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planning report D&P/2888/02 

29 January 2014 

 Ladderswood Estate and New Southgate Industrial 
Estate 

in the London Borough of Enfield 

planning application no. P12-02202PLA   

  

Strategic planning application stage II referral  

Town & Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended); Greater London Authority Acts 1999 and 2007; 
Town & Country Planning (Mayor of London) Order 2008 

The proposal 

Demolition of existing buildings and regeneration of the Ladderswood Estate and adjoining land 
to include the erection of 517 dwellings, 1,554m2 of B1(b)/B1(c) floorspace (GEA), 321 sq. m. 
community centre (GEA), 80 bed hotel, energy centre, installation of photovoltaic solar panels, 
new vehicular and pedestrian access, public open space, landscaping and parking. 
 

The applicant 

The applicant is New Ladderswood LLP, and the architect is Pollard Thomas Edwards 
Architects. 

Strategic issues 

At consultation stage, the principle to deliver an estate renewal as part of a mixed use scheme was 
supported in strategic terms; however, further information with regard to housing, urban 
design, inclusive access, air quality, sustainable development, noise, and transport were 
required to address outstanding concerns, for the scheme to be considered as fully compliant with 
the London Plan.  Further information has been provided in an attempt to resolve issues raised, as 
detailed in this report. 

The Council’s decision 

In this instance Enfield Council has resolved to grant permission. 

Recommendation 

That Enfield Council be advised that the Mayor is content for it to determine the case itself, 
subject to any action that the Secretary of State may take, and does not therefore wish to direct 
refusal or direct that he is to be the local planning authority. 

Context 

1 On 18 September 2012 the Mayor of London received documents from Enfield Council 
notifying him of a planning application of potential strategic importance to develop the above site 
for the above uses.   
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2 The application was referable to the Mayor under the following Categories of the Schedule 
to the Order 2008, as follows:  

 Category 1A “Development which comprises or includes the provision of 150 houses, flats, 
or houses and flats”. 

3 On 24 October 2012 the Mayor considered planning report PDU/2888/01, and 
subsequently advised Enfield Council that the application did not comply with the London Plan, for 
the reasons set out in paragraph 92 of the above-mentioned report; but that the possible remedies 
set out in this paragraph could address these deficiencies. 

4 A copy of the above-mentioned report is attached.  The essentials of the case with regard 
to the proposal, the site, case history, strategic planning issues and relevant policies and guidance 
are as set out therein, unless otherwise stated in this report.  On 26 February 2013, Enfield Council 
decided that it was minded to grant planning permission and, following various discussions with 
respect to planning conditions and the section 106 agreement, on 14 January 2014 the Council 
advised the Mayor of this decision.  Under the provisions of Article 5 of the Town & Country 
Planning (Mayor of London) Order 2008 the Mayor may allow the draft decision to proceed 
unchanged, direct Enfield Council under Article 6 to refuse the application or issue a direction to 
Enfield Council under Article 7 that he is to act as the Local Planning Authority for the purposes of 
determining the application.  The Stage II referral was received complete on 16 January 2014 and 
the Mayor has until 29 January 2014 to notify the Council of his decision and to issue any 
direction.   

5 The decision on this case and the reasons will be made available on the GLA’s website 
www.london.gov.uk. 

Update 

6 At the consultation stage Enfield Council was advised that the application did not comply 
with the London Plan, for the reasons set out in paragraph 92 of the above-mentioned report; but 
that the possible remedies set out in this paragraph could address these deficiencies:  

 Housing: The overall approach to housing renewal is supported.  The application would 
make appropriate re-provision and provide an uplift of both private and affordable housing 
in line with London Plan policy 3.14.  However, an independent assessment of the 
applicant’s viability assessment will need to be carried out before the scheme can be 
acceptable and in line with polices 3.11and 3.12.  The applicant is requested to increase the 
family provision within the affordable element and in doing so should demonstrate what 
the effect (if any) will be on overall delivery of affordable numbers if the family provision is 
increased.  The applicant is requested to ensure that all units meet the minimum space 
standards set out in London Plan policy 3.5.  Further information and clarification is also 
sought with respect to residential quality (single aspect units) and children’s playspace to 
ensure accordance with London Plan policies 3.5 and 3.6. 

 Mix of uses: The proposed mix of uses is broadly supported. The net loss of employment 
space is not of a strategic concern, the hotel provision is acceptable in line with London 
Plan Policy 4.5 and the provision of community facilities is supported in line with London 
Plan Policy 3.16. 

 Urban design: The proposed design is generally supported in line with London Plan 
policies 7.1, 7.3, 7.4, 7.6 and 7.7; however, before the scheme is referred back to the mayor 
at stage two the applicant will need to submit further design justification concerning the 
scale of the proposed buildings around the ‘eyelet’ area and provide further justification for 
the proposed massing. 
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 Inclusive access: The approach to inclusive access is supported in principle, however, to 
ensure accordance with London Plan policies 3.8 and 7.2, the applicant will need to confirm 
the amount of wheelchair accessible units and amount of wheelchair accessible bedrooms 
within the hotel, both of which should be 10% (minimum).  In addition the applicant will 
need to provide further information as set out in paragraph 59 of this report. 

 Air Quality:  The current information provided as part of the planning submission is not 
robust enough to meet London Plan policy 7.14 and the applicant is requested to provide 
further information and clarity in this regard. 

 Sustainable development:  For clarity the applicant should confirm the overall sitewide 
regulated carbon dioxide emissions and savings after the cumulative effect of energy 
efficiency measures, CHP and renewable energy has been taken into account. This should 
be expressed in tonnes of carbon dioxide per annum. The information provided should be 
presented using the format in Table 1 and 2 of the GLA Energy Assessment, September 
2011.  This is required before the carbon dioxide savings can be measured against Policy 
5.2 of the London Plan. 

 Noise:  The current information provided as part of the planning submission is not robust 
enough to meet London Plan policy 7.15 and the applicant is requested to provide further 
information and clarity in this regard. 

 Transport: The scheme is generally acceptable in transport terms, although further work is 
required by the applicant with respect to coach parking, public transport and service 
planning in accordance with policies contained in chapter six of the London Plan.  

7 The response to these issues is considered within the sections below. 

Housing 

8 Since consultation stage, the viability work submitted by the applicant has been 
independently assessed by the Council, which has demonstrated that the scheme will be delivering 
the maximum reasonable amount of affordable housing and as such the scheme now compiles with 
London Plan polices 3.11 and 3.12 and is acceptable in this regard.   

9 With regards to rent levels and tenure, the applicant has agreed with the Council, as part of 
the development agreement, that returning existing residents will be charged a rent which is 
equivalent to their current rent. This rent level has been specified by the Council and the obligation 
will be passed on to One Housing Group (registered provider) as part of its development agreement 
with the applicant.  It has been explained that the remaining affordable rent units target rent levels 
will be the subject of further negotiation at the local level with the Council.  This approach is 
appropriate and the scheme is acceptable in this regard. 

