
 
 
 
 
 
 

PLANNING SUB-COMMITTEE B  

Date: 27th February 2018 NON-EXEMPT 

 

Application number P2015/4983/FUL 

Application type Full Planning Application  

Ward Tollington Ward 

Listed building Not listed 

Conservation area Stroud Green conservation area 

Development Plan Context Local Cycle Route 

Licensing Implications None 

Site Address Disused Single Garage, 16 Japan Crescent, London, N4 
4BB 

Proposal Demolition of existing disused derelict building and 
construction of two storeys over basement single dwelling 
house (C3 use class) and associated excavation at 
basement level. 

 

Case Officer Daniel Jeffries 

Applicant Mr Mark Armstrong - d4p developments Limited 

Agent Mr J. Brown - ShrimplinBrown Ltd, 

 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 

The Committee is asked to resolve to GRANT planning permission  
 

 subject to the conditions and heads of terms for a Section 106 legal agreement set 
out in Appendix 1 of the original report attached;  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PLANNING COMMITTEE REPORT 

 
Development Management Service 
Planning and Development Division 
Environment and Regeneration Department 
 
 
 
 

 



 
2. REASONS FOR DEFERRAL  
 
2.1 This application was previously discussed at the Planning Sub-Committee B meeting on 27 

February 2017 where objectors were given the opportunity to speak. 
 

2.2 In the discussion the following points were made: 
  

 Concerns raised regarding the reference to the term master bedroom in the report 
indicating a two bedroom dwelling. Noted the response by the applicant that this was 
a typing error.  
 

 It was noted that without the inclusion of a home office, the accommodation would fall 
below minimum standards required by the London Plan.  

 

 The concerns of objectors who had commissioned their own survey by a civil 
engineer which raised concerns about the inaccuracies contained in the Structural 
Method Statement provided by the applicant. 

 

 It was noted that the accessibility of the toilet at first floor level would need to comply 
with Building Regulations and a condition to ensure that the premises would be 
accessibility compliant had been recommended.  

 

 Concerns raised by Councillor Convery that the scheme did not comply with the 
minimum provision of adequate private outdoor amenity space as set out in policy 
DM3.5. 
 

2.3 Members decided to defer the application in order for the Sub-Committee to further 
consider structural method statements from the applicant and from the objectors.  

 
3. UPDATES FOLLOWING COMMITTEE 27th FEBRUARY 2017 
 
3.1 Following the conclusion of the Planning Sub-Committee, additional information has been 

submitted, including amended floor plans and information relating to the structural impact of 
the development.  
 

3.2 As such letters were sent to the occupiers of neighbouring properties along Mount Pleasant 
Crescent, Japan Crescent and Albert Road. Letters were sent on 26th April 2017, 31st May 
2017, 29th September 2017, and 1st December 2017. Whilst the consultation expired on 15th 
December 2017, the Council will consider comments until the date of the determination of 
the application.  
 

3.3 Apart from the comments provided from Mr. Eldred which are discussed below, the 
consultation period has resulted in a total of five additional responses, from neighbours who 
have previously commented on the application including one letter of support and four 
letters of objection raising the following summarised concerns. In addition, a letter has been 
submitted via email on behalf of 12 no. named residents (with the paragraph that provides 
responses to each issue indicated within brackets): 
 

 The impact on the conservation area (Paragraphs 4.19 below and Paragraphs 

10.5 to 10.11 within attached Appendix 1) 

 Quality of accomodation as two-bedroom unit (Paragraphs 4.20 to 4.22) 

 Privacy and Overlooking issues (Paragraph 10.17 within attached Appendix 1) 

 



 Structural impact of the basement excavation including underpinning of adjoining 

properties, potential subsidence and flooding issues to neighbouring properties 

(Paragraphs 4.1 to 4.19) 

 Ownership and Party Wall issues (Paragraph 4.15). 

4. ASSESSMENT OF UPDATED INFORMATION, REASON FOR DEFERRAL: FURTHER 
CONSIDERATION OF STRUCTURAL METHOD STATEMENTS FROM THE APPLICANT 
AND FROM THE OBJECTORS  
 
Basement Development – Structural Method Statement 

4.1 In terms of the basement element of the proposal, paragraph, 6.11 of the Basement 
Development SPD states ‘the Council may choose to consult (at the expense of the 
applicant) an independent suitably qualified person to undertake an independent 
assessment for specific cases where substantive conflicting information has been 
presented to the Council, or where there are any particularly sensitive buildings, trees or 
other structures within proximity of the site’.  
 

