demolition and construction dust, has
been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning
Authority. The AQDMP shall be in accordance with the Greater London
Authority SPG Dust and Emissions Control (2014) and shall include:

i) Monitoring locations;

ii) Mitigation measures to manage and minimise demolition/
construction dust emissions during works; and

iii) a Dust Risk Assessment.

(b) Demolition and construction works shall only be carried out in a
particular Phase in accordance with an approved AQDMP for that Phase.

(a) No piling shall take place in each relevant Phase (as identified in an
approved Phasing Plan) until a piling method statement (detailing the
depth and type of piling to be undertaken and the methodology by
which such piling will be carried out, including measures to prevent and
minimise the potential for damage to subsurface sewerage
infrastructure, and the programme for the works) for that Phase has
been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning
Authority in consultation with Thames Water.

(b) Any piling in each relevant Phase must be undertaken in accordance
with the terms of the approved piling method statement for that Phase.

For the duration of the demolition and construction works the developer
and its contractors shall establish and maintain a Liaison Group having
the purpose of:

i. informing local residents and businesses of the design and
development proposals;

ii. informing local residents and businesses of progress of
preconstruction and construction activities;

iii. considering methods of working such as hours and site traffic;

iv. providing local residents and businesses with an initial contact for
information relating to the development and for comments or
complaints regarding the development with the view of resolving
any concerns that might arise;

v. providing advanced notice of exceptional works or deliveries; and
vi. providing telephone contacts for resident’s advice and concerns.

The terms of reference for the Liaison Group, including frequency of
meetings, shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local
Planning Authority prior to commencement of the development. For the
avoidance of doubt, this could comprise the Applicant’s existing
‘Business and Community Liaison Group '(BCLG) or an alternative
agreed with the Council.
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50) The placement of any telecommunications apparatus, satellite dish or
television antenna on any external surface of the development is
precluded, with exception provided for a communal satellite dish or
television antenna for the residential units details of which are to be
submitted to the Local Planning Authority for its written approval prior
to the first occupation of the development hereby approved. The
provision shall be retained as installed thereafter.

51) (a) No development of any or all of Depot Block A, Goods Yard Block A
& Goods Yard Block B shall commence above ground floor slab level
until (notwithstanding what is indicated on the approved drawings),
details of the colour of the external facade including the tops of the
towers have been submitted to and approved by the Local Planning
Authority

(b) Thereafter the development shall be carried out in accordance with
the approved details and materials.

52) (a) No development of any Block in the land known as “The Depot”
shall commence above ground floor slab level until the boundary
treatments of the Brook House Yard (shown on page 135 of the Design
and Access Statement, May 2021) have been submitted to and
approved by the Local Planning Authority.

(b) Thereafter the development shall be carried out in accordance with
the approved details and materials.
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APPEARANCES
FOR THE LOCAL PLANNING AUTHORITY:

Andrew Fraser-Urquhart KC Instructed by London Borough of
Haringey
He called:
Marcus Wilshere Director, the Collaborative City
(Architecture)
Paul Reynolds Director, Tapestry (Urban Design and
Townscape)
Nairita Chakraborty Founder of Revive and Tailor (Heritage)
Elizabeth Fitzgerald Director, Barker Parry (Planning)
Philip Crowther London Borough of Haringey

(Housing land supply roundtable only)

Matthew Barrett Solicitor, London Borough of Haringey
(5106 Roundtable only)

FOR THE APPELLANT:

Christopher Katkowski KC and Instructed by Richard Max & Co LLP

Freddie Humpreys of Counsel

They called:
Ian Laurence Partner, F3 Architects LLP (Architecture)
Richard Coleman Founder of City Designer (Urban Design
and Townscape)
Ignus Froneman Director, Cogent Heritage (Heritage)
Sean Bashforth Senior Director, Quod (Planning)
James Beynon Associate Director, Quod

(Roundtable sessions only)

David Warman Richard Max & Co LLP
(5106 roundtable only)
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DOCUMENTS SUBMITTED AT THE INQUIRY

The appellant’s opening submissions.

The Council’s opening submissions.

Assumed delivery rates from the extant permissions.
CIL compliance statement.

Revised list of planning conditions.

Site visit itinerary map.

Open space overlay and key from Mr Reynolds.

Site 4 housing land supply questionnaire.

© © N O U A W DN

Site 6 housing land supply questionnaire.

[E
o

.Mr Laurance - Evidence in Chief folder.

[EY
—-

. Secretary of State Appeal Decision — 3277137.

[EY
N

. Mr Bashforth — open space document.

[E
[SY)

. Extant consents maximum parameters of proposed blocks.

[E
N

.Revised list of planning conditions.
15.The Council’s closing submissions.

16.The appellant’s closing submissions.

DOCUMENTS SUBMITTED AFTER THE INQUIRY

1. Copy of signed and dated Section 106 Agreement.

2. Environmental Statement - Addendum, September 2022.
3. Updated ES Non-Technical Summary, September 2022.
4

Council’s comments on the Environmental Statement Addendum and
Non-Technical Summary.
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Assessor’s Report
by R Sabu BA(Hons), MA, BArch, PgDip, RIBA, ARB

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State

Appeal Ref: APP/Y5420/W/21/3289690

Architecture and Design Assessment

The site

1.

The site consists of two adjoining parcels of land, The Goods Yard
Site and The Depot Site, which lie north of White Hart Lane and west
of High Road. It is located a short distance north of White Hart Lane
Station and northwest of Tottenham Hotspur Stadium.

The Goods Yard site has largely been cleared. The remaining
buildings include the locally listed No 52 White Hart Lane, known as
the Stationmaster’s House, and modest two-storey industrial units at
the south of the site. The site is bound to the west by a railway line,
and to the east by the Peacock Industrial Estate.

The Depot site comprises a large retail building at the western part of
the site and a number of small retail units at the southern part. In
addition, the Grade II listed Nos 867 - 869 High Road lie on the
southeast corner of the site.