10 At stage one, the provision of affordable family units was considered low and the applicant 
was requested to increase this provision.   Further information has been submitted regarding the 
existing affordable mix currently on site.   Given that this is an estate renewal scheme regard must 
be given to the degree of re-provision and decant of existing affordable units.  When the decanted 
161 re-provided units are taken into consideration as well as the number of one and two bedroom 
units the remaining proposed mix will include 43% family units (affordable element) and 28% 
(private element). 

11 In addition to this the applicant has provided further viability work which clearly indicates 
that a higher provision of family units would impact on the scheme’s viability and would lead to a 
lower overall affordable quantum.  This work has been verified by the Council’s independent 
viability assessor and on this basis the level of family homes is acceptable and the scheme on 
balance meets policy 3.8.  
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12 In relation to residential quality and specifically single aspect units, it has been confirmed 
that there are no north facing single aspect units and no family sized single aspect units.  An 
amended noise assessment has been undertaken which concludes that no single aspect units fall 
within Noise Exposure Category D, whilst a small number (36) fall within Category C appropriate 
mitigation measures have been incorporated to ensure that a good residential quality will be 
delivered in these units.  As well as this, the Council has secured an appropriate planning condition 
relating to protection of residential accommodation from external noise sources and the scheme is 
now acceptable. 

13 At stage one, the applicant was asked to ensure that all units met the Mayor’s space 
standards in line with policy 3.5.  Since stage one the applicant has submitted an accommodation 
schedule which clearly demonstrates that all units will meet the minimum space standards; the 
scheme is acceptable in this regard. 

14 In response to the stage one report, the scheme will be delivering 1,953 sq. m of children’s 
playspace which is in excess of the required 1,620 sq. m in line with the Mayor’s SPG.  The Council 
has secured a relevant condition in relation to play space and the scheme is now acceptable and 
accords with London Plan policy 3.6.  

Urban design 

15 At stage one the Mayor requested the applicant to submit further design justification 
concerning the scale of the proposed buildings around the ‘eyelet’ area and provide further 
justification for the proposed massing. 

16 Further information submitted indicates that the scheme as proposed reflects the height 
strategy as set out in the design brief adopted by the Council.  Early design phases made it clear 
that provision of a suitable outlook for all homes was a key consideration, given the surrounding 
context (such as North Circular, industrial estate and station road) to the west and south of the 
site.  The creation of the ‘eyelet’ and the provision of adjacent open space meet this key design 
objective and is considered a suitable solution by the Council.  On this basis the design is 
acceptable in strategic terms. 

Inclusive access 

17 The applicant has provided clarification that the wheelchair adaptable unit provision will be 
provided across the unit types.  In addition to this, the Council has secured a planning condition 
with requires 10% of all residential units to be wheelchair accessible and that all units will meet 
Lifetimes Homes Standards.  With regard to the hotel, 105 of rooms will be wheelchair accessible; 
the scheme meets London Plan Policy 7.2.   

18 Since consultation stage, the applicant has indicated that the landscape and public realm 
areas will be fully inclusive in design and include all necessary ramps and gradients required under 
current building regulations and detailed design of these public areas is subject to condition and 
reserved for future approval.  

19 All issues raised at stage one in relation to inclusive design and access have now been 
resolved and the scheme is acceptable and is in accordance with Policy 3.5, 3.8 and 7.2 of the 
London Plan. 

Air quality 

20 At consultation stage, the information provided was not robust enough to meet London 
Plan policy 7.14.  Since stage one, the applicant has submitted an updated air quality assessment, 
which included a more comprehensive assessment methodology and considered the potential air 
quality impacts arising from the proposed combined heat and power (CHP) plant. 
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21 This report has been assessed and the methodology has now been found robust to ensure 
that the proposal will be acceptable in terms of air quality impact.  It should be noted that the CHP 
plant is installed with a catalyser, which has been secured by planning condition. The scheme is 
now strategically compliant in this regard. 

Sustainable development 

22 In response to issues raised in the stage one report, a revised energy strategy report has 
been submitted which illustrates the site-wide carbon dioxide emission savings at each stage of the 
energy hierarchy in tonnes of carbon dioxide per annum.  The updated information also includes a 
plan showing the proposed route of the site heat network, demonstrating that all buildings and 
uses will be connected. 

23 A site plan showing the proposed location of photovoltaic panels and green roofs has been 
provided.  All issues raised at stage one in relation to energy have now been resolved and the 
scheme is acceptable in this regard. 

Noise 

24 At consultation stage, the information provided as part of the planning submission was not 
adequate to meet London Plan policy 7.15.  In response a revised noise assessment has been 
carried out by the applicant and it is noted that this report robustly demonstrates that the majority 
of the site falls within noise exposure category B and one area within C; no part of the 
development will fall into noise exposure category D.  The report makes a number of mitigation 
recommendations and the council has secured appropriate conditions in this regard. The scheme 
now on balance is acceptable in line with London Plan policy 7.15. 

Transport for London’s comments 

25 It was agreed at Stage 1 that the transport assessment was in accordance with TfL’s 
guidance, and that the provision of car parking, electric vehicle charging points and cycle parking 
complied with London Plan standards. 

26 TfL was however concerned about the lack of a dedicated pick up and drop off facility for 
coaches and taxis. However, it is noted in the Council delegated committee report that the 
servicing bay is of a sufficient size to allow safe vehicle drop off manoeuvres and that the likely 
demand for any dedicated coach parking at this site is negligible given the nature of the use. This 
is ultimately accepted by TfL. 

27 A sum of £30,000 is to be secured through the s106 agreement to address the 
improvements to the pedestrian environment identified in the pedestrian (PERS) audit. This is 
considered satisfactory and compliant with London Plan policy 6.10. 

28 Following stage 1 comments raised in relation to bus routing, it has also been agreed that 
bus services (currently Route 382) could be diverted along Upper Park Road as opposed to 
Ladderswood Way to enable changes to the highway layout required for the development. The 
s106 will include a provision that TfL agrees the exact details of the bus diversion and associated 
bus infrastructure before work commences on site. Discussions are ongoing between the applicant 
and TfL regarding this. There is no need for a contribution towards the cost of the diversion other 
than £18,000 towards the costs of installing two new bus stops, as already agreed in principle with 
the applicant, which will be secured in the aforementioned s106 provision.  

29 Electric vehicle charging points, Blue Badge car parking, cycle parking, a Construction 
Management Plan and Deliveries and Servicing Plan have all been secured by condition. The 
provision of interim and full Travel Plans for both land uses, including a £7,500 contribution for 
associated monitoring measures, is to be secured through the s106 agreement. 
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30 In summary, subject to satisfactory finalising of the s106, TfL considers that the application 
complies with the transport policies of the London Plan. 

Response to consultation 

31 The application was subject to statutory formal consultation and with regards to 
neighbourhood consultation, over 600 letters were distributed to neighbouring properties.  In total 
6 letters objecting to the proposals were received.  The objections included the following issues: 

 Overdevelopment of site. 

