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This is the objector’s Supplementary Statement (following an initial objection submitted 16 months
ago). The January 2016 Site allocations DPD did not alter the relevant site requirements and
development guidelines materially.

The Statement is set out in a way that responds clearly to the LP Inspector’s Matters and Issues. It
also identifies matters where we have nothing to add to our previous objection.

Introduction
1.

Allocation SA42 is an area of generally open land called the Highgate Bowl. The objector
owns part of the site allocated for open space which comprises roughly the western third of
this and is occupied by a disused (but not abandoned) garden centre, a separate landscape
contractor’s yard and Whistler’s Cottage, now in residential use. About 10% of the objector’s
site has buildings on it and a further 54% is hard standing used for open sales and storage and
car parking.

2.

As a whole, SA42 is in multiple private ownerships and comprises a variety of buildings and
hard surfaces as well as treed and planted out areas.

3.

The main relevant parts of the DPD are para 2.122 that seeks to make policy to establish the
Bowl as local open space and the relevant requirements and guidelines on page 107 that
require a site-wide masterplan; designation as Strategic Local Open Space (SLOL); and public
routes through the Bowl to unify the open space. The SLOL designation is not borne out by
the evidence base not is it founded in the NPPF. Moreover, it is said to be the means by which
this private owned land will be established as local open space. The designation itself cannot
secure public access to the site.

4.

The requirement for a site-wide masterplan covering all the land and buildings in a variety of
different private ownerships is unnecessary and unduly onerous restriction to any
redevelopment.

5.

The objector contends the allocation of their land (and the Bowl as a whole) as open space is
not justified by the evidence base, that it will not be effective given the public have no rights
to access the Bowl including the objector’s land and the land adjoining it that is all in private
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ownership. In addition, this allocation will not enable the delivery of sustainable development
in accordance with the NPPF.

6.

Pages 40 & 41 of the DM DPD, do not identify the area around the Bowl as one of open
deficiency. Nor is the site intended to be part of the Green Grid. Nor is the Objection site part
of a Local Green Space designation as per NPPF [77].

7.

At a time when the Council need to be making more effective use of their land resource for
housing and employment, the objector contends there is nothing positive in the way the DPD
treats the land owned by the objector.

8.

The following general issues identified by the Inspector are engaged by this Objection and
discussed briefly below:


Matter 2. 4. Is the amount of deliverable land allocated for housing sufficient? (for example
Objection paras 13 and 27h);



Matter 2.6 Has sufficient employment land been identified to meet needs in the short and
long term? (for example Objection para 44);



Matter 2.7. Is development of the site allocations viable? (for example Objection para 48)



Matter 2.10. Can the proposed footpath routes can be delivered? Do they form part of a
key cycle/footpath network sought by other Local Plan policies? (for example Objection
para 71);



Matter 3.SA42 identifies the principal site issues - Whether the site requirements and
development guidelines are justified. Do they lack flexibility? Is the designation of the
Significant Local Open Land justified?

Summary Recent Chronology
9.

The Garden Centre closed in July 2013. In December 2013 the Council adopted the Highgate
Conservation Area Character Appraisal and Management Plan after consultation (the relevant
part is at Annexe 1). In March 2014 the Council refused a nomination to include it in the
Council’s list of Assets of Community Value because of lack of public access.

10.

In October 2014 the Council produced its Open Space Assessment as part of its LP Evidence
Base. Its Figure 7.7 Areas deficient in access to public open space (local and small local level)
plan (copied in the objection) shows no open space deficiency in the area of the Highgate
Bowl. No additional evidence has been produced.
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11.

On 19 October 2015 the Council issued an LDC certifying that Whistler’s Cottage could
lawfully change to residential use.

12.

Capital Gardens landscape and maintenance business continues to operate from the various
sheds in the enclosed and fenced off landscape contractor’s yard, which has been in
operation for 25 years and is enclosed with no public access. It employs around 10 full time
employees and sub-contractors. About 7 vehicles associated with it are parked on the site
overnight. An LDC application was made on 11 May 2016 to confirm the lawfulness of this sui
generis use.