Extant permissions

4,

The two parts of the site benefit from separate hybrid planning
permissions. The planning permission for the Goods Yard site was
decided at appeal in 2019 and the planning permission for The Depot
was decided by the Council in 2020. Both planning permissions are
hybrid with only the works to the listed buildings being in detail.
Other parts of the proposals are defined by parameter plans.

These extant permissions together include three towers at 29 storeys
on The Depot site, 21 storeys at the northern part of the Goods Yard
site and 18 storeys to the south. The Council are of the view that the
likelihood of those consented schemes ever being constructed is
purely theoretical. It was also noted that, in the view of the Council,
the permissions could not be implemented before they expire in June
and September 2023. However, the appellant confirmed that should
this appeal fail and in the absence of other planning permissions for
the site, they would implement the extant consents. I see no reason
to disagree and therefore, there is a greater than theoretical
possibility that the schemes would be implemented. As such, in my
view, the extant permissions constitute a fall-back position to be
afforded significant weight.



Lendlease scheme

6.

A resolution to grant planning permission for a scheme covering an
area wider than the site, including six towers, three north and three
south of White Hart Lane, was made by the Council shortly before
the Inquiry closed. A resolution to grant planning permission, subject
to a Section 106 Agreement does not constitute a planning
permission.

The appellant submitted comparison images of the Lendlease scheme
with the appeal proposal. However, the comparison images are based
on maximum parameters and there is no certainty regarding time
frames for the grant of planning permission, implementation of the
scheme or that the scheme would be implemented with massing as
shown. As such, while the Lendlease scheme is a material
consideration, I attribute limited weight to the comparison images
provided by the appellant.

The surroundings

8.

10.

11.

The Haringey Urban Character Study February 2015 identifies the
area as being within the North Tottenham/Northumberland Park
neighbourhood. The Townscape and Visual Impact Assessment
(TVIA) and its Addendum includes an assessment of the area
surrounding the site in terms of three character areas. This is in line
with the character areas established for the consented schemes.

The character areas are North Tottenham/Angel Edmonton, High
Road/Fore Street and Bruce Castle/Tottenham Cemetery. While the
character of smaller parts within these areas do differ, such as
around the stadium, the differences are generally subtle and
localised, such that I consider the use of the three character areas to
be appropriate for the purposes of this appeal.

The North Tottenham/Angel Edmonton character area generally
consists of low-rise buildings that gives the area a spacious feel while
the areas with commercial and industrial uses provide a vibrant
character. The stadium is a large mass and the presence of which is
felt in a number of views in the area, including from High Road and
Northumberland Park.

The roads in this character area from which the proposal would be
most viewed include Northumberland Park and Brantwood Road
which are largely characterised by two storey dwellings. The
industrial and commercial uses have larger footprints but have a low
height which result in the area having a varied and spacious
character. Likewise, the area to the west of the site and railway line
is characterised by low rise residential buildings such as on Pretoria
Road with commercial uses particularly along White Hart Lane. There
are also buildings with larger massing such as Haringey Sixth Form



12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

College that also have a low height which results in a similar spacious
character.

The townscape of the North Tottenham/Angel Edmonton character
area is, however, punctuated by tall buildings. Most relevant to the
site is Brook House to the north of the site which is 22-23 storeys
high and is part of the Rivers Apartments complex consisting
otherwise of six to nine storey tall residential units and a school. To
the northeast of the site lies Stellar House on High Road which is
around 20 storeys high and the Love Lane estate south of White Hart
Lane, which comprises residential buildings that are up to ten storeys
in height.

The High Road/Fore Street character area primarily consists of High
Road and a short section of White Hart Lane to which the site and
proposal would form a backdrop.

High Road is a busy urban thoroughfare with relatively complete
historic frontages. The buildings are generally two and three storeys
high with groups of historic buildings largely of brick with stone
detailing. Together with the mix of uses along High Road, this gives
the area a varied but largely traditional and modest character with a
range of uses that result in a vibrant community feel.

The Bruce Castle/Tottenham Cemetery character area is some
distance from the site and is dominated by Tottenham Cemetery and
Bruce Castle Park. The buildings are between two and four storeys in
height with clusters of historic buildings. Despite a humber of modern
blocks of flats, the area has an open green feel with a modest
domestic character.

Overall, given the largely two and three storey heights of the
buildings along High Road and White Hart Lane along with the
interspersed tall buildings, the area surrounding the site has a
pleasant spacious and modest character and appearance that has a
vibrant feel given the mix of commercial uses and nearby residential
properties.

Policy background

17.

18.

The development plan for the area consists of the London Plan, 2021
(the London Plan), the Development Management Development Plan
Document (DPD), 2017 (the DM DPD), the Strategic Policies with
Alterations, 2017 (the Strategic Policies) and the North Tottenham
Area Action Plan, 2017 (the AAP).

Policy SP11 of the Strategic Policies sets out the criteria for the
assessment of tall buildings while DM DPD Policy DM6 identifies North
Tottenham as a potential location appropriate for tall buildings. In
addition, AAP Policy AAP6 identifies North Tottenham as a Growth



19.

20.

21.

Area. Furthermore, Policy NT5 of the AAP sets out details of the site
allocation NT5: High Road West which includes the site and covers
the Rivers Apartments development to the north and the Love Lane
estate to the south of the site. The site allocation also states that
development should accord with the principles set out in the most
up-to-date Council approved masterplan.

Currently, that masterplan is the Tottenham High Road West
Masterplan Framework, 2014 (the HRWMF). As set out within, the
main role of this masterplan is to establish key principles to guide
future development proposals.

Key principles include building massing falling towards White Hart
Lane to create an appropriate heritage setting for statutorily listed
and locally listed assets. The HRWMF goes further to state that taller
building elements should be located adjacent to the rail corridor away
from the High Road and towers should descend in equal steps down
from 18 storeys at the north to 10 storeys towards White Hart Lane.

