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1.  Introduction

1.1 My name is Mario Petrou and I have been a Haringey resident since birth; I know the people and the layout of the borough very well.  During my years spent as a retailer in Haringey, I became involved in attempts to regenerate parts of the borough and also involved in other non-political initiatives to improve our society.

1.2 I currently have the honour of chairing the Park and Priory Village Business and Retail Association and the Save St. Ann’s Hospital Campaign Group.  I am also a member of several other national and local business and community groups.  

1.3 The concept of GreenN4&N15 as a group, came about from a community-organised public meeting held on 5/9/05.  There are presently over 80 people on our email database.  

1.4 We are concerned about quality of life issues which affect the whole of Haringey.  We regretfully do not believe this proposal optimises the site’s potential or the potential of Haringey’s businesses and residents.  

1.5 GreenN4&N15 fully supports the reasons given by Haringey Council on 10th October when it did not grant planning consent.

2.  The site and surrounding areas

2.1 The appeal site, Ferme Park Depot, N8, is accessed by road from Cranford Way via Tottenham Lane and by the east coast railway.  

2.2 The site lies between Uplands Road to the west and Wightman Road and an ecological corridor in the east.  The Stroud Green Railway Embankment rising up to Chettle court flats, adjoins the site in the south. 

2.3 There are 8 infant, junior and primary schools in the surrounding area, 2 secondary schools, and a number of pre-schools, community groups and places of worship.  

2.4 Some of the trunk roads leading to and from the proposed site have bridges and/or weight restrictions.  

2.5 The east coast railway divides the borough in half, literally into east and west Haringey.  According to the Haringey Health Report 2003, the people in the east, on the wrong side of the tracks, die 13.1 years longer than people in the west.  East Haringey is amongst the most deprived areas in the country; the west is relatively affluent.

3. Anomalies

3.1 It is as well before proceeding that the actual size of the site is clarified.  In the report by Firstplan accompanying LC’s planning application to LPA (2/12/03), section 4, site and surrounding areas, page 5, paragraph 4.1 states that “the application site extends to approximately 1.161 hectares”.  
3.2 This is then repeated about 1½ years after in Firstplan’s revised and updated accompanying report June 2005 section 4, site and surrounding areas, page 9, paragraph 4.1 states that “the application site extends to approximately 1.161 hectares”.

3.3 However, in the appellant’s statement of case 14/11/05 which was again prepared by Firstplan, at section 2, site and surrounding areas, page 1, paragraph 2.1, it states “the appeal site extends to approximately 0.9 ha”.

Which is it?  Is the area of the site 0.9 or 1.161 ha?

Or is it any other size?

If so, what size is it?

3.4 Both aforementioned Firstplan accompanying reports state, the first 2/12/03, section 2, LC’s current business, page 2, paragraph 2.4, and the second June ’05 section 2, LC operations, page 5 at 2.6 “LC will compete with existing concrete batching plants which are supplied by aggregates imported by road, resulting in fewer HGV movements in the borough”.
3.5 Whilst the first clause of the sentence is undoubtedly true, the closing phrase is not.  As the only 3 road-served plants the report can be reasonably referring to are based, down the road, approximately 3 miles away in Edmonton which are served from the north.  A reduction in HGV numbers is not possible given the weekly 6-day trips in excess of at least 300 HGV movements and a number of unspecified H/MGV movements by LC’s own customers’ vehicles.  There is no evidence to indicate the current number of cement-mixers traversing Haringey is anywhere near as high as that week-in and week-out at the moment.  In addition, if LC were operating out of Haringey, would competitors seek to stop delivering to or stop traversing the borough?  The answer must be no, as competition will do deals with potential customers and lower their price to compete with LC.  We request the phrase “resulting in fewer movements in the borough” be struck out of the evidence.   
3.6 Firstplan’s revised and updated June 2005 report accompanying LC’s planning application, practically devotes a whole section to the Tolworth appeal decision 25/10/04.
3.7 There appear to be 2 anomalies in section 9, other relevant planning considerations, page 32, paragraph 9.13 and page 33, paragraph 9.14.  

