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Ms. L. Eliahoo 
31 Riverside Rd, 

London, N15 6DA 
 

Ms S Madondo        19th of July 2023 
Planning services  
6th Floor, River Park House 
225 High Road, Wood Green, 
London, N22 8HQ 
 

My Inter im Objec�on letter  to planning applica�on HGY/2023/1199 
updated 19 July 2023 

 

With reference to the Cover Note of pada that was submited with the new planning applica�on 
HGY/2023/1199. 

RE:  31A Riverside Road, London, N15 6DA 
 

a. The reference made to the sewers.  

b. The issues made about daylight/sunlight and outlook in the basement” [paragraph 8]. 

Instrumental in the Inspector’s 

1. The Cover Note is provided in support of a planning application for the ‘Demolition of 

existing single storey dwelling and construction of two storey plus basement to an 

end of terrace property’ at 31A Riverside Road, London, N15 6DA. 

 
2. We are advised by p+da that it is a re-submission application following a dismissed 

appeal APP/Y5420/W/22/3293573 dated the 14 September 2022.  Referring to 

planning Application HGY/2021/1470 dated 19 April 2021.  HGY/2021/1470 and 

making comparisons to the latest application (HGY/2023/1199) which we believe 

should not be entertained by the Planning Department as the application are similar 

and repetitive in design.  As per sec�on 70A of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 

delegated powers. 

 

3. We must point out that the writer Mr Gunne-Jones in his cover note dated 02 May 2023 

is now attempting to compare a previous layout of the basement that was refused by 

your department and again on appeal numerous times. 
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4. This is the latest comparison of Light and Layout from the New application above 

(HGY/2023/1199) and below we are outlining and comparing the layout with the old 

layout of the previous application (HGY/2021/1470) that was refused by your 

department and again on appeal numerous times. 

                Below is from previous applica�on HGY/2021/1470 
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5. Note the Light and Layout informa�on from the HGY/2021/1470 applica�on.  The u�lisa�on 
of the internal space is being used for living purposes not like the new layout  in paragraph 3 
above.  Thus, there is naturally a lack of light as the previous space is subdivided by walls and 
doors, cupboard and w.c. compartments and the u�lity area at the rear. The applicant is now 
atemp�ng to compare the new scheme as outline in the plan in paragraph 3 above, 
(HGY/2023/1199) where the basement space is a large open space and is void of 
compartment space but now includes a single room indicated as “BATH and W.C” area. 
 
 
 

6. The boundary walls have been in the jdw design access and planning statement paragraph 
on page 4 (centre)  reads as follows we quote; “The boundary walls will be designed with a 
staggered brickwork design in order to increase natural light and visibility and a better sense 
of openness and vista”. 
 

a. Do the light tests rely on this proposal “staggered brickwork design in order to 
increase natural light and visibility …etc”. 
 

b. This proposal of staggered bricks will not only be intrusive for the future occupies of 
number 31a, but it will also have an impact on 20 Lockmead and the neighbouring 
property 31 Riverside Road. 

 
c. The term used is “boundary walls”. The objec�on here is the issue that this proposal 

cannot build walls with staggered bricks to the neighbouring proper�es as its 
intrusive. 

 
d. And for the street wall viewers and passersby there will be no privacy for the 

occupants of number 31a.  in effect this wall is not a proposal for reasons that have 
been outlined.  

 
7. It is also worthy to note here that the rear garden is extremely overgrown.  

 
Paragraph 6 is a direct quote from paragraph 4, of Mr Gunne-Jones in his cover note dated 02 May 
2023. 

 
8. “In dismissing the appeal, the Inspector was concerned that “…the living conditions of the 

future occupiers of the proposed development would be unacceptable, with regard to 
daylight/sunlight and outlook in the basement” [paragraph 8]. Instrumental in the 
Inspector’s conclusion was that: 

 
a. “The internal daylight assessment provided by the appellant relates only to the 

study and uses recognised BRE guidelines. [paragraph 4] 

 
b. Even if the basement floor plan has been designed to use the spaces with limited 

daylight levels as a bathroom and utility room, and there would be adequate 

habitable rooms with sufficient daylight, sunlight, and outlook across the other 
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two floors, no control mechanism is before me to prevent future occupiers using 

the large utility room as a potentially habitable space. [paragraph 5]  

 
c. While the lightwell serving the utility room would offer some natural light there is 

little clear evidence before me which demonstrate that adequate levels of 

daylight/sunlight in this room could be achieved. Given the length of the room and 

the limited size of the lightwell, it seems to me that users of the room would be likely 

to rely mostly on artificial light. [paragraph 6]” 