With respect to building heights, DM DPD Policy DM6 states that tall
buildings should represent a landmark building. However, the Policy
goes on to provide criteria for tall buildings within close proximity to
each other. Moreover, the London Plan states that not all tall
buildings need to be iconic landmarks.

Proposal

22.

23.

The scheme comprises a residential led mixed-use development with
commercial, business and service uses and a mix of market and
affordable homes.

The proposal includes three tall buildings, one with 29 storeys at The
Depot part of the site, one with 32 storeys at the north of the Goods
Yard site and the southernmost tower having 27 storeys.

Long, mid-range and immediate views from the surrounding area

24.

25.

The proposed towers would be aligned on an approximately north
south axis along the western side of the site as set out in the
HRWMF. However, in terms of height, the towers would be
significantly taller than the heights set out in the HRWMF. Moreover,
they would not descend in equal steps from the north towards White
Hart Lane. Accordingly, the proposal would not accord with AAP site
allocation NT5 in this particular respect which requires development
to accord with the principles set out in the most up-to-date Council-
approved masterplan.

However, the towers of the extant permissions are also significantly
taller than the heights suggested in the HRWMF and taller than Brook
House. As such, the principle of descending building heights from
north to south may not be implemented in any event.



26. The consented schemes propose a rise in height from Brook House to

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

The Depot tower. The towers would then step down a similar
distance to the Goods Yard North tower. However, there would be a
smaller height difference between the two towers of the Goods Yard.
In addition, the siting of the two towers of the Goods Yard would
have a smaller distance between them compared with the distance
between the tower at The Depot and the tower at Goods Yard North.
This inconsistency in the difference in tower heights and spacing
between them would result in a lack of harmony and legibility of the
towers as a group in terms of height and massing.

The design principle driving the heights of the proposed towers in
this case, is based on an arc taken from the top of Brook House,
passing the top of The Depot tower, rising to an apex at the top of
the proposed Goods Yard North tower then descending to the top of
the Goods Yard South tower. The towers have also been relocated
closer to Brook House and the distances between them made more
consistent. Furthermore, the heights of the middle portion of the
towers, or the ‘jacket’ as described in the evidence, also roughly
follow the line of an arc taken from Brook House.

The approximate height of The Depot tower is proposed as 29
storeys in both the extant permissions and the appeal proposal.
However, the tallest tower of the consented schemes would be at The
Depot whereas in the proposed scheme the tallest tower would be at
Goods Yard North.

The heights and siting of the proposed towers would result in a
gentler and more symmetrical rise and fall of the tops of the towers
and would therefore appear to be in greater harmony with each other
and with Brook House compared with the extant permissions albeit
particularly when viewed from the west and east.

In View 7 of the TVIA on Northumberland Park, the towers would
have a significant effect on the skyline given that the existing long
view is primarily of sky above the trees in the distance albeit there
may be glimpses of Stellar House.

Brook House is seen in View 13 projecting above the roofs of the two
storey terraced dwellings on Brantwood Road. The proposed towers
would be viewed alongside Brook House and given their relative
heights and spacing, the legibility of the towers as a group would be
apparent in this view. The proposed towers would step up from The
Depot tall building, which would be seen roughly centrally in this
view, then down to the south. The towers of the extant permission,
on the other hand, would step down to the south from The Depot tall
building.

In View 27 from Durban Road to the west of the site, the impact on
the skyline would also be significant. The articulation of the massing
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34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

of the jackets of the proposed towers would temper this impact by
drawing the eye to a lower set of heights defining the tops of the
middle portion of the towers. The harmony in height and massing
between the towers would also be seen in this view.

The change in height between the proposed towers and the
surrounding predominantly two storey scale to the east and west of
the site would be significant and clearly apparent in long views. This
sudden change in height would have an incongruous effect in these
views and an adverse effect on the spacious modest character of
these areas.

However, in a number of long views, the skyline is already
punctuated by the height of Brook House and the extant permissions
would be likely to result in a significant change in height between the
towers and the surrounding area in any event, albeit to a smaller
degree.

Although not all equivalent views exist for the consented schemes, it
is clear that the towers of the extant permissions would be lower in
height and would therefore have a less significant effect on the
skyline. However, it is likely, given the height of the towers of the
consented schemes, that the awkward relationship between the siting
and heights of the towers would be apparent.

In terms of plan form, the towers would have a greater width in the
north south direction than in the east west direction. The width would
also be greater than that indicated for the towers of the extant
schemes. This would result in the appearance of comparatively
increased massing when viewed from the east and west.

However, in order to visually break down the massing of the building,
a tripartite approach has been employed. The top of the buildings
would be stepped back, and the lower part of the towers would rise
from podium blocks that would create a top, middle and base
breaking down the height of the buildings while roughly following the
line of arc taken from Rivers Apartments and Brook House. In order
to break down the width of the building, as well as the faceting of the
east and west facades, the cladding around the middle of the tower
would create a jacket feature that would partially wrap around the
building breaking down the vertical massing of the towers into three
parts.

Given the tripartite motif employed in the design of the massing of
the buildings, the towers would not appear to be slab blocks and the
articulation of the massing would be apparent in long views.
Therefore, while the increased width of the towers compared with the
parameters of the extant permissions would be likely to result in a
greater loss of spaciousness, this effect would be partially mitigated
by the design of the massing.
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40.

41.

42.

43.

44,

45,

In mid-range views, such as View 4 from High Road outside the
stadium, the towers would project a significant distance above the
prevailing roofscape of the two and three storey buildings that line
High Road. Whereas currently the low-rise townscape is punctuated
by the single tower of Brook House which appears in the backdrop of
many views in the area, the skyline in this view would be significantly
altered by the three proposed towers.