13.

It is also appropriate to remind the Inspector of the appeal decisions in 2012 and 2014
(APP/Y5420/A/11/2159120 and E/2159121 and APP/Y5420/A/14/2219768 and E/2219770)
that sought low density housing on the site and were dismissed on design grounds.
Objection paras 73 and 74 set out the 2014 Inspector’s most relevant remarks.

Sufficient Deliverable Housing Land?
14.

Objection para 81 requested that a small number of very low density high quality houses
should be provided on the site.

15.

Further Alterations to the London Plan (FALP) was only published in March 2015, the same
month as this objection was lodged. The objection did not consider the effect of this. FALP
increased Haringey’s strategic housing target from 820 per annum to 1,502 per annum – an
83% increase. To meet the FALP target, 19,800 net new homes are needed over the Plan
period to 2026.

16.

The Council’s Annual Monitoring Reports do not form part of its evidence base. This may be
because there are anomalies between the Council’s figures for completions from 2011 and
the DCLG statistics (Annexe 2) and shown in Table 1.
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Table 1 Comparison of Haringey and DCLG Housing Completion Statistics
2009/10 2010/11 2011/2 2012/13 2013/14 2014/15 2015/16
LP target

680

680

820

820

820

820

1502

Haringey
(1)
DCLG (2)

629

635

1395

1150

493

643

na

na

na

460

430

250

60

710

(1) 2013/4 and 2014/15 AMRs Summary of Performance against Selected LP Indicators.
(2) DCLG Table 253/a Permanent Dwellings Started and Completed by Tenure and District.
17.

Haringey’s high completion figures in 2011/12 and 2012/13 include the completion of 1148
student bedspaces at (Tottenham) Hale Village called ‘non-conventional housing’ in the
London Plan and legitimately counted towards its target. The DCLG statistics show much
lower completions generally and that only about half the LP target was achieved last year, a
statistic not yet available in any Council document.

18.

AMR 2014/15 Appendix B’s housing trajectory shows that the Council anticipates severe
under-provision of housing over the next five years – the target is 7510 and projected
completions 6616 a shortfall of nearly 1000 dwellings.

19.

On the Council’s figures there is plainly a need to identify sites for new housing and this
should be taken in account in considering the future of the objection site. The objection site
is suitable for some redevelopment for housing.
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20.

The 5-year site supply identified in the AMR (Annexe 3) does not include any sites in this
area.

Employment Land
21.

The site is in employment use at present. The allocation will jeopardise this.

22.

London Plan (2015) projects job numbers in Haringey to rise from 73,000 to 95,000 or by
29.5% over the period 2011-2036 - the greatest increase of any London borough.

23.

The SA42 allocation runs completely contrary to Haringey’s Local Plan aims to accommodate
growth by safeguarding key employment locations and seeking a greater intensity of uses on
sites, so as to increase business and job numbers.

24.

The AMR states in 2014/15, planning permissions resulted in a total net loss of 7,625 sq m of
employment (Class B) floorspace across the Borough. This loss comprised of: loss of 4,605 sq
m of B1 (business) floorspace; loss of 2,456 sq m of B2 (general industrial) floorspace; and
loss of 564 sq m of B8 (storage and distribution) floorspace.

25.

The SA42 allocation to designate this land as open space is completely unjustified on the basis
of the clear need for alternative land uses. It is most surprising the Council is not seeking to
protect the existing employment use and floorspace on this land. While the Council says any
loss of employment land will need to be replaced, the difficulties of finding a suitable
replacement site in this area are obvious.

Is the Allocation Viable?
26.

The allocation is not viable for the reasons summarised in Objection paras 57 and 58.

27.

The Council has since certified the lawfulness of residential use of Whistler’s Cottage. This
has been implemented and generates considerable value. There is business operating or
dormant on most of the remainder. There remains no intention on the part of the objector
to dispose of the land.
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Can the Proposed Footpath Routes be Delivered?
28.

The site extends across the open part of the Bowl and controls access across it. The routes of
the proposed footpaths are vague but would not be permitted across the site because the
Objector has no intention of disposing of the land or allowing public access except in the
circumstances set out in the Objection.