 

9. Our response - It is noted that the latest submited plan jw696 -112 rev H has the 

same number as the previously submited plan with the same name however the 

basement floor plan layout has been amended for this applica�on (make the 

comparison as outlined above) has a bath and wc in a new designated posi�on 

towards the rear of the proposed basement area. The rest of the space is showing a 

vast open space without specifying the internal use of the space.  This atempt of 

changing the narra�ve is unacceptable and the applica�on should be declined, as will 

be explained in the conclusion. 

 

Paragraph 8 is a direct quote from paragraph 6, of Mr Gunne-Jones in his cover note dated 02 May 
2023. 

 

10. In paragraph 12 the Inspector concluded that “While the Construction Management Plan 

relates to the previously permitted scheme at the site which did not include a basement, it 

is reasonable to assume that the methods included within it would be at least broadly 

applicable to the appeal proposal. In any event, a construction management plan could be 

secured through condition”; and, also, in paragraph 12 “….I am satisfied that Thames 

Water Sewers appear to have no objection with regard to a basement development in 

this location, moreover it is confirmed there are no known sewers crossing the site”.  Our 

response - This is fully outlined and explained below with proof that the observa�on and 

statement of fact is completely incorrect.  

 

Paragraph 9, 10 & 11 is a direct quote from paragraph 8, 9 & 10 of Mr Gunne-Jones in his cover note 
dated 02 May 2023. 
 

11. The appeal was dismissed therefore on a single issue, namely that the living conditions of 

future occupiers of the proposed development would be unacceptable regarding 
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daylight/sunlight and outlook in the basement. Our response - it is clear to us that there is 

more than a single issue that is addressed withing this interim objec�on leter.   

 

12. This re-submission has therefore re-assessed the ability of the proposed basement to 

secure adequate daylight and sunlight on the basis that in all other respects the proposed 

development is acceptable and policy compliant. Our response – is outlined herein and 

hereunder and in our conclusion, that the re-submission has failed to compare the 

previous failed applica�ons with the so-called re-submission.  It has changed from a 

liveable space to a large open space.  Used for what?  It is obvious that the space will be 

used as previously outlined and intended, the difference is that the applicant has 

numerous choices to do whatever they want even to make the space a separate flat at a 

later stage. 

 

13. The proposed floor plan for the basement has been re-designed and has been assessed in 

an up-to-date internal daylight assessment prepared by the Mach Group. The assessment 

dated the 14/02/2023 and annotated as Rev. 1 is atached in support of this planning 

applica�on.  Our response – the proposed floor plan is not a living space so what is its 

purpose?  If it is used for living as outlined above, then it won’t pass the fire regula�on as 

outlined in the London Plan Policy 12A ‘Fire Safety  Statement’ dated April 2023. 

Paragraph 12 is a direct quote from paragraph 11, of Mr Gunne-Jones in his cover note dated 02 
May 2023. 

 

14. Table 5.2: Basement Room ADF included in the assessment at page 7 confirms that two 

areas within the proposed basement achieve a ADF of 1% or above. The layout of the 

basement has therefore been adjusted accordingly providing for clear access to daylight 

and sunlight throughout the basement floor plan apart from a bath/WC in the area 

where the ADL falls below the 1% threshold. The Daylight Assessment confirms on page 1 

that: Our response – “with the excep�on of a bath/WC in the area where the ADL falls 

below the 1% threshold.  This prove then the space if compartmentalised at a later date 

in the future it may be used and most probably be used  for will be used  as a kitchen and 

dining room, living space, study or even bedroom. And the local authority has no control 

over this as this has been outline previously. 

 

“Overall, it is considered that the proposed development’s basement will be able to 

include two separate spaces that both achieve the targeted daylight levels. These rooms 
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can be used as studies or bedrooms based on BRE guidance targets, and the rest of the 

floor can be used for non-daylight cri�cal spaces such as a storage area, TV room, gym, 

bathroom, u�lity, etc.” Our response – what will stop the owners in the future using the 

space (as per their previous applica�on floor plans, the applicant is atemp�ng to 

circumvent the long term intended use, as they have applied for in the past in similar 

schemes, that all failed, due to the lack of light) as outlined by us in the previous 

paragraph and in our previous objec�on reports that were submited in the last few. 

