
Planning Applications Sub-Committee10/10/2005

Item No.  0
REPORT FOR CONSIDERATION AT PLANNING APPLICATION SUB-COMMITTEE

	Reference No:   HGY/2005/0007
	Ward: Hornsey

	Date received: 02/12/2004             Last amended date: 27 June 2005

Drawing number of plans FP/01, 2416/10/D, 2416/20/C
Address: Ferme Park Depot, Cranford WayN8  9DG
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PLANNING DESIGNATIONS

Defined Employment Area

ROAD - BOROUGH
Officer Contact:     David Paton
RECOMMENDATION

REFUSE PERMISSION
SITE AND SURROUNDINGS

The site is located at the southern end of Cranford Way Industrial Estate.  It comprises operational railway land within Ferme Park sidings on the western side of the East Coast Main Line between Haringey and Hornsey stations.  There is a slight rise from the end of Cranford Way onto the site, but the area is generally flat and open due to the adjacent railway.  There are 3 tall silos on the sidings land immediately adjacent to the application site.  The site is at the bottom of a hill at the top of which stands Chettle Court.  Uplands Road descends this hill.  As a result the lower numbered Uplands Road addresses and the Chettle Court flats have a view over the site and the railway tracks (although this is screened by trees especially in summer), and would look down on the development.

To the east of the site is the East Coast Main Line, an ecological corridor, with the houses of Wightman Road beyond.  To the south lies the Stroud Green Railway Embankment a steeply sloping bank covered in trees and scrub and a site of Local Ecological Importance that leads up to Chettle Court.  To the west and south west are houses on Uplands Road and to the north and north west warehouses in the industrial estate.

Chettle Court and Uplands Road houses would be the nearest residential accommodation to the proposed batching plant, being between 100m. and 130m. away, although there are children’s play facilities in front of Chettle Court that are slightly closer.  The rear garden boundaries of the Wightman Road houses would be about 150m. away from the development.  Weston Park Primary School is 220m. away and the South Harringay Schools 420m.

Access to the site would be along Cranford Way, a private road off Tottenham Lane about 120m. south of Hornsey station.  Tottenham Lane is one-way south bound at this point, with north bound traffic using Church Lane.  Cranford Way is approximately 630m. long, with the entrance to the site at its southern end, and this main spine road is two way.  There is however a loop at the southern end providing a one way northbound route (that is towards Tottenham Lane) between the back of Units 7 to 11 Cranford Way and the rear garden boundaries of nos. 40 to 94 Uplands Road (the road is within 2m.of the gardens).  At its southern end this loop road is lower than the adjacent gardens, but by the time it reaches the last 6 houses or so, it is at a higher level than the gardens.  The Uplands Road gardens are only 4m. long.  After passing no. 90 Uplands Road the loop road veers away from the houses, creating a treed triangular buffer of land between it and houses and rejoins the main branch of Cranford Way just to the north of Unit 6.

There are a number of potentially “dust-sensitive” occupiers on the estate, such as Tradewinds, a silk screen printer, and BFP Wholesale, a bakery ingredients distributor, and the Botswana Meat Commission Ecco Cold Store which is at the entrance to the estate.  Adjacent to the cold store (at the rear) is a building suppliers yard that has a separate access point off Tottenham Lane.  Units 10 and 11, at the southern end of the estate nearest to the site, are currently vacant.

PLANNING HISTORY

June 2004 - application (ref. HGY/2004/1265) for new concrete batching plant.  Appeal against non-determination lodged, public enquiry programmed for December.

DETAILS OF PROPOSAL

The proposal is to erect a concrete batching plant on the site.  All aggregates would be brought in to the site by rail, but cement would be delivered by road and all concrete would leave the site by road.  The scheme comprises 3 different elements.  

Aggregates would be brought to the site by rail.  Three train loads a week would be required.  EWS have advised that the likely path times will result in expected arrival at Ferme Park at 06.40 hours and departure at 10.15 hours (these times are at the discretion of Network Rail).

Aggregates would be discharged, inside a shed, from the bottom of wagons directly on to a covered conveyor.  The construction of this part of the facility would fall within the definition of development by railway undertakers on their operational land, required in connection with the movement of traffic by rail and would be permitted development.

Cement would be delivered by road tanker 3 times a day.  The tankers are sealed and discharge the cement into the silos via a sealed flexible hose connection using compressed air.  A pressure valve would be fitted to the top of each silo, and if a pressure valve lifts, a butterfly valve on the inlet will close automatically.  This closes a pressure-activated valve on the tanker, stopping the delivery.

5 concrete mixer trucks, each with a capacity of 8 cu. m., would be based at the plant, each making 5 deliveries a day, totalling 25 deliveries per day, giving rise to 50 lorry movements.  Cement tanker deliveries would add 6 lorry movements a day.  Some customers would collect mixed concrete themselves for small individual developments, and the average number of trips of this kind to other of the applicant’s plants is 2.5 per day (these are small collections typically of 1 cu. m. using small pick-up trucks).  A total of 10 employees (including truck drivers) would be based at the plant, and it is estimated that these workers would give rise to no more than 20 car movements a day. 

The capacity of the plant is limited by the number of mixer delivery trucks based at the plant, and therefore the amount of concrete that can be successfully delivered to sites.  The applicants are happy to accept a condition limiting the number of trucks to 5, thus limiting the capacity of the plant and the extent of its demand for aggregates and cement.

After delivery the aggregates would be carried a distance of 98m. by covered conveyor to discharge into the top of 3 fully enclosed storage hoppers.  This structure would be 29m. long, 15.5m. high and 8m. wide.  Aggregates would then be taken from the bottom of the hoppers by covered conveyor to discharge into the top of the overhead storage bins of the batching plant itself.  Alongside these storage bins are integral cement silos and the mixer truck loading bay.  Extraction ducts will carry any dust from weighing and loading areas into the aggregates hoppers.  The batching plant is also fully enclosed (apart from the actual discharge point into the lorry) and would be 15.3m. high.  Alongside the loading bay would be a 5m. high acoustic screen with cantilevered top to screen the bay from Chettle Court.

Adjacent to the batching plant would be a 2 storey “Portacabin” structure housing staff facilities and the office.  Concrete is weighed and mixed in proportions calculated and released automatically by computer control.  The mix is discharged wet into the mixer truck. Dry batching would take place occasionally when “maintenance is required to the wet pan”: cement and aggregates are separately weighed and are then discharged with water and additives into mixer trucks for transporting to the construction site in the usual way.

The yard area would be concreted and laid to drain into 3 settlement pits at the rear of the site.  These would comprise below ground tanks, and water used for cleaning the yard and trucks would flow into the first tank where solid material would sink to the bottom, then into a second tank where the process is repeated and finally into a third tank.  Water from this tank is recycled back into the batching process.  There would also be a 2m. high washout trough and drying bay.  The dirt washed from the concrete apron and from the lorries would be carted away by specialist contractors for disposal when dried out.

For information, there are at present no concrete batching plants in Haringey.  There are 6 in neighbouring boroughs: 3 in Edmonton and 3 at Kings Cross.  2 of those at Kings Cross are rail-served.

CONSULTATION

14/01/2005
Newspaper advertisement

Local residents and businesses:

First application HGY/2004/1265 (now subject to appeal) - 850 local residents and businesses were consulted, and 2 Forums were held each attended by over 100 people.

Duplicate (current) application (HGY/2005/0007) - 806 local residents and businesses consulted including all those who had responded to the first consultation.  600 consulted on the revised scheme, concentrating on addresses nearest to the site and all those who had previously responded.  Both these consultation letters emphasised that any correspondence previously received would be taken into account.

Green N8

Hornsey School for Girls

Weston Park Primary School

Hornsey and Stroud Green ward councillors

Lynne Featherstone MP

Environment Agency

English Nature

Transport for London (London Rail)

Freight on Rail

Rail Freight Group

Greater London Authority

Environmental Health (Noise & Pollution)

Highways and Transportation

Extent and method of consultation

Concern has been expressed by a number of local residents that insufficient public consultation has been carried out by the Council on the proposed Concrete Batching Plant.  In addition, some petitions have been received requesting further Development Control Forums in the east of the Borough, in the Harringay or St. Anns Wards area. 

The amount of consultation, at over 800 addresses on two occasions, and over 600 on the latest revisions, is of significant size, and far exceeds what would be necessary to comply with the requirements in the Council’s document on Planning Consultation; this states that for  planning applications the Council will notify all adjoining properties and will consult additional nearby properties if they are likely to be directly affected by the development.  The checklist for consultation, in reference to major commercial applications, states that ten adjacent properties on either side of the site, twenty opposite and twenty at the rear, will be consulted.  In this case the consultation has far exceeded this requirement.  The residents of Church Lane were regrettably omitted from consultation on the latest revised plans in June of this year; however, they were reconsulted and have had opportunity to lodge objection which they have done by petition.  It is fair to point out that of the 106 signatures, 67 are from Tottenham Lane or Church Lane, a number of others from roads further away in N8, and at least 10 are from outside N8, some from outside the Borough. 