 Inappropriate scale and height. 

 Loss of employment space and jobs. 

 Increased traffic levels. 

 Lack of local services. 

 EIA should be carried out 

32 Other statutory consultees responded as follows: 

 Environment Agency: No objection subject to appropriate planning conditions. 

 Barnet Council:  No objection but observations made in relation to loss of employment 
floorspace, development could place a burden on community infrastructure within Barnet 
and impact on highways. 

 Metropolitan Police:  No objection. 

 Primary Care Tust:  No objection. 

33 Strategic issues raised by objectors have been considered in this report and/or the stage 
one report, and local issues have been considered in the Council’s committee report. 

Article 7: Direction that the Mayor is to be the local planning authority 

34 Under Article 7 of the Order the Mayor could take over this application provided the policy 
tests set out in that Article are met. In this instance the Council has resolved to grant permission 
with conditions and a planning obligation, which satisfactorily addresses the matters raised at stage 
I, therefore there is no sound planning reason for the Mayor to take over this application.  

Legal considerations 

35 Under the arrangements set out in Article 5 of the Town and Country Planning (Mayor of 
London) Order 2008 the Mayor has the power under Article 6 to direct the local planning authority 
to refuse permission for a planning application referred to him under Article 4 of the Order.  He 
also has the power to issue a direction under Article 7 that he is to act as the local planning 
authority for the purpose of determining the application and any connected application.  The 
Mayor may also leave the decision to the local authority.  In directing refusal the Mayor must have 
regard to the matters set out in Article 6(2) of the Order, including the principal purposes of the 
Greater London Authority, the effect on health and sustainable development, national policies and 
international obligations, regional planning guidance, and the use of the River Thames.  The Mayor 
may direct refusal if he considers that to grant permission would be contrary to good strategic 
planning in Greater London.  If he decides to direct refusal, the Mayor must set out his reasons, 
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and the local planning authority must issue these with the refusal notice. If the Mayor decides to 
direct that he is to be the local planning authority, he must have regard to the matters set out in 
Article 7(3) and set out his reasons in the direction.  

Financial considerations 

36 Should the Mayor direct refusal, he would be the principal party at any subsequent appeal 
hearing or public inquiry.  Government guidance in Circular 03/2009 (‘Costs Awards in Appeals and 
Other Planning Proceedings’) emphasises that parties usually pay their own expenses arising from 
an appeal.  

37 Following an inquiry caused by a direction to refuse, costs may be awarded against the 
Mayor if he has either directed refusal unreasonably; handled a referral from a planning authority 
unreasonably; or behaved unreasonably during the appeal.  A major factor in deciding whether the 
Mayor has acted unreasonably will be the extent to which he has taken account of established 
planning policy. 

38 Should the Mayor take over the application he would be responsible for holding a 
representation hearing and negotiating any planning obligation.  He would also be responsible for 
determining any reserved matters applications (unless he directs the council to do so) and 
determining any approval of details (unless the council agrees to do so). 

Conclusion 

39 Further information has been provided to support the housing (including affordable 
housing, residential quality and child’s play space), urban design, inclusive access, air quality, 
sustainable development, noise and transport matters, which together with planning conditions 
and the section 106 legal agreement imposed by the Council, address the outstanding issues that 
were raised at stage one. 

40 Having regard to the details of the application, the matters set out in Enfield committee 
report and its draft decision notice, the scheme is on balance, acceptable in strategic planning 
terms.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

for further information, contact GLA, Planning Unit (Development and Projects Team): 
Colin Wilson, Senior Manager – Development & Projects 
020 7983 4783     email colin.wilson@london.gov.uk 
Justin Carr, Strategic Planning Manager (Development Decisions) 
020 7983 4895     email justin.carr@london.gov.uk 
Lucy Bird, Case Officer 
020 7983 4310     email lucy.bird@london.gov.uk 
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planning report PDU/ 2888/01 

 24 October 2012 

Ladderswood Estate and New Southgate Industrial 
Estate 

in the London Borough of Enfield 

planning application no. P12-02202PLA   

  

Strategic planning application stage 1 referral (new powers) 

Town & Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended); Greater London Authority Acts 1999 and 2007; 
Town & Country Planning (Mayor of London) Order 2008 

The proposal 
 
Demolition of existing buildings and regeneration of the Ladderswood Estate and adjoining land 
to include the erection of 517 dwellings, 1,554m2 of B1(b)/B1(c) floorspace (GEA), 321 sq. m. 
community centre (GEA), 80 bed hotel, energy centre, installation of photovoltaic solar panels, 
new vehicular and pedestrian access, public open space, landscaping and parking. 

 

The applicant 
The applicant is New Ladderswood LLP, and the architect is Pollard Thomas Edwards 
Architects. 

Strategic issues 

The principle of the redevelopment to deliver an estate renewal as part of a mixed use scheme is 
supported in strategic terms; however, further information with regard to housing, urban 
design, inclusive access, air quality, sustainable development, noise, and transport are 
required to address outstanding concerns, for the scheme to be considered as fully compliant with 
the London Plan.   

Recommendation 

That Enfield Council be advised that the application on balance does not comply with the London 
Plan for the reasons set out in paragraph 92 of this report; but that the possible remedies set out 
in this paragraph could address these deficiencies.  

 

Context 

1 On 18 September 2012 the Mayor of London received documents from Enfield Council 
notifying him of a planning application of potential strategic importance to develop the above site 
for the above uses.  Under the provisions of The Town & Country Planning (Mayor of London) 
Order 2008 the Mayor has until 29 October 2012 to provide the Council with a statement setting 
out whether he considers that the application complies with the London Plan, and his reasons for 
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taking that view.  The Mayor may also provide other comments.  This report sets out information 
for the Mayor’s use in deciding what decision to make. 

2 The application is referable under the following categories of the Schedule to the Order 
2008:  

Category 1A “Development which comprises or includes the provision of 150 houses, flats, or 
houses and flats”. 

3 Once Enfield Council has resolved to determine the application, it is required to refer it 
back to the Mayor for his decision as to whether to direct refusal; take it over for his own 
determination; or allow the Council to determine it itself. 

4 The Mayor of London’s statement on this case will be made available on the GLA website 
www.london.gov.uk. 

Site description 

5 The application site is a triangle of land between the North Circular Road (A406) to the 
south east, Station Road to the south west and the residential streets of Arnos Grove to the north 
the northern part is known as Ladderswood Estate and the southern area is known as New 
Southgate Industrial area. 

6 The site is bounded to the north by Garfield Primary school and the adjacent High Road 
with open space and Victorian cottages located beyond.  To the west of the site lies Millennium 
Green, a maintained public open space and to the east semi-detached dwellings which front the 
eastern side of Ladderswood Way. 

7 The northern part of the site is the existing 1970’s Ladderswood Estate, comprising 
residential development consisting of six individual flatted buildings ranging from 5 to 14 storeys in 
height. A high proportion of the residential units (121) are vacant and are not presently fit for 
purpose. In all, the existing site includes 161 dwellings, (100 two-bedroom flats and 61 one-
bedroom flats), of which 117 are in local authority ownership and of social rented tenure, with 44 
private units.  

