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Objection to Proposed Development HGY/2021/3481 

From Aurell Taussig, 109 North Hill, London N6 4DP 

 

1. OBJECTION 

1.1 I am writing to object to the proposed development in its revised form.  In doing so I 
wish to repeat the Objections I submitted previously (which I have attached to this 
document for reference), as the issues I raised in those Objections remain relevant. 

1.2 In short, the revisions made to the developers' proposals do not deal with the issues 
I raised in my previous Objections, and so I wish to repeat them here.   

1.3 I am also very concerned that my concerns have not been given due weight by the 
Planning Officer in their Planning Committee Report.  The Planning Officer has not 
applied the correct tests in assessing my Objections, and has not applied the 
Council's policies contained in the Haringey Development Management Plan 
appropriately.  Her recommendation ought, therefore, not to be followed. 

2. DAYLIGHT / SUNLIGHT 

2.1 The developers have done nothing to reduce the damage that will be caused by their 
proposals to the amount of daylight/sunlight I currently enjoy at my property.  The 
link building that will run alongside my garden wall will be far too high and cause a 
devastating impact on the amount of light I will be able to enjoy in my garden, and 
will also reduce my view of the sky from my windows, in both cases to an 
unacceptable degree.   

2.2 I repeat what I have said in my earlier objections – the proposed development will 
cause me to lose more than 50% of the amount of light I currently enjoy in my garden 
under the "sun on ground" test, which is a very significant breach of the BRE 
Guidelines that the developers (and the Council) ought to be following.  There will 
also be an unacceptable amount of restriction to the daylight I will enjoy from my 
windows, and my view of the sky, again in breach of the BRE Guidelines. 

2.3 It is worth quoting in full the summary of the "sun on ground" test, which is part of 
the BRE Guidelines, as described in the developers' Daylight and Sunlight Report 
(paras 4.19 to 4.22): 
"Sunlight to neighbouring gardens and amenity spaces  

4.19. Sunlight should be assessed on the equinox (21 March) to main back 
gardens of houses, allotments, parks and playing fields, children’s 
playgrounds, outdoor swimming pools, sitting-out areas such as in public 
squares, and focal points for views, such as a group of monuments or 
fountains.  

4.20. The assessment measures the percentage of each area that can receive at 
least two hours of sunlight on 21 March - the two-hours sun-on-ground 
(SOG) test.  

4.21. If, following development, the area of the garden or other amenity space that 
can receive two hours of direct sunlight on 21 March is reduced to both 
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less than 50% of its total area and less than 0.8 times its former value, 
the loss of sunlight is likely to be noticeable and the space will tend to 
look more heavily overshadowed.  

4.22. The assessment normally excludes sunlight at an altitude of 10° or less and 
ignores fences or walls less than 1.5 metres high, and trees and shrubs. 
Front gardens, driveways and hard standings for cars need not be 
assessed."  (emphasis added) 

2.4 The Council is obliged to apply the BRE Guidelines in assessing the impact of 
proposed developments on the privacy and amenity of neighbouring properties.  
This is contained in the guidance accompanying Part D of Policy DM1 in the 
Haringey Development Management Plan, regarding Privacy and Amenity, at paras 
2.9 and 2.10: 

"2.9 The Council recognises that amenity can be compromised in a number of 
ways through development such as detrimental loss of daylight and 
sunlight to existing and adjacent occupiers; loss of privacy and outlook 
due to the proximity and design of developments; harmful noise, odour, 
vibration and air pollution from existing and proposed developments 
(typically commercial activities and other activities such as rail); 
developments with the potential to endanger highway safety; and cause 
detrimental micro-climate effects. Buildings should therefore be compatible 
with their local environment and conditions.  

2.10 The design and layout of buildings must enable sufficient sunlight and 
daylight to penetrate into and between buildings, and ensure that adjoining 
land or properties are protected from unacceptable overshadowing. 
The Building Research Establishment (BRE) provides guidance on site 
layout planning to achieve good sun-lighting and day-lighting (BRE 
Site Layout Planning for Daylight and Sunlight: a guide to good 
practice)."  (emphasis added) 

2.5 However, the Planning Officer has failed to apply DM1 properly, including in failing 
to apply the BRE Guidelines correctly, for the following reasons.   