There have been two Development Control Forums held, in July and September 2004; and a public meeting called by the Leader of the Council, on 14 September 2005, attended by over 200 people, at which the applicants’ agents answered questions on the proposals including the latest revisions: the meeting took a similar form to a Development Control Forum.  Since it is normal practice to hold one Forum, and that in a location as near as possible to the site (but of sufficient convenience and size to accommodate the meeting), it is considered that the three meetings which have taken place have adequately covered the situation. 

Consultation of residents in Wightman Road who back on to the railway lines, and of Harringay Ward Councillors, did take place: there is no requirement to hold a Forum in every ward where residents are consulted. 

From the studies and reviews carried out in respect of Traffic, Noise and Dust, there is no indication that adverse impact would be noted in the roads in the Harringay Ladder or Green Lanes Areas.

RESPONSES

Local residents – there is very significant depth of local opposition to this proposal.  Petitions have been collected with well over 2000 signatures; there are 115  individual objections to the current application and 155 individual objections to the original application (now subject to appeal), which are taken to apply equally to the current application.

Objections are on a variety of grounds as follows:

· inappropriate use in the middle of a densely residential area and close to a children’s playground.

· noise nuisance and increased vibration both from the operation of the batching plant and from the lorries serving it.

· dust pollution and consequent adverse impact on the health of humans and wildlife. Dust readings in the area are already above acceptable government levels for residential areas.  “Hornsey still has the highest rate of admissions to hospital for childhood asthma, followed by Harringay” (Haringey Health Report 2003).  The location is in close proximity to a major railway line and exposed to a prevailing wind which will exacerbate wind blown particulates across a wide area.

· increase in HGV’s using local residential streets directly affecting 4 schools, 2 community centres and 2 nurseries and leading to reductions in pedestrian and cyclist safety, increases in pollution and increases in nuisance and disturbance to residents (Church Lane and the junction of Hornsey High Street and Tottenham Lane have been particularly mentioned).  There are also schools and other children’s facilities located in the “ladder” area to the east of the railway.

· environmental degradation and damage , especially to the ecological site at Stroud Green Railway Bank.

· detrimental effect on bats roosting nearby (especially Stroud Green Railway Bank).  There are a number of species of bats nesting and feeding in the trees on land adjacent to the application site and in residents’ gardens (with regular sightings in the gardens of 71, 73 and 73a Rathcoole Gardens).

· specific disturbance and nuisance to some Uplands Road and Rathcoole Gardens residents from the likelihood of concrete lorries using the western loop of Cranford Way (at the end of their rear gardens).  The access road running down the centre of the industrial estate is not wide enough for 2 large vehicles to pass and existing occupiers on the estate solve this problem by using this slip road, which runs along the back garden boundaries of adjacent houses and is at some points higher than the gardens.

· effect on the character and appearance of the area.  As a consequence of this development there will be considerable losses in terms of commercial activity, residents’ quality of life, small scale industrial employment and overall sense of community.

· the impacts of the proposal (traffic, dust and noise) would radiate outwards from the site in all directions, affecting areas to the east of the site, particularly streets in the “ladder”, as well as to the west.

· although the scheme was modified to reorientate the batching plant and loading bay to face across the railway towards the east of the borough, the assessments of the impacts of the proposal all focus on west Haringey.

· Haringey is part of the North Sub-region in the London Plan, and key stakeholders and the London Development Agency have been defining roles within the sub-region.  Haringey has been suggested as suitable for development of small business and cultural enterprises.

· the proposal does not accord with Haringey’s Community Strategy.

Petitions The following petitions have been sent in opposing the application:

· Green N8 have submitted 2 petitions (with over 2000 signatures between them)

· Church Lane and Tottenham Lane Community Group submitted a petition with 106 signatures

· a separate petition signed by 17 residents from the local area

3 further petitions were submitted requesting an additional Development Control Forum in the east of the Borough, one from residents of Fairfax Road and 2 from the parents, teachers and staff of North Harringay Primary School.

Local businesses – 2 objections from dust sensitive users on Cranford Way, Botswana Meat Commission and Tradewinds.  

Tradewinds are involved in silk screen printing and have stated that they would have to close down their Cranford Way operation with the loss of 25 jobs if the concrete plant were to go ahead.  

Botswana Meat Commission also object on the grounds of likely dust pollution that would not only contaminate their product, but will also damage their equipment.  They also point out that the estate road is maintained by the businesses on the estate and that BMC maintain the road from the estate entrance to the entrance to their cold store, and that the road is not designed for the increased traffic it would have to accommodate.  They believe that the Cranford Way/Tottenham Lane junction will be unable to cope with the extra traffic.  (Although this objection stands, BMC is, for reasons unconnected to the batching plant application, closing down and vacating the cold store).

WH Smith (Units 16 & 17) have also objected to disruption during construction and continued dust and noise nuisance from the operation of the plant.

The freeholders of the industrial estate have objected on the grounds of the high volume of additional traffic, and the noise, dust and spillage likely to be generated by the lorries.

Green N8 Community Group have objected to the application on similar grounds to those summarised above.  They have submitted detailed assessments and comments on the specialist reports provided by the applicants and these are included in the body of this report.

Church Lane & Tottenham Lane Community Group have submitted a petition signed by 106 signatories objecting to the proposal.

Ladder Community Safety Partnership object to the proposal due to the likely dust and noise pollution.  They are particularly concerned about its affects on Wightman Road residents, and point out the health effects of air pollution, referring to the pollution produced by Green Lanes traffic which is as severe as some of the worst affected highways in the borough.  They are also concerned about increased traffic, especially HGVs, given that the Ladder area is already under threat from new developments in Wood Green, Hornsey Waterworks, Haringey Heartlands, the redeveloped Arena Estate, and other developments in St. Ann’s Road.

Burghley Road Area Residents Association have also objected on grounds of dust and air pollution, noise, and extra vehicles on already heavily trafficked roads.
Hornsey School for Girls and Weston Park Primary School have both objected to probable dust pollution. South Harringay Infant and Nursery School staff and governors have also objected on grounds of noise and air pollution, and additional heavy goods vehicles on already heavily trafficked streets.  St. Mary’s C. E. Infants’ School point out that they have 2 entrances on Church Lane and their playground already has high pollution levels, and object on health and safety grounds.

Councillors – objections have been submitted by Cllrs. Sulamain, Krokou, Wynne, Bax and Edge.

MPs – David Lammy, MP and Lynne Featherstone, MP have objected.

Environment Agency – no objections subject to imposition of conditions relating to drainage, and that consideration should be given to making provision for the Black Redstart by providing nest boxes and suitable habitats.

English Nature – comment that the presence of a protected species is a material consideration and there are indications that there are bats in the area and bats may roost nearby.  Adequate surveys seem to have been carried out (as part of the applicant’s Ecological Appraisal), and they advise that the mitigation suggested in the Appraisal be adhered to, that no mature trees should be felled without first checking for signs of bats, and that if, after work has commenced, any bats are encountered all work must stop immediately

Transport for London (London Rail) – support the application which makes a positive contribution to the Mayor’s strategic transportation and environmental objectives.  TfL are strongly in favour of the distribution of aggregates for the concrete industry by rail., which brings substantial environmental and safety benefits.

Network Rail have now confirmed that they are prepared to grant the applicant’s a lease to develop the site for a batching plant.  They add that they understand that GNER have some reservations relating to dust emissions from the plant because it would be in proximity to their train cleaning sheds.

Freight on Rail (a partnership between the rail freight industry, the transport unions and Transport 2000) – support the application.  The group points out that an aggregates train can remove 120 HGV’s from the roads and that rail freight produces about one tenth of the emissions per tonne kilometre of HGV’s.  Ferme Park Depot is one of the few sites available in the London area that has all the infrastructure in place to allow rail freight development.  There are about 240 trains passing this site per day at present.

Rail Freight Group (representative body of the rail freight industry) – support the application on the grounds that it would make an important contribution road traffic levels, and that this is one of a limited number of sites with acceptable road and rail connections.

Environmental Health

Noise – the service have no objections on noise nuisance grounds subject to imposition of a condition requiring that the development does not cause any increase in the pre-existing background noise level.

Air pollution –an application for a permit under LAPPC has already been submitted that includes details of Best Available Techniques to be implemented in the site management and, if the scheme goes ahead, it would be regularly inspected and monitored to ensure satisfactory operation.  This regulatory regime, together with the revisions to the design of the plant, should ensure that there will be no significant dust emissions.  The applicants have already been informed that should the scheme go ahead, a Construction Management Plan would be required to show how dust would be minimised during construction, in line with the Draft London Code of Practice, Part 1: The Control of Dust from Construction.
Highways and Transportation – comment that this development is likely to generate a combined inflow and outflow of 4 HGVs at peak periods.  Although the daily increase in HGVs would amount to 22%, the overall traffic increase would not be significant, particularly taking into account the existing 24 hour food storage and distribution premises on the estate.  The applicants have shown that the critical Tottenham Lane/Cranford Way junction has considerable spare capacity, with no queues experienced at peak periods, which would remain the case even after the implementation of this scheme.  There are therefore no objections to the application, provided that the applicants put in place measures to minimize “light running” of concrete lorries (that is, empty lorries), and contribute towards highway improvements along Tottenham Lane.