8 The southern part of the site is occupied by a series of industrial units comprising a series of 
small units in a mix of B1(c) (light industrial), B2 (general industrial) and B8 (storage and 
distribution) use.  There is also one large retail unit (A1), all of which are generally in a poor state 
of repair.  

9 Specifically, the site is bordered by Upper Park Road to the north, Weld Place and Station 
Road to the west and south, and Palmer’s Road and Bounds Green Brook to the east. The nearest 
section of the Transport for London Road Network (TLRN) is the A406 North Circular Road, which 
is immediately adjacent to the east of the site. The Ladderswood Estate is identified as a 
regeneration site in the New Southgate Masterplan.   

10 There are six bus routes and one night bus which operate within acceptable walking 
distance from the site (defined as being a walking time of 8 minutes, or 640 metres). The site is 
also well served by rail, with Arnos Grove underground station (on the Piccadilly line) 500 metres to 
the north and New Southgate station, on the high frequency First Capital Connect line from 
Welwyn Garden City to Moorgate, 400m to the east. As a result of its location, the Public Transport 
Accessibility Level (PTAL) of the site is very good, with a rating of five at its northern extent and 
four at its southern extent (out of a range of one to six, where six is excellent). 

http://www.london.gov.uk/
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11 The site falls within an area of regeneration priority for the Council and falls within both the 
Council’s New Southgate Masterplan SPD (2011) and the (draft) North Circular Area Action Plan.  

Details of the proposal 

12 The applicant proposes the redevelopment and regeneration of the site, involving provision  
of 517 dwellings, 1,554 sq. m. of  industrial space (six units of B1(b)/B1(c)), a community centre, a 
80 bed hotel, energy centre and associated new vehicular and pedestrian access, public open 
space, landscaping and parking.  The development will range from 3 to 8 storeys in height.  

Case history 

13 On 13 December 2011 a pre-planning application meeting was held at City Hall and a pre 
application advice report was issued to the applicant on the 21 December 2011.  This report 
concluded that, the principle of an estate renewal based upon a net increase of affordable units 
was acceptable but that the applicant would need to provide justification for the provision of a 
hotel including a sequential test or alternative and impact assessment.  Issues and comments 
concerning urban deisgn, inclusive access, child play space, affordable housing, transport and 
climate change were also raised. 

Strategic planning issues and relevant policies and guidance 

14 The relevant issues and corresponding policies are as follows: 

 Housing London Plan 

 Density London Plan; Housing SPG; Interim Housing SPG; draft Housing 
SPG 

 Child Play Space London Plan; Providing for Children and Young People’s Play and 
Informal recreation SPG 

 Affordable housing London Plan; Housing SPG; Interim Housing SPG; draft Housing 
SPG; draft Affordable Housing SPG; Housing Strategy; draft 
Revised Housing Strategy  

 Mix of uses London Plan  

 Urban design London Plan; 

 Tall buildings/views London Plan, Revised View Management Framework SPG 

 Inclusive access London Plan; Accessible London: achieving an inclusive 
environment SPG; Planning and Access for Disabled People: a 
good practice guide (ODPM) 

 Climate Change London Plan; Sustainable Design and Construction SPG; Mayor’s 
Climate Change Adaptation Strategy; Mayor’s Climate Change 
Mitigation and Energy Strategy; Mayor’s Water Strategy  

 Ambient noise London Plan; the Mayor’s Ambient Noise Strategy; 

 Air quality London Plan; the Mayor’s Air Quality Strategy;  

 Transport London Plan; the Mayor’s Transport Strategy; 

 Parking London Plan; the Mayor’s Transport Strategy  
 
 
15 For the purposes of Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, the 
development plan in force for the area is the ‘saved’ polices from the 1994 Enfield Unitary 
Development Plan, the 2010 Enfield Core Strategy and the 2011 London Plan.   
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16 The following are also relevant material considerations:  

 The National Planning Policy Framework and Technical Guide to the National Planning 
Policy Framework 

 The draft Revised Early Minor Alteration to the London Plan 

 New Southgate Masterplan SPD (2011). 

 

Housing 

17 The scheme, in total will deliver 517 residential units (an uplift of 356 units); this net 
increase represents 63.5% of the borough’s annual housing target and London Plan target (Table 
3.1).  The provision of residential accommodation on this site is supported and in line with by 
London Plan policy 3.3.  

Estate renewal  

18 Policy 3.14 of the London Plan resists the loss of housing, including affordable housing, 
unless it is replaced at existing or higher density with equivalent floorspace. Paragraph 3.82 of the 
London Plan gives further advice on the Mayor’s approach to estate renewal.  More detailed 
guidance is set out in Section 20 of the Housing SPG, which clarifies that there should be no net 
loss of affordable housing, calculated on a habitable room basis. Replacement affordable housing 
can be of a different tenure mix where this achieves a better mix of provision.   

19 In this instance, the proposals overall will deliver a net gain of 32 affordable units and an 
increase of 80 rooms on a habitable room basis.  The net increase in affordable provision is 
acceptable and in line with London Plan policy 3.14 and for clarity, a breakdown of the existing 
and proposed affordable mix is given below: 

 Number of units  

Tenure type Existing Proposed Difference (units) 

Social/Affordable Rent 117 93 -24 

Intermediate  0 56 +56 

Total affordable offer 117 149 +32 

Private 44 368 +324 

Overall Total 161 517 +349 

 

Maximum reasonable amount of affordable housing 

20 In line with policy 3.14 private housing that forms part of estate renewal schemes need not 
provide the normal level of additional affordable provision, where this is necessary to cross 
subsidise redevelopment.   

21 The proposed scheme would achieve a 29% provision of affordable housing overall; in order 
to respond to London Plan Policies 3.11, 3.12, the applicant is required to demonstrate that the 
scheme will deliver the maximum reasonable amount of affordable housing and in addition, to 
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satisfy policy 3.14 it should be demonstrated that the private market units will cross-subsidise the 
provision of affordable housing within the proposals. Any financial surplus will be subject to 
London Plan affordable housing policy as normal.  

22 The applicant has submitted a viability appraisal which indicates that the proposals have 
sought to provide the maximum possible amount of affordable housing whilst ensuring the scheme 
remains viable and sustain the overarching aim of estate regeneration.  It is noted that the private 
dwellings would indeed cross-subsidise the provision of affordable housing within the application; 
however, the Council will need to undertake its own detailed assessment to verify this and to verify 
that the 29% affordable provision is indeed the maximum reasonable amount of affordable 
provision the scheme can deliver. The independent assessment should be undertaken before the 
scheme is referred back to the Mayor at stage two. 

Tenure split  

23 As shown in paragraph 21, the proposed scheme will achieve a 29/71 mix of affordable and 
private housing respectively.  It is acknowledged that, as an estate renewal scheme, the priority is 
to seek to improve the mix of the existing estate.  The scheme will be delivering a net increase of 
affordable units and will introduce a number of intermediate units to the estate as well as a higher 
proportion of private units; this new affordable/private mix for the area will promote a range of 
tenures across the estate which is supported in accordance with the principles of London Plan 
policy 3.9. 