The massing of the towers would have the greatest effect on the
character of local areas when seen from immediate views such as
View 6 and View 10 of the TVIA. The towers would be taller and
wider than Brook House and the parameters of the tall buildings of
the extant schemes. The significant change in scale would appear
incongruous when viewed against the low-rise buildings of High
Road. Since the proposed tall buildings would occupy a greater
amount of space above the prevailing roofline of the buildings along
High Road compared with the consented schemes, it would diminish
the spacious modest character of the High Road area.

However, the tripartite motif and articulation of the massing would
also be most visible in these immediate views. In addition, while the
towers would greatly alter the backdrop of High Road, they would be
set back from the street and would appear to be part of a different
character area. The HRWMF envisages a new character area to be
created and the landmark buildings as set out within would be likely
to project above the prevailing roofscape in any event.

With respect to coalescence, the towers would appear to overlap
each other in views from the north and south such as View 24 of the
TVIA. However, given the slender proportions of the north and south
elevations of the towers and the distance between the buildings, this
effect would not result in an unduly bulky massing in these views.

The towers may also appear to overlap in distant views from the west
such as View 18 from within Tottenham Cemetery. However, the
articulation of the massing of the towers including the set back of the
top of the tower would partially mitigate the effect of coalescence in
these views.

The Depot tower would be closer to Brook House compared with the
extant scheme. While this would reduce the space between the
towers, the distance would still be sufficient to largely avoid the
effects of coalescence in this respect. As discussed earlier, the
reduction in space between Brook House and The Depot tower as well
as the relationship between the heights of the proposed towers with
Brook House would result in a more harmonious appearance than the
extant schemes.

In summary, given their height and massing, the proposed towers
would have an adverse effect on the spacious character of the North



Tottenham/Angel Edmonton area. It would also harm the modest
character of the High Road/Fore Street character area. However, the
harm would be limited compared with the extant schemes since the
relationship between the siting and heights of the proposed tall
buildings would appear more harmonious.

Maximising vs optimising residential density

46.

47.

48.

49,

50.

51.

London Plan Policy D3 states that all development must make the
best use of land by following a design-led approach that optimises
the capacity of sites, including site allocations. Policy SP1 of the
Strategic Policies states that the Council will expect development in
Growth Areas to maximise site opportunities.

The Council has indicated that the scale and slab block form of the
tall buildings are evidence of maximising rather than optimising. It
was also stated that without a townscape justification based on the
legibility of cross routes as proposed in the HRWMF, the scale of the
tall buildings can only be explained as a means of maximising
density.

Since the tall buildings would have faceted facades and the jacket
feature would break down the massing of the buildings, the towers
would not appear as typical slab blocks or point blocks. The proposed
towers would be sited roughly at the end of the proposed east-west
routes from High Road to the site which would utilise existing
pathways between buildings. Although the routes from High Road to
each of the towers would not all be in a straight line, given their
orientation and siting, and that they would be visible along the east
west routes through the area, the towers would aid wayfinding
through the site.

Currently Brook House provides a landmark for the northern edge of
the masterplan area. Given their height and width, the proposed
towers would stand out against the prevailing skyline to a much
greater degree than Brook House and the heights suggested in the
masterplan. The scheme would therefore diminish the role of Brook
House as the primary landmark for the area.

The proposed towers would provide additional landmarks for the
masterplan area. However, since the HRWMF indicates three
landmarks including Brook House, the presence of more than one
landmark in itself does not appear to be precluded in policy terms.

The HRWMF does not indicate the tower at The Depot site being a
landmark building. Instead, the route east west through the site in
this area appears to be reserved for a railway bridge link from High
Road to the west. The Depot tower is sited closer to Brook House
compared to that shown in the HRWMF and the extant permissions.
This would restrict a direct route through the site from High Road to
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such a potential bridge link to the west. However, as confirmed
during the Inquiry, the bridge link does not form a critical part of the
masterplan as it is does not appear to be referred to in writing.

In the proposed scheme, the view from High Road through Pickford
Lane would be terminated by the entrance to the tower, rather than
being left open for a bridge link. Given that a primary access to the
site from High Road would be at this location, the proposed siting of
The Depot tower would assist wayfinding through the local
townscape. Moreover, a route to a potential bridge link, albeit not a
straight path, would be safeguarded by the creation of Northern
Square. Accordingly, the loss of a direct route to a potential bridge
link and the creation of a landmark tower at The Depot site is
justified in my view.

The Council also state that the number of single-aspect units and the
floor to ceiling heights are indicative of the proposal maximising
rather than optimising residential density. However, the Council did
not have any substantial concerns with respect to the living
environment of future occupiers. Given the evidence I see no reason
to disagree and therefore do not consider that the proposal would
maximise rather than optimise residential density.

Architectural quality

54.

55.

56.

57.

The articulation of the facades was subject to extensive reviews
during the application process and underwent a number of design
changes as a result. I will necessarily assess the scheme upon which
the Council based its determination.

The top of the towers would feature a darker grey infill to the
masonry elements. While the darker colour could result in a heavier
appearance, the use of a contrasting tone to the cladding jacket
would help to visually break up the massing of the building. In
addition, the use of this material as a vertical continuous feature
from the top of the towers to the ground level would unify the top,
middle and bottom portions of the buildings. The exact colour and
tone of the infill material could be controlled by the use of a suitably
worded condition.

The tops of the towers would also feature light grey or white ceramic
framing with open corners that would lighten the massing of the tops
of the towers. Although the framing would be set out in square
proportions, the narrow width of the frame elements would result in
a lightweight appearance at the top of the towers.

The stack bonding of the grey infill bricks at the tops of the buildings
would not appear noticeable from ground level other than where the
feature meets the base of the towers. Together with the lightness of
the framing and its open corners, the tops of the towers would not
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appear top heavy in immediate views such as View 6. In long views
such as View 27, the framing at the top of the towers would allow
some of the sky to be seen through the open corners. This would
result in a lightness that would be apparent from long distances.