RELEVANT PLANNING POLICY

Local policies

1998 Unitary Development Plan

Strategic Policy EMP 1 – “To protect existing land and buildings in industrial and commercial use from other forms of development, and to encourage investment and the development of a variety of new employment uses, in appropriate locations, in order to enhance the quantity and mix of local job opportunities.”

Policy EMP 1.3 and Schedule 1 - Defined employment areas

“The Council has designated areas as indicated in Schedule 1 as Defined Employment Areas where the priorities will be to sustain a special range of employment generating uses:

1. General industrial uses (Use Class B1).

2. Businesses uses (Use Class B1) but generally excluding proposals for new large scale free-standing non-ancillary office floorspace in locations which are not well related to public transport.

3. Warehousing (Use Class B8) but only in line with policy EMP 1.6 on warehousing.”

Strategic Policy EMP 3 – “To protect and improve the local environment by ensuring that development of economic activities does not adversely affect the amenity or transportation networks.

” EMP 3.1 Amenity, design and transport considerations

“Business, general industrial and warehousing uses will be required to conform with policies contained in the Design and Conservation, Transport, Resource, Implementation and Monitoring, and Open Space Chapters of the Plan with the aim of achieving high standards in terms of:

Design, materials and landscaping.

Access and facilities for people with disabilities.

Car parking, loading/unloading facilities and circulation space.

Servicing arrangements including waste management and recycling facilities.

Health hazard, pollution, and noise control.

The impact on the townscape, local road and public transport networks.

Safeguarding nature conservation interests.

Energy Conservation and use of renewable energy.

Strategic Policy OP4 – “To create, enhance and protect areas for their ecological importance.”

OP 4.1 Protection of ecologically valuable sites and ecological corridors

“1. The Council will not permit development on or adjacent to Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSIs), Statutory Local Nature Reserves, or other sites of nature conservation value or ecological importance unless there will be no adverse effect on the value of the site for nature conservation caused by the development and its subsequent land use.

2. Ecological corridors form important links between the nature conservation sites identified on the Proposals Map.  Wherever possible the continuity of these corridors should be protected and their green nature enhanced in order that they do not become fragmented and thereby diminish their ecological value.  These corridors will have the protection set out for Green Chains in OP 1.5”

OP 4.3 Promotion of nature conservation

“The Council will encourage the preservation, conservation, enhancement, and interpretation of existing areas of ecological interest and will seek to create new areas where there are deficiencies.  It will seek to do so by:

Defining areas which are ecologically deficient where new habitats and facilities for nature conservation and environmental education are to be established.

Giving full consideration to all relevant aspects of environmental impact when assessing land use and development proposals.

Identifying and evaluating sites of nature conservation and environmental education interest.

Promoting awareness and the appropriate use and management of sites of ecological and environmental education interest in conjunction with schools, local environmental and community groups and other appropriate organisations.

Including nature conservation as an appropriate use in the Green Belt, Metropolitan Open Land, other public and private open space.

Designating local nature reserves.  One of the major land uses of these sites will be nature conservation and this will be given priority whenever other land uses conflict with it.

Enhancing the environmental value of school grounds and by providing opportunities for the creation of wildlife conservation and study areas within them.

Encouraging the use and management  of vacant land for nature conservation and enjoyment by the local community as a permanent or temporary use.

Strategic Policy TSP 1 – “To integrate land use and transport policies”

TSP 1.1 Transport and new development

“All development proposals will be assessed for their contribution to traffic generation and their impact on congestion and against the present and potential availability of public transport and its capacity to meet increased demand.”

Strategic Policy TSP 6 – “To reduce the relative attractiveness of the private car, thereby helping to reduce the environmental costs of transport and creating a safer, healthier and better environment for all.”

TSP 6.5 Rail freight

“The council will seek to retain existing rail freight and the provision of additional rail freight facilities, provided that these do not give rise to undue local environmental disturbance."

Strategic Policy RIM 3 – “The Council will seek an environmentally sustainable pattern and form of development, through which the land use pattern will facilitate the conservation of energy and other natural resources and the minimisation of pollution, particularly through the reduction of the need to travel”.

RIM 3.2 Pollution and nuisance from new development

“When considering applications for new developments and changes of use, the Council will seek to protect or enhance the amenities of the area.  In particular planning permission:

1. Will not normally be granted to developments which cause noise, smell, smoke, soot, grit, dust, vibration or other forms of pollution or disturbance including traffic movements and vehicle obstruction above acceptable levels.

2. May include conditions to control hours of operation and delivery and to protect families.

3. Will make appropriate provision for parking, servicing and refuse storage to avoid undue disturbance to the neighbourhood.

4. May include conditions to control the impact of construction activity.

Strategic Policy DES 1 – “To encourage good design of new buildings, alterations and extensions and conservation of buildings and fabric contributing character to the local environment in order to enhance the overall quality of the built environment, the attractiveness of the area for investment, economic regeneration, and the amenity of residents.”

DES 1.9 Privacy and amenity of neighbours

“In order to protect the reasonable amenity of neighbours planning permission for development or change of use should meet the following criteria:

1. The scheme would not be unacceptably detrimental to the amenity of adjacent users, residents and occupiers or the surrounding area in general (see also RIM 3).

2. The scheme allows for adequate sunlight and daylight to reach new adjoining properties

3. The degree of privacy enjoyed by adjoining properties is not unacceptably reduced and new problems of overlooking are not created.

4. The scheme complies with policies RIM 3.2 (Pollution) and RIM 3.3 (Nuisance).

2004 Consultation draft Unitary Development Plan (this remains subject to the Public Inquiry)

UD 2 General principles

“The Council will resuire development proposals to demonstrate that:

a) there is no significant adverse effect on residential amenity or other surrounding uses in terms of loss of daylight or sunlight, privacy, overlooking, aspect and the avoidance of air, water, light, and noise pollution (including from the contamination of groundwater/water courses or from construction noise) and of fume and smell nuisance;

b) where appropriate, the proposal complements the character of the local area and is of a natuer and scale that is sensitive to the surrounding area;

c) the proposal would not significantly affect the public and private transport networks, including highways or traffic conditions;

d) there is access to and around the site and that the mobility needs of pedestrians and cyclists and people with difficulties (including wheelchair users and carers with pushchairs) have been taken into account; and

e) opportunities for soft landscaping, including appropriate tree retention and tree planting, have been taken into account.”

ENV 5: Pollution

“The Council will control potential pollution resulting from development in the borough by:

- requiring development to locate close to facilities and public transport ;

- requiring developments to include measures to avoid, reduce and only then mitigate the emissions of pollutants, where appropriate;

- separating potentially polluting activities from sensitive areas (green belt, MOL or ecologically valuable sites) or uses (schools, hospitals, homes);

- requiring developments that may cause pollution to locate in areas such as the defined employment areas to minimise their impact on the environment.”

The Council will adopt the precautionary principle to the issue of pollution, by taking decisions on planning applications so as to avoid possible environmental damage when the scientific evidence for acting is inconclusive but the potential damage could be great.

SPG 8i Air Quality

EMP 1: Defined Employment Areas – Industrial Locations

“The Council will seek to protect and enhance the Borough’s Industrial Locations as identified in Schedule 3 and on the Proposals Map, for the purposes of employment uses falling within use classes B1 (b) (c), B2 and B8 or similar uses.

Proposals for uses outside the “B” use classes mentioned above, will not be permitted in the Industrial Location unless they:

- are ancillary to a mainly employment generating use;

- will not compromise the employment status of a DEA, and is a complimentary use needed for the area to function effectively for employment purposes”

EMP 5 Promoting employment uses

“Proposals for employment generating uses within and outside the Defined Employment Areas will be supported providing that:

a) any trips generated by the proposal are catered for by the most sustainable and appropriate means;

b) if it is on the edge and adjacent to a DEA, the proposal does not unduly inhibit the continuing operation of existing employment generating uses, or compromise the employment status of the area;

c) the building has been designed to enable convenient adaptation to a range of employment uses and large units can be readily subdivided.

Proposals for warehouses and storage (B8) should not lead to the loss of a good quality site for business or any other labour intensive activity.”

M 7: Rail and Waterborne Transport

“The Council will seek to retain existing rail freight and water transport facilities,

that are still needed for operational purposes, and the provision of additional facilities, provided these do not give rise to undue local environmental disturbance.  The Council will also support the use of rail or water transport during construction of new development where it would be feasible.”

OS 5: Ecologically valuable sites and their corridors

“The Council will not permit development on or adjacent to Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSIs), Statutory Local Nature Reserves, or other sites of Importance for nature conservation value or ecological importance unless there will be no adverse effect on the value of the site for nature conservation caused by the development and its subsequent land use.

Green corridors form important links between the nature conservation sites identified on the Proposals Map.  Wherever possible the continuity of these corridors should be protected and their green nature enhanced in order that they do not become fragmented and thereby diminish their ecological value.”

