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2 Bristol Avenue 
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Sent by Email  
 
 
Dear Carl 
 
FURTHER OBJECTION TO PLANNING APPLICATION REFERENCE 20/3564/OUT 
REDEVELOPMENT OF B&Q, CRICKLEWOOD LANE, LONDON, NW2 1ES 
 
Williams Gallagher has been instructed by Tepbrook Properties Ltd to review the additional planning 
application material submitted on 8th April 2021 by Montreaux Cricklewood Developments Ltd for the 
redevelopment of the B&Q and adjacent land at Cricklewood Lane, London, NW2 1ES. This additional 
submission material comprises 
 

• The Urban Design Study; and  
 

• Revised Transport Assessment 
 
We submitted a detailed objection to the planning application on 10th November 2020. This is attached for 
ease of reference. The additional planning application material does not address or respond to any of the 
fundamental points raised in the objection material, namely: 

 
• There is no reasonable likelihood of the scheme being implemented due to the inability of the 

applicant to deliver the new access and new footpaths which are fundamental to its delivery (please 
refer to the submissions of Pinsent Mason at Enclosure 1 of our 10th November 2020 objection and 
also the submission of Paul Mew Associates at Enclosure 2 of the same submission). 

 
• The applicant has failed to fully consider the impact of the increase in non-vehicular trips on Depot 

Approach in terms of pedestrian and cyclists safety, footpath and cycling capacity, and the resultant 
adverse effects on highway safety and therefore mitigation required (please refer to the 
submissions of Paul Mew Associates at Enclosure 2 of our 10th November 2020 objection). 

 
• The proposed development on the B&Q site, given its bulk, massing, overbearing nature is 

considered to result in unacceptable levels of overshadowing in comparison to a scheme of lower 
height and density commensurate with other schemes that have been granted consent in recent 
years. For, example the Asda site and the Co-op site which in turn faces onto Cricklewood Lane 
(please refer to the submissions of Joel Michaels Reynolds at Enclosure 3 of our 10th November 
2020 objection).  
 

• The redline boundary for the Montreaux application should include a connection to the adopted 
highway for motorised vehicles. This would therefore need to include Depot Approach which is 
owned by Tepbrook Properties Ltd. 
 
 

The above matters, amongst others raised in our previous objection, have been ignored by the applicant to 
date. The applicant will need to address these points to ensure they are covered within the committee 
report because if they are not, an approval would be challengeable, 
 
 
 



 

 

 

Urban Design Study 
 
Our client has appointed a specialist third party to review the Urban Design Study and will provide detailed 
comments within the next 2 weeks. However, at this stage we would immediately raise the following: 
 

• The Urban Design Study has undertaken an assessment with a park / pond placed on our client’s 
development site. The land is not within the ownership of Montreaux Cricklewood Developments Ltd 
and is currently under construction for a new Asda foodstore and 96 homes. Please refer to Fig 1 
and Fig 2 below to see the erroneous placing of the pond / park on our client’s land. This is wholly 
misleading and gives the impression that development to the northern boundary of our client’s land 
is at a much greater distance than it will be in reality. 
 

• Our client’s site is implemented and under construction. The Urban Design Study should therefore 
include this development and assess the impacts it would have on it. By failing to do so the 
document is incomplete.  
 

 
 
Fig 1 – Urban Design Study showing a pond / park on Tepbrook Properties Land and not incorporating 
planning permission 17/0233/FUL which is under construction 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

 

 
 
Fig 2 – The extent of the redline for planning permission 17/0233/FUL which is under construction 
 
 
We have already requested that we wish to speak at planning committee in objection to the application. This 
request is upheld and we would ask that you formally acknowledge receipt of this letter, that our request to 
speak at planning committee is recorded and that we will be informed of the registration process at the 
appropriate time.  
 
 
 
Yours sincerely 
 

 
 
Matthew Williams 
WILLIAMS GALLAGHER 
 
Cc:  Fabien Gaudin  

Cllr Peter Zinkin  
Cllr Anne Clarke  
Cllr Shimon Ryde 

Enc:  Tepbrook Properties Objection of 10th November 2020 
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Carl Griffiths 10th November 2020 
 
London Borough of Barnet 
Planning Services 
2 Bristol Avenue 
Colindale 
London 
NW9 4EW 
 
 
Sent by Email  
 
 
Dear Carl 
 
OBJECTION TO PLANNING APPLICATION REFERENCE: 20/3564/OUT 
REDEVELOPMENT OF B&Q, CRICKLEWOOD LANE, LONDON, NW2 1ES 
 
Williams Gallagher has been instructed by Tepbrook Properties Ltd to review the planning application by 
Montreaux Cricklewood Developments Ltd for redevelopment of the B&Q and adjacent land at Cricklewood 
Lane, London, NW2 1ES. 
 