24 London Plan policy 3.11 seeks to ensure that 60% of the affordable housing delivered 
through the Plan period is social rented housing, and that 40% is intermediate provision.  The 
Mayor’s recently published proposals for ‘Early Minor Alteration to the London Plan’ clarify that 
affordable rented provision should be included within the 60% component of this split.  

25 Within the affordable housing provision, the scheme would provide 62.4% affordable rent 
and 37.5% intermediate provision. This proposed split generally accords to London Plan policy 3.11 
and it represents a considerable improvement to the existing tenure mix; therefore in this regard 
the scheme is acceptable and in line with London Plan policy 3.11. 

26 The applicant is proposing to replace the existing social rented units with affordable rented 
housing products; although not operated under the same agreements as social rented housing, 
affordable rent is considered an affordable housing product, and is intended to be available to 
those eligible for social rented housing. The applicant has introduced the affordable rent product 
within this estate renewal scheme to respond to this segment of housing need, and to meet the 
decant requirements of the existing estate. The Mayor’s ‘Early Minor Alteration to the London 
Plan’ address the Government’s new affordable rent product and incorporate it within the 
definition of 'affordable housing' in Policy 3.10.  

27 In this regard, it would be useful to understand how the scheme intends to provide all the 
affordable rented units at target rent levels, in order to respond to the requirements of existing 
residents of the estate. This information should be submitted before the scheme is referred back to 
the Mayor at stage two. 

Housing Choice 

28 London Plan policy 3.11 accords priority to family housing within provision. In addition, 
London Plan Policy 3.8 and the associated supplementary planning guidance promote housing 
choice and seek a balanced mix of unit sizes in new developments.  The London Housing Strategy 
sets out strategic housing requirements and Policy 1.1C of the Strategy includes a target for 42% 
of social rented homes to have three or more bedrooms. 
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29 Within the affordable housing provision, the proposed scheme would deliver 14% family 
units overall; within each tenure type this provision equates to 11% (affordable rented 
accommodation) and 3% (intermediate accommodation).  Although this is a welcomed increase of 
affordable family accommodation compared to the existing scheme, currently the scheme fails to 
comply with policy 3.11.  The applicant should consider increasing the number of family units and 
in doing so, provide further information indicating how such an increase would effect the overall 
affordable provision percentage.   

30 For the private element, the scheme will deliver 33% 1 bedroom units, 42% 2 bedroom, 
21% 3 bedroom units and 4% 4 bedroom units; this mix is reasonable for the private element in 
this location. 

Residential standards 

31 Generally the residential quality of the scheme is good, indicators of the residential quality, 
such as the use of cores instead of corridors, and the legibility of core entrances is supported and 
in line with London Plan policy 3.5. 

32 Information submitted illustrates that 1% of units will not meet minimum space standards 
and therefore the scheme fails to fully comply with London Plan policy 3.5 and related Table 3.3.  
These standards contained within policy are minimum standards which developers are encouraged 
to exceed; therefore, the applicant will need to amend the non compliant units so that they do 
meet the minimum standards. 

33 The draft housing SPG sets out that single aspect units should be avoided as they are more 
difficult to naturally ventilate, are more likely to overheat and are less adaptable; north facing 
single aspect units, units exposed to noise exposure categories C or D, or family accommodation (3 
bedroom plus) single aspect are unlikely to be accepted in light of the LHDG.  The applicant has 
confirmed that there will be no north facing single aspect dwellings, which is supported; however, 
the applicant will need to provide further clarity of the total number of single aspect units, if they 
are located within areas where units will be exposed to noise levels noise exposure categories C or 
D.  

Density 

34 As stated in paragraph 10, the site has a public transport accessibility level (PTAL) which 
ranges from four to five.  The site lies in an urban setting, as defined by the London Plan and 
based on the sites PTAL range, a density range of 200 - 700 habitable rooms per hectare (hr/ha) 
should be applied to the scheme as indicated by Table 3.2. 

35 The applicant has shown that using the net residential area, the residential density for the 
scheme is 491.3 hr/ha, which is within levels set out in the London Plan and therefore the scheme 
is acceptable in this regard. 

Children’s play space 

36 Using the methodology within the Mayor’s supplementary planning guidance ‘Providing for 
Children and Young People’s Play and Informal Recreation’ it is anticipated that there will be 
approximately 150 children within the development.  The guidance sets a benchmark of 10 sq.m. 
of useable child playspace to be provided per child, with under-5 child playspace provided on-site. 
As such the development should make provision for 1,500 sq.m. of playspace as a minimum. 

37 With regards to play space provision proposed within the scheme the planning statement 
states that 1,620 sq. m. will be provided which, in terms of quantum, is in line with Mayoral 
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planning policy; however, the breakdown of the 1, 620 sq. m given between the play space 
provision for each age group which has been calculated by the applicant, does not follow the 
methodology given the SPG.  Therefore, the playspace breakdown figures should be revised and 
the play strategy amended accordingly before the scheme is referred back at stage two. 

38 At the pre application stage it was noted that the provision of child play space in terms of 
communal door step play provision was focussed primarily within the southern areas of the site and 
the applicant was requested to justify this approach.  This has not been done and therefore further 
information is required. 

Mix of uses  

Community Use 

39 As part of the estate renewal offer the applicant proposes to include a community centre 
(321 sq. m.), such social infrastructure provision is welcomed as part of an estate renewal package 
and meets London Plan policy 3.16. 

Hotel Use 

40 The applicant is proposing to deliver an 80 bedroom hotel. Policy 4.5 of the London Plan 
seeks to ensure that all new visitor accommodation beyond the Central Activities Zone is focused in 
town centres and opportunity and intensification areas, where there is good public transport access 
to central London and international national transport termini. As the site is not a town centre, 
opportunity area or intensification area, in order to justify a hotel in this location and meet London 
Plan policy,  the need for a sequential test and impact assessment is triggered. 

41 The applicant has provided a thorough, up to date sequential assessment which establishes 
that there are no more preferably located sites which are suitable, available or viable to deliver a 
mid to low range hotel.  In addition to this, the applicant has submitted a ‘Hotel Needs 
Assessment’ which indicates that there is evidence of strong levels of hotel demand in the market 
area for the proposed hotel use, as demonstrated by exceptionally high levels of operating 
performance, in terms of occupancy and achieved room rates, amongst other hotels in the nearby 
areas.  It has been clearly shown that the capacity for a new hotel on the Ladderswood site would 
not significantly impact on either the performance of existing hotels or undermining the potential 
for new hotel development in surrounding town centres and would contribute to the regeneration 
benefits of the site; therefore, such as use is acceptable. 