The height of the top of the towers would constitute roughly a fifth of
the overall height of the towers. Given the location of the site, the
base and part of the middle of the towers would be obscured by
intervening buildings in many surrounding views. Given the set back
of the tops of the towers, they would have a smaller massing than
the middle part of the towers. Therefore, the height of the tops of the
towers would aid the breakdown of the massing of the tall buildings.

The elevational treatment of the tops of the towers would continue in
the ‘core’ element that would run vertically through the buildings to
ground level. A ceramic terracotta jacket at the middle of the towers
would wrap around a large part of the buildings while revealing the
core element. Reeded profile terracotta infill panels would be set
within a smooth terracotta frame and the glazing and fenestration
components would be in a bronze colour that would also feature in
the core element. Projecting floor slabs and deep reveals to window
openings would add layers of depth to the elevation.

Accordingly, while the window fenestration and balconies would be
vertically aligned and the areas of glazing may have been reduced
during the application process, the architectural expression of the
middle of the towers including the terracotta frame would not appear
unduly heavy.

Given the above, the overall range of textures, colour, tone and
depth would result in a highly articulated and well-designhed facade
with materials and design features that would be echoed throughout
the three tall buildings.

The interface of the Depot tower with the ‘shoulder’ block would be
expressed through the darker materials of the core element being
brought to ground level visually separating the two elements. As
such there would be clear distinction between the two parts of the
building.

In addition, the proposed tall buildings and their elevational
treatment would be viewed against Brook House which has
comparatively less elevational articulation resulting in a bland
appearance. Therefore, notwithstanding my findings with respect to
the height and scale of the tall buildings, the facades of the proposal
would appear to be of a higher quality in terms of architectural
design and materials compared with Brook House. This aspect of the
scheme would consequently have a positive effect on the character of
the area.



64. Given the above, the architectural quality and materials would be of
an exemplary standard as required by London Plan Policy D9.
Townscape

65. The HRWMF indicates essentially four urban blocks whereas the

proposal includes the Goods Yards towers rising from a single
podium. Although the layout would depart from the masterplan
layout, the creation of the podium and a route running north south
through the site aids legibility through the site while permitting
opportunity for the development of adjacent plots up to their
boundary. Consequently, this aspect of the scheme would not harm
the character and appearance of the area.

Conclusions

66.

67.

68.

69.

70.

71.

The proposal would undoubtedly have a significant effect on long,
mid-range and immediate views. The height, breadth and massing of
the tall buildings would result in an abrupt change in scale compared
with the prevailing local townscape. This would have an incongruous
effect in a number of views and would diminish the spacious and
modest character of the surrounding area. However, this effect would
be tempered by the articulation of the massing and the harmonious
relationship between the proposed towers.

The extant permissions in comparison would result in a less
significant change in scale. However, given the heights and spacing,
the consented towers would have a less harmonious relationship than
the proposed tall buildings. As such the harm to the character and
appearance of the area that would result from the proposal would be
limited compared with the consented schemes.

The height of the proposed tall buildings would aid wayfinding by
marking the east west routes through the site. In addition, the
scheme would not result in adverse effects in terms of the living
environment of future occupiers with respect to internal space. As
such, the scheme would represent an optimum capacity of the site.

The proposed buildings would have highly articulated facades with a
range of materials, textures, colours, tones and layers of depth that
would be set out in well-proportioned bays that would result in an
exemplary standard of architectural quality. This aspect of the
scheme would have a beneficial effect on the character of the area.

However, given the adverse effect on the character of the area from
the scale, height and massing of the tall buildings, overall, the
proposed development would harm the character and appearance of
the surrounding area.

Therefore, the scheme would conflict with London Plan Policy D3
which seeks, among other things, that development proposals should
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enhance local context by delivering buildings and spaces that
positively respond to local distinctiveness through their scale. It
would also conflict with London Plan Policy D9 which seeks tall
buildings that positively contribute to the character of the area. The
proposal would conflict with Policy SP11 of the Strategic Policies, AAP
Policy AAP6 and DM DPD Policy DM6 which together seek
development that respects and responds positively to its local
context and surrounding character.

In addition, the scheme would conflict with AAP Site Allocation NT5
which requires that developments should accord with the principles
set out in the most up-to-date Council-approved masterplan.

It would therefore also conflict with Policy SP1 of the Strategic
Policies which requires development in Growth Areas to accord with
the full range of the Council’s planning policies and objectives. The
proposal would also fail to accord with paragraph 130 of the
Framework in this particular respect.

The proposal would not conflict with London Plan Policy GG2 which
requires among other things, that developments apply a design-led
approach to determine the optimum development capacity of sites.

The harm to the character of the area that would result from the
proposal’s conflict with the above policies would be limited by the
exemplary architectural quality of the proposed facades. Moreover,
the harm would be limited in comparison with the consented
schemes on the site.

R Sabu

INSPECTOR
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SITE WIDE & THE GOODS YARD