We submitted an interim objection on 5th October 2020 which confirmed that we would be submitting a full 
objection within approximately 4 weeks of that date and that our objection would address key grounds for 
refusal of the application including:  
 

• Tepbrook Properties Ltd are the owners of Depot Approach which is a private road. 
• Depot Approach is not constructed to adoptable standards. 
• the right of access that the applicant has suggested they benefit from across this private road is 

currently the subject of legal review. 
• There are additional planning matters including, but not limited to, scale, massing, daylighting, air 

quality and drainage that we will make comments on. 
 
As stated in my direct email to you, we had tried to submit the interim objection via the council’s online 
system, but this was not allowing registrations at the time therefore the objection was emailed to you 
directly as case officer for the application. Although no response confirming receipt and registration of that 
email was returned as requested, a read receipt was received on Monday 12th October 2020. 
 
Within the interim email it was requested that we wish to speak at planning committee in objection to the 
application. This request is upheld and we would ask that you formally acknowledge receipt of this letter, 
that our request to speak at planning committee is recorded and that we will be informed of the registration 
process at the appropriate time.  
 
Grounds for objection 
 
Enclosed with this covering letter are three documents which set out the full grounds of our objection in 
respect of the site not being deliverable due to unassailable ownership constraints, highways safety 
concerns and daylight and sunlight matters: 
 

• Enclosure 1: Legal review of access rights related to Depot Approach – Pinsent Masons Dated 6th 
November 2020 

• Enclosure 2: Review of Highways and Transportation matters – Paul Mew Associates 4th November 
2020 

• Enclosure 3: Sunlight, Daylight and Overshadowing Assessment – Joel Michaels Reynolds 30th 
October 2020 



 

 

 

 
 
 
Each of the enclosed documents raises detailed policy grounds which the application does not accord with, 
along with legal precedent in respect of there being no reasonable likelihood of the scheme being 
implemented due to access constraints. 
 
We do not repeat the detail of these enclosures here. They are to be read in full as a composite objection 
and will need to be considered and addressed in the assessment and determination of the planning 
application.  
 
If the matters raised are not dealt with appropriately, our client will pursue all routes open to them. 
 
Please also note the following: 
 

• there are a substantial number of objections made by third parties in respect of the scale, massing, 
height and quantum of development proposed. These points are well made by others, therefore in 
speaking at planning committee we would want the opportunity to cover the key matters raised 
within this objection. 

• Our client has secured all pre-commencement conditions in respect of planning permission 
17/0233/FUL and will be making a lawful start on site imminently. This planning permission will deliver 
96 new homes and a 3,457 Sqm food-store. 

 
 
Next Steps 
 
If you have any queries or would like to discuss the content of this representation please do contact me. 
 
 
 
Yours sincerely 

 
Matthew Williams 
WILLIAMS GALLAGHER 
 
Cc: Fabien Gaudin 
 Cllr Peter Zinkin 
 Cllr Anne Clarke 
 Cllr Shimon Ryde 
Enc:  Enclosure 1: Legal review of access rights related to Depot Approach – Pinsent Masons Dated 6th November 

2020 
Enclosure 2: Review of Highways and Transportation matters – Paul Mew Associates 4th November 2020 
Enclosure 3: Sunlight, Daylight and Overshadowing Assessment – Joel Michaels Reynolds 30th October 2020 
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Unit 1, Plym House, 21 Enterprise Way, London, SW18 1FZ   Tel: 020 8780 0426   
E-mail: paul.mew@pma-traffic.co.uk  Website: www.pma-traffic.co.uk 

 
 
 
 
 
Matthew Williams (MRTPI AIEMA) 
Director 
Williams Gallagher 
Portman House 
5-7 Temple Row West 
Birmingham 
B2 5NY 
 
 
By email only 
 

Barnet Council Planning Ref: 20/3564/OUT 
Our Ref: P2389.6492/PC/NPF.pjm 

4th November 2020  
 
 
Dear Matthew, 
 

B&Q BROADWAY RETAIL PARK, CRICKLEWOOD LANE, LONDON NW2; 
FORMAL LETTER OF OBJECTION ON BEHALF OF TEPBROOK PROPERTIES LTD 

 
I am writing on behalf of our mutual client Tepbrook Properties Limited to set out 
our principal objections on transport/highways matters in relation to the outline 
planning application made by Montreaux Cricklewood Development Limited at B&Q 
Broadway Retail Park, Cricklewood Lane, London, NW2 1ES. 
 