 
Paragraph 13 is a direct quote from paragraph 12, of Mr Gunne-Jones in his cover note dated 02 
May 2023. 

 

15. The BRE document states that the daylight criteria should only apply to living and 

occupied areas within the development, which includes kitchens, living rooms and 

bedrooms. A bathroom/WC is not therefore subject to a requirement to achieve daylight 

levels established in the BRE Guidance and ven�la�on can be achieved by mechanical 

means. Our response – an answer to skirt previous applica�ons and ignore the above bold 

and underlined could be uses (the true inten�on for the space as has been refused on all 

applica�ons in the past) by arguing about a basement proposed only to have an enclosure 

the bathroom that can be mechanically ven�lated.  

 
Paragraph 14, 15 & 16 is a direct quote from paragraph 13, 14 & 15 of Mr Gunne-Jones in his cover 
note dated 02 May 2023. 

 

16. The only mater that was required to be addressed to overcome the Appeal Inspector’s 

concerns was to demonstrate that the proposed basement could achieve sa�sfactory 

daylight levels for living and occupied areas. The Applicant has commissioned a daylight 

assessment, and this demonstrates categorically that average daylight levels are achieved 

for the habitable areas and the proposed internal layout has been amended accordingly. 

Our response – The atempt to get light in the proposed basement could achieve 

satisfactory daylight levels for living and occupied areas. The botom line is the future 

use of the space not the proposed use.  We all know what the future use of the space 

may be!  As previously proposed all previous applica�ons.  

 

17. These changes are all that is required since in all other respects the Inspector in 

determining the appeal in September 2022 concluded acceptable that it was acceptable. 

Our response – are the same as outlined herein above from paragraph 10 inclusive of this. 
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18. The proposals are therefore re-presented with a legi�mate and reasonable expecta�on 

that they should benefit from a grant of planning permission. Our response – is the 

applicant and his agents serious about this final assump�on?  If yes, the documents in the 

list below that accompany this applica�on show images of the original basement layouts 

the documents have not been updated nor has the informa�on therein.  

 

I may be construed that they will be covered by this applica�on in any future dispute with 

the Neighbour at number 31. We note the documents with the discrepancies showing 

func�onal living space layouts below.  

 

a. 18-0282 01A  Engineer Method Statement.pdf. The basement construc�on method 
statement depicts another layout of the internal use space. 

 
b. Ambiental Environmental Assessment report on page 29 with the previous 

applica�on depic�ng the study, kitchen dining room layout.  It could be construed 
that all the previous layouts can be used.  

 
c. 1285110 Flood Risk Assessment.pdf on page11 (is pg. 14 of the pdf) and on pg. 29 of 

the pdf this layout version is describing the basement with a full light well pa�o? the 
document here is depic�ng the full kitchen dinner enclosed basement. 

19. Mach Group is the only document that has been updated to suite the new applica�on of 
version and Rev H.  

 

Regarding the Appeal Decision dated 21 June 2023 Ref: APP/Y5420/W/22/3300942 The 
Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State, Mr P Storey BA (Hons) DipTP MRTPI  
 
The applica�on Ref HGY/2021/3137, dated 30 September 2021, was refused by no�ce dated 
22 December 2021.  
 

From informa�on that we hold on to record we have no�ced a number of error and inconsistencies 

that have been submited in the Appel Decision dated 21 June 2023 that must be addressed and 

clarified, and the true facts rec�fied. How will this be achieved? 

 
Mr P Storey recorded the following.  
 
We quote the relevant points that would impact the new Applica�on for planning 
permission HGY/2023/1199  
  
The permission was granted subject to the following condi�ons:  
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A three-year �me span from the date of this decision.  
 
2) The development is permited shall be carried out in accordance with the following 
approved plans: “Proposed Plans and Elevations – jw696-100 Rev D”.  
 
That the proposed development shall “not be occupied until space has been laid out within 
the site in accordance with drawing no. jw696-100 Rev D for 2 bicycles to be parked and 
that space shall thereafter be kept available for the parking of bicycles.”   
 

a. See atachments drawing jw696-680 as per planning applica�on HGY/2015/3371.  This applica�on 
was approved pursuant to condi�on 3 for a “cycle parking facili�es” this was for 4 bikes.  Please 
advise how and when did this become cancelled as now in this appeal it only s�pulates 2 bikes as 
outlined above. 
 

b. The reason was for the second bedroom that is 12m2 and not as indicated on the drawing 9m2 this is 
why condi�on 3, for a “cycle parking facili�es” specified the 4 bikes not 2.   