4.2 In accordance with the above guidance, and to resolve the disagreements regarding 
whether the structural information submitted in support of the information was adequate to 
accord with the Council’s requirement a structural and engineering company (Alan Baxter 
Ltd) was appointed to undertake an independent assessment. The assessment carried out 
included a review of the Structural Method Statement information submitted by the 
applicant and the geotechnical and structural assessment of the application documents 
submitted by Mr. Eldred, on behalf of the objectors to the scheme. 

 
4.3 The information originally submitted in support of the application included a ‘Hurley Palmer 

Flatt’ produced Structural Method Statement in February 2016 (the 02 issue of the report is 
dated 22/02/16). This was amended and re-issued in July 2016 (the 05 issue of the report is 
dated 28/07/16) following ground investigations on site in May 2016 and the issue of a Desk 
Study and Site Investigations report by Southern Testing on 14 June 2016. The original 
independent review of these documents, in September 2017, considered the latter two 
documents submitted in support of the application. In addition, a review of the geotechnical 
and structural assessment information submitted and prepared by Mr Eldred on behalf of 
the objectors was undertaken. 
 

4.4 The original independent review, received in September 2017, considered how the original  
SMS and associated SMS Addendum, complied with the requirements of the Basement 
Development SPD, together with an assessment of the geotechnical and structural 
information submitted by Mr. Eldred. The original independent review is within Appendix 2 
of this report. 
 

4.5 Following the receipt of the above mentioned independent review, on 15th September 2017, 
neighbour notification letters were sent on 29th September 2017. 

  
4.6 Appendix B of the Islington Basement Development SPD (2016) states that for a planning 

application submission the engineering design should be advanced to Developed Design 
Stage (RIBA Stage 3). The SMS should convey a clear design process that demonstrates 
how the proposed design responds to findings of the site-specific survey and investigations 
undertaken and specifically how designers have addressed:  

 
 

 ground conditions and ground water  

 existing trees and infrastructure  

 drainage  



 flooding  

 vertical and lateral loads  

 movements  

 integrity of existing structures (including adjoining buildings and wider where 
relevant) 

 
4.7 Also the Appendix B states that a SMS should include an outline of the proposed structural 

engineering general arrangement and details such as drawings of underpinning, piled wall 
etc. The statement should include an assessment of both short and long term effects of 
movement expected to the property, the adjoining properties and adjacent properties. 
Damage should be limited to a maximum of Category 2 as set out in the Construction 
Industry Research and Information Association (CIRIA) Report 580 ‘Embedded Retaining 
Walls’ (or as updated).  
 

4.8 The main concerns raised by Mr. Eldred’s (objector’s SMS) geotechnical and structural 
review identifies six issues to be addressed which relate to the seven bullet points which 
the Basement Development SPD states designers should demonstrate they have 
addressed. On all six issues he concludes that the applicants SMS fails to adequately 
define and ameliorate the risks associated with these issues. It also sets out the facts as he 
sees them and discusses various aspects of the proposal. The six issues identified in the 
report are as follows: 
 

 Ground conditions and water, 

 Drainage, 

 Flooding, 

 Veritical and lateral loads, 

 Ground and structural movements, 

 Integrity of existing structures. 
 

4.9 The report by Mr. Eldred has outlined the main concerns in relation to the above issues and 
how this assessment was carried out, which can be summarised below: 
 

 Ownership issues, stating that the flank wall of no. 14 Japan Crescent is a boundary 
wall rather than a party wall, 

 Ground and surface water with flooding to neighbouring properties, including in 
relation to no. 7 Mount Pleasant Crescent, 

 Risk of ground movement, and the risk of building damage due to changes in 
moisture content in London Clay as a result of trees. 

 Viability and safety of the method of construction of the basement, as well as the 
detail of the design 

 Concerns in relation to temporary works and sequencing of works 

 The damage category should be 3 rather than 2 as assessed by HPF based on the 
Cording rather than the Burland method  

 
4.10 This original review (dated 15th September 2017) of the information submitted in support of 

the application, by Alan Baxter, concluded that due to the number of revisions made to the 
SMS, in response to previous comments and additional information becoming available the 
information submitted was not clear in some parts. As such they concluded, at that time, 
that there were some areas where further consideration was needed on issues such as 
groundwater, heave, street trees and aspects of the temporary works proposals. The 
recommendations identify that structural engineering plans/sections and drainage drawings 
are needed to illustrate the proposals more clearly and further assesment was needed of 
the impact on 18 Japan Crescent and 7 Mount Pleasant Crescent.  
 