By way of a brief background, we are extremely familiar with this part of Cricklewood 
having been instructed by Tepbrook Properties Limited in 2009 to support a planning 
application at 214-218 Cricklewood Broadway for the construction of a five-storey 
hotel providing 96 rooms including a first floor restaurant for guest use, and a 402 
sqm ground floor retail unit (planning reference F/04245/09).  This application was 
granted planning permission by Barnet Council in March 2010, and the scheme has 
since been fully implemented.   
 
More recently we were instructed by Tepbrook Properties Limited to support a 
planning application at 194-196 Cricklewood Broadway for the construction of a six-
storey building comprising 3,457sqm of Class A1 use (food-store) at ground floor 
level and 96 self-contained flats at first to fifth floor levels including basement car 



 

Paul Mew Associates,  Traffic Consultants 

parking, and a single storey car parking deck (planning reference 17/0233/FUL).  This 
application was granted planning permission by Barnet Council in January 2018.  At 
the time of writing it is understood that all pre-commencement conditions have 
been discharged and works are due to start on-site.   
PLANNING APPLICATION SUMMARY 
 
“20/3564/OUT | Outline planning application (including means of access with all 
other matters reserved) for the demolition of existing buildings and the 
comprehensive phased redevelopment of the site for a mix of uses including up to 
1100 residential units (Use Class C3), and up to 1200 sqm of flexible commercial and 
community floorspace (Use Classes A3/B1/D1 and D2) in buildings ranging from 3 to 
25 storeys along with car and cycle parking landscaping and associated works (this 
application is accompanied by an Environmental Statement). | B And Q Broadway 
Retail Park Cricklewood Lane London NW2 1ES” 
 
This letter of objection relates to the above outline planning application by 
Montreaux Cricklewood Development Limited for the construction of up to 1,100 
residential units and up to 1,200 sqm of flexible commercial/community floor space.  
It is noted that means of access is included in the outline planning application and is 
not a reserved matter.  We have fully reviewed the Transport Assessment and 
Framework Travel Plan submitted with the outline application, which includes an 
assessment of the highways impacts of the proposal and detailed aspects of the 
development including the site access provisions, non-vehicle access arrangements, 
the planned parking provision, and servicing requirements. 
 
It is noted that the Transport Assessment predicts a net decrease in vehicle activity 
on the adjoining highway resulting from this development.   
 
The site currently comprises of a combined 7,900 sqm floor space in retail 
warehouse use and is split into three units occupied by B&Q, Poundstretcher, and 
Tile Depot.  The site has around 470 car parking spaces which are accessed from the 
main access to the site from Cricklewood Lane.  The car park can also be accessed 
from Depot Approach, as is the servicing yard at the rear of the site.     
 
The proposal provides disabled parking spaces only for the residential and 
commercial/community uses, and the development amounts to a reduction in 
parking on the site of around 75%.  On this basis, despite the development proposing 
sole means of vehicle access from Depot Approach, we are content that there will 
likely be a reduction in vehicles accessing the site and therefore the vehicle traffic 
impact of this development will not be significant. 
 
However, this proposal has the potential to generate a significant amount of 
additional non-vehicular trips to and from the site many of which will use Depot 
Approach.  The proposal also includes a new pedestrian/cycle route between Depot 
Approach and Cricklewood Lane which will further increase the number of existing 
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pedestrian and cycle trips on the local highway network to divert through the site 
between Cricklewood Lane and Cricklewood Broadway via Depot Approach.  In our 
professional view the applicant has failed to fully consider the impact of the increase 
in non-vehicular trips on Depot Approach in terms of pedestrian and cyclists safety, 
footpath and cycling capacity, and the resultant adverse effects on highway safety.   
 