29.

As Objection paras 48-56 indicate, public access would also be inappropriate across the
Harington Project to the east because of the special character of the users of the facility,
through the densely regenerated wooded area immediately to the east because of its nature
conservation significance and across the Highgate School Parade Ground adjoining to the
west because of the severe restrictions on allowing public access to school grounds (not to
mention the difficult topography that inhibits access).

Are the Site Requirements and Development Guidelines Justified and do they Lack
Flexibility?
30.

The relevant site requirements and development guidelines are:
a) An allocation-wide masterplan must be prepared for development proposals to show
they do not compromise co-ordinated development on other sites;
b) Bowl defined as SLOL;
c) Public routes identified to unify open space;
d) The open character of the Bowl is essential to the character of the Conservation Area
and should be retained.

31.

Items b and c are considered under separate headings.

32.

As far as items a and d is concerned, our experience with this type of informal masterplan is
that they are very difficult to achieve in a situation where there are a number of landowners
who may have different visions for the area. The planning authority has no effective power to
enforce an informal master plan of this type. It will act to restrict and frustrate development.

33.

This is a matter that must be resolved through the development guidelines in the DPD rather
than by disparate landowners having a go - and we have set out our views on how these
guidelines should operate in Objection para 81.
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34.

The ill-informed requirement that the site should be designated SLOL is inflexible. It would
place the operation of the landscape contractor’s business in jeopardy contrary to SP9.

Is the SLOL Designation Justified?
35.

This is fully considered in Objection paras 11-27 and 59-67.

These identify the 1998 UDP

Inquiry Inspector’s conclusions that remain entirely relevant and worth repeating – The Bowl
was clearly not a public open space as access to it is extremely limited to places such as the
private garden centre and private school and it does not meet any local recreational needs
and has no recognised nature conservation value. As its value was said to come almost
entirely from its relationship to the historic Highgate Village, this specific value was more
appropriately protected by relevant policies dealing with Highgate village as a conservation
area than policies designed to protect open space.
36.

It seemed wrong to the Inspector to try to force open space policies on a piece of land, about
half of which comprises an artificially raised tarmac parade ground, a garden centre with
substantial areas of hard surfaces and structures and rear gardens. He concluded it was not
SLOL.

37.

Nothing has changed over the intervening 18 years to justify a different conclusion. In
particular, the Bowl remains private and the Council has still has not identified an open space
deficiency in this area or any change in circumstances since its evidence to the 2005 RUDP
Inquiry that it should not be SLOL (0bjection Annexe 1). The Inspectors had no difficulty in
identifying the role of the objection site in the Conservation Area as a determining issue
following the 2012 and 2014 appeal hearings.

38.

The Council’s position now is disturbingly inconsistent with the position it took in 2005 and in
the 2012 and 2014 appeals.

39.

The objection criticised the lack of any evidence base to support the Council’s current
proposals. Despite this, there is no new material in the Council’s evidence base that supports
its U-turn from 2005, 2012 and 2014 in proposing SLOL designation now. This role is also
identified in the Council’s Highgate Conservation Area Character Appraisal and Management

Objection to Matter 3 SA42: Highgate Bowl Site Allocations DPD
July 2016
Michael Burroughs Associates

8

8

Plan adopted in December 2013 after consultation and so a recent document of weight in
planning decision.

40.

The 2014/15 AMR highlights open space makes up more than a quarter of the Borough’s total
area. The proposed site allocation is completely unjustified - there is no requirement for
additional open space locally or in the Borough as a whole.

41.

In summary the SLOL proposal fails to take account of:
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g.
h.
i.
j.
k.
l.
m.

the UPD Inspector’s conclusion in 1998 that the site did not perform a SLOL
function;
the Council’s support for this conclusion against objectors at the 2005 inquiry that
lead to the site not being shown as SLOL;
the fact that 11 years later it is still not shown as a SLOL;
the 2012 and 2014 appeal decisions that identified its role in the Conservation Area;
the 2013 Highgate Conservation Area Character Appraisal that identifies its role in
the Conservation Area;
the Council’s current published view that there is no need for additional open space
in this area;
the private ownership of the site and the Bowl generally;
the lack of public access to the Bowl generally;
the firm indication that there is no intention to release it for open space purposes;
the current established uses of the objection site that should be protected;
the lack of public access to the Bowl generally;
the undesirability of general public access through the Hartington Project and
harrow School grounds;
the dangers of un-overlooked footpaths.