Employment Use 

42 The proposed scheme includes the provision of six light industrial units (Class B1(c) and (b) 
use) which will comprise 1,554 sq. m in total.  This equates to a net loss of 2, 717 sq. m. of 
employment (B class) floorspace on the site. The site is not designated for employment use within 
the London Plan and therefore the loss of such space does not raise any strategic concerns; the 
creation of new high quality employment space and a mix of uses that will complement the 
residential uses is supported and seen as appropriate in this location. 

43 Whilst the loss of employment/industrial use on this local site does not cause concern at 
the strategic level, the Council should satisfy itself that the loss of employment floorspace on this 
site does not undermine local planning policy and ambitions contained in the Southgate 
Masterplan.  In addition the Council should be satisfied that the commercial units and sizes 
proposed will be viable and will deliver the appropriate uses needed for the regeneration of the 
local area. 
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Urban design 

Layout, scale and massing 

44 The proposed layout is welcomed and will be a vast improvement compared with the 
current development on the site. The reconnection of streets and creation of various character 
zones is supported; however, the character of the various higher-density spaces around the site 
does not seem fully defined.  The main ‘eyelet’ space seems to have an appropriate scale to form 
the development’s centre, but the location of non-residential uses on Station Road, seems to move 
the civic heart of the development towards the southern boundary.    

45 The side elevations of the terrace houses now have street-facing windows which create 
additional surveillance along these streets and is particularly welcome.  In addition, the legibility 
throughout the estate is good and on balance the layout of the development is in line with London 
Plan design policies (Chapter 7) and the Mayor’s design guidance.  The relationship between the 
taller elements of the scheme and the public realm, in particular, within the civic area and the 
scheme’s ‘gateway’ area define a sense of place which is welcomed and in line with London Plan 
policy objectives relating to design.  

46 Currently some minor concerns are raised in relation to the overall scale of the proposed 
development. Although the overall design for the site is considered to be of a high standard and 
well considered, further design justification concerning the scale of the proposed buildings around 
the eyelet needs to be provided by the applicant.  The scale of the proposed buildings in their 
present form, create long, tall elevations which offer little relief.  This could be resolved through 
development of the massing, such as the introduction of gaps between buildings, or variations in 
the roofline.     

47 The Council will also need to be satisfied through its review of sunlight and daylight 
information submitted and its review of local views analysis that the changes of scale between the 
houses and the flatted buildings, when looking from the north, would not be overwhelm or 
overshadow the former or effect the internal quality of the eyelet, which will be dependant on level 
of sunlight penetration. 

48 The proposals offer a series of tall buildings in the southern (lower) part of the site, which is 
located by a major junction on the North Circular Road, leading from Bounds Green station and 
neighbourhood centre.  This taller element of the scheme functions as a gateway, and given the 
proposed design quality is accepted and in line with London Plan policies 7.4 and 7.6. The choice 
of materials is welcomed and will create an appearance appropriate to this site.   The repeating 
nature of the houses, along with their materials, is supported; their design uses elements of the 
London terrace vernacular, which is also welcomed.  In addition, the incorporation of principles of 
‘tenure blindness’ within the internal and external design of the residential element is accepted. 

51 The landscaping contributes to the strong character of the proposed eyelet area and the 
distribution of recreation is focused in this location which will be accessible to all residents; the 
relatively generous size of the space and its design is appropriate and welcomed.  The 
incorporation of defensible space against ground floor dwellings facing the eyelet is also 
welcomed. 

52 Although space for public realm improvements at the corner of the North Circular Road is 
limited following the recent TfL upgrade scheme, the proposal should ensure that its gateway 
aspirations extend to this point, given that it is the point at which many visitors would be likely to 
arrive at the scheme. 
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53 The appearance of the street design appears appropriate; the incorporation of parallel 
parking is supported, and cars would not dominate in street views.  The role of the space between 
the eyelet and Station Road is not clear, other than acting as a connection, and further information 
regarding the mixing of pedestrians and estate traffic in this location should be given before the 
scheme is refereed back to the Mayor at stage two. 

Tall buildings / views 

54 The development is not visible from any of the strategic viewpoints as set out within the 
Mayor’s London View Management Framework (LVMF) supplementary planning guidance.  The 
proposed tall buildings are acceptable in principle in this location, but will be subject to assessment 
of local views by the Council. 

Inclusive access 

55 The applicant has submitted very little information relating to inclusive design; additional 
information should therefore be provided on a number of issues as set out in this section of the 
report so that the proposals meet policy objectives of London Plan Policy 7.2.  This will ensure that 
the proposals achieve the highest standards of accessibility and inclusion (not just the minimum).   

56 It is proposed that all new homes will meet Lifetime Homes Standards and the scheme will 
include wheelchair adaptable homes; however, the amount of wheelchair accessible units has not 
been clarified.  Before the scheme is referred back to the Mayor, the applicant will need to confirm 
that this provision will be 10% of total number of units and that these are spread across a number 
of tenure types and unit sizes in order for the scheme to comply with London plan policies 3.8 and 
7.2.  Further to this, the Council should secure compliance with Lifetime Homes Standards and 
provision of wheelchair accessible units through appropriate planning conditions. 

57 Given the significant number of residential units proposed, the applicant should consider 
providing storage space and charging points for mobility scooters, or where future provision (if 
required) could be accommodated. 
 
58 With regards to the hotel use, at least 10% of new hotel bedrooms will need to be 
wheelchair accessible, which the applicant will need to confirm; the applicant should also submit an 
Accessibility Management Plan which sets out how the continuing management of the hotel will 
ensure the accessible rooms are maintained and managed, in line with London Plan policy 4.5. 

59 Extending the Lifetime Home concept to the neighbourhood level as well as the design of 
the landscaping and the public realm can help to ensure that the public realm, the parking areas, 
the routes to the site and links to adjacent public transport and local services and facilities are also 
designed to be accessible, safe and convenient for everyone, particularly disabled and older people. 
In this regard, before the scheme is referred back at stage two, the applicant will need to: 

 Provide further information regarding dropped kerbs and where these are proposed the 
applicant should consider how this information will be conveyed to blind and partially 
sighted people and such details should be provided. 

 Given the scale of development on this site, any level changes should be minimized, if 
not avoided totally. If the level changes are absolutely unavoidable, the applicant should 
provide justification of this. 

 

Air Quality 

60 London Plan policy 7.14 states that development proposals should achieve reductions in 
pollutant emissions and minimise public exposure to air pollution.  The site is located within an Air 
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Quality Management Area (AQMA) and the applicant has submitted an air quality assessment 
report as part of the planning applcaiotn submission.   

61 The applicant has submitted an air quality assessment, although the methodology used for 
is not robust; for example, no consideration is given to the height of the source or meteorological 
data and ADMS methodology (or suitable equivalent) should be used.  Therefore for the scheme to 
comply with policy 7.14 of the London Plan. 