The applicant has not proposed to carry out any mitigation or improvement works 
on Depot Approach between the development site and Cricklewood Broadway, 
which will become a key pedestrian and cycle route because of this development. 
 
Furthermore, the Transport Assessment states that “the proposed development will 
take vehicle access from Depot Approach, a private access road over which the Site 
has full vehicular rights.”  This statement is misleading.  The Site has full vehicular 
rights over Depot Approach to the extent that the current layout of the road permits, 
however those rights do not extend beyond the existing access arrangements.  What 
the applicant is proposing is to make substantial changes to the Site’s frontage to 
Depot Approach including the following items, most of which fall outside of the red 
line boundary of the ‘application site’ and therefore require third-party permission 
to deliver:  
 

• Provision of a new vehicle access into the site between proposed Blocks C 
and D; 

• Removal of an inset parking bay on Depot Approach which currently provides 
around 12 parking spaces to facilitate the planned new vehicle access; 

• Provision of new footpaths and planting; 
• Removal of the existing redundant vehicle ingress and egress to the car park; 
• Removal of the existing redundant accesses (x2) to the service yards; and 
• Reinstatement of the kerb line and footpath. 

 
Tepbrook Properties Limited owns Depot Approach.  The applicant, Montreaux 
Cricklewood Development Limited, did not consult Tepbrook Properties Limited on 
the proposals, especially the parts of the proposal which rely upon Tepbrook 
Properties Limited land to deliver, and which are now submitted to Barnet Council 
for determination in outline application 20/3564/OUT.  Therefore, the scheme as 
presented to the Council cannot be delivered. 
 
These points are expanded upon in the following sections of this letter. 
 
DEVELOPMENT IMPACT ON DEPOT APPROACH 
 
As alluded to, this proposal has the potential to generate a significant amount of 
additional non-vehicular trips to and from the site many of which will use Depot 
Approach.  The Transport Assessment contains vehicle survey information carried 
out at various points including the existing site access from Cricklewood Lane, the 
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existing vehicle access from Depot Approach, and the adjoining public roads 
including the A5 Cricklewood Broadway and the A407 Cricklewood Lane.   
 
Non-motorised surveys do not appear to have been carried out and therefore the 
number of non-vehicular trips currently accessing the site via Depot Approach is not 
known.  It is reasonable to expect that Depot Approach is currently not heavily 
utilised by pedestrians or cyclists owing to the fact that the main customer entrance 
to the site is via Cricklewood Lane whereas Depot Approach is principally used as a 
secondary vehicle access to the car park, for trade customers, and access to the 
service yards.   
 
Under the proposals this situation will be very different.  The Transport Assessment 
has quantified the number of trips generated by the proposed development by non-
vehicle modes.  The non-vehicle traffic forecasts are summarised in the following 
tables as taken from Tables 11.7 and 11.15 of the document: 
 

Time Period 
TRICS: Flats, multi-modal trips (1100 flats) 

Walk Cycle  Bus Rail 

AM 193 4 116 123 

PM 175 2 96 99 

Total 2046 57 980 901 

Source: Entran Transport Assessment July 2020 

    

Time Period 
TRICS: Commercial & community, multi-modal trips 

Walk Cycle  Bus Rail 

AM 21 7 10 9 

PM 45 2 24 13 

Total 567 29 270 151 

Source: Entran Transport Assessment July 2020 

 

Time Period 
TRICS: Development total 

Walk Cycle  Bus Rail 

AM 214 11 126 132 

PM 220 4 120 112 

Total 2613 86 1250 1052 

Source: Entran Transport Assessment July 2020 

 
A significant proportion of these new non-vehicle trips, especially the walk, cycle and 
bus trips, are likely to use Depot Approach as there is a host of local shops, services 
and amenities on the A5 Cricklewood Broadway immediately south of the site.  Most 
notably there will be a large 3,457sqm food-store on the corner of Cricklewood 
Broadway and Depot Approach by the time this development is planned to be 
implemented.  There is also a pair of bus stops on the A5 Cricklewood Broadway 
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immediately south of the site providing access to 6 different bus services, routes 16, 
32, 316, 332, 266, and 245.  The desire line from the site to these bus stops will mean 
that most of this new development will likely get to/from these bus stops via Depot 
Approach.  These six bus routes provide a combined 45 peak hour services on a 
weekday morning and therefore clearly, they will be very well utilised by this 
development. 
 
