Hﬂril’lﬂﬂ)’ Officer Report

LONDON

Application Number: HGY/2023/3382

Application Type: Prior notification: Development by telecoms
operators

Address: Land at Priory Road N8 7EX

Proposal: The proposed installation of a telecommunications

base station comprising a 20m monopole, supporting 6
no antennas, 2 no 300mm dishes, together with 2 no
cabinets, and ancillary development thereto.

Case Officer: Kwaku Bossman-Gyamera
Valid Date: 21/12/202

3
Applicant: Cornerstone
Agent: Vicky Weston
RECOMMENDATION
Refuse

1. Site location

The application site is located on the footpath (pavement) immediately adjacent to the green
verge along Priory Park Tennis Court, (close to the entrance to the park behind the Tennis
court) directly opposite nos.34-36 Priory Road (pair of semi-detached houses). The
application site is surrounded by mixture of residential properties and open space.
Residential properties are located along Priory Road and opposite side of the application
site.

The application site is not located within any Conservation Area. It does not fall within the
curtilage of a listed building. However, the residential dwelling houses directly opposite the
application site are Locally Listed Buildings.

2. Description of Proposal

This is a prior notification application for the installation of a monopole mast with 6 no.
antennas, 2 no. dishes and for the installation of three ancillary cabinets. The overall height
of the mast with antennae/apertures would be 20m high pole. The monopole would be a
steel structure and headframe with a grey finish. The antennae/apertures would be made of
composite materials and electrical components.
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The cabinets would be constructed of steel and would have a green finish. They would
contain doors which would open towards onto concrete footpath and would be set upon a
new concrete base.

3. Relevant Planning and Enforcement history
There is no relevant recent planning history in relation to the site.
4. Local Representations

The number of representations received from neighbours, local groups, etc in response to
notification and publicity of the application were as follows:

No of individual responses: 157
Objecting: 157
Supporting: 2

The following local groups/societies made representations:

* Chair for the Friends of Priory Park objects on the following grounds - Proximity to
amenities including Tennis Courts (10 metres) and Petanque Courts; Proximity to recently
planted Wildflower meadow (adjacent); The Mast and the Cabinetry will significant impact
on the scene-scape of the Park Entrance - Priory Park is a Green Flag Park, the Park has
Fields in Trust Status, and we are a chosen site for the Queens Green Canopy (an Oak
Sapling is planted in Priory Park for the late Queen Elizabeth II's Platinum Jubilee in 2022).
The entrance to Priory Park is a completely wrong location for the installation; this is a very
busy location for families with buggies and young children running about, playing and
balancing on the wildflower bed wall, using bikes and scooters. The Mast and its Cabinets
would present a risk to pavement safety.

The following issues were raised in representations that are material to the determination of
the application and are summarised and addressed in the next section of this report:

Objection

» It would be completely out of character with its surroundings; residential properties and
the popular Priory Park; its construction would cause considerable disturbance and limit the
space for the passage of pedestrians; its proximity to the road crossing leading to the park
would constitute a potential road safety hazard.

 This is an unsuitable site for this application because it is an incompatible and
unacceptable use of land, that risks harm to people and the environment. The case for public
benefit of the technology has also not been made. It is not acceptable simply to move
applications a short distance and resubmit. Therefore, no alternative site would be
acceptable either.

* These masts have proved to be hazardous to health-let along the radiation exuded from
them. There are many schools in the immediate area as well.

*  5G mast giving out radiation - no way, absolutely no way! | use the park regularly; it is
a popular park well-used by many local families with kids.

*  Object to the proposals on the grounds that a) there is already a strong 5g signal in the
area obviating the need for further transmitters, b) given the mast’s height and associated
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cabins it will significantly disrupt the visual setting of the entrance to Priory Park from Priory
Road, c) given the mast’s height it will significantly disrupt the view towards Alexandra
Palace from within the Park, d) the proposed location is totally at odds with the area already
designated as an area for nature rewilding within which it is proposed.

*  Priory Park is a well-loved public asset, and this proposal will significantly diminish its
gualities, visual and otherwise, and should be rejected.