OS 10: Biodiversity

“All applications and development should respect the biodiversity of the borough, and ensure that the biodiversity is not diminished in any form, and that every opportunity is taken to enhance it, particularly in areas deficient in accessible natural green space.

The Council will resist development which would have a significant adverse impact on the population or conservation status of a protected species or species which have been identified as a priority in the UK, London or draft Haringey Biodiversity Action Plan.

Where development is permitted which may cause significant harm to biodiversity, the Council will first seek to avoid or minimise the impact, then seek mitigation and finally seek compensatory measures for any residual impacts.”

Regional policies
The London Plan

Objective 5 of the Mayor’s Objectives: “To improve London’s accessibility” including 

“Improve the sustainable movement of freight within and around London, making more use of water and rail”

“Improving freight movements and the distribution of goods and services”

Policy 3C.24 – Freight Strategy.

“The Mayor will promote the sustainable development of the full range of road, rail and waterborne freight facilities…… UDP policies should (inter alia):

seek to locate developments that generate high levels of freight movement close to major transport routes

ensure that suitable sites and facilities are made available to enable the transfer of freight to rail and water through the protection of existing sites and provision of new sites.”

“Planning for minerals”

Policy 4A.5 Spatial policies to support the better use of aggregates UDP policies should (inter alia):

protect existing railhead capacity to handle and process aggregates

minimise the movement of aggregates by road

“Improving air quality”

Policy 4A.6 Improving air quality

“The Mayor and the boroughs should implement the Mayor’s Air Quality Strategy and achieve reductions in pollutant emissions by (inter alia)

ensuring at the planning application stage, that air quality is taken into account along with other materials considerations and that formal air quality assessments are undertaken where appropriate, particularly in designated Air Quality Management Areas.”

Reducing noise

Policy 4A.14 Reducing noise

“The Mayor will and the boroughs should reduce noise by (inter alia):

Minimising the existing and potential adverse impacts of noise on, from, within, or in the vicinity of, development proposals.”

“Biodiversity habitat and species”

Policy 3D.12 Biodiversity and nature conservation

“The planning of new development and regeneration should have regard to nature conservation and biodiversity…….

The Mayor will and boroughs should resist development that would have a significant adverse impact on the population or conservation status of protected species or priority species identified in the London Biodiversity Action Plan and Borough BAPs.  Appropriate policies for their protection and enhancement and to achieve the targets set out in BAPs, should be included in UDPs.”

National Framework

Planning Policy Statement 9 Biodiversity and Geological Conservation

Planning Policy Guidance 13 Transport

Planning Policy Statement 23 Planning and Pollution Control

Planning Policy Guidance 24 Planning and Noise

ANALYSIS/ASSESSMENT OF THE APPLICATION

This scheme is in line with strategic and regional policy for use of railheads and movement of aggregates for concrete by rail, and is supported by Transport for London.  It is also located in a Defined Employment Area and is therefore appropriate in land use terms, subject to assessment of environmental effects.

The main issues in this case are as follows:

Traffic capacity of local roads, including Cranford Way.

Noise nuisance from operation of plant, rail delivery of aggregates and cement delivery lorries and concrete mixer trucks.

Air pollution from dust emissions from the operation of the plant, delivery of cement and aggregates, and additional exhaust pollution from lorries.

Impact on local ecology especially on protected species such as bats and the black redstart.

Design and visual impact.

Employment matters.

Impact on local environment and quality of life.

The applicants have submitted a planning report, and traffic and transport, airborne dust, and environmental noise assessments, and an ecological appraisal.

The Council has commissioned independent specialist consultants to conduct “peer reviews” of the submitted assessments of traffic, noise (including additional measurements), and air pollution, and a further bat survey.  The conclusions of these extra studies are included in the “Council’s assessment” sections below.  These sections also include advice from in-house teams.

Traffic

Applicant’s submission

The submitted study established baseline traffic data by conducting a 12 hour (0700 to 1900 hours) survey at the junction of Cranford Way and Tottenham Lane, recording total traffic flows, and traffic volumes either side of the junction.  The consultants also surveyed Cranford Way south of the Botswana Meat Commission cold store on the basis that these premises generate a substantial volume of traffic.  At the time of the survey TNT still occupied units at the southern end of Cranford Way, and at present Units 10 & 11 are vacant.  Movements in and out of Cranford Way were broken down into 13 different classifications according to type of vehicle.

26.6% of the total movements in and out of Cranford Way were HGVs, with early morning activity apparently being generated by the cold store.  Movements in and out of Cranford Way accounted for less than 10% of the total traffic in Tottenham Lane.

The report suggests that the plant will create a 7.6% overall increase in Cranford Way traffic, although the increase in HGV activity will amount to 22% over this 12 hour period.  There would be an increase of 0.6% in total flows and 5.6% in HGV movements (including buses) on Tottenham Lane.

PICADY analysis shows that the Cranford Way/Tottenham Lane junction currently operates at only 16% of its capacity.  Existing traffic flows on Cranford Way are clearly far below its capacity and the development would have a less than 10 % impact.  The impact on Tottenham Lane “is so low as to not warrant further consideration”.  The conclusion therefore is that the traffic generated “will have no material impact”.

The report further states that if concrete were not to be supplied from this plant, it would be provided from existing plants that are all outside the borough.  Most of these are not rail connected and therefore give rise to HGV traffic for in-bound aggregates.  As a result the proposed plant would reduce HGV traffic within the borough and the wider London area.

Green N8’s comments

The Group disputes some of the assumptions in the traffic assessment and the planning report as follows:

1. The need for the plant

The statement that ready mixed concrete cannot be transported more than 5 miles is not supported by evidence, which indicates that distances of 5 to 10 miles and journey times of up to 2 hours are quite feasible.

Demand for concrete in Haringey could easily be supplied from the existing plants at Edmonton and Kings Cross.  There is therefore no overriding need for this development.

2. Reduction of HGV movements 

Currently there is virtually no movement of concrete in Haringey on a daily basis.  The new plant would create significant daily movement of HGVs, concentrated in Hornsey, and the applicant’s figure for HGV movements fails to take account of the “collect” customers coming to the plant.  The group state that observation at the applicant’s Wembley plant showed 25 “collect” customers per day, which they regard as a conservative estimate.

At present no aggregates for concrete are transported through the borough as competitors at Edmonton receive aggregates from the north, and at Kings Cross by rail or by river and short road transfer  There is therefore no substance to the claim that there would be less movement of aggregates through Haringey.

3. Calculation of traffic movements generated by the proposed plant

The group note an apparent discrepancy between the applicant’s planning report and their transport assessment for the amount of aggregates to be delivered to the site.  The planning report suggests that a train would deliver 1350 tonnes of aggregate and there would be 2 or 3 deliveries a week, and this would total 4050 tonnes a week.  Using this figure Green N8 have applied a cement to aggregates ratio of 5:1 to produce an estimate of 6 cement deliveries a day as opposed to the 3 specified by the applicants.  The Transport Assessment suggests about 100000 tonnes of aggregate a year, which supports 3 cement deliveries a day.

The group observed the applicant’s operations at Wembley and concluded that there were 25 “collect” customers calling at the site per day.

Both these interpretations would substantially increase the traffic generation of the proposal.

4. Impact of traffic movements

The group suggest that the applicant’s relatively low figures for increases in HGV movements are only achieved by comparing existing figures for vehicles including 2-axle vehicles as well as 3-axle and larger.  Concrete and cement lorries will all be at least 3-axle and it is therefore not valid to use a comparator including 2-axle vehicles.  On the basis of 3-axle and above the group calculates an increase of 84.8% in HGV movements into and out of Cranford Way, and a 155.5% increase in HGV movements (or a 38% increase based on 2-axle vehicles and above) in the southern part of Cranford Way 

The increase in HGVs on Tottenham Lane is not 5.6%, as stated in the applicant’s study, but 17.2% if based on the existing figure for HGVs only on Tottenham Lane before Cranford Way (that excludes what are described as “MGVs” and also buses and coaches).

The applicant’s report and analysis ignores the additional traffic generated by “collect” customers which the group estimate as totalling at least 25 per day.  Taking this figure into account MGV and HGV movements on Tottenham Lane would increase by 16%.

Council’s assessment

Need for the plant

Applicants for concrete batching plants do not have to prove need in their planning submissions, and the demand for concrete and therefore the viability of the proposed plant is not a planning consideration.

Effect on HGV movements in Haringey and beyond

The independent consultants’ report suggests that if the market for concrete remains constant, the number of mixer trucks in Haringey will also remain constant, although the suppliers may be different with the new plant operating.  In this situation the number of aggregate delivery lorries would probably fall slightly bearing in mind that the new plant would be rail-served, although this fall may not occur within Haringey.  An increased demand for concrete, for whatever reason, would likely result in an increase in the number of “concrete-related” lorries in Haringey.