3.8 The inspector did not state paragraphs 9.13 or 9.14, at least not where the Firstplan report states he did.  However, the way the paragraphs are presented makes them appear as the inspector’s own words.  We request paragraphs 9.13 and 9.14 and their claims be struck out of the evidence.
4. Community Perspective

4.1 The following community perspectives came out and were openly debated at a community-organised public meeting on 5/9/05.  

4.2 The broad section of the community which attended, included representatives from business associations, parent governors, cross-party political representation (including 2 Labour and 2 LibDem councillors), residents’ associations and a number of residents in an individual capacity.  
4.3 The public meeting unanimously agreed the merit (we thought absolutely essential) of national, regional and local transport strategies and in particular rail transport strategies.  To ensure a balanced debate and to counter claims of nimbyism, Green Party parliamentary prospective candidate for Tottenham, Pete McAskie, and a number of keen environmentalists were especially invited.  

4.4 The meeting concluded that the effects of the various issues to do with traffic, economic impact, dust, noise, health, safety, visual and ecological impacts, associated with the operation of a concrete batching plant, radiated outwards 360o in all directions to lesser or greater degrees; that the type and degree of impact was specific or overlapped dependent on proximity and location to the proposal; also that the business, social and environmental cost to the community would outweigh the national benefit of reduced HGV movements from this particular proposal in this specific environment.  
5.  Traffic

5.1 Firstplan’s revised and updated report accompanying LC’s planning application June 2005, Appendix 1, contains a letter from London Rail by Richard Wallace, Head of Rail Industry Liaison 30/9/04.  Appendix 2 contains a letter from EWS by Gordon Cox, Account Manager Conpet 3/3/05.  London Rail’s letter in essence gives the proposal its blessing, as does the EWS’s letter which also points out operational use rights.
5.2 In short, Ferme Park may seem like an appropriate location for a rail-served aggregate plant, but a number of surrounding trunk roads and what may be termed arterial routes, though suitable for cars, are not suitable for HGV traffic due to bridges and/or weight restrictions or narrowness of roads. 

5.3 Firstplan’s revised and updated report accompanying LC’s planning application, in section 2, LC operations, page 4, paragraph 2.5 states “as a consequence of the low stock life of ready-mix concrete, the market for concrete is a maximum of approximately 4-5 miles from the production plant”.  

5.4 The problems with weight-restricted and narrow roads is best illustrated with a simple example.  If LC had a delivery to Finsbury Park (about a mile or so as the crow flies), an HGV couldn’t use Wightman Road due to a 7.5T weight restriction on a bridge.  The alternative would be by a very tight turn into Church Lane past a school into Turnpike Lane, Green Lanes and Seven Sisters Road, or Tottenham Lane, Ferme Park Road, Stapleton Hall Road and Stroud Green Road.  

5.5 Turnpike Lane is often at a standstill.  Buses and HGVs which use the road, do so with some difficulty.  It is also used by the businesses of Wood Green Town Centre; classed by the London Plan as one of London’s 10 Metropolitan Shopping Centres.  Green Lanes is almost perpetually congested, not helped by the closure of the Gardens area which is in St. Ann’s Ward and is almost 40% of its size.  See Statement of Case, Appendix B.  “Traffic Jam Halts 999 Firefighters” and “What a Load of Bollards.”  
5.6 If the roads were empty, the distance would be about 3 miles or so, in the upper level of the mixed-concrete shelf life.  
5.7 The other access to Finsbury Park is by going down Tottenham Lane, turning a tight left at the junction with Ferme Park Road by a mini-roundabout with a history of accidents.  A notable one is a bus which overshot the roundabout and went straight into the building on the corner which demolished the property and damaged the integrity of the structure of the neighbouring building, almost bringing it down too 21/7/01.  
5.8 Ferme Park Road is narrow and often congested, cars have to park on the pavement.  It leads into Stapleton Hall Road which is essentially a residential road.  There have been concerns about the use of narrow, mainly residential roads being used for some time as through routes for large vehicles.  See Statement of Case, Appendix B.  “B-roads listing on maps is ludicrous say residents.”  Representations were made in the revised UDP regarding the classification of roads.
5.9 A sharp left term is required from Stapleton Hall Road into Stroud Green Road which itself is narrow and congested.  It is not an easy journey for an HGV to make.