2.6 The Planning Committee Report claims that the detrimental impact to my property 
should be ignored, because my garden is already overshadowed by the current care 
home building and trees (see para 6.6.4):  

"The neighbouring property at 109 North Hill which is in closest proximity to the site 
is already overshadowed due to its close proximity to the existing care facility 
building and trees in the garden."   

2.7 However, the fact that my garden already suffers from some overshadowing is totally 
irrelevant. Paragraph 2.9 above refers to the "detrimental loss of daylight and 
sunlight" for adjacent occupiers, and the BRE Guidelines ask what additional 
overshadowing would be caused by the new proposed development.  Whether there 
is some existing overshadowing is not relevant.  The BRE Guidelines state that, 
under the "sun on ground" test, the impact of the new development must not be to 
take away any more than 20% of the sunlight I currently enjoy.  Moreover, in making 
this assessment, trees and shrubs are to be ignored.  According to the report that 
the developers prepared, however, the development would take away 54% of my 
current sunlight – the area of my garden still seeing sun under this test would be 
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only 46% of the area that currently receives sun.  Only 22% of my garden area would 
receive sun, a reduction from the current 48% (see Appendix 4 of the 
Daylight/Sunlight report, page SHD-002).   

2.8 Although I do suffer from some overshadowing currently, it is not total, and I will 
notice the sizeable reduction in my daylight/sunlight that this new development will 
cause.  My amenity will be much reduced from what it is currently.   

2.9 In short, the justification provided by the Planning Officer for ignoring my concerns 
is irrational and unfair, does not apply Policy DM1 or the BRE Guidelines correctly 
and must not be accepted. 

2.10 Similarly, a number of properties at Yeatman Road will also lose an unacceptable 
amount of daylight / sunlight, in breach of Policy DM1 and the BRE Guidelines.  
Here, too, the Planning Committee Report seeks to ignore this impact, stating at 
para 6.6.4 that: 

"The neighbouring gardens that are affected i.e. the rear gardens of Yeatman Road 
are already overshadowed by an existing tree along the rear boundary".   

This is similarly irrational and unfair, as existing overshadowing and the impact of 
trees and shrubs should be ignored.  The developers' own analysis shows that the 
development would take away additional daylight / sunlight from those properties, to 
an extent that would breach the BRE Guidelines.   

2.11 The Planning Officer has failed to apply the "sun on ground" test in the BRE 
Guidelines correctly, in (i) taking into account the presence of trees (which ought to 
be excluded), and (ii) in arguing that the fact that my property, and the Yeatman 
Road properties, already suffer some overshadowing means that additional 
overshadowing ought to be accepted – whereas that is not the test that the BRE 
Guidelines say ought to be applied (which look at what additional overshadowing is 
caused).  Similarly, Policy DM1 states that adjacent occupiers must not suffer 
"detrimental loss of daylight and sunlight" from the proposed development. 

2.12 The Planning Officer's conclusion (at para 6.6.5) that "Overall the proposal would 
not have a significant impact on daylight and sunlight to residents of neighbouring 
properties" is not borne out by the evidence presented, and is irrational, 
unreasonable and unfair.  As mentioned above, the Planning Officer has failed to 
apply Policy DM1 correctly. 

2.13 Moreover, as my property is a listed building, the Council is obliged to take into 
account the requirements of Policy DM9 in the Haringey Development Management 
Plan, which includes the following guidance at para 2.71: 
 

"2.71  The Council has a duty to preserve the character of listed buildings under 
the provisions of Section 66 of the Planning (Listed Building and 
Conservation Areas) Act, 1990.  Proposals for alterations, or to erect a new 
building/structure in close proximity to listed buildings should not adversely 
affect their significance, character, appearance or setting.  The integrity and 
authenticity of a listed building can be substantially harmed over time 
by the cumulative impact of works which may individually cause minor 
harm." (emphasis added) 
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2.14 Consequently, even if the Planning Officer were to consider that the additional 
overshadowing caused by the proposed development would itself be a minor harm, 
given that my garden is already overshadowed to some extent, nevertheless the 
cumulative impact of this overshadowing, when combined with the overshadowing I 
already experience, would amount to "substantial harm".  This is borne out by the 
fact that, according to the developers' Daylight/Sunlight Report, following the 
development only 22% of my garden area would enjoy sun under the "sun-on-
ground" test.  The Planning Officer has failed to take this into account, and so has 
failed to apply Policy DM9 to the relevant facts. 