Conclusion
42.

There is no objective justification for the proposed site allocation and the associated Site
Requirements and Development Guidelines. The alternative approach set out in Objection
para 81 is to be preferred in the context of the conservation role of the Bowl described in the
Highgate Conservation Area Appraisal.
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Summary of performance against selected Local Plan indicators
Indicator
Number of
housing
completions

Current
Target
820 additional
homes per year

493
(of which 474
conventional,
loss of -40 nonconventional,
and 59 empty
homes back into
use)

2012/13*
1,150
(of which 606
conventional,
492 nonconventional , 52
long term empty
homes back into
use)

Performance
2011/12*
1,395
(of which 694
conventional,
646 nonconventional , 55
long term empty
homes back into
use)

2013/14

2010/11

2009/10

Action

629

635

Continue to
monitor and review
in light of London
Plan targets.
Allocate sufficient
sites to help meet
identified need over
plan period.

Local Plan
Policy
SP2 Housing

Percentage of
affordable
housing units
delivered

50% of
additional new
homes

26%

51%

44%

48%

43%

Continue to
monitor and
review, taking
account of viability
evidence. Consider
package of targeted
interventions to
help boost delivery.
Housing Zone under
option.

SP2 Housing

Loss of open
space

No loss of areas
of biodiversity
or designated
open spaces;
100% no loss

100%
(no loss)

100%
(no loss)

100%
(no loss)

100%
(no loss)

100%
(no loss)

Policy performing
well. Future
monitoring to take
account of findings
of Open Space and
Biodiversity Study
update.

SP13 Open
Space and
Biodiversity

Future
Target
820
additional
homes per
year (20112014).
Target
subject to
Further
Alterations
to the
London Plan,
as proposed
1,502 homes
per year
(2015-2026)
.
Future
targets
subject to
outcomes of
Strategic
Policies
review and
alterations,
along with
updated
viability
evidence.
No loss of
areas of
biodiversity
or
designated
open spaces;
100% no
loss
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Summary of performance against selected Local Plan indicators
Corporate
Plan
Priority

Indicator

Performance

Priority 4
Priority 5

Housing
delivery /
number of
housing
completions

646 net units
(of which 642
conventional,
loss of -40 nonconventional,
and 44 empty
homes brought
back into use.

493 net units
(of which 474
conventional,
loss of -40 nonconventional,
and 59 empty
homes back into
use)

1,150 net units
(of which 606
conventional,
492 nonconventional , 52
long term empty
homes back into
use)

Priority 4
Priority 5

Affordable
housing units
(gross units)

54%

26%

Priority 4

Protection of
employment
(Class B) land
and floorspace

Permissions Net of loss of
7,625 sq m
comprising:
-4,605 B1
- 2,456 B2
+564 B8

Permissions Net loss of 4,071
sq m
comprising:
-4,687 B1
-1,101 B2
+1,717 B8

2014/15

2013/14

Current
target

Future
target

Local
Plan
policy

Action

1,395 net units
(of which 694
conventional,
646 nonconventional , 55
long term empty
homes back into
use)

820
additional
homes per
year

1,502
additional
homes per
year

SP2

51%

44%

50%

40%

SP2

Permissions Net loss of
31,716 sq m
Comprising:
-30,986 B1 and
-730 B2/B8

Permissions Net loss of
11,500 sq m
Comprising:
+8,700 B1,
-20,200 B2/B8

Protect B
Class land/
floorspace
to meet
forecast
demand of
137,000 sq
m
floorspace

Protect B
class land/
floorspace
to meet
forecast
demand of
23,000 sq
m
floorspace

SP8

On course to
meet strategic
housing target.
Revised
London Plan
(2015) target to
take effect in
FY2015.
Monitor
delivery
against new
target.
New target
proposed on
basis of
updated
viability
evidence.
Review
outcomes of
Housing Bill.
Policy
performing most Class B
floorspace lost
outside of
designated
areas and to
‘Prior
Approval’
process for
change of use.
Emerging DM
DPD gives
greater
protection to
non-

2012/13

2011/12
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5 years of 1,502 (7,510)
+5% (376)

A6.