5.10 The easiest and most direct route to Finsbury Park is via Tottenham Lane, Crouch Hill and Stroud Green Road is not possible due to a 7.5T weight restriction on a bridge which crosses over Crouch Hill.  

5.11 Another route is via Tottenham Lane, Crouch End Hill, Hornsey Rise and Hornsey Road.  Hornsey Rise is quite narrow in places and often congested, as is Hornsey Road, but in any case it leads and is nearer to Lower Holloway than Finsbury Park.  

5.12 There are similar difficulties for HGVs to access other delivery locations.  For example, when using the narrow, twisting and congested Hornsey Park Road to reach Wood Green, Bounds Green, Palmers Green, Arnos Grove, the North Circular Road, the Great Cambridge Road etc.  There is a particular concern as to the impact on the vitality and viability of Wood Green Shopping Centre as it is an absolutely vital employment provider and contributor to the economy.  

5.13 It is believed by many residents that LC will get round road transportation difficulties by either taking unsafe short-cuts through residential and/or weight-restricted roads, or by using more frequent and even regular use of the more environmentally hazardous means of dry batch mixing which will allow a longer time period for delivery.

5.14 EWS pointed out in its letter 3/3/05 that it has operational use rights but in effect it will act as a station for incoming goods which have a limited shelf life and are difficult to distribute.

6. Employment

6.1 The report to the Executive:  the Draft London Plan 17/9/02, paragraph 6.14 states “information for job growth since 1989 puts Haringey amongst those who have had net loss of jobs (ie less than zero growth).  The (London) Plan shows Haringey as having the lowest number of jobs in London.”

6.2 The Haringey Crime and Drugs Audit 2004 shows that youth unemployment in Haringey is 2½ times the London average.

6.3 The London Plan identifies Haringey as forming a part of the North London Sub-Region and defines it as a borough suitable for small business and cultural enterprises.

6.4 It becomes fairly obvious when reading the employment chapter in the Revised Deposit Consultation Draft UDP that the policies are in line with the mayor’s designation and increasing the employment potential of land is a priority. The Ferme Park depot could have been designated in the UDP as suitable for mixed development or as a retail park but the intent was to retain light industry and storage use as there is a shortfall of such types of facility in Haringey.  
6.5 There are a number of concerns that businesses will have been put off leasing units and that existing ones will be forced out due to the operations of the plant.  This would also make the site unsuitable for light industry and storage but attractive to similar types of operations such as asphalt manufacturing.
6.6 The appellant has misunderstood the intended use of the site by the LPA and the proposal is at odds with the nature of the DEA designation which is to encourage employment opportunities.

6.7 The council wishes to ensure that local firms are not forced out of business by development proposals, the Revised Deposit Consultation Draft UDP EMP5 promoting employment uses, page 115, paragraph 5.26 (b) “if it is on the edge and adjacent to a DEA, the proposal does not unduly prohibit the continuing operation of existing employment generating uses or compromise the employment status of the area”.

6.8 It is thought that relative to its size, the proposal offers fewer employment opportunities than other existing businesses.  

6.9 In the appeal decision on Tolworth 25/10/04 paragraph 14 states, “The appellant company is not seeking to grow the concrete market in SW London”.