4.11 Alan Baxter’s review of the submission by Mr. Eldred (submitted on behalf of the objectors), 
considered that it is detailed, and makes a number of points on omissions and potential 
issues relevant to the SMS, which the review is in agreement to. However, the review aso 
confirms that it raises a number of issues and ‘matters of concern‘ which are not relevant to 
the SMS, including Party Wall and ownership issues. 
 

4.12 This independent review (by Alan Baxter dated 15th September 2017) confirmed that overall 
the structural information submitted, within the SMS and SMS Addendum, broadly covers 
the need for desk studies, building appraisals, site investigations and the bullet points set 
out in Basement SPD (including the six issues highlighted in the Mr. Eldred report). 
However, the review highlighted that there are a number of areas where further 
consideration is needed and additional information should be provided.  
 

4.13 The assessment (by Alan Baxter dated 15th September 2017) against the seven key points 
outlined within Appendix B of the Basement SPD are summarised below: 
 

 Ground Conditions and Groundwater: Confirms that it appears to have been 
adequately addressed given the scale and nature of the proposals and the 
anticipated ground conditions. Requests that further confirmation of the nature and 
extent of these pockets and the implications for groundwater are obtained when 
works commence on site.  
 

 Existing trees and Infrastructure: Considers they have generally been adequately 
addressed in the report. The semi-mature tree in the pavement in front of 14 Japan 
Crescent is not specifically referred to and the potential impact of the tree maturing 
should be considered as part of their design. They should also review the general 
impact of the street trees and shrinkable clay subsoil on the houses in street.  

 

 Drainage: The SMS confirms that separate foul and surface water drainage systems 
are to be provided and some details are described in the text. However no drawings 
have been provided and the proposed arrangement is unclear. Some drainage from 
the basement and lightwell at the rear to a manhole at the front and the sewer below 
Japan Crescent are likely to be needed and may require deeper excavations which 
could influence the construction methodology. The drainage proposals should 
therefore be clarified further, preferably on drawings.  

 

 Flooding: Considers that this appears to have been adequately considered and 
reported.  

 

 Vertical and lateral loads: These have been addressed in both the temporary and 
permanent conditions, including producing a series of sketches to illustrate the 
proposed sequence which show the underpinning proposed to adjacent buildings, 
temporary propping across the excavation and battered excavations to the front and 
rear. The sketches are indicative at this stage and the proposals will need to be 
developed during detailed design and by the contractor (once appointed) in 
preparing the Construction Management Plan. For the purposes of the SMS they 
appear sufficient. The structure is designed as a separate building supported on a 
reinforced concrete box to the rear and strip foundations and reinforced concrete 
ground beams to the front. Details of the proposed loading and a preliminary load 
takedown are provided. Considers that the outline basement design appears to 
ignore groundwater, hydrostatic uplift and heave on the basement which ST 
recommended should be allowed for in the design. Alan Baxter recommends that 
appropriate measures, along with waterproofing, are incorporated. 

 



 Movements: Confirmed that assessment was carried out on the likely settlement of 
the proposed building and had considered the possible change in bearing stress 
below the flank wall to 14 Japan Crescent. This assesment concluded that the 
anticipated damage will be less than Category 2. Alan Baxter confirmed that on the 
basis of the applicants analysis they report in the SMSA that the risk of movement of 
the proposed building and neighbouring properties has been considered and 
mitigated by the proposed sequencing. Monitoring is also proposed. Alan Baxter 
confirmed that the scale and nature of the project the assessment carried out for the 
proposed building and 14 Japan Crescent appears reasonable. However, no 
specific assessment is included for the garage to 18 Japan Crescent where the 
SMS and sequence drawings indicate provision will be made for differential 
movement, or for 7 Mount Pleasant Crescent, one corner of which is to be locally 
underpinned.  

 

 Integrity of Existing Structures: Confirms that whilst  14 and 18 Japan Crescent 
have been looked at and reported on in the SMS, which appears to have dealt with 
these building adequately, there is no specific information on the nature or condition 
of 7 Mount Pleasant Crescent although it appears to have been considered in the 
design and mitigation proposals (underpinning and monitoring).  

 
4.14 As a result of the above findings, the applicant submitted an SMS Addendum (titled Design 

for People dated 30/11/2017) to address these concerns identified by Alan Baxter in terms 
of its compliance with Appendix B of the Basement SPD. This information was received on 
30th Novembe 2017 and resulted in further consultation with letters sent 1 December 2017. 
This consultation period ended on 15th December 2017. However, the Council accepts 
comments up until the date of the determination of the application. 
 