62 Currently the air quality report only focuses upon the impact of emissions from 
construction, demolition and road vehicles; as an energy centre is proposed (CHP) further 
information will need to be provided by the applicant regarding any impact of emissions from the 
CHP plant as well as dispersion modelling to take into account the impact of the proposed plant on 
the local air quality. Depending on the results of such work, this may lead to additional mitigation 
measures being required.  Stage modelling of emissions and stack heights must be provided; 
further to this, the reports section relating to air quality mitigation is limited and the applicant is 
requested to provide further information in this regard. 

63 The Mayor is currently updating the Best Practice Guidance on the control of dust and 
emissions from construction and demolition, which is due to be published at the end of the year.  
This application will be considered at Enfield’s Planning Committee in January 2013, the applicant 
will therefore need to ensure that all new requirements included in this guidance document are 
followed, particularly those relating to Non Road Mobile Machinery.  The applicant will need to 
demonstrate this before the scheme is referred back at stage two. 

Sustainable development 

Energy strategy 

64 The applicant has broadly followed the energy hierarchy. Sufficient information has been 
provided to understand the proposals as a whole. The proposals are broadly acceptable; however, 
further information is required before the carbon savings can be verified. 

Energy efficiency standards  

65 A range of passive design features and demand reduction measures are proposed to reduce 
the carbon emissions of the proposed development. Both air permeability and heat loss parameters 
will be improved beyond the minimum backstop values required by building regulations. Other 
features include energy efficient lighting and mechanical ventilation with heat recovery. The 
demand for cooling will be minimised through high performance glazing. 

66 It in unclear from the information provided if the scheme will achieve/exceed 2010 Building 
Regulations through energy efficiency alone. For clarity the applicant should confirm the sitewide 
regulated carbon dioxide emissions and savings from energy efficiency alone expressed in tonnes 
of carbon dioxide per annum. The information provided should be presented using the format in 
tables 1 and 2 of the GLA Energy Assessment (September 2011).  This is required before the 
carbon dioxide savings can be measured against Policy 5.2 of the London Plan. 

 

 

District heating 
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67 The applicant has carried out an investigation and there are no existing or planned district 
heating networks within the vicinity of the proposed development. The applicant has, however, 
provided a commitment to ensuring that the development is designed to allow future connection 
to a district heating network should one become available. 

68 The applicant is proposing to install a site heat network which will be supplied from a single 
energy centre (388 sq. m.) and located in the basement of block A.  The applicant should confirm 
that all apartments and all non-domestic building uses will be connected to the site heat network 
and a drawing showing the route of the heat network linking all buildings on the site should be 
provided.  

Combined Heat and Power (CHP) 

69 The applicant is proposing to install a 240 kilowatt gas fired CHP unit as the lead heat 
source for the site heat network. The CHP is sized to provide the domestic hot water load, as well 
as a proportion of the space heating and it will be operational in phase three of the build. Phases 
one and two will temporarily be served by gas boiler plant. 

70 As noted,  for clarity the applicant should confirm the sitewide regulated carbon dioxide 
emissions and savings from CHP alone expressed in tonnes of carbon dioxide per annum in line 
with policy 5.6. 

Renewable energy technologies 

71 The applicant has investigated the feasibility of a range of renewable energy technologies 
and is proposing to install approximately 810 sq. m. of photovoltaic panels (PV’s) across the site, 
which is supported by London Plan policy 5.7.  Again, for clarity the applicant should confirm the 
sitewide regulated carbon dioxide emissions and savings from PV alone expressed in tonnes of 
carbon dioxide per annum. 

Urban greening 

72 The applicant’s proposed reconfiguration of open space and provision of brown/green 
roofs is expected to result in net gains for urban greening at the site and is supported. The 
intention to include additional planning of native biodiverse species is strongly supported in line 
with London Plan policies 5.10, 5.11 and 7.19. The Council should ensure the urban greening 
measures proposed for the site are incorporated within the open space/landscape strategy, and 
appropriately secured by planning condition. 

Sustainable urban drainage 

73 London Plan Policy 5.13 seeks to ensure that development utilises sustainable urban 
drainage systems unless there are practical reasons for not doing so.   The scheme has been 
designed to accommodate sustainable urban drainage measures to control surface water run-off 
including the provision of brown/green roofs, soft landscaping, geocellular/modular systems and 
permeable treatments in hard landscaped areas. The proposals identified are broadly supported, 
and subject to Environment Agency advice, should be consolidated within a site drainage strategy 
and secured by planning condition.  

Noise  

74 The applicant has submitted an acoustic report, which presents day-time and night-time 
noise levels measured between 13th and 14th December 2011 at one measurement location and 
highlights that the site is located in Noise Exposure Category C.  The scope of the noise survey is 
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inadequate and, furthermore, no assessment is made of the impact of noise on, or from, the 
proposed development. Therefore to satisfy London Plan policy 7.15 the applicant will need to 
carry out a full noise survey and noise assessment before the scheme is referred back at stage two. 

Transport  

Transport assessment (TA) 

75 TfL welcomes the submission of a transport assessment, which is generally in line with TfL’s 
Transport assessment best practice guidance. TfL is satisfied that the development will not 
significantly impact on the capacity of the public transport network nearby.  

Car parking  

76 The proposed levels of car for the residential uses (300) and employment (B1 uses, (10)) 
are both below London Plan maximum levels and are deemed acceptable. TfL welcomes the 
provision of Electric Vehicle Charging Points (EVCPs) among the car parking for the scheme’s 
various land uses. This should be secured through condition. TfL accepts that the disabled parking 
provision also meets London Plan standards. 

77 In terms of the hotel, there are no details of coach parking in the transport assessment; 
London Plan policy 6.13 requires a provision on one space per 50 rooms, therefore these designs 
should include space for one coach. However, if it can be demonstrated adequately through the 
delivery and servicing plan (DSP) that coaches can use the service bay, this is acceptable. It is 
noted that the proposed bay must be able to accommodate a coach of 15 metres in length, 
reflecting the swept path analysis of such a vehicle which has already been carried out.  

78 Furthermore, the informal arrangements for taxis mentioned in the transport assessment 
must ensure that adequate facilities are provided for drop off and pick up outside the main hotel 
building. Regarding hotel car parking, in section 2.9 of the transport assessment reference is made 
to this part of the London Plan, but only in relation to sites with a PTAL of one to three. Given the 
site’s PTAL scores set out above, reference should be made, rather, to sites with a PTAL of four to 
six. The London Plan states that in such locations on site provision should be ‘limited to 
operational needs’. TfL accept that, despite its high PTAL the site has an outer London location, 
therefore it should be demonstrated that the 60 spaces proposed for the hotel do not exceed its 
operational requirements.  

Cycle parking  

79 A total of 608  cycle parking spaces are proposed to serve the development proposals which 
meet London Plan standards and is in compliance with London Plan policy 6.9.  

Walking  

80 TfL welcomes the initial review of the pedestrian environment which has been carried out as 
part of the proposals; however, as the applicant suggests in the transport assessment, a more 
detailed audit of routes, links and crossings should be carried out. As is stated in TfL’s guidelines, 
this should be undertaken using the Pedestrian Environment Review System (PERS) and submitted 
to TfL for its consideration. This will help TfL and Enfield Council determine the appropriate scale 
of mitigation required to ensure adequate access to public transport nodes and local facilities by 
foot.  