6.10 Firstplan’s report accompanying the planning application 2/12/03 section 1, Introduction, page 1, paragraph 1.4 states “the proposal will have considerable environmental benefits and the strategic location of the application site in relation to the principle road network, makes it particularly appropriate for the proposed route”.
6.11 Firstplan’s updated and revised report accompanying the planning application of June 2005, section 2, London LC operation, page 4, paragraph 2.3 states “This is essentially a low-cost bulk material and the cost of transportation is a significant factor in the delivered price”. 

6.12 In answer to 6.9, 6.10 and 6.11, when it is considered that Haringey is surrounded by concrete batching plants, 3 are just a stone’s throw away in nearby Edmonton and another 2 rail-served are in nearby King’s Cross, it is clear that the market is saturated with concrete and that the various operators are lining up for a price war.  
6.13 Whatever the experts say, the community believes there are numerous serious health risks; the national environmental benefits are outweighed by multiple adverse impacts on a local level and that the local road network is stressed to capacity and is inadequate to cope with large vehicles.  

6.14 As it states in Minerals Planning Guidance 6, paragraph 2, “aggregates have environmental implications for communities and landscapes and must be carefully balanced with need for the material”. 

Paragraph 20 states “demand for aggregates based on projections cannot be used as precise figures”.  

Paragraph 29 states “relatively low price of primary aggregates discourages use of all available resources”.  

6.15 Once again, GreenN4&N15 appreciate the value of rail transport and understand the need for transport strategies but given the concerns of traffic, employment, health, safety, dust, noise, ecological and visual impact associated with the proposal, we object in the strongest possible terms to consent being granted.  

7. Dust
7.1 The Smith Grant Airborne Dust Assessment for London Concrete Ltd, November 2003, states at ch. 3, Proposed Development, page 3, paragraph 3.2 “Some dry batching will also be carried out”.  
7.2 Given the difficulty an HGV would face in getting from A to B for even the shortest journeys in Haringey, as demonstrated in the preceding section on traffic, dry batching is a cause for concern.  
How can any safety assurance made by LC with regard to dry batching be effectively monitored? 

7.3 In the same chapter and page, paragraphs 3.4 and 3.5, are detailed the safety mechanisms in place to prevent overfilling.  

What happens if there is a power failure once the filling process has started and the butterfly valve on the inlet line fails to close?

7.4 In the same chapter on page 4, paragraph 5.1 (5.1.1) informs us that the prevailing wind flow data used was from the Heathrow rose and during the period January 1986 to December 1995.

Why was more recent data, which is available, not used?