Calculation and impact of traffic movements

The applicants have explained that the train delivery figure in the planning report indicates the maximum amount of aggregate a single train could deliver, but that train sizes and capacity vary, and that a single delivery of this size is unlikely to occur very often.  The capacity of the plant and therefore its demand for aggregates and cement is controlled by the ability to deliver the concrete produced and therefore by the number of mixer trucks based at the plant.  In this case it is intended to base 5 trucks at the plant, and the estimate of cement deliveries required (that is 3 per day) therefore stands.

The applicants have looked at their other plants and calculate that the average number of visits by “collect” customers each day is 2.5.  Green N8’s estimate of the number of these customers is based on a 30 – 40 minute observation of the Wembley plant during which time 3 individual customers called to collect their concrete order, hence the “conservative” estimate of 25 customers per day.

Traffic generation is therefore most likely to be as suggested by the applicants, however the issue of the numbers of “collect” customers likely to call at this plant is still being investigated.

The consultants point out that the “Guidelines for the Environmental Assessment of Road Traffic” (published by the Institute of Environmental Assessment) does not draw a distinction for purposes of assessing road capacity between different types of HGVs, as Green N8 have done in their calculations.  These distinctions may however become more relevant when assessing noise and air pollution impacts.

Green N8 also exclude buses and coaches from their estimate of existing volumes of HGV traffic on Tottenham Lane.

The independent consultants review sets out the following analysis and information.

Using the data from the applicant’s traffic count, traffic generated by the new plant represents: 

· 7% increase in the total number of vehicles turning left from Cranford Way into Tottenham Lane

· 18% increase in the number of HGVs making this movement

· 9% increase in the total number of vehicles turning left from Tottenham Lane into Cranford Way

· 25% increase in the number of HGVs making this turn

· 11% increase in the total number of vehicles in Cranford Way (south of the Botswana Meat Commission)

· 38% increase in the total number of HGVs on this stretch of Cranford Way

· an increase of 5.6% in all HGVs on Tottenham Lane (if buses and coaches are included in the base figure of existing HGV numbers), or 8.4% if “MGVs” are excluded but buses and coaches are included.

With total traffic flow on Tottenham Lane during the survey period at 6225 vehicles, the addition of 38 vehicles to this amounts to only a 1% increase (this figure includes employees cars).

Traffic levels on any particular section of road can vary by from 5% to 10% as a result of day-to-day fluctuations.  The predicted increase in overall traffic due to the new plant is therefore well within day-to-day variability.

The criteria set out in ”Guidelines for the Environmental Assessment of Road Traffic” for assessing the significance of an increase in traffic, that is to help decide if a predicted increase is worthy of further detailed assessment, are to:

“include highway links where traffic flows will increase by more than 30% (or heavy goods vehicles will increase by more than 30%)”

“include any other specifically sensitive areas where traffic flows have increased by 10% or more.”

On this basis only the predicted increase in HGVs on Cranford Way south of the Botswana Meat Commission warrants further investigation of potential environmental impacts.

A capacity assessment has been carried out on the junction of Tottenham Lane and Cranford Way and this junction is operating and will continue to operate well below capacity even including traffic generated by the proposed plant.

Road capacity is adequate to accommodate the predicted increase in vehicles.

Noise

There are 4 measures of sound level in use:

LA90  The sound level exceeded for 90% of the time, giving an indication of sound levels in quieter periods

LAeqT  The equivalent sound level over a period of time (T), giving “the energy average level” and used to measure a wide variety of types of noise of a commercial and industrial nature.

LA10  The sound level exceeded for 10% of the time giving an indication of sound levels during noisier periods and used to meaasure road traffic noise

LAMAX  The maximum or peak level of sound in a given period and used to assess transient noises

Applicant’s submission
The applicant’s study states that impact of noise from anew source can be assessed by 3 generic methods:

· by comparing the noise level of the source with recommended, absolute, noise limits set out in guidance documents (“fixed limits”).  This being appropriate where sources are contained within a finite boundary, especially where sensitive receptors are few or are grouped together.  The consultants employed this assessment method in this case.

· by considering the change in noise level that would result from the development against advice in guidance documents and this is well suited to the analysis of road traffic.  The study states that “This is the method usually employed for the assessment of road traffic noise but this is not applicable in this case”.
· by considering the noise level that would result from the proposal relative to pre-existing background noise level of the area (“BS4142 approach”).  The study states that ”The use of this approach is only appropriate to the analysis of noise that is industrial in nature.  Moreover, BS4142 is better suited to the assessment of steady noise.  The use of BS 4142 is not applicable here”.

Fixed limits methodology (setting acceptable noise limits)

The study refers to Planning Policy Guidance (PPG) 24 Planning and Noise.  In relation to new residential development the PPG sets noise limits in terms of “noise exposure levels” (NECs).  In Annex 3 the PPG refers to commercial and industrial development and BS 8233:1987 (now BS 8233:1999).  Although principally intended to relate to design of new dwellings, the Standard does say it can be used in the assessment of noise from new sources being brought to existing dwellings.  The limits set out in the Standard are summarised:

Gardens                        
Laeq,16hr   =  50 to 55 dB
Living rooms (internal)
Laeq,16hr  =  30 to 40 dB

Bedrooms (internal)
Laeq,16hr  =  30 to 35 dB

The standard was based on a World Health Organisation (WHO) advice document which provides advice on acceptable noise values in for example schools, dwellings and offices.  These noise values are set at the lowest noise level that would result in any psychological, physiological or sociological effect.  The criteria for daytime (moderate or serious annoyance) are LAeq,16hr  =  50 to 55 dB

Existing noise levels

The consultants conducted an initial noise survey (in 2003) in the area, but at the time were unable to gain access to the gardens or grounds of any of the nearest sensitive receptors (i.e Chettle Court or house in Uplands Road).  As a result these measurements were taken at the entrance gate to Chettle Court and at the entrance to the site.  A second noise survey was carried out in June 2005 when access was gained to the area to the rear of Chettle Court.

The 2003 readings were taken over a morning and averaged to give a LA90 (typical background noise level) of 52 dB and a LAeqT (typical ambient noise level) of 57 dB.  The report explains that background noise level was dictated by traffic on surrounding roads and distant plant, and ambient noise level by a multitude of sources (rail traffic, local road traffic, and noise from nearby commercial development).

The 2005 survey resulted in much lower background and ambient noise levels, although the updated report does not specify what these were.  This is explained as probably being due to “reduced traffic noise due to wind direction and less activity on the nearby commercial estate”.

Site noise emissions

The main sources of noise would be lorry movements and the concrete fill operation, with the latter being the noisier because the lorry engine has to be kept on fast idle to rotate the mixing barrel.  Measurements were taken, in 2003, at London Concrete’s Wembley plant.  The sound power levels for lorry movements and concrete fill measured at this plant were then used to calculate noise levels created at Chettle Court, on the assumption that Chettle Court would be 132m. from the noise source.  These calculations produce an overall site noise emission level at Chettle Court of LAeq12hr  =  52 dB.  This is the same as the existing background noise level and lower than the ambient noise level recorded outside the gates to Chettle Court in 2003.  It is also within the WHO guideline values where annoyance may be assumed.

There are no other sources of noise on the site itself that would affect emission levels.  Aggregate would be unloaded “well away from Chettle Court”, and noise from equipment would be “at very low levels.”

Conclusion

Noise from the proposed batching plant would not harm the amenities of residents of Chettle Court.

Green N8’s comments

Methodology

The applicant’s assessment uses an inappropriate methodology.  Rather than comparing before and after noise levels, the report uses “fixed limits”, taking the upper limits quoted in BS 8233 in order to then demonstrate that noise emitted by the plant would fall below these limits.  These limits are those below which serious or moderate annoyance are unlikely, but the noise levels emitted by the plant are at the upper end of the BS limits and they will therefore cause annoyance.

The report refers to PPG 24 and NECs, using the PPG’s reference to BS 8233 to help justify their use of this standard, but the Guidance makes it clear that NEC procedure only applies to proposed new residential development to be introduced into an area with an existing noise source.

Noise survey/existing noise levels

The survey used in the assessment was taken at the noisiest location (the entrance gates to Chettle Court), particularly in relation to traffic noise, and only covered a morning, which gives an inaccurate picture of the existing situation, making the area appear noisier than it is.

The survey ignores Uplands Road and Wightman Road.

Site noise emissions
The Group questions whether the Wembley plant data is applicable to Cranford Way.

The maximum noise level measured for lorry fill was 84.5 dB, some 30 dB above the report’s quoted background noise level for the area.  The report averaged the noise emissions over 12 hours, but if, for instance activities were concentrated in the morning, or lorry filling events were to double, noise from the site would increase.

The report does not evaluate the sum of existing ambient noise and predicted site noise levels.  The Group’s analysis includes a table illustrating how adding existing noise sources to noise from site activity could result in an overall increase of 7-10 dB, which would be a very significant increase (an increase of 10 dB is perceived as a doubling of loudness).