2.15 In addition, the reduction to my light will have a detrimental impact on my ground 
floor living room/dining room, which has windows looking on to the garden and will 
receive less light as a result.  This will have an unacceptable detrimental impact on 
my amenity. 

2.16 The solution to the problem is simple: the developers should be required to reduce 
the height of the link building, and its massing cut back/sliced off, so that any harm 
done to my daylight / sunlight (and that of properties in Yeatman Road) will be 
reduced significantly, and no greater than would be allowed under the BRE 
Guidelines.   

2.17 As I noted in my previous Objections, to allow such serious harm to be made to an 
adjacent property, and, in particular, one that is a listed property, is in breach of the 
Council's policies as well as the national planning policy framework.  These 
breaches should not be allowed.  I should add that a number of Objections have 
also been submitted by occupiers of Yeatman Road properties. 

2.18 Finally, as mentioned in my previous Objections, the fact that the developers have 
identified a large number of other windows in the vicinity of the site that they say 
would not be adversely affected (re: their reference to 98% or 99% of nearby 
windows being unaffected) is irrelevant and also misleading, as they have included 
in this the windows from the Highcroft building on the far side of North Hill, which is 
too far away to be relevant.  Whereas, when looking at the properties in the 
immediate vicinity (the listed terrace on North Hill and the Yeatman Road 
properties), 3 out of 12 properties surveyed fail the BRE Guidelines, and a further 3 
only just scrape through.  So half of the properties (6 out of 12) in the immediate 
vicinity are significantly adversely affected regarding daylight / sunlight. 

3. PRIVACY/OVERLOOKING AND OUTLOOK 

3.1 The developers' proposals will also cause a serious loss of privacy to my property 
and those of Yeatman Road, in that additional windows will overlook our properties.  
The developers should be required to amend their plans such that this does not 
happen, or such that the impacts are ameliorated by better design (e.g. by using slot 
windows in the corridor of the link building).  I repeat the points made in my earlier 
Objections about this issue.   

3.2 The fact that the link building will be much taller than it is currently, and much more 
bulky, will also lead to a loss of outlook for my property and those of Yeatman Road.     

3.3 The Planning Officer addresses the privacy/overlooking and outlook issues at para 
6.6.6 of the Planning Committee Report, but neglects the fact that additional 
windows are being proposed which will overlook my property and those of the 
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Yeatman Road properties.  Once again, the Planning Officer's justification for 
ignoring the objections raised is irrational and leads to an unfair result.   

3.4 The report also claims (at para 6.6.7) that this is an "urban setting" in which such 
overlooking and loss of outlook should be considered acceptable.  This phrase 
appears to be taken from the developers' own materials, where they seek to justify 
the damage they acknowledge would be caused to neighbouring properties by 
referring to the area's "urban context" (see ND Planning Ltd Planning Statement, 
para 7.29).  The use of an almost identical phrase suggests that the developers' 
rationale has been accepted uncritically by the Planning Officer, which is a serious 
concern.   

3.5 I have addressed in my previous Objections why it is misconceived to treat this as 
an "urban context" such as those described in cases cited by the developers (e.g. a 
case involving a development in Whitechapel).  Not all parts of London are the same.  
The setting in Highgate is completely different to that of Whitechapel, and the 
developers' apparent argument that because we are in London, any type of damage 
to neighbouring properties' amenity ought to be acceptable, should be dismissed. 

3.6 Moreover, as my property is a Grade II listed building, to allow this to go ahead would 
be a breach of Policy DM9.  A listed building is particularly sensitive.  To quote 
paragraph 2.71 of the Guidance, which I have referred to above,  

"Proposals for alterations, or to erect a new building/structure in close proximity to 
listed buildings should not adversely affect their significance, character, appearance 
or setting.  The integrity and authenticity of a listed building can be substantially 
harmed over time by the cumulative impact of works which may individually cause 
minor harm." 