* A large number of community users of both Priory Park and Alexandra Park would be
affected, and their enjoyment of outstanding amenity, recreational and landscape value as
receptors of this impact make this proposal unacceptable.

» This location creates unacceptable significant adverse impacts on public amenity,
townscape and greenspace assets.

* Object to this planning application for aesthetic, environmental and health reasons.

* The mast, twice the height of nearby buildings, will create a massive and unsightly visual
intrusion on the edge of a Green Flag Park and will have a significant adverse effect on the
amenity.

* The proposed site is close to a pedestrian crossing and the very considerable size of
the mast may well distract drivers unfamiliar with it as they approach. The proposal is wholly
out of character with the residential nature of the surroundings.

* The reasons given in the table of why alternative sites were considered but not chosen
are not fully explained; there is no clear explanation of whether modifications can be made
to the shroud at “Hornsey Fire Station” or its roof to provide for other design options or
whether modifications could be made to overcome the rooftop constraints at “Farrer Mews”
or “Hornsey Army Reserve Centre” so as to achieve effective transmission (perhaps in
conjunction with each other).

» The proposed installation would be overbearing and obtrusive, contributing to visual
clutter and impacting the amenity of the local area.

» The view of Alexandra Palace (a listed building and one probably the most iconic in
North London) across Priory Park is one the most dramatic in the area. For proposed tall
buildings in the city of London consideration is given to the effect on views of St. Paul's from
areas such as Hampstead Heath.

* Itis completely inappropriate to put an unsightly mast in a small recreational park which
is heavily used by local people, many of whom do not have ready access to green space.

* Object to this mast because it will be an eye sore in the park at the proposed height.

» This is an outrageous application. Not only for the unsightly view but the lack of quality
research on effects of these masts on public health. Having this in a sporting ground and
next to a children's playground is shocking.

» | visit the area nearly every week and this is completely out of character for the area and
beyond disruptive to the entire community who use this park as the central meeting point of
the neighbourhood. Unbelievable and disgraceful.

» Priory Park is small but extremely well used local residents with a cafe and paddling
pool, tennis courts, petanque terrain, grassy areas and a large area of tarmac for kids to
learn to ride bikes etc. Erecting a 20m telephone mast with dishes, antenna and associated
cabinets etc would be completely out of character with the feel of the park.

» The scale and placement of the mast is completely out of proportion to the location.

* An entrance to a park is an entrance to a green space.

* The view into Priory Park will be dominated by the mast.

Support
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» Seems like a very sensible location and fully support this plan to improve 5G
infrastructure in the area.

The following issues raised are not material planning considerations:

» Health implication (Officer Comment:) The application was accompanied by the required
ICNIRP Certificate, which satisfied the requirements as laid down by the NPPF. Health
considerations and public concern, including perceived fear of health risks can in principle
be considerations in determining applications for planning permission. However, it is for the
decision maker (generally the local planning authority) to determine the weight to be afforded
to such considerations in any particular case. In the Government’s view, if the development
meets the ICNIRP guideline for public exposure, it should not be necessary for a local
planning authority, in processing planning application, to further consider health aspects and
concerns. The applicant, in this case, has confirmed that the proposed installation would
comply with the relevant ICNIRP guidelines, and a Certificate has been provided to this
affect.

5. Assessment of Planning Considerations
The main planning considerations raised by the proposed development are:

1. Principle of development
2. Siting and appearance

Principle of development

The proposal is permitted development under Class A, Part 16 of the General Permitted
Development Order (as amended) and does not therefore require planning permission.

The 56-day notification procedure requires the Local Planning Authority to determine (a)
whether prior approval of the siting and appearance of the proposed development is required
and, if so, (b) to notify the applicant giving or refusing such approval. Therefore, the principal
issues in this case are considered to be:

1) Whether prior approval of siting and appearance is required; and, if so

2) Whether the details of the siting and appearance are acceptable, having regards to the
relevant development plan polices and the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)
relate to the installation of telecommunications equipment.

Within the general policy framework of facilitating the growth of new and existing
telecommunications systems, Paragraphs 113 of NPPF advises that the use of existing
masts, buildings and other structure for new electronic communications capability
(including wireless) should be encouraged. Where new sites are required for installation —
the need for a new site should be justified and equipment should be sympathetically
designed and camouflaged where appropriate.