Drawing Number Drawing Title Revision
GYARD F3 ZZ EX ST A2052 EXISTING BLOCK PLAN A2. P1
GYARD F3 ZZ B1 GA A 82100 PROPOSED GA BASEMENT FLOOR PLAN A2. P1
GYARD F3 Z2 00 GA A 82101 PROPOSED GA GROUND FLOOR PLAN ZONE 2 A2. P2
GYARD F3 Z1 00 GA A 82102 PROPOSED GA GROUND FLOOR PLAN ZONE 1 A2. P2
GYARD F3 ZA 00+ GA A 82103 BLOCK A PROPOSED GA L00-L06 FLOOR PLANS A2. P2
GYARD F3 ZA 07+ GA A 82104 BLOCK A PROPOSED GA L07-L26 FLOOR PLANS A2. P2
GYARD F3 ZB 00+ GA A 82105 BLOCK B PROPOSED GA L00-L27 FLOOR PLANS A2. P2
GYARD F3 ZC 00+ GA A 82106 BLOCK C PROPOSED GA L00-ROOF PLAN A2. P2
GYARD F3 ZD 00+ GA A 82107 BLOCK D PROPOSED GA L00-ROOF PLAN A2. P2
GYARD F3 ZE 00+ GA A 82108 BLOCK E PROPOSED GA L00-ROOF PLAN A2. P2
GYARD F3 ZF 00+ GA A 82109 BLOCK F PROPOSED GA L00-L02 FLOOR PLANS A2. P2
GYARD F3 ZF 03+ GA A 82110 BLOCK F PROPOSED GA L03-ROOF PLAN A2. P2
GYARD F3 ZG 00+ GA A 82111 BLOCK G PROPOSED GA L00-ROOF PLAN A2. P2
GYARD F3 ZH 00+ GA A 82112 BLOCK H PROPOSED GA L00-ROOF PLAN A2. P1
GYARD F3 ZA ZZ EL A 82500 BLOCK A PROPOSED GA NORTH & WEST ELEVATIONS A2. P2
GYARD F3 ZA ZZ EL A 82501 BLOCK A PROPOSED GA SOUTH & EAST ELEVATIONS A2. P2
GYARD F3 ZB ZZ EL A 82502 BLOCK B PROPOSED GA NORTH & EAST ELEVATIONS A2. P2
GYARD F3 ZB ZZ EL A 82503 BLOCK B PROPOSED GA SOUTH & WEST ELEVATIONS A2. P2
GYARD F3 ZC ZZ EL A 82504 BLOCK C PROPOSED GA ELEVATIONS & SECTIONS A2. P2
GYARD F3 ZD ZZ EL A 82505 BLOCK D PROPOSED GA ELEVATIONS & SECTIONS A2. P2
GYARD F3 ZE ZZ EL A 82506 BLOCK E PROPOSED GA ELEVATIONS & SECTIONS A2. P2
GYARD F3 ZF ZZ EL A 82507 BLOCK F PROPOSED GA ELEVATIONS & SECTIONS A2. P2
GYARD F3 ZG ZZ EL A 82508 BLOCK G PROPOSED GA ELEVATIONS & SECTIONS A2. P2
GYARD F3 ZH ZZ EL A 82509 BLOCK H PROPOSED GA ELEVATIONS & SECTIONS A2. P1

GYARD F3 ZA ZZ EL A 82510

BLOCK A PROPOSED GA MATERIALS ELEVATION STUDY

A2.

P3




SITE WIDE & THE GOODS YARD

GYARD F3 ZB ZZ EL A 82511 BLOCK B PROPOSED GA MATERIALS ELEVATION STUDY A2. P3
GYARD F3 ZC ZZ EL A 82512 BLOCK C PROPOSED GA MATERIALS ELEVATION STUDY A2. P3
GYARD F3 ZD ZZ EL A 82513 BLOCK D PROPOSED GA MATERIALS ELEVATION STUDY A2. P3
GYARD F3 ZE ZZ EL A 82514 BLOCK E PROPOSED GA MATERIALS ELEVATION STUDY A2. P3
GYARD F3 ZF ZZ EL A 82515 BLOCK F PROPOSED GA MATERIALS ELEVATION STUDY A2. P3
GYARD F3 ZG ZZ EL A 82516 BLOCK G PROPOSED GA MATERIALS ELEVATION STUDY A2. P3
GYARD F3 ZH ZZ EL A 82517 BLOCK H PROPOSED GA MATERIALS ELEVATION STUDY A2. P2
GYARD F3 ZC ZZ EL A 82518 BLOCK C PROPOSED GA MATERIALS ELEVATION STUDY 2 A2. P2
GYARD F3 ZD ZZ EL A 82519 BLOCK D PROPOSED GA MATERIALS ELEVATION STUDY 2 A2. P2
GYARD F3 ZE ZZ EL A 82520 BLOCK E PROPOSED GA MATERIALS ELEVATION STUDY 2 A2. P2
GYARD F3 ZF ZZ EL A 82521 BLOCK F PROPOSED GA MATERIALS ELEVATION STUDY 2 A2. P2
GYARD F3 ZG ZZ EL A 82522 BLOCK G PROPOSED GA MATERIALS ELEVATION STUDY 2 A2. P2