Council’s assessment

It is the case that PPG 24 makes it absolutely clear that the NEC procedure is only applicable for the introduction of residential development into an area with an existing noise source and not in the reverse situation.  It is also the case that Annex 3 of this PPG refers to use of guidance in BS 4142, where appropriate, in relation to noise from industrial or commercial developments, as well as BS 8233. Clearly there are questions to be asked about the choice of methodology in the applicant’s assessment.  The rejection of BS 4142 is unsatisfactory and use of the WHO guidelines on noise limits may not be appropriate.

Also, although additional noise surveys were taken this year to the north (rear) of Chettle Court, which produced much lower levels of existing background and ambient noise levels, these results appear to have been effectively ignored.  It seems likely that these results, which were taken in a position facing the site rather than one hidden from it, would be the more useful when trying to assess the impact of the development on Chettle Court.  The average of the readings taken in this survey gives a figure of 42 dB as the existing average background noise level.  This compares unfavourably with the predicted overall site noise emission level at Chettle Court of LAeq12hr  =  52 dB.

The Council is not satisfied that adverse impacts on residential amenity from increased noise will not occur.

Air pollution from dust and nitrogen dioxide (NO2)

The National Air Quality Strategy (NAQS) objective for PM10 in 2004 and NO2 for the borough will almost certainly be breached this year.  Due to this, the Council declared the whole borough an Air Quality Management Area, and has drafted an air quality action plan, that includes action to reduce emissions from vehicles and action to reduce traffic volumes.

Applicant’s submission

The applicant commissioned 2 airborne dust assessments, the first being based on the original scheme with an addendum prepared following the revisions. The assessments were carried out accordance with guidance in “The Environmental Effects of Dust from Surface Mineral Workings”, also contained in the Governments Mineral Policy Statement 2, Annex 1.  The assessments look at dust deposition and air quality (specifically pollution from PM10 fine particulates and nitrogen dioxide from HGV exhausts).

The report states that adverse effects from modern concrete batching plants are uncommon.

There is little effective screening in terms of airborne dust between the application site and potentially sensitive receptors such as Chettle Court, Uplands Road and Wightman Road.

The local wind pattern, including wind speeds, has been derived from measurements taken at Heathrow, which the Meteorological Office has advised is the most appropriate station.  The findings show that the prevailing winds blow from the south, south-west and west for 54% of time annually, and winds greater than 10 knots blow in this sector for 11% of the time.  Winds blow from each of the other 45 degree sectors for between 6 and 11% of the time with winds greater than 10 knots occurring only between 1% and 2% of the time.  (Wind speeds of more than 10 knots indicate the potential onset of airborne dust emissions due to wind blow across bare ground).

Dust deposition

There are no statutory or recommended levels of dust deposition which constitute an acknowledged nuisance.  The report suggests that nuisance may be said to occur when dust coverage on surfaces is visible in contrast with cleaner surfaces, and severe nuisance when dust is perceptible without reference to a clean surface.  Nuisance from a particular source is said to occur when dust deposition becomes noticeable, which is usually at a level 2 to 3 times background level.

The report assumes existing ambient dust deposition rates for the area of 80 mg/m2/day, that is, at the upper end of the range for suburban areas and the lower end of the range for town centres or industrial areas.  On this basis nuisance may occur in the area when dust deposition exceeds 200 mg/m2/day (which is also a level that has been adopted as a standard by some mineral planning authorities).  To assess impacts of the proposed plant, the report cites deposition rates measured at an older batching plant which averaged about 25mg/m2/day with a maximum of 50 mg/m2/day and estimates, from “observation”, deposition rates for London Concrete’s modern plant at Battersea as unlikely to exceed 20 mg/m2/day.  This deposition rate would be only one quarter of the likely background rate in the area, and only 10% of the rate at which nuisance may be considered to occur.

Fugitive dust is dust escaping a process or raised by passing vehicles, and tends to settle close to the source in light winds whilst stronger winds would clearly carry it further.  Wind blown dust is raised from loose material on the ground or from stockpiles, by winds of 10 knots or more.  Winds blow towards Wightman Road 59% of the time annually, with winds of more than 10 knots blowing 8% of the time;  towards Uplands Road 16% of the time with 10 knot winds blowing 3% of the time; towards Chettle Court 11% of the time, with 10 knot winds blowing 1% of the time; and towards the industrial estate for 6% of the time, with 10 knot winds blowing 1% of the time annually.  This means that dust would be blown towards Chettle Court and the rest of the industrial estate very infrequently, towards Uplands Road only infrequently, but towards Wightman Road for more extended periods.  Dust raised and carried in this way would attenuate significantly over the intervening distance, and is less likely to be carried up the slope to Chettle Court.  There is however a slight risk of adverse impact on Wightman Road.

Dust may also be raised by HGVs passing along Cranford Way, but the report suggests that there is unlikely to be any discernible impact because of the number of HGV and other vehicle movements already occurring in Cranford Way.

Pollution from traffic emissions

PM10 and NO2 emissions from HGVs associated with the proposal were estimated using advice in the “Design Manual for Roads and Bridges”.  The estimated incremental PM10 concentrations are very low and would not result in any exceedence of the National Air Quality Strategy (NAQS) objective for PM10.  The predicted increased NO2 concentration in Tottenham Lane is estimated at less than 0.5 micrograms/M3 and is unlikely to be discernible in the context of existing air quality and daily variations.

The report also suggests that the transport of aggregates by rail will result in a reduction of about 4000 HGVs in and around London, equal to a reduction of 8000 HGV movements, making a positive contribution to boroughs’ air quality action plans.

Revised scheme

The revisions to the proposal involving full enclosure of the conveyors and conveyor discharges, and the storage bins’ will reduce to near zero the already low risk of dust emissions, and the reorientation of the loading bay will provide enhanced protection from the prevailing winds.

Controls over concrete batching plants in operation

It is usual for any planning permission to include a condition requiring submission of a programme of measures for the suppression of dust.

The operation of the plant will be subject to the issuing of a permit under the Local Air Pollution Prevention and Control (LAPPC) regime.  Permits are reviewed once every 4 years and plants are subject to inspection to ensure that conditions are being met.

Green N8’s comments

The group note that the applicant’s assessment does not include actual measurement of existing dust deposition rates, which are estimated, nor does it take into account the delivery of aggregates as a source of dust.  Pollution from the vehicles of self-collect customers is also not considered.  The playground and other outdoor facilities between Chettle Court and the site are not mentioned.  They also comment that easterly and north-easterly winds (that is from the site towards Chettle Court) tend to blow in spring when green cover of the intervening space is thinner.  When wind blows uphill it speeds up and therefore dust is less likely to be deposited in this intervening space, contrary to the assumption in the report.  They also suggest that local winds do not observe the same patterns as air movements at Heathrow.

“Potentially sensitive receptors” should include the 8 schools within a 500m. radius of the site.  In addition the report makes no mention of the frequency of wheel and lorry cleaning, and the applicants cannot guarantee that spillage will not occur on a daily basis, both of which would add to dust distribution.

The group highlight the harmful ingredients that cements can contain, and the illnesses that can be a consequence of heavy exposure to cement dust (chronic bronchitis, silicosis, cancer), and the health effects of diesel exhaust emissions (asthma, cancer and other problems).  The Council’s Health Report 2003 notes the high rate of childhood asthma in Hornsey and Harringay wards.

Finally the group maintain that the proposal conflicts with Policy ENV5: Pollution in the 2004 draft UDP,

Council’s assessment
The independent consultants engaged by the Council have produced a review that includes the following analysis and information.

Large particles of dust remain in the atmosphere for short periods of time and do not cause long term or long distance changes to local; air quality.  They cause increased deposition levels and therefore give rise to “nuisance dust” complaints. Surveys indicate that soiling rates in excess of about 20% (based on a week’s exposure) generally cause annoyance.  PM10 particles remain airborne for longer and are deposited more slowly over a wider area, and represent the greatest concern in terms of health risks.

Government guidance has established a distance-based criterion for determining the area of impact of dust emissions from industrial and mineral related sources.  Where background concentrations are less  than 26 micrograms/m3 (as in Haringey for 2004) areas within 200m. of the source are considered to be “at risk” in relation to attaining the PM10 objectives, but not those outside this radius.

The proposed development

The submitted report does not identify potential sources of dust emissions from the concrete batching process.

“Sensitive receptors”

The nearest sensitive receptor is the children’s playground at Chettle Court some 70m. from the site  (Weston Park Primary School is the nearest school, and this is not identified in the report, although it is slightly more than 200m. away).

Dust sources

The only other dust source in the area is dust deposited on Cranford Way by vehicles using the estate.

Climatic conditions

The submitted assessment of climatic conditions concentrates on long-term wind speed and direction, and other influences on dust deposition rates such as rainfall and ground moisture content are not assessed.  Although more recent data on wind speed is available, the approach is generally sound.

Dust Deposition

No site specific dust deposition monitoring is included in the submission, but background levels of dust in urban environments show limited variation unless local sources make a significant contribution.  There are no such sources in this case, so the assessment of baseline conditions for dust is acceptable.

Air quality

The submitted report has adequate analysis of existing air quality with appropriate interpretations of monitoring information and appropriate comparisons.