 
That the proposed development shall not be occupied un�l space has been laid out within 
the site in accordance with drawing no. jw696-100 Rev D for storage of bins and that space 
shall thereafter be kept available for this purpose.  

a. How is this going to work in accordance with the applica�on and s�pula�on for bins 
for the 4 + occupants in the 2-bedroom house? 

b. And now there is another applica�on for an empty warehouse looking basement, 
with lightwells (front one takes up the bin area) but this �me the bathroom space 
and loca�on has changed and now s�pulates a BATH and WC, with nothing else 
there.  Who is going to believe this nonsense when it is clear that the space has to be 
used for living accommoda�on as per all the other previous failed basement 
applica�ons? 
 

c. It is clear and now established that, “an approved planning permission would only 
be lawful if constructed in full accordance with the approved plans, and this would 
not grant any rights to access or build on third party land”. 
 

d. Further clarity has been established regarding (alleging) inaccurate plans that, “Any 
development constructed under an approved planning permission would only be 
lawful if constructed in full accordance with the approved plans, and this would not 
grant any rights to access or build on third party land”. 
 

e. This paragraph needs to be s�pulated and we require further clarity prior to being able to 
fully respond with a full objec�on.  “Because details of refuse, recycling and cycle parking 
facilities are shown on the approved plans, it is not necessary to require the submission of 
further details.  
 
Our Note - we require clarity and further details, and this must be clearly defined now prior 
to the 19th Of July 2023 (the deadline) especially for this applica�on or subsequent decision. 
Due to the facts laid out herein and in other previous objec�on reports there are concerns 
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that the loca�ons and posi�oning of the bikes and bins that are designated on the now 
approved plan jw696-100 Rev D compared to the new application that shows the bikes on 
our land and now has 2 proposed light wells and is supposed to have a purpose build 4 bike 
store.  Please respond regarding condi�ons and guidelines and garnish us with this 
informa�on for us to be able to adequately present our full objec�on (see below why we 
believe this new applica�on should be cancel by you) for these matters. Conditions can be 
imposed requiring their implementation prior to occupation Our Note - we don’t agree with 
this as it appears from this response that the doors are now open to do whatever the 
applicant need as to not follow the approved plan of the development and their retention 
thereafter, in the interests of protecting the character and appearance of the area and 
promoting sustainable transport”.  

 
The latest relevant appeal decision at the site was issued on 14 September 2022 Appeal 
Decision - APP/Y5420/W/22/3293573, for a 2-storey dwelling with a basement, which was 
dismissed.  

a. The main reason was for the living conditions of future occupiers of the proposed 
development.  It appears that the new applica�on is atemp�ng to bypass this issue 
and claim that the space is now one large open space. 
 

b. The applicant has also supplied a drawing as part of the London Plan Policy 12A “Fire 
Safety Statement” document depic�ng a plan in RED arrow the means of escape 
through the house to the back garden and not through the front door.  Which would 
be the closest and fastest means of escape from the stairwell.  Surely this is does not 
meet the highest standards of fire safety. 

 
 

c. Regarding the effects on structural stability relating to the basement. This will be 
covered in relevant Object report that will be amended and resubmited. 
 

Re the Thames water issue. Also see the atachments to this email 

d. However, in paragraph 12 of the dismissed appeal (APP/Y5420/W/22/3293573) the 
inspector Mr Harrison notes and ascertains this is contrary to the facts that, “Lastly, I am 
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satisfied that Thames Water Sewers appear to have no objection with regard to a basement 
development in this location, moreover it is confirmed there are no known sewers crossing the 
site”.  Please see atached email received the 7th of April 2020 from Sarah Madondo outlining 
the route of the sewers going directly over and close to the proposed development.   

 
e. It is also outlined and explained clearly in another email from your department see atached 

emailed leter dated the 5th of June 2015 it clearly outlining the public sewer. We quote, 
 

There are public sewers crossing or close to your development. In order 
to protect public sewers and to ensure that Thames Water can gain access 
to those sewers for future repair and maintenance, approval should be 
sought from Thames Water where the erection of a building or an extension 
to a building or underpinning work would be over the line of, or would 
come within 3 metres of, a public sewer.  
 