4.15 On 6th December 2017, Alan Baxter provided further review of the above mentioned SMS 
Addendum report submitted to support the application, together with the response from Mr. 
Eldred to Alan Baxter’s intial review of the submitted SMS and initial SMS Addendum. The 
main concerns raised by Mr. Eldred related to Party Wall and ownership issues in terms of 
receiving the correct permissions to carry out works.  
 

4.16 The review (dated 6 December 2017) confirmed that the new Addendum report (dated 
30/11/2017) has now addressed all of the concerns in their latest submission, in terms of its 
compliance with Appendix B of the Basement SPD. The review confirms that the 
Addendum has concluded that there are no records available of any flooding in the area, 
and based upon the desk study research and physical investigations carried out by 
Southern Testing (ST) the risk of significant groundwater is low. Appropriate waterproofing 
measures have been incorporated in the design. The information concludes that the 
requested plans/sections/construction sequence drawings have been included and are 
satisfactory. It also confirmed that the following requested investigations have been carried 
out: 

 Commentary on the condition and integrity of 18 Japan  Crescent and 7 Mount 
Pleasant Crescent.  

 Site investigations and subsequent groundwater monitoring  

 The impact on the tree  

 Proposed drainage arrangement 

 Groundwater, hydrostatic uplift and heave  
 
 
 
 



4.17 The review of Michael Eldred’s feedback (dated 6 December 2017), to Alan Baxter’s initial 
review (dated 15th September 2017) of the applicant’s structural information, has concluded 
that their assessment was carried out generally and also raised a number of broad issues 
relating to ownership, insurance and Party Wall matters, which are not directly relevant to 
the SMS or planning. Alan Baxter’s review concluded that the purpose of the Mr Eldred 
assessment appears to have been to assist his client in objecting to the proposals. It also 
states that the method of construction will need to be developed during the detailed design 
and by the contractor (once appointed) in preparing the Construction Management Plan 
(CMP), which doesn’t need to be submitted and approved until just prior to works 
commencing. By this stage, party wall awards should also be in place and it should be 
clearer what agreements have been reached with the neighbours regarding underpinning 
and temporary access to carry out the works. Again, this is not, we believe a Planning 
matter, but if aspects of the proposals are not agreed or temporary access not obtained, 
revisions will be needed to the scheme and/or the method of construction.  

 
4.18 Alan Baxters review (dated 6th December 2017 in Appendix 2) of the SMS and Addendum 

SMS has confirmed that the designer has now considered and assessed the impact of the 
street tree maturing in their design. Also that the proposed drainage arrangement has been 
clarified following the inclusion of a drawing (009923-98-SP-900 P1) in the information 
submitted. They confirmed that the SMS Addendum has considered the design and details 
of groundwater, hydrostatic uplift and heave which are considered adequate for planning 
purposes. However, they have stated that this will need to be developed further by the 
designers. In conclusion the independent assesor has confirmed that all comments raised 
previously in relation to the compliance with the Basement Development SPD have been 
addressed in the latest submission (dated 30th November 2017).  

 
4.19 It is considered that the issues raised in relation to the impact on the conservation area, by 

the basement excavation, has been addressed within the report presented at 27th February 
2017, Planning Sub-Committee B (attached as Appendix 1). 
 
Quality of Accommodation 

4.20 The applicant has provided amended floor plans which show the relabelling of the first floor 
room as a ‘bedroom’ rather than a ‘master bedroom’.  
 

4.21 The applicant has confirmed that the originally submitted scheme (ref. P2014/3205/FUL) 
which was withdrawn was for a 2 bedroom dwelling with a home office. As result, the 
applicant has confirmed that when the proposal was being revised for the current 
application a typing error occurred as the main bedroom was retained but not renamed. It is 
considered that the submission of the amended drawings has addressed this issue. 
 

4.22 The applicant has confirmed that the inclusion of a home office is essential to meet the 
internal space requirements of the London Plan 2016. However, the applicant has 
confirmed that it was always the intention to provide a home office as part of the 
development. They consider that this is demonstrated by the inclusion of a home office in 
all of the submitted applications together with the pre-application request. Following a 
review of the previous submissions, Officers can confirm that a home office was included, 
this has been marked on the drawings as a ‘creative studio’. Whilst it is acknowledged that 
in the event that this office is changed into a bedroom the unit would fall below the required 
internal space standards for a 2 bedroom dwelling. However, the proposal generally 
provides a good standard of accomodation, and it is also acknowledged that there is no 
policy requirements which restrict the use of home offices. As such it is considered that on 
balance, the inclusion of a home office which is located at lower ground floor level would be 
acceptable in this instance. 
 