As discussed, the proposal also includes a new pedestrian/cycle route between 
Depot Approach and Cricklewood Lane which will further increase the number of 
existing pedestrian and cycle trips on the local highway network to divert through 
the site between Cricklewood Lane and Cricklewood Broadway via Depot Approach.  
The increased level of pedestrian/cycle trips through the site has not been quantified 
in the Transport Assessment, however it could be substantial most notably as it 
would provide an attractive and shorter new route to/from Cricklewood train station 
for the many residents of the north west part of Cricklewood.    
 
The applicant has not proposed to carry out any mitigation or improvement works 
on Depot Approach between the development site and Cricklewood Broadway to 
accommodate this substantial increase in pedestrian and cycle activity.   
 
Of particular concern is the large increase in pedestrian activity that will arise under 
the proposals on the south-east side of Depot Approach between the site and 
Cricklewood Broadway.  Pedestrians will need to negotiate three vehicle accesses in 
very close succession which could be very dangerous, especially for young children or 
those with vision/mobility impairments.  These accesses will be very active as they 
comprise of the main vehicle entrance to the basement car park serving the new 
3,457sqm food-store and immediately after the access to the servicing yard for the 
same food-store (planning reference 17/0233/FUL), which will then be immediately 
followed by the vehicle entrance to Block B of the proposed development serving up 
to 20 parking spaces as well as the access and servicing requirements of up to 650 
sqm of flexible commercial and up to 170 new dwellings. 
 
Furthermore, no cycle infrastructure exists on Depot Approach to safely 
accommodate the increase in cyclists that will arise as a result of this development, 
both in terms of the new dwellings and commercial/community uses as well as the 
new pedestrian/cycle link between Cricklewood Lane.  There is no on or off-road 
cycle lane on Depot Approach and there is no advanced stop line with a box marked 
on the road with a bike symbol at the Depot Approach signal junction with the A5 
Cricklewood Broadway which would otherwise provide cyclists with a safe space to 
traverse the road and stop and wait at the junction ahead of vehicles.   
 
This development is therefore considered to be contrary to Policy DM17 of Barnet 
Council’s adopted Development Management Policies Development Plan Document 
(DPD) September 2012, in particular sections ‘a’, ‘b’, and ‘f’.  Accompanying text to 
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Policy DM17 at paragraph 18.2 of the Council’s Adpoted Local Plan is also considered 
to be of material consideration to this letter and is extracted in addition: 
 

“Policy DM17: Travel impact and parking standards  
 
a: Road safety The council will ensure that the safety of all road users is 
taken into account when considering development proposals, and will 
refuse proposals that unacceptably increase conflicting movements on the 
road network or increase the risk to vulnerable users.  
 
b: Road hierarchy The council will seek to ensure that roads within the 
borough are used appropriately according to their status in the defined 
road hierarchy. In taking into account the function of adjacent roads the 
council may refuse development proposals which would result in 
inappropriate road use, or adversely affect the operation of roads in an 
area.  
 
c: Development, location and accessibility The council will expect major 
development proposals with the potential for significant trip generation 
to be in locations which are, or will be made, highly accessible by a range 
of transport modes. 
 
d: Transport assessment In considering planning applications for new 
development, the council will require developers to submit a full Transport 
Assessment (as defined by Department for Transport threshold) where the 
proposed development is anticipated to have significant transport 
implications in order to ensure that these impacts are considered. This 
assessment should include an analysis of accessibility by all modes of 
transport.  
 
e: Travel planning For significant trip generating developments, (defined 
by Transport for London thresholds), the council will require the occupier 
to develop, implement and maintain a satisfactory Travel Plan (or plans) 
to minimise increases in road traffic and meet mode split targets. In order 
to ensure that they are delivering this the travel plan will need to contain 
measurable outputs so that they can be monitored.  
 
f: Local infrastructure needs  
i. Developments should be located and designed to make the use of public 
transport more attractive for all users by providing improved access to 
existing facilities, and if necessary the development of new routes and 
services, including improved and fully accessible interchange facilities.  
ii. The council will expect development to provide safe and suitable access 
arrangements for all road users to new developments. Where 
improvements or changes to the road network are necessary by virtue of 
an approved development, the council will secure a Legal Agreement from 
the developer.  
iii. The council will require appropriate measures to control vehicle 
movements, servicing and delivery arrangements. Where appropriate the 