3.7 The Planning Officer has failed to take into account the particular need to prevent 
harm to be done to the listed terrace, which is required by DM9. In her report, DM9 
is mentioned in passing but otherwise not considered.  As explained in my earlier 
Objections, the link building will be massively overbearing under the developers' 
proposals.  To allow it to go ahead would be to breach the Council's policies, 
including DM9 regarding the amenity for listed buildings.   

4. BASEMENT 

4.1 The revised proposals do nothing to address my concerns regarding the impact of 
the proposed basement on my property, both in terms of damage to the structure of 
my property, and the possibility of flooding.  As set out in my other Objections, and 
the advice of Alan Baxter Ltd (which I have also attached to this document), the 
Basement Impact Assessment (BIA) does not adequately take these risks into 
account.  The BIA acknowledges that my building will be adversely affected 
structurally, the extent to which is unclear.  The BIA's conclusions in this regard are 
based on a number of assumptions that may or may not be valid.  

4.2 I repeat that my property is also a listed building.  It is completely unacceptable that 
such damage should be caused to my building by such major excavations, and the 
true impact of which has not been assessed adequately.  The Council should not 
allow the development to proceed without further work being done to assess the 
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potential structural damage to neighbouring properties, and potential flooding given 
the complex hydrology of the area. 

4.3 The Planning Officer is wrong to conclude, in her Report, that the BIA meets the 
Council's policy requirements regarding the proposed basement, including 
demonstrating: 

"that the works will not adversely affect the structural stability of the application 
building and neighbouring buildings, does not increase flood risk to the property and 
nearby properties, avoids harm to the established character of the surrounding area, 
and will not adversely impact the amenity of adjoining properties or the local natural 
and historic environment" (para 6.8.3).   

4.4 On the contrary, the BIA acknowledges that there will be adverse impacts on my 
property in terms of cracking, and fails to demonstrate satisfactorily that the 
basement would not cause a flood risk.  In the opinion of Michael Coombs of Alan 
Baxter Ltd, a structural engineer whose two letters to me in respect of the BIA are 
attached, the groundwater monitoring and use of boreholes described in the BIA are 
"insufficient to establish the ground conditions and groundwater for a basement of 
this scale" (see his letter dated 21 March 2022).  He continues that the section in 
the BIA on groundwater displacement "appears to lack logic and is not 
comprehensible".   

4.5 The Planning Officer cites Policy DH7 (Basements) of the Highgate Neighbourhood 
Plan (2017) saying that it "seeks to ensure that full consideration is given to the 
potential impacts of basement developments at application stage".  However, from 
the above statements of Mr Coombs, it is clear that the BIA fails to deal sufficiently 
with the issues raised, and much more technical work needs to be done to ensure 
that there is no risk of flooding.   

4.6 I note that the Planning Officer has not addressed Mr Coombs' comments in her 
Report.  Instead, the Council's Head of Building Control has commented briefly with 
approval on the BIA, but, as Mr Coombs points out in his letter to me dated 5 April 
2022: 

"the matters that are important are not covered by the building regulations and are 
not strictly building control issues … The hydrogeological conditions in the Borough 
are as complex as any found in London and I am troubled that Mr McIver has not 
mentioned these at all in his note to the planning officer.  I believe this may 
demonstrate a lack of understanding of the issues."   

4.7 Nor has the Planning Officer addressed Mr Coombs' point (in his letter dated 21 
March 2022) that these issues should be fully and adequately addressed at the 
planning stage, rather than by applying conditions to a consent.  In his view, this 
runs the risk of "consent being given to a scheme that may not be feasible, within 
the parameters that should be applied to basement construction in such ground 
conditions."  The Planning Officer has, however, appeared to adopt the approach 
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that he recommends ought not to be adopted, without explaining why she is not 
following his recommendation.         

5. OTHER 

5.1 I also wish to repeat my other concerns contained in my earlier Objections, which 
should also be taken into account, and which remain valid.  A copy of these is 
attached. 
 