 



Accessibility 
4.23 As recorded within the original report within (attached within Appendix 1) the original 

Planning Committee minutes concerns of Members in relation to how the proposed 
residential development would comply with the Council’s Policy DM2.2 and the Inclusive 
Design SPD. In particular the first floor toilet was considered to fail to comply Building 
Regulations and as such would not be accessibility compliant. Following the presentation of 
the report at the Planning Sub-Committee B, amended drawings were submitted to enlarge 
the size of this toilet, now measuring an area of 1.6m x 1.6m.  
 

4.24 It is acknowledged that the Inclusive SPD recommends that a toilet measures 3m x 4m to 
fully comply with accessibility requirements. However, given the constraints of the site and 
that it is at first floor level, and that a condition has been recommended in relation to 
complying with accessibility, (see Appendix 1) it is not considered to warrant refusal in this 
instance. It should also be noted that in the event the application was approved the scheme 
would need to accord with the Building Regulation requirements which are separate to the 
assessment of this planning application. 
 
Private Amenity Space 

4.25 Part C of Policy DM3.5 states ‘the minimum requirement for private outdoor space is 5sqm 
on upper floors and 15sqm on ground floors for 1-2 person dwellings. For each additional 
occupant, an extra 1m2 is required on upper floors and an extra 5m2 on ground floors up to 
a minimum of 30m2 for family housing (three bedroom residential units and above). In this 
instance the proposed development provides a total of 15sqm, being located at lower 
ground floor (5 sqm) and ground floor (10 sqm). It is considered that this adequate to 
comply with the above policy requirements and address the concerns raised. 
  

5. CONCLUSION 
 
5.1 Given the submission of the Structural Method Statement Addendum and independent 

assessment carried out by Alan Baxter, the proposed basement development is considered 
to comply with the requirements of Appendix B of the Basement SPD (2016) and would 
have an acceptable structural impact on the host properties and those found within the 
surrounding area. 
 

5.2 The submission of amended drawings in relation to the relabelling of the first floor bedroom 
and the enlargement of the first floor bathroom, together with the recommended 
accessibility condition is considered to address the concerns identified by Members. 
 

5.3 Whilst there are concerns in relation to the potential change of the use of the lower ground 
room named as a home office as bedroom, in this instance it is considered that this would 
not warrant refusal. 
 

5.4 The proposal is considered to provide adequate private amenity space to accord with the 
requirements of Policy DM3.5. It is recommended that on balance and subject to the 
amended condition 2 which is outlined below, planning permission be granted subject to 
conditions and upon the prior completion of a Deed of Planning Obligation made under 
section 106 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 securing the heads of terms as set 
out in Appendix 1 – RECOMMENDATION  
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
5.5 Condition 2: 

 
Approved plans list: 
DRAWING AND DOCUMENT NUMBERS: The development hereby approved shall be 
carried out in accordance with the following approved plans:  
 
Location Block and Site Plan Proposed - Ref: 01L004- 2PD000 Rev A, 01L004 – AED000, 
01L004 – AED100, 01L004 – AED150, 01L004 – AED160, 01L004-2PD100C, 01L004-
2PD101B, 01L004- 2PD151A, 01L004-2PD161A, 01L004-2PD162A; 01L004 – 2PD502A, 
01L004 – 2PD152, Design and Access, Planning and Heritage Statement, D4p- UK Ltd 
Ref: 01:004-DR002 – DAS; Daylight Assessment, Twenty 16 Design, Feb 2016; Structural 
Method Statement, Hurley Palmer Flatt, July 2016 Ref: PUR09923- Jpn Cr - 160728; Desk 
Study and Site Investigation Report, Southern Testing, 16 June 2016; Sustainable Design 
and Construction Statement, 01L004-DR003 Rev A; Application Planning Letter, Shrimplin 
Brown, 24 November 2015. Structural Method Statement Addendum dated 30/11/2017.  
 
REASON: To comply with Section 70(1) (a) of the Town and Country Act 1990 as amended 
and the Reason for Grant and also for the avoidance of doubt and in the interest of proper 
planning. 
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APPENDIX 2 – INDEPENDENT REVIEW FEEDBACK 
 

 











 







 