Thames Water will usually refuse such approval in respect of the 
construction of new buildings, but approval may be granted in some cases 
for extensions to existing buildings. 
 
 
 
Note the blue sewer on an angle going through numbers 31 & 3a rear gardens in line with the proposed extension 
development at number 31a. 
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f. It is also outlined and explained clearly in another leter about the planning applica�on 
HGY/2018/3597 to your department see atached emailed leter dated the 4th of January 
2019 it clearly outlines that “there are public sewers crossing or close to your development”. 
Please see atached the email and we quote sec�ons of the leter,  

g. The above drainage loca�on plan was located in the objec�on report dated  16th of 
September 2022- APP/Y420/W/22/3300942 on page 49 and submited pursuant to a 
refusal of planning permission by the London Borough of Haringey (the ‘Council’) on the 
22nd of December 2021 in reference to applica�on HGY/2021/3137.  

 
h. With reference to the Cover Note of p+da that was submited with the new planning 

applica�on HGY/2023/1199.  We bring your aten�on to paragraph 6 Alan Gunne- Joans 
writes, and we quote,   
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“In paragraph 12 the Inspector concluded that “While the Construction Management Plan 
relates to the previously permitted scheme at the site which did not include a basement, it is 
reasonable to assume that the methods included within it would be at least broadly 
applicable to the appeal proposal. In any event, a construction management plan could be 
secured through condition”; and, also, in paragraph 12 “….I am satis�ied that Thames 
Water Sewers appear to have no objection with regard to a basement development in 
this location, moreover it is con�irmed there are no known sewers crossing the site”.”   
 

i. The applicant here is atemp�ng to use a mistake by the inspector, as now a mater of 
fact.  As outlined above and now try to make this informa�on true and factual.  For the 
record this is another atempt of decei�ul misinforma�on, when the applicant knows 
where the pipe and sewer run that passes through their development property.  Just as 
a reminder it is where the atempt was made by the applicant to install a founda�on 
above the very sewer pipes, this has been extensively covered within our previous 
reports.  

 
Conclusion  
 
It is clearly apparent that the applicant is repea�ng the same applica�on that has been 

previously refused.  Due to the nature of this applica�on, it can’t be constructed we are 

concerned that the applicant will sell the project on to a third party who will not be able to 

build as outlined in the paragraph below. As the applicant knows that the development can’t 

be carried out as per the condi�on laid out in the appeal decision. Considering this we believe 

that Sec�on 70A can be implement by Council as outlined below. 

 
1. By sec�on 70A of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990, you the Local Authority 

has the power to refuse to determine an applica�on if there have been repeated 

applica�ons in respect of the same site. The power is exercisable if within the last two 

years, either the Secretary of State has refused a similar applica�on, or the authority 

has refused “more than one” applica�ons without either of them being appealed and 

the local planning authority thinks that there has been no change in the relevant 

material considera�ons since then. The Local Authority does not have to exercise this 

power, but it may do so if it considers that repeated applica�ons are being made 

oppressively or to exert pressure on neighbouring landowners.  

 

2. Sec�on 70A gives powers to the local authority, not the secretary of state. As we are 

dealing with a similar subsequent applica�on that Mr Gluck is resubmi�ng in spite of 
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the fact that it was last refused in the planning stage as well as the Appeal. Mr Gluck 

applica�on is the same or is similar to this scheme of other applica�ons he has made.  

Mr Gluck new applica�on HGY/2023/1199 falls within the two-year period of previous 

applica�ons and refusals.   

 
3. We require more �me than s�pulated in your leter, being the 19th of July 2023.  We 

only receive the no�ce leter on Friday the 7th of July 2023.  Monday the 10th of July 

2023 was the first opportunity to look at the implica�on of this resubmission 

applica�on and scope of work required to fully respond. 

 
4. As we now strongly believe that sec�on 70A of the Town and Country Planning Act 

1990, must be implemented.   

 

Please respond as soon as possible as to the Sec�on 70A request and to all our other points 
and ques�ons. As we believe a full response is necessary for re-submission of accurate 
objec�on documents.  
 
Yours sincerely  
 
Liora Eliahoo  
(As atorney for my mother, Mrs Violet Eliahoo, the owner of 31 Riverside Road, London, 
N15 6D) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Eliahoo Interim Objection letter and attachments HGY/2023/1199 