7.5 In the same Airborne Dust Assessment by Smith Grant, chapter 5, baseline conditions, page 7, paragraph 5.3.7 informs us that between 1999/2000 and 2001, air quality in Haringey exceeded the NAQS objective by about 25% and that it is predicted to exceed the NAQS objective until 2007.  
When considering the high rates of children with asthma and the dense, residential nature of the surrounding area, GreenN4&N15 strongly wish to see the precautionary principle engaged.  
7.6 In the same airborne dust assessment by Smith Grant, chapter 7, assessment of impacts, page 9, paragraph 7.1.3, the deposition rate of 20 mg/m2/day, although one quarter of the area’s likely background rate, does not take account of the cumulative effect or give the maximum levels of dust deposition that a similar plant as the proposal would emit (and does not identify the location of the plant that was used to collate the data)!
7.7 In the same chapter 7, page 10, paragraphs 7.3.3. it shows that the wind blows strongly and  more frequently towards Wightman Road and east Haringey than any other direction and that Wightman Road is at most risk of being affected by wind-blown dust than any other area.  
Since the proposal has now been reorientated to face east Haringey instead of west Haringey, the impact of dust has not been reconsidered!  In any case, we are very concerned about the proximity of the proposal to Chettle Court  playground and initially thought it wholly unacceptable.  We are still of the same opinion even though the proposal has now been reorientated to face east.  
7.8 For example, in the same report in the preceding paragraph at 7.3.2, it states dust emissions are less likely to be carried up the slope and towards Chettle Court.  Although, as the Peer Review by Casella Stanger in chapter 5, critique, sub-heading site assessment, page 8, paragraph 2 states “however this is difficult to prove due to the complex effects that hills have on wind flow, air mixing and dispersion” (or updraft to the less technically minded) .  
If we were to accept Smith Grant’s assertion that dust particulates are less likely to be carried up a slope, then is it not fair to say they are likely to be blown down a slope?  
7.9 Wightman Road, Smith Grant informed us on page 4, paragraph 4,  is 130m away.  What it does not say, is that just past Wightman Road, down a slope, lies South Harringay Infant and Junior Schools and by the junction of Wightman Road and Cavendish Road, by the side of St. Paul’s Church, is the Little Jewels Pre-School.  Further down the Ladder slope is Green Lanes where many shops sell fresh fruit and vegetables that are exposed to the atmosphere.  
Nowhere in the dust reports or the addendum do they mention the impact on the above sensitive receptors which are just outside the 200m zone but downwind and down slope of the proposal!  
7.10 The Smith Grant report in chapter 7, page 11, paragraph 7.4.1 goes on to inform that the DMRB model that was used to estimate PM10 and NO2 emissions “provide a slightly conservative assessment of impact in most cases”.
It is not right that older wind rose data was used to estimate wind flow, that most of the tests measuring pollution were in the upper registers of acceptability and some like the NAQS exceeded them, that screening models giving conservative readings were used and that “PM10 emissions have only been investigated by the DMRB assessment that took into account the impact of vehicle emissions”.   (Casella Stangar page 9, 5.7, second paragraph).  

7.11 Given the proposal is by highly residential areas, only the very best and most stringent of assessments should be acceptable.  GreenN4&N15 strongly object to consent being granted to the appellant.
8.
Other Objections

8.1
Health

According to the Haringey Health Report 2003, on our “wrong side of the tracks” we die 13.1 years younger than people in the west and suffer from high rates of cancer, heart disease and TB.  

The Health Report also shows Harringay (& Hornsey) ward has one of the highest hospital admission rates for children with asthma in the borough, that overall Haringey often has above average rates than other boroughs, which presumably means Harringay has one of the highest children’s asthma rates in the country, and it goes on to show St Ann’s ward as having the highest rates for people whose health was not good and for limiting long-term illness.

East Haringey is astonishingly dense and has HMO/Conversion rates of over 62%.  We live in smaller, poorer, overcrowded houses, crime rates are high, youth unemployment is 2½ times the London average (Crime & Drugs Audit 2001-04),and our roads are badly congested and polluted.

8.2
Safety

GreenN4&N15 has a myriad of concerns regarding the safety of pedestrians and cyclists.  It appears the peak operating time is in the morning around the same time children are making their way to school.  On Haringey’s congested roads with its narrow pavements this may have fatal consequences and again we d that the precautionary principle be engaged and that the appellant be refused consent.  
8.3
Noise

GreenN4&N15 object to the proposal on the grounds of noise.  There has been no additional screening proposed against the effects of noise in particular on Wightman Road and the top of the Ladder roads which adjoin it.

8.4
Ecology

There are objections the proposal will have a potential detrimental impact on the adjoining Stroud Green Railway Bank and the contiguous Wightman Road Ecological Corridor; that it would seriously threaten the vitality of fauna and flora and in the long term cause their demise.
8.5
Visual impact

There are strong objections from Chettle Court, Uplands Road and Wightman Road residents that the design is too bulky, unsightly and obtrusive on the landscape.  The site consists of mainly warehouses and has a uniform appearance.  The visual impact of an approximate 50 foot giant batching plant will stick out like a sore thumb and have an undeniable impact on the area.
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