GYARD F3 ZH ZZ EL A 82523 BLOCK H PROPOSED GA MATERIALS ELEVATION STUDY 2 A2. P1
GYARD F3 ZSMH ZZ EL A 82524 SMH PROPOSED GA MATERIALS ELEVATIONSTUDY A2. P2
GYARD F3 ZA ZZ DR A 82550 BLOCK A PROPOSED GA ELEVATION DETAIL — EAST ENTRANCE A2. P2
GYARD F3 ZA ZZ DR A 82551 BLOCK A PROPOSED GA ELEVATION DETAIL - NORTH SHOULDER A2. P2
GYARD F3 ZA ZZ DR A 82552 BLOCK A PROPOSED GA ELEVATION DETAIL - SOUTH SHOULDER A2. P2
GYARD F3 ZA ZZ DR A 82553 BLOCK A PROPOSED GA ELEVATION DETAIL - WEST ARTICULATION |A2. P2
GYARD F3 ZA ZZ DR A 82554 BLOCK A PROPOSED GA ELEVATION DETAIL — EAST ARTICULATION |A2. P2
GYARD F3 ZA ZZ DR A 82555 BLOCK A PROPOSED GA ELEVATION DETAIL - SOUTH FACADE TOP  |A2. P2
GYARD F3 ZB ZZ DR A 82556 BLOCK B PROPOSED GA ELEVATION DETAIL — EAST ELEVATION A2. P2
GYARD F3 ZB ZZ DR A 82557 BLOCK B PROPOSED GA ELEVATION DETAIL - NORTH SHOULDER A2. P2
GYARD F3 ZB ZZ DR A 82558 BLOCK B PROPOSED GA ELEVATION DETAIL - SOUTH FACADE TOP |A2. P2
GYARD F3 ZB ZZ DR A 82559 BLOCK B PROPOSED GA ELEVATION DETAIL — WEST ARTICULATION |A2. P2
GYARD F3 ZB ZZ DR A 82560 BLOCK B PROPOSED GA ELEVATION DETAIL — WEST ARTICULATION |A2. P2
STEP
GYARD F3 ZAB ZZ SE A 82600 BLOCK A&B GA PROPOSED SECTIONS A2. P2
GYARD F3 ZZ EX ST A 89000 SITE LOCATION PLAN A2. P1
GYARD F3 ZZ EX EL A 89001 EXISTING SITE ELEVATIONS A2. P1
GYARD F3 ZZ EX EL A 89002 EXISTING SITE ELEVATIONS A2. P1
GYARD F3 Z1 00 GA A 89003 PROPOSED GA USE PLAN ZONE 1 A2. P2
GYARD F3 Z2 00 GA A 89004 PROPOSED GA USE PLAN ZONE 2 A2. P2
GYARD F3 ZZ EX ST A 89005 DEMOLITION PLANS A2. P1
GYARD F3 ZZ EX EL A 89006 DEMOLITION ELEVATIONS A2. P1
GYARD F3 ZZ ZZ SE A 89007 SITE WIDE PROPOSED GA SECTION HH A2. P2
GYARD F3 ZZ ZZ SE A 89008 SITE WIDE PROPOSED GA SECTIONS AA & BB A2. P2
GYARD F3 ZZ ZZ SE A 89009 SITE WIDE PROPOSED GA SECTIONS CC & DD A2. P2
GYARD F3 ZZ ZZ SE A 89010 SITE WIDE PROPOSED GA SECTIONS EE & FF A2. P2
GYARD F3 ZZ ZZ SE A 89011 SITE WIDE PROPOSED GA ILLUSTRATIVE MATERIALS STUDY - SOUTH |A2. P2
& WEST SECTIONS
GYARD F3 ZZ EX ST A 89012 PROPOSED SITE BLOCK PLAN A2. P2
GYARD F3 ZZ RF EL A 89013 PROPOSED SITE ROOF PLAN A2. P2
GYARD F3 ZZ ZZ SE A 89014 SITE WIDE PROPOSED GA ILLUSTRATIVE MATERIALS STUDY - EAST |A2. P2
SECTION
GYARD F3 ZSMH 00 GA A 82113 PROPOSED GA GROUND FLOOR PLAN A2. P2
GYARD F3 ZSMH 01 GA A 82114 PROPOSED GA FIRST FLOOR PLAN A2. P2
GYARD F3 ZSMH 02 GA A 82115 PROPOSED GA ROOF PLAN A2. P2
GYARD F3 ZSMH 00 GA A 82116 EXISTING & DEMOLITION GA GROUND FLOOR PLAN A2. P2
GYARD F3 ZSMH 01 GA A 82117 EXISTING & DEMOLITION GA FIRST FLOOR PLAN A2. P2
GYARD F3 ZSMH ZZ EL A 82118 PROPOSED GA ELEVATIONS A2. P2
GYARD F3 ZSMH ZZ SE A 82119 PROPOSED GA SECTIONS A2. P2
GYARDF3 ZZ ZZ SH A 0103-S2 GY AREA SCHEDULE P6
GYARD F3 ZZ ZZ SH A-0107 GY ACCOMMODATION SCHEDULE P5
THE DEPOT
Drawing Number Drawing Title Revision