Assessment of impacts

The report makes valid use of evidence for dust deposition rates from an older, less advanced concrete batching plant, but does not state where the dust sampling took place.  Dust deposition rates at a variety of receptors and their distance from the plant would have been useful in determining the area of impact of dust from such plants.

The methodology used to infer the dispersion of dust and its potential impact on local receptors is however appropriate.  Wightman Road is identified as the location of potential dust impact when strong south westerly winds blow, but it is important to note that these houses constitute the furthest sensitive receptors from the site, but still within the 200m. zone.

The report suggests that fugitive dust emissions from the site are less likely to be carried up the slope towards Chettle Court.  Although it is difficult to prove because of the complex effects that hills have on wind flow, air mixing and dispersion, increased terrain may give rise to increased deposition at the bottom of the hill rather than the top.

The report correctly places emphasis on locations within 200m.

Traffic emissions have been assessed using the “Design Manual for Roads and Bridges”, which is an appropriate screening model to use.  Predicted PM10 concentrations have been correctly interpreted and shown not to cause exceedences of the Air Quality Strategy, and HGVs are shown not to contribute to problems in attaining the annual mean NO2 objective.

Mitigation

The revisions to the scheme are in line with Best Available Techniques (BAT) to control and minimise emissions but the planning application does not detail other best practice techniques that would be adopted or the site management practices that would be implemented.  Important measures to minimise dust emissions would include covering rail wagons when delivering aggregate, washing down vehicles before they leave site and staff training relating to dust control, dealing with abnormal dust emissions and equipment maintenance.

Conclusion

There are omissions from the submitted report.  In particular potential emission points during the batching process have not been identified, and “harmful effects” (PM10 concentrations) from the process have not been assessed.  As a result the possible cumulative effect of PM10 from the process and from vehicle emissions together have not been assessed.

However, each type of industrial process within Part B of the Local Air Pollution Prevention and Control (LAPPC) regulation system have been classified by the Government.  Concrete batching plants are Category 1 “processes with an inherent environmental impact potential that is lower/below average when compared with other Part B processes”.  The independent consultants state that, in general, batching plants are associated with low emissions and environmental impacts, although this is partly due to enforced regulation under LAPPC.  Their experience of conducting monitoring inspections for local authorities confirms that emissions from modern batching plants subject to LAPPC controls are not significant.  It is their judgement that the impacts of this development will be negligible, but they advise the use of conditions to ensure that all appropriate dust control measures are taken.

The applicants have submitted an application for a permit under LAPPC and this application includes a Dust Management Plan with details of dust mitigation practises to be implemented.

Nevertheless, there remain concerns about dust raised from roads, especially Cranford Way, by these additional HGVs.

Ecology

The site is immediately to the north of the Stroud Green Railway Bank site of borough ecological importance grade 2, and adjacent to and immediately to the west of the ecological corridor along the East Coast Main Line railway tracks and sidings.  The site does not form part of the corridor.  The Green Chain that follows the New River runs between the railway and the rear of houses in Wightman Road, on the other side of the railway from the site.

Applicant’s submission

The applicant commissioned two ecological appraisals of the site, involving site surveys carried out in September 2003 and in April, May and June 2005.  The surveys identified 5 different habitat/vegetation types within or adjacent to the site, which are:

· railway sidings/recolonising ground

· species-poor semi-improved grassland

· scrub and scattered trees

· wet ditch

· hardstanding

Protected species

Bats – the original appraisal simply noted that the site lacked the characteristics needed to support roosting bats, but that any bats that were roosting nearby were likely to forage along the ecological corridor and the Stroud Green Railway Bank.  The second appraisal included foraging surveys that recorded 2 common bats foraging along the Railway Bank and two foraging adjacent to the southern-most warehouse on Cranford Way (just outside the site).

Data searches revealed that the nearest records of bat roosts are in a 1km. grid square lying approximately 0.3km. to the south west of the site, and that a Nocturne and a Pipestrelle were recorded within 0.3km. of the site in 1987.

Great Crested Newts - the wet ditch runs down the western boundary just outside the site, and seemed to provide a suitable aquatic habitat.  Two surveys were carried out in May 2005, but no evidence was found of Great Crested Newts, and on the second visit the ditch was dry and therefore not providing a suitable habitat.  There are no records of great crested newts in the 3km. x 3km. square around the site.

Reptiles - the site appears to provide suitable habitat for reptiles and both appraisals included surveys.  No reptile species were recorded, although the 2003 survey recorded one Slow Worm from the Railway Bank.

Birds - the scrub and trees are likely to be used by a range of common breeding birds, with the eastern side of the site providing valuable nesting and foraging habitat.  However, no evidence for the presence of any specifically protected or notable bird species was found.  The first survey suggested that further surveys would be needed in order to fully assess the value of the site for breeding birds.

Black Redstart have been recorded in similar habitats, but there are no records of Black Redstart in Haringey.  A Kingfisher has been recorded from the 3km. x 3km. square around the site, but the site itself does not contain any suitable habitat for this species.

Birds are protected whilst nesting so it is recommended that any tree or scrub clearance takes place outside the bird nesting season from March to the end of July.

Invertebrates - the site is likely to support a range of common invertebrate species, but there is no evidence of the presence of any more notable species.

Conclusion

The proposal would cause no direct loss or impact on the habitats within the adjacent ecological corridor or Stroud Green Railway Bank , nor would it affect the functioning of the ecological corridor allowing linear movement of flora and fauna.

The original appraisal suggested some mitigation measures to reduce any possible impact of the development, as follows:

· retain as much of the existing vegetation as possible

· create new habitats that maintain the link with Stroud Green Railway Bank

· provide landscape planting comprising native species of UK origin

· temporary fencing to be installed during site clearance to protect adjacent and retained habitats, particularly the Railway Bank

· avoid spreading Japanese Knotweed from adjacent habitats

· no vegetation clearance during the bird breeding season (end-February to mid-August)

Subject to this, the scheme would have negligible ecological impact.

Green N8’s comments

The group comment that the validity of the ecological appraisal is at least in part dependent on the credibility of the applicant’s dust and noise reports, which, in their view, is open to doubt.

The first appraisal states that the retention of a narrow strip of vegetation along the western boundary of the site will to some extent maintain the integrity of the ecological corridor, thus acknowledging that the integrity of the corridor will be diminished and in spite of the report recognising that it is the eastern side of the site that has particular value for birds.

The possible presence of bats is however the most important aspect.  The group points out that specialists advise that early August is the prime time to make bat recordings, but that the surveys were carried out in April to June.  This is likely to explain the low level of sightings.  A local resident, in Wightman Road, commissioned a bat survey of her own garden which was conducted in August 2004, and 5 different species of bats were identified in one night.

The settlement pits are shown adjacent to the southern end of the site and to the Railway Bank.  This location would mean that dust from washing down lorries and dirty run-off water, as well as from the operation of the plant, will contaminate nearby habitat and threaten the plant life and small invertebrates that are a vital part of the food chain for birds, bats and other species.

Increased trackside activity such as unloading aggregates, and clearance of vegetation will endanger ecological activity along the Corridor.

The lack of an up-to-date species list for the site and the Railway Bank makes proper evaluation of the site and of the impact of the scheme impossible.

Implementation of the proposal would be contrary to Haringey’s Biodiversity Action Plan, which seeks to maintain and protect trackside habitat and the habitat value of the freight sidings at Hornsey.  It would also hinder achievement of the aims of the Bat Action Plan which include reversing the declining bat population of the Borough.

The proposal is also contrary to policies OS5 and OS15 of the Council’s 2004 draft UDP.

Council’s assessment

The application site is not in the Stroud Green Railway Bank site of borough ecological importance, nor the ecological corridor of the East Coast Main Line railway tracks.  The scheme will not therefore represent a physical break in or direct impact on the important habitats of the area.

There is no evidence that the site provides habitat for any protected or notable species.

The bat survey conducted for a resident of Wightman Road did note 5 species of bat, but also noted that likely feeding and commuting areas and routes do not cross the site as they follow the green chain along the New River to the rear of Wightman Road houses, and the Stroud Green Rail Bank and rear gardens to Uplands Road houses.

The Council’s independent consultant has conducted 2 further surveys of the site and has found no evidence that the site provides significant foraging or habitat for bats.  He confirms the above information about feeding and commuter routes.

240 trains pass the site daily, and the addition of 3 aggregate delivery trains a week will therefore cause relatively minor additional disturbance.

Conclusion

There is no evidence that this development will cause significant disruption or disturbance to protected or notable species or to the ecology of the area.  However, mitigating measures could still be taken, such as creating suitable habitat for Black Redstart, providing additional planting where possible, and ensuring that site clearance does not take place during the bird breeding season

Design and visual impact

The site is very open and flat and is overlooked from the rear of Wightman Road houses across the railway, and from Chettle Court and the lower (even) numbered houses in Uplands Road.  The land rises up from the site to Uplands Road and Chettle Court.  Any development on this site or in the area of the railway is going to be seen from these houses.