Aurell Taussig 
109 North Hill 
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	2.15 In addition, the reduction to my light will have a detrimental impact on my ground floor living room/dining room, which has windows looking on to the garden and will receive less light as a result.  This will have an unacceptable detrimental impa...
	2.16 The solution to the problem is simple: the developers should be required to reduce the height of the link building, and its massing cut back/sliced off, so that any harm done to my daylight / sunlight (and that of properties in Yeatman Road) will...
	2.17 As I noted in my previous Objections, to allow such serious harm to be made to an adjacent property, and, in particular, one that is a listed property, is in breach of the Council's policies as well as the national planning policy framework.  The...
	2.18 Finally, as mentioned in my previous Objections, the fact that the developers have identified a large number of other windows in the vicinity of the site that they say would not be adversely affected (re: their reference to 98% or 99% of nearby w...

	3. Privacy/Overlooking and Outlook
	3.1 The developers' proposals will also cause a serious loss of privacy to my property and those of Yeatman Road, in that additional windows will overlook our properties.  The developers should be required to amend their plans such that this does not ...
	3.2 The fact that the link building will be much taller than it is currently, and much more bulky, will also lead to a loss of outlook for my property and those of Yeatman Road.
	3.3 The Planning Officer addresses the privacy/overlooking and outlook issues at para 6.6.6 of the Planning Committee Report, but neglects the fact that additional windows are being proposed which will overlook my property and those of the Yeatman Roa...
	3.4 The report also claims (at para 6.6.7) that this is an "urban setting" in which such overlooking and loss of outlook should be considered acceptable.  This phrase appears to be taken from the developers' own materials, where they seek to justify t...
	3.5 I have addressed in my previous Objections why it is misconceived to treat this as an "urban context" such as those described in cases cited by the developers (e.g. a case involving a development in Whitechapel).  Not all parts of London are the s...
	3.6 Moreover, as my property is a Grade II listed building, to allow this to go ahead would be a breach of Policy DM9.  A listed building is particularly sensitive.  To quote paragraph 2.71 of the Guidance, which I have referred to above,
	"Proposals for alterations, or to erect a new building/structure in close proximity to listed buildings should not adversely affect their significance, character, appearance or setting.  The integrity and authenticity of a listed building can be subst...
	3.7 The Planning Officer has failed to take into account the particular need to prevent harm to be done to the listed terrace, which is required by DM9. In her report, DM9 is mentioned in passing but otherwise not considered.  As explained in my earli...

	4. Basement
	4.1 The revised proposals do nothing to address my concerns regarding the impact of the proposed basement on my property, both in terms of damage to the structure of my property, and the possibility of flooding.  As set out in my other Objections, and...
	4.2 I repeat that my property is also a listed building.  It is completely unacceptable that such damage should be caused to my building by such major excavations, and the true impact of which has not been assessed adequately.  The Council should not ...
	4.3 The Planning Officer is wrong to conclude, in her Report, that the BIA meets the Council's policy requirements regarding the proposed basement, including demonstrating:
	"that the works will not adversely affect the structural stability of the application building and neighbouring buildings, does not increase flood risk to the property and nearby properties, avoids harm to the established character of the surrounding ...
	4.4 On the contrary, the BIA acknowledges that there will be adverse impacts on my property in terms of cracking, and fails to demonstrate satisfactorily that the basement would not cause a flood risk.  In the opinion of Michael Coombs of Alan Baxter ...
	4.5 The Planning Officer cites Policy DH7 (Basements) of the Highgate Neighbourhood Plan (2017) saying that it "seeks to ensure that full consideration is given to the potential impacts of basement developments at application stage".  However, from th...
	4.6 I note that the Planning Officer has not addressed Mr Coombs' comments in her Report.  Instead, the Council's Head of Building Control has commented briefly with approval on the BIA, but, as Mr Coombs points out in his letter to me dated 5 April 2...
	"the matters that are important are not covered by the building regulations and are not strictly building control issues … The hydrogeological conditions in the Borough are as complex as any found in London and I am troubled that Mr McIver has not men...
	4.7 Nor has the Planning Officer addressed Mr Coombs' point (in his letter dated 21 March 2022) that these issues should be fully and adequately addressed at the planning stage, rather than by applying conditions to a consent.  In his view, this runs ...

	5. Other
	5.1 I also wish to repeat my other concerns contained in my earlier Objections, which should also be taken into account, and which remain valid.  A copy of these is attached.