THE DEPOT

DEPOT F3 ZABC B1+ GA A 82101 BLOCK ABC PROPOSED GA B1-L00 FLOOR PLANS A2. P2
DEPOT F3 ZABC 01+ GA A 82102 BLOCK ABC PROPOSED GA L01-L05 FLOOR PLANS A2. P2
DEPOT F3 ZABC 06+ GA A 82103 BLOCK ABC PROPOSED GA L06-L07 FLOOR PLANS A2. P2
DEPOT F3 ZABC 08+ GA A 82104 BLOCK ABC PROPOSED GA L08-L09, L11+ FLOOR PLANS A2. P2
DEPOT F3 ZABC 14+ GA A 82105 BLOCK ABC PROPOSED GA L14+,L17, L20 FLOOR PLANS A2. P2
DEPOT F3 ZABC 23+ GA A 82106 BLOCK ABC PROPOSED GA L23-ROOF PLAN A2. P2
DEPOT F3 ZABC ZZ EL A 82500 BLOCK ABC PROPOSED GA SOUTH & EAST ELEVATIONS A2. P2
DEPOT F3 ZABC ZZ EL A 82501 BLOCK ABC PROPOSED GA NORTH & WEST ELEVATIONS A2. P2
DEPOT F3 ZD ZZ EL A 82502 BLOCK D PROPOSED GA ELEVATIONS-SECTIONS A2. P3
DEPOT F3 ZE ZZ EL A 82503 BLOCK E PROPOSED GA ELEVATIONS-SECTIONS A2. P2
DEPOT F3 ZG ZZ EL A 82507 BLOCK G PROPOSED GA ELEVATIONS-SECTIONS A2. P2
DEPOT F3 ZABC ZZ EL A 82508 BLOCK ABC PROPOSED GA MATERIALS ELEVATION STUDY A2. P3
DEPOT F3 ZABC ZZ SE A 82600 BLOCK ABC PROPOSED GA SECTIONS A2. P2
DEPOT F3 ZZ ZZ SE A 89000 SITE WIDE PROPOSED GA SECTIONS GG A2. P2
DEPOT F3 ZABC ZZ SE A 860001 BLOCK ABC — NORTHERN BOUNDARY DETAIL SECTION A2. P2
DEPOT F3 Z3 00 GA A 89005 SITE WIDE PROPOSED GA GROUND FLOOR PLAN ZONE 3 A2. P2
DEPOT F3 Z4 00 GA A 89006 SITE WIDE PROPOSED GA GROUND FLOOR PLAN ZONE 4 A2. P2
DEPOT F3 Z3 00 GA A 89007 SITE WIDE PROPOSED GA USE PLAN ZONE 3 A2. P2
DEPOT F3 Z4 00 GA A 89008 SITE WIDE PROPOSED GA USE PLAN ZONE 4 A2. P2
DEPOT F3 ZD 00+ GA A 82107 BLOCK D PROPOSED GA L00-L03 FLOOR PLANS A2. P3
DEPOT F3 ZD 04+ GA A 82108 BLOCK D PROPOSED GA L04-ROOF PLAN A2. P3
DEPOT F3 ZE 00+ GA A 82109 BLOCK E PROPOSED GA L00-ROOF PLAN A2. P2
DEPOT F3 ZG 00+ GA A 82110 BLOCK G PROPOSED GA L00-L03 FLOOR PLANS A2. P2
DEPOT F3 ZG 04+ GA A 82111 BLOCK G PROPOSED GA L04-ROOF FLOOR PLAN A2. P2
DEPOT F3 ZF B1+ GA A 82112 BLOCK F PROPOSED GA B1-L0O0 FLOOR PLANS A2. P1
DEPOT F3 ZF 01+ GA A 82113 BLOCK F PROPOSED GA L01-L02 FLOOR PLANS A2. P1
DEPOT F3 ZF RF GA A 82114 BLOCK F PROPOSED GA ROOF PLAN A2. P1
DEPOT F3 ZF ZZ EL A 82504 BLOCK F PROPOSED GA EAST ELEVATIONS A2. P1
DEPOT F3 ZF ZZ EL A 82505 BLOCK F PROPOSED GA NORTH SOUTH ELEVATIONS A2. P1
DEPOT F3 ZF ZZ EL A 82506 BLOCK F PROPOSED GA WEST ELEVATIONS A2. P1
DEPOT F3 ZD ZZ EL A 82509 BLOCK D PROPOSED GA MATERIALS ELEVATION STUDY A2. P3
DEPOT F3 ZE ZZ EL A 82510 BLOCK E PROPOSED GA MATERIALS ELEVATION STUDY A2. P3
DEPOT F3 ZD ZZ EL A 82511 BLOCK D PROPOSED GA MATERIALS ELEVATION STUDY A2. P3
DEPOT F3 ZE ZZ EL A 82512 BLOCK E PROPOSED GA MATERIALS ELEVATION STUDY 2 A2. P3
DEPOT F3 Z2G ZZ EL A 82513 BLOCK G PROPOSED GA MATERIALS ELEVATION STUDY 2 A2. P2
DEPOT F3 ZG ZZ EL A 82514 BLOCK G PROPOSED GA MATERIALS ELEVATION STUDY 2 A2. P2
DEPOT F3 ZABC ZZ DR A 82515 BLOCK ABC PROPOSED GA ELEVATION DETAIL — EAST ENTRANCE |A2. P2
DEPOT F3 ZABC ZZ DR A 82516 BLOCK ABC PROPOSED GA ELEVATION DETAIL - EAST A2. P2
ARTICULATION
DEPOT F3 ZABC ZZ DR A 82517 BLOCK ABC PROPOSED GA ELEVATION DETAIL - EAST SHOULDER |A2. P2
DEPOT F3 ZABC ZZ DR A 82518 BLOCK ABC PROPOSED GA ELEVATION DETAIL - SOUTH ENTRANCE |A2. P2
DEPOT F3 ZABC ZZ DR A 82519 BLOCK ABC PROPOSED GA ELEVATION DETAIL - NORTH SHOULDER]A2. P2
DEPOT F3 ZABC ZZ DR A 82520 BLOCK ABC PROPOSED GA ELEVATION DETAIL - WEST SHOULDER |A2. P2
DEPOT F3 ZABC ZZ DR A 82521 BLOCK ABC PROPOSED GA ELEVATION DETAIL - NORTH TOP A2. P2
DETAIL
DEPOT F3 ZZ EX ST A 89003 SITE DEMOLITION PLAN A2. P1
DEPOT F3 ZZ ZZ SH A 0101 TD AREA SCHEDULE P6
DEPOT F3 ZZ ZZ SH A 0108 TD ACCOMMODATION SCHEDULE P5
Landscape Drawing Title Revision
DR |0862-RFM-HRW-XX-DR-L-0001 |lllustrative Masterplan - Interim Phase P04
DR |0862-RFM-HRW-XX-DR-L-0002 [lllustrative Masterplan - Complete Phase P04
DR |0862-RFM-GY-00-DR-L-0101 Level 00 lllustrative GA - Goods Yard P04
DR |0862-RFM-GY-XX-DR-L-0102 |Roof level lllustrative GA - Goods yard P02
DR |0862-RFM-GY-00-DR-L-0103 |Level 00 Planting Strategy - Goods Yard P04
DR |0862-RFM-GY-XX-DR-L-0104 |Roof level Planting Strategy - Goods Yard PO3




Landscape Drawing Title Revision
DR [0862-RFM-GY-XX-DR-L-0105 |lllustrative Sections - Goods Yard PO1
DR |0862-RFM-GY-XX-DR-L-0106 |lllustrative Swatches - Goods Yard PO1
DR |0862-RFM-TD-00-DR-L-0201 Level 00 lllustrative GA - The Depot P02
DR |0862-RFM-TD-XX-DR-L-0202 |Roof level lllustrative GA - The Depot P02
DR |0862-RFM-TD-00-DR-L-0203 Level 00 Planting Strategy - The Depot P02
DR [0862-RFM-TD-XX-DR-L-0204 |Roof level Planting Strategy - The Depot P03
DR |0862-RFM-TD-XX-DR-L-0205 lllustrative Sections - The Depot PO1
DR |0862-RFM-TD-XX-DR-L-0206 [lllustrative Swatches -The Depot PO1
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