 

Paul Mew Associates,  Traffic Consultants 

council will require Construction Management and/or Delivery and 
Servicing Plans.  
iv. Where appropriate, development will be required to improve cycle and 
pedestrian facilities in the local catchment area by providing facilities on 
site and/or funding improvements off site.  
 
g: Parking management  
1. The council will expect development to provide parking in accordance 
with the London Plan standards, except in the case of residential 
development, where the maximum standards will be: i. 2 to 1.5 spaces per 
unit for detached and semi detached houses and flats (4 or more 
bedrooms); ii. 1.5 to 1 spaces per unit for terraced houses and flats (2 to 3 
bedrooms); and iii.1 to less than 1 space per unit for development 
consisting mainly of flats (1 bedroom).  
2. Residential development may be acceptable: i. with limited or no 
parking outside a Controlled Parking Zone (CPZ) but only where it can be 
demonstrated through a survey that there is sufficient on street parking 
capacity. ii. with limited or no parking within a CPZ, where it can be 
demonstrated that there is insufficient capacity on street the applicant 
will be required to enter into a legal agreement to restrict future occupiers 
from obtaining on street parking permits. For proposals in close proximity 
to the edge of a CPZ a survey will also be required to demonstrate that 
there is sufficient on street parking capacity on streets outside the CPZ.” 
“18.2 Road safety  
 
18.2.1 In planning new developments, the needs of vulnerable road users 
(pedestrians and cyclists) must be taken into account. The location of the 
development, access routes and the site layout need to be planned to 
ensure that all road users can travel to and from the site in safety. Where 
necessary, suitable facilities to assist vulnerable road users, such as 
crossings, cycleways and footpaths, should be provided, and where 
necessary the council will seek developer funding for their provision.” 

 
As discussed, the applicant has not proposed to carry out any mitigation or 
improvement works on Depot Approach between the development site and 
Cricklewood Broadway, which will become a key pedestrian and cycle route because 
of this development.  In our view the proposals will therefore have the potential to 
give rise to conflict between vehicles, pedestrians, and cyclists contrary to the 
Mayor’s Vision Zero.  On this basis the development is also considered to be contrary 
to Policy T2 ‘Healthy Streets’ of the ‘intend to publish’ version of the London Plan 
(December 2019), sections ‘B’, and ‘D’.   
 

“Policy T2 Healthy Streets  
 
A Development proposals and Development Plans should deliver patterns 
of land use that facilitate residents making shorter, regular trips by 
walking or cycling.  
 
B Development Plans should:  
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1) promote and demonstrate the application of the Mayor’s Healthy 
Streets Approach to: improve health and reduce health inequalities; 
reduce car dominance, ownership and use, road danger, severance, 
vehicle emissions and noise; increase walking, cycling and public transport 
use; improve street safety, comfort, convenience and amenity; and 
support these outcomes through sensitively designed freight facilities.  
2) identify opportunities to improve the balance of space given to people 
to dwell, walk, cycle, and travel on public transport and in essential 
vehicles, so space is used more efficiently and streets are greener and 
more pleasant.  
 
C In Opportunity Areas and other growth areas, new and improved 
walking, cycling and public transport networks should be planned at an 
early stage, with delivery phased appropriately to support mode shift 
towards active travel and public transport. Designs for new or enhanced 
streets must demonstrate how they deliver against the ten Healthy 
Streets Indicators.  
 
D Development proposals should:  
1) demonstrate how they will deliver improvements that support the ten 
Healthy Streets Indicators in line with Transport for London guidance  
2) reduce the dominance of vehicles on London’s streets whether 
stationary or moving  
3) be permeable by foot and cycle and connect to local walking and 
cycling networks as well as public transport.” 

 
The Mayor’s Vision Zero ambition is embedded in Policy T2, details of which are set 
out at paragraph 10.2.8 of the ‘intend to publish’ London Plan (December 2019), 
extracted below: 
 

“10.2.8  The Mayor has a long-term vision to reduce road danger so that 
no deaths or serious injuries occur on London’s streets. This Vision Zero 
will be achieved by designing and managing a street system that 
accommodates human error and ensures impact levels are not sufficient 
to cause fatal or serious injury. This will require reducing the dominance 
of motor vehicles and targeting danger at source.” 