Siting and appearance
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In relation to Telecommunications Equipment Policy DM3(d) sets out that proposals for the
installation of telecommunications equipment will be permitted where:

a. “Itis demonstrated the equipment is limited to the minimum operational equipment, which
should include any future-proofing requirements to accommodate anticipated improvements
in infrastructure.

b. Opportunities for sharing facilities, such as masts, cabinet boxes and satellite dishes, and
erecting antennae on existing buildings or other structures has been fully explored and taken
advantage of.

c. There is no significant adverse impact on the visual amenity of neighbouring occupiers.

d. There is no adverse effect on the external appearance of the building, street scene, or
spaces in which they are located.

e. The size of any equipment visible from the street is minimised (including satellite dishes,
other domestic equipment and any supporting structures).

f. They are located discretely and do not detract from the special character and appearance
of heritage assets or conservation area (see Policy DM9).

g. They are appropriately designed, coloured and landscaped. For dishes, this may include
installing a mesh or transparent structure.

h. A minimum residual footway width on main pedestrian roads is preserved, in line with the
Manual for Streets.”

The applicant has set out in their supporting statement that full consideration has been given
to alternative sites and other existing masts in the vicinity. However, the proposed location
and design are considered to provide the optimum solution in this instance, the new sites
will enhance the coverage of the 5G technologies providing enhanced coverage to the
public. Other factors that have influenced the site selection process include — this is location,
existing mast sites area not capable of supporting additional equipment compliment to
extend coverage reach across the target area and prospective in-fill mast sites are extremely
limited.

The existing site is located within a Glass Reinforced Plastic (GRP) shroud atop the fire
station tower. The latest 4G and 5G technologies operate at higher frequencies which are
not capable of transmitting effectively through shrouds, including GRP. As such, in order to
provide enhanced 4G coverage and capacity and new 5G services to the area, a new site
is required.

Proposal located on public footpath behind playground at the edge of the Priory Road. The
area is predominantly residential, comprised primary of two — three storey buildings and
four-storey blocks of flats. Due to its position and trees, the area has an open, spacious and
verdant character. The open space therefore contributes positively to the character of the
area. The installation of 20m high mast with associated ancillary equipment, including
ground level cabinets. While The Local Planning Authority appreciate the proposed mast
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must be taller than other objects in the vicinity in order to operate efficiently, the large size
and utilitarian appearance of the proposed equipment would appear out of scale and overly
prominent within its immediate residential setting.

The surrounding area is wholly residential in character and the proposed mast would be in
a prominent position, which can be seen from all parts of the surrounding properties and
would therefore dominate the streetscape. Given the location of the mast on a prominent
position and its height, the proposed mast would appear considerably higher than other
existing street furniture’s within the immediate surroundings and would appear as an
incongruous feature in the street scene. The proposed siting of the mast against the open
back drop and green edge of the park means that it would appear unduly prominent on the
skyline, affecting views into and out of the park and harming its setting.

The trees on the verge would offer some screening and natural backdrop and would be
coloured green in an attempt to camouflage the mast where possible. However, this would
likely depend on the time of year and would not sufficiently reduce the visual impact of the
mast given its size. Additionally, any visual mitigation offered by nearby vegetation will be
significantly reduced once trees have dropped their leaves in winter.

The mast would be clearly seen against the skyline and would represent an intrusive and
unduly prominent feature. With such a setting, it is considered that the mast would appear
unsympathetic and intrusive to character of the area, notwithstanding its relatively slim
appearance. The proposed mast would have a height of 20 metres and would be clearly
visible amongst and above nearby trees. It would appear particularly stark in winter when
the nearby deciduous trees are bear of leaves. As such it would appear unduly prominent
and out of place in this location.

From many viewpoints the backdrop of trees would not mitigate the impact of the monopole,
and from some viewpoints would not mask all upper portion of the structure. Proposal would
rise above the height of the trees in views from all angles and approach looking towards the
site from all the surrounding roads. From these directions, the mast would stand out as a
visible or discordant feature. The proposal would result as an isolated and
uncharacteristically high feature that fails to blend into the landscape or street scene.