Public transport   
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81 The transport assessment details proposed changes to the local bus network, particularly a 
redirection of route 382 and the relocation of bus stops on routes 221 and 232 from Station Road. 
TfL has no objections to these changes; however, a number of issues will need to be considered 
before the proposed changes to are implemented.  In terms of redirecting the 382 along Upper 
Park Road, enforcement of parking restrictions and suitable road conditions will need to be 
introduced to the full length of this road.  In terms of new bus stop provision for the redirected 
route, it is TfL’s preference to introduce a pair of stops at the southern part of Palmer’s Road 
rather than maintain the current ‘hail and ride’ operations. This is in accordance with London Plan 
policy 6.7. 

82 Regarding general improvements to the area’s bus stops, TfL welcomes the proposed 
enhancements in terms of new infrastructure and relocations to existing stops. A review of 
surrounding bus stops will be required for compliance with TfL accessibility standards; alterations 
to bus stops would need to be made in agreement with TfL’s Bus Infrastructure Team and secured 
through section 278 agreements. Further discussions with TfL Buses are encouraged as the 
determination of the scheme progresses. 

83 TfL will need to be notified as soon as possible to any proposed changes to the network in 
order to make necessary arrangements prior to disruptions to bus operations. This should be 
reflected in the section 106 agreement. 

Roads 

84 Given the site’s close proximity to the A406 North Circular Road, attention should be given 
to the emerging North Circular Area Action Plan (AAP) which is being produced by TfL in 
conjunction with LB Enfield and encompasses the Ladderswood Estate site. The AAP may have a 
bearing on future developments adjacent to the A406, as the Mayor’s Road Task Force seeks to 
ensure mechanisms are in place for TfL to deliver future improvement schemes to the TLRN in the 
Bounds Green area. The applicant and Enfield Council should be aware of this emerging policy as it 
progresses. 

Construction, deliveries and servicing 

85 A construction logistics plan (CLP) should be submitted to TfL and Enfield Council prior to 
construction works commencing on the site and provision for such should be secured via planning 
condition. Similarly, as above, a full delivery and servicing plan should be submitted to rationalise 
servicing activities for the site; the plan should be approved by the local authority prior to the 
occupation of the site. 

Travel planning  

86 In order to manage travel demand, and in accordance with London Plan policy 6.3, the 
applicant should submit two travel plans for TfL’s consideration. A full travel plan for the 
residential use and a work place travel plan for the businesses and hotel should be developed in 
accordance with Department for Transport and TfL guidance for travel planning.  The travel plan 
must pass the online assessment tool ‘ATTRIBUTE’ and be approved by TfL and Enfield Council 
before the site is occupied. These should be secured through a section 106 agreement. 

 

Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) 

87 The Mayor has introduced a London-wide Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) to help 
implement the London Plan, particularly policies 6.5 and 8.3. The Mayoral CIL formally came into 
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effect on 1 April 2012, and it will be paid on commencement of most new development in Greater 
London 
contribute towards the funding of Crossrail  

88 The Mayor has arranged boroughs into three charging bands. The rate for Enfield Council is 
£20 per sq.m. The required CIL should be confirmed by the applicant and council once the 
components of the development or phase thereof have themselves been finalised.  See the 2010 
regulations:  http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukdsi/2010/9780111492390/contents as amended 
by the 2011 regulations: http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2011/987/made 

89 London borough councils are also able to introduce CIL charges which are payable in 
addition to the Mayor’s CIL.  Enfield Council has yet to adopt a scheme.  

Local planning authority’s position 

90 The scheme will be presented at Enfield’s Planning Committee in January 2013.  At the 
time of writing this report the Council’s formal position is unknown; however, it is known that the 
Council is relatively content with the development proposals subject to further review of planning 
documentation submitted. 

Financial considerations 

91 There are no financial considerations at this stage. 

Conclusion 

92 London Plan policies on housing, mix of uses, urban design, inclusive access, air 
quality, sustainable development, noise and transport are relevant to this application.  The 
application complies with some of these policies but not with others and on balance does not 
comply with the London Plan; the reasons and the potential remedies to issues of  non compliance 
are set out below: 

 Housing: The overall approach to housing renewal is supported.  The application would 
make appropriate re-provision and provide an uplift of both private and affordable housing 
in line with London Plan policy 3.14.  However, an independent assessment of the 
applicants viability assessment will need to be carried out before the scheme can be 
acceptable and in line with polices 3.11and 3.12.  The applicant is requested to increase the 
family provision within the affordable element and in doing so should demonstrate what 
the effect (if any) will be on overall delivery of affordable numbers if the family provision is 
increased.  The applicant is requested to ensure that all units meet the minimum space 
standards set out in London Plan policy 3.5.  Further information and clarification is also 
sought with respect to residential quality (single aspect units) and children’s playspace to 
ensure accordance with London Plan policies 3.5 and 3.6. 

 Mix of uses: The proposed mix of uses is broadly supported. The net loss of employment 
space is not of a strategic concern, the hotel provision is acceptable in line with London 
Plan Policy 4.5 and the provision of community facilities is supported in line with London 
Plan Policy 3.16. 

 Urban design: The proposed design is generally supported in line with London Plan 
policies 7.1, 7.3, 7.4, 7.6 and 7.7; however, before the scheme is referred back to the mayor 
at stage two the applicant will need to submit further design justification concerning the 
scale of the proposed buildings around the ‘eyelet’ area and provide further justification for 
the proposed massing. 

http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukdsi/2010/9780111492390/contents
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2011/987/made
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 Inclusive access: The approach to inclusive access is supported in principle, however, to 
ensure accordance with London Plan policies 3.8 and 7.2, the applicant will need to confirm 
the amount of wheelchair accessible units and amount of wheelchair accessible bedrooms 
within the hotel, both of which should be 10% (minimum).  In addition the applicant will 
need to provide further information as set out in paragraph 59 of this report. 

 Air Quality:  The current information provided as part of the planning submission is not 
robust enough to meet London Plan policy 7.14 and the applicant is requested to provide 
further information and clarity in this regard. 

 Sustainable development:  For clarity the applicant should confirm the overall sitewide 
regulated carbon dioxide emissions and savings after the cumulative effect of energy 
efficiency measures, CHP and renewable energy has been taken into account. This should 
be expressed in tonnes of carbon dioxide per annum. The information provided should be 
presented using the format in Table 1 and 2 of the GLA Energy Assessment, September 
2011.  This is required before the carbon dioxide savings can be measured against Policy 
5.2 of the London Plan. 

 Noise:  The current information provided as part of the planning submission is not robust 
enough to meet London Plan policy 7.15 and the applicant is requested to provide further 
information and clarity in this regard. 

 Transport: The scheme is generally acceptable in transport terms, although further work is 
required by the applicant with respect to coach parking, public transport and service 
planning in accordance with policies contained in chapter six of the London Plan.  
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