The storage hoppers and the batching plant are both over 15m. high and will be highly visible.  However, although visible they will not will not interfere with outlook, as the area is so flat and open and they will be at least 100m. from the nearest residential properties.  There are also already 2 tall silos close to the site.  The intention to clad the buildings in aesthetic cladding will mean that it will be not be apparent that they form part of a concrete batching plant and will make them less obtrusive.

Employment matters

The proposal provides only 10 on site jobs, including drivers, with 2 additional administrative jobs at head office.  There are currently 2 vacant units on the Cranford Way industrial estate.  Green N8 have suggested that the uncertainty over the batching plant has deterred potential tenants (they cite one potential occupier called Maxitech.biz) and will cause existing employers on the estate to leave.

Maxitech are involved in recycling computers.  They have confirmed that they had considered taking a unit in Cranford Way, but had decided to move to premises elsewhere in Hornsey.  Whilst not the main reason for their decision, the batching plant was a contributory factor.  

Letting agents acting for the estate owners have said that, to their knowledge, 2 potential occupiers of the vacant units have backed out, citing the batching plant as being part of the reason for withdrawing.

Tradewinds, the silk screen printers, have made it quite clear that they would have to vacate their premises with the loss of 25 local jobs.  Even if the batching plant itself did not give rise to significant dust emissions, the passage of an additional 56 HGVs past their door stirring up dust would mean that they could not carry on with their business in this location.  They have already tried without success to find another tenant for their unit and are currently in negotiations with the estate owners.

Both Green N8 and the Botswana Meat Commission point out that at present there are no General Industrial-type users on the estate.  Green N8 suggest that the advent of a concrete batching plant could lead to a complete change in character for the estate (that is, leading to it becoming a location for general industry to the further detriment of nearby residents).

Conclusion

There is clearly a “fear factor” in the reactions of existing and potential occupiers on the estate based on the possibly unsound assumption that modern concrete batching plants must of necessity cause significant dust emissions.  The Botswana Meat Commission objection states that “No matter how much modern technology is embraced we do not accept or believe that we will not be affected by cement dust in the atmosphere. This plant will produce dust in the atmosphere which will be detrimental to our own cold store equipment, the foodstuffs we store and the local residents air quality.”

Although fears of dust emissions from the process may be exaggerated, there is the distinct possibility of spillage from mixer trucks, especially at the southern end of Cranford Way, and the development will cause a significant increase in the number of HGVs using this road.  This will undoubtedly give rise to greater disturbance of dust deposited on the road, and for some existing or potential occupiers this element will be crucial.

There is some evidence that the possibility of the concrete batching plant being built here has influenced employers’ location decisions, and that this could cause a loss of employment opportunities locally.

Local environment and quality of life

The scheme will mean the addition of at least 56 daily HGV movements to the streets immediately adjacent to the industrial estate, which will inevitably increase noise and vibration nuisance.  Streets in the area are either wholly residential or have a substantial amount of residential accommodation along them or pass through local shopping centres.  Some are also used as routes to nearby schools, in particular Church Lane and Hornsey High Street on which St. Mary’s Nursery and Primary Schools and the Greig City Academy are located, and Tottenham lane, leading to Hornsey School for Girls.  Although the distribution routes that concrete lorries will take to building sites cannot be known, HGV movements will be concentrated on Hornsey, particularly Tottenham Lane, Church Lane and Hornsey High Street.  These roads, already heavily trafficked, and intended to provide access for houses and shops were not designed for increasing numbers of HGVs.  There are also concerns about the impact of exhaust fumes from the additional lorries on residents of nearby streets, especially Tottenham Lane which is uphill

Green N8 point to evidence that HGVs are disproportionately involved in fatal cycling accidents

It is inevitable that the introduction of such a significant number of HGV journeys will, to a greater or lesser extent, affect road safety, increase environmental degradation and reduce quality of life in these streets.

Other matters

Conditions and Enforcement

There is an overlap between some matters that would normally be controlled under planning legislation and conditions and the LAPPC regime.  These would be issues concerning the management and every day operation of the plant including the enforcement of measures such as dust suppression.  Nevertheless if permission were to be granted, dust suppression details would be required by planning condition and could be enforced through the planning process.

Conditions that would be imposed if permission was granted would relate to:

· hours of operation

· maximum of 5 mixer trucks based at or operating from the plant

· restriction to 3 cement deliveries per day

· transport of aggregates by rail only

· vehicle reversing sounders and over-fill alarms to be of “white noise” type

· no open storage

· prohibition of any other associated operations or uses within the site

· dust suppression measures

· details of wheel and vehicle washing facilities and vehicle washing required before vehicles leave the site

· details of dust suppression during construction

· yard to be hard surfaced, details to be submitted

· details of surface drainage

· no use of the western loop of Cranford Way

· full details of external finishes

· boundary treatment

· landscaping/planting

Enforcement of, for example, restriction of the number of mixer trucks, or a prohibition on the use of the western loop of Cranford Way by lorries serving the plant would of necessity be “after the breach”, and could be difficult to prove.  It is possible that if a particular development demands an increased supply of concrete this would be met and the condition restricting the number of mixer trucks breached at least in the short term: subsequent enforcement would lead to a fine.  Equally, it seems likely that even if use of the loop road is prohibited by condition, if the main Cranford Way becomes blocked, mixer trucks and “collect” customers would still use this alternative route rather than risk the concrete going off.  Again, subsequent enforcement would lead to fines only.

Although valid conditions relating to the operation of the plant can be imposed, there could therefore be some difficulties in enforcing conditions imposed to ensure acceptable operation.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

The proposal basically complies with strategic and regional policies for the use of rail and for transport of aggregates by rail.

The scheme also complies with the Council’s UDP policies on open space and ecology, and transport, and, in terms of land use, employment.  There are however detrimental effects in other areas that are considered to be material planning considerations.

The proposal is likely to have an unacceptable effect on the quality of life of local residents mainly through causing a minimum of 56 extra HGV movements along local streets.  This will give rise to disturbance from noise nuisance and vibration and the stirring up of additional dust on residential and shopping streets, especially Tottenham Lane and Church Lane.  It will also reduce conditions relating to safety on these streets, a situation that will be emphasised by the large number of existing schools, nurseries and other children’s facilities located on, or in the vicinity of, the roads that these HGVs will use.

There is evidence that the possible presence of a concrete batching plant has already influenced location decisions of employers in relation to the Cranford Way Industrial Estate.  In the future this could lead to a loss of job opportunities in the borough, or attract more “dirty” and “nuisance” uses to the industrial estate.  This would be harmful to the amenities of those residents whose houses adjoin the estate, particularly those in Uplands Road and Rathcoole Gardens.

The Council’s assessment of the noise implications of this development indicate that there would be a worsening of noise levels at sensitive receptors (that is, nearby housing) which would contribute to a creeping degradation of the environment.

RECOMMENDATION

REFUSE PERMISSION

Registered No. HGY/2005/0007
Applicant’s drawing No.(s) FP/01, 2416/10/D, 2416/20/C
For the following reasons


1.  Whilst aggregates would be brought to the site by rail, deliveries of cement to the site, and distribution of concrete from the site, would generate at least 56 lorry movements during the working day which would access  the site from and exit on to Tottenham Lane via Cranford Way.  Although this additional traffic may not place excessive strain on the capacity of the road network as a whole in this part of Haringey, it would result in disturbance to residents in nearby roads, in particular Tottenham Lane and Church Lane, to a degree which would unacceptably detract from the amenity of those residents.  The proposal would thus be contrary to policies EMP 3.1 "Amenity, design and transport considerations", RIM 3.2 "Pollution and nuisance from new development", and DES 1.9 "Privacy and amenity of neighbours" of the Council's adopted 1998 Unitary Development Plan, and to policy UD 2 "General principles" of the Council's 2004 draft Unitary Development Plan.


2.  The additional traffic movements to and from the application site, and the nature of that traffic, would by reason of noise and dust generation be detrimental to the current operating and working condtions of properties in Cranford Way, which are of predominently of a storage/light industrial character, rather than general industrial.  The proposed development would discourage businesses from locating in Cranford Way and may lead to some occupiers moving out of their existing premises.  This would lead to a net reduction of jobs in the Defined Employment Area which would not be offset by the proposed creation of 12 jobs at the new plant.  The scheme would therefore be contrary to policies EMP 3.1 "Amenity, design and transport considerations", RIM 3.2 "Pollution and nuisance from new development", and DES 1.9 "Privacy and amenity of neighbours" of the Council's adopted 1998 Unitary Development Plan, and policies EMP 5 "Promoting employment uses" and UD 2 "general principles" of the Council's draft Unitary Development Plan.


3.  The applicants have not adequately demonstrated that the proposal will not be harmful to the amenity of nearby residents  by reason of noise nuisance.  In particular, the Council is not satisfied that the rejection of BS 4142 is justified, and  that the applicants have used the correct methodology for assessing the noise impacts of the scheme. As such, the proposal would be contrary to Policy RIM 3.2 "Pollution and Nuisance from New Development" of the Adopted Haringey Unitary Development Plan 1998, and Policy UD2 of the Revised Unitary Development Plan 2004.
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