The proposed mast would appear considerably higher than existing lampposts and would
appear as a utilitarian and incongruous feature within the open space. The proposed siting
and design of the cabinets, which would expand the area, over which they are placed, is
considered to add undue clutter to the street and harm the visual character of the area. The
proposed mast and associated cabinets would be located at edge of the footway along
Priory Road. The proposed location on the footway would retain a clear pavement width
sufficient to allow for the free movement of pedestrians. However, the area is which the
proposed installation would be situated is very open, with a street furniture (lamp post). The
proposed installations would add additional clutter, and as it has no real design merit, would
be detrimental to the appearance of the street scene and the pavement.

Overall, it is considered that the proposed installation would have an unacceptable visual

impact on the street scene. Its excessive height, bulk and design in this location would be
clearly visible and the mast would appear as an incongruous addition within the surrounding
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area. Alternative, site should be thoroughly investigated before a street works installation of
this scale proposed in this location can be considered.

The height of the mast at 20m would still makes it readily visible and overbearing from front
windows of the surrounding properties. This provides for visual intrusiveness since, the
proposed mast and its appendages are most dominant and disharmonious focal point for
distraction from the residential properties contrary to the thrust of the council’s adopted
policy DM3 of the Development Management DPD.

Whilst the operational need for the mast is noted, this need is considered to be outweighed
by the visual harm of the mast particularly when alternative options and mast sharing have
not been considered. The application has outlined alternative sites that were considered but
discounted for a variety of reasons. While Local Planning Authority (LPA) have some
background on these sites, there is little substantive information in this regard. This is
especially pertinent as to whether alternative locations would be as prominent or harmful.
There are several blocks of flats and nearby buildings within the vicinity of the site where
these installations can easily be accommodated. The Framework states that applications for
electronic communications development should be supported by the necessary evidence to
justify the proposed development. In this case, such evidence is lacking as it pertains to
alternative sites.

Whilst the benefits of providing improved infrastructure for the telecommunications network
have been taken into account and acknowledged, they are not considered to outweigh the
visual harm that of this proposal would cause to the character and appearance of the area,
residents of the surrounding residential properties and the wider community. Given all the
above, the proposal would significantly harm the character and appearance of the area and
Is contrary to relevant policies the Local Plan (2017) and advice contained in the NPPF.

Conclusion

The proposed development, by reason of its siting, appearance, size, scale and prominent
location, would be visually intrusive, resulting in an incongruous and obtrusive form of
development, adding to clutter on the open area and would appear out of keeping with the
character of the surrounding street scene and would have a detrimental impact on local
visual amenity and on the character and appearance of the wider Area. The proposal would
therefore be contrary to adopted Policies DM1 and DM3 of the Development Management,
Development Plan Document (2017), and Policy SP11 of the Haringey Local Plan (2017)
and as such Policy Sl 6 of the adopted London Plan 2021 and as such prior approval is
required and refused.

6. Recommendation

PRIOR APPROVAL IS REQUIRED AND REFUSED

Refusal Reasons:

The proposed development, by reason of its siting, appearance, size, scale and prominent
location, would be visually intrusive, resulting in an incongruous and obtrusive form of
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development, adding to clutter within this area and would appear out of keeping with the
character of the surrounding street scene and would have a detrimental impact on local
visual amenity and on the character and appearance of the wider area. The proposal would
therefore be contrary to adopted Policies DM1 and DMS3 of the Development Management,
Development Plan Document (2017), and Policy SP11 of the Haringey Local Plan (2017)
and as such Policy SI 6 of the adopted London Plan 2021 and as such prior approval is
required and refused.

Refusal Reasons:

The proposed development, by reason of its siting, appearance, size, scale and prominent
location, would be visually intrusive, resulting in an incongruous and obtrusive form of
development, adding to clutter within this area and would appear out of keeping with the
character of the surrounding street scene and would have a detrimental impact on local
visual amenity and on the character and appearance of the wider area. The proposal would
therefore be contrary to adopted Policies DM1 and DM3 of the Development Management,
Development Plan Document (2017), and Policy SP11 of the Haringey Local Plan (2017)
and as such Policy Sl 6 of the adopted London Plan 2021 and as such prior approval is
required and refused.
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