 
Similarly, this development is considered to be contrary to Policy T4 of the ‘intend to 
publish’ version of the London Plan (December 2019), in particular sections ‘B’, ‘C’, 
‘E’, and ‘F’: 
 

“Policy T4 Assessing and mitigating transport impacts  
 
A Development Plans and development proposals should reflect and be 
integrated with current and planned transport access, capacity and 
connectivity.  
 
B When required in accordance with national or local guidance, transport 
assessments/statements should be submitted with development 
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proposals to ensure that impacts on the capacity of the transport network 
(including impacts on pedestrians and the cycle network), at the local, 
network-wide and strategic level, are fully assessed. Transport 
assessments should focus on embedding the Healthy Streets Approach 
within, and in the vicinity of, new development. Travel Plans, Parking 
Design and Management Plans, Construction Logistics Plans and Delivery 
and Servicing Plans will be required having regard to Transport for London 
guidance.  
 
C Where appropriate, mitigation, either through direct provision of public 
transport, walking and cycling facilities and highways improvements or 
through financial contributions, will be required to address adverse 
transport impacts that are identified.  
 
D Where the ability to absorb increased travel demand through active 
travel modes has been exhausted, existing public transport capacity is 
insufficient to allow for the travel generated by proposed developments, 
and no firm plans and funding exist for an increase in capacity to cater for 
the increased demand, planning permission will be contingent on the 
provision of necessary public transport and active travel infrastructure.  
 
E The cumulative impacts of development on public transport and the 
road network capacity including walking and cycling, as well as associated 
effects on public health, should be taken into account and mitigated.  
 
F Development proposals should not increase road danger.” 

 
 
 
 
DEVELOPMENT ACCESS ON DEPOT APPROACH 
 
I referenced earlier that, within the Transport Assessment and other supporting 
documents, it is asserted that the Site has full vehicular access rights over Depot 
Approach and therefore the raft of off-site highways works on Depot Approach that 
are required to enable this development will simply be delivered.     
 
However, this statement is misleading, and I note that Tepbrook Properties Limited 
has sought legal advice on this matter for clarification.  A separate representation 
has been made on this key issue.  It is understood that the Site has full vehicular 
rights over Depot Approach to the extent that the current layout of the road permits, 
however those rights do not extend beyond the existing access arrangements.   
 
The bulleted items on page 3 of this letter are required to enable this development, 
most of which fall outside of the red line boundary of the ‘application site’ and 
therefore require third-party permission to deliver.   
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The extent to which these works fall outside of the red line boundary of the site can 
be imagined based on the below extract from the Applicant’s General Arrangement 
Plan - Ground Floor produced by Exterior Architecture: 
 

 
Source: Exterior Architecture Plan Reference ExA_1939_100 (Dated: 13.12.2019) 
The new access junction off Depot Approach, as well as the vehicle to vehicle 
visibility sightlines of 2.4 metres x 43 metres looking in both directions which would 
be required to ensure safe access/egress to the site, require land owned by a third 
party (Tepbrook Properties Limited) and which no prior agreement has been sought 
to deliver.  The new access junction, and safe unobstructed sightlines either side, 
require the removal of a significant section of an existing inset parking bay on Depot 
Approach which falls outside of the red line boundary of the site.   
 
As discussed, Montreaux Cricklewood Development Limited did not consult 
Tepbrook Properties Limited on any of the proposals which have been proposed, 
especially the parts of the proposal which rely upon Tepbrook Properties Limited 
land to deliver, and which are now submitted to Barnet Council for determination in 
outline application 20/3564/OUT.  Therefore, the scheme as presented to the 
Council cannot be delivered. 
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Therefore in addition to being contrary to Policy DM17 of the Council’s Adopted 
Local Plan, as well as Policy T4 of the ‘intend to publish’ version of the London Plan, 
the development is contrary to the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) June 
2019, specifically Paragraph 108 part ‘b’ and Paragraph 110 part ‘c’: 

 
“Considering development proposals  
 
108. In assessing sites that may be allocated for development in plans, or 
specific applications for development, it should be ensured that: 
 
a) appropriate opportunities to promote sustainable transport modes can 
be – or have been – taken up, given the type of development and its 
location;  
 
b) safe and suitable access to the site can be achieved for all users; and  
 
c) any significant impacts from the development on the