The table below demonstrates that Haringey has a sufficient supply of housing land
to meet its Five-Year Housing Supply targets plus 5%. Overall, the supply of new
homes to be delivered between April 2016 and March 2021 is calculated at 8,653
net additional units, which is above the overall five year London Plan target (+the
NPPF 5% buffer )for Haringey of 7,886 by 767 units . Haringey therefore has a
supply of housing land over the next five years to meet 5.48 years of its annualized
housing target. This picture is further improved when past over delivery of homes is
taken into account. As shown in Appendix B of this AMR, over the plan period to
date Haringey has exceeded its cumulative housing target requirement by 408
dwellings since 2011/12. Applying the Sedgefield Method this oversupply reduces
the five year requirement to 7,671 dwellings (including the 5% buffer) and marginally
improves supply to 5.93 years. 1

A8.

All large sites are included in the submission drafts of the Site Allocations or
Tottenham Area Action Plan documents. Please see www.haringey.gov.uk/localplan
for more detail.

Sites within the Five Year Housing Supply
Large Site (>10 units)

1

Site Name

Net Units

Site Name

Clarendon Square

1,080

St Ann's Hospital

456

Hornsey Depot

440

St Luke's Hospital
Hornsey Town Hall
Highgate Magistrates
Court

161
123

North of Hornsey Rail
Depot
Wood Green Cultural
Centre (South)
Cranwood & St James'

82

Station Interchange

138

56 Muswell Hill

28

Station Square West

297

Pembroke Works,
Hornsey

42

Hale Wharf

405

Apex House

63

Welbourne Centre &
Monument Way

180

Saltram Close

15

Tottenham Chances
399 High Road

34

530-536 High Road
N17 9SX
7 Bruce Grove N17
6RA

30 Muswell Hill N10
3TA
Tottenham Police
Station and
Reynardson Court

Net Units
13
13
70
355
35

12
15

The Liverpool Method improves supply to 6.05 years
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Hawes & Curtis
Florentia Court, Vale
Road

73

Red House, West
Green

28

12

5 Bruce Grove

13

14a Willoughby Road

25

Pretoria Road

52

159 Tottenham Lane

18

77 Muswell Hill

27

Lawrence Rd 2

178

Ashley Road North

147

30 Muswell Hill
Imperial House,
Willoughby Lane

12

638 High Road
624 Tottenham High
Road

26

Tottenham Hotspur
Stadium
Hale Village & Hale
Tower

40

42

530

Land Rear of 318 – 320
High Road
72-72a Willoughby
Lane

Ward's Corner

163

Ashley Road South

444

Lawrence Rd

263

Coppetts Wood
Hospital

21

Keston Centre

70

585

4,423

18
15

2,436

Probable Large Site (>10 units) - capped at 50% capacity

2

Clarendon Gateway

98

Bruce Grove Snooker
Hall & Banqueting Suite

28

Finsbury Park Bowling
Alley

82

Park View & Durnsford
Road

66

High Road West

100

Cross Lane

20

Highgate station and
Gonnerman

21

Gouley Triangle

50

Station Square North
Tottenham Delivery
Office

106

Park Rd & Lynton Road
Herbert Road and
Constable Crescent

21

Fountayn Road

56

80
543
4,966

66
251
2,687

Total Large Sites

7,653

Small Sites (<10 units) (200 per annum)

1,000

Five Year Housing Supply Total

8,653

2

In line with the London SHLAA probability methodology for assessing the capacities of large sites across
London, we have assumed an additional 50% capacity from ‘probable’ deliverable sites coming forward in the
5 year period. These sites could deliver 790 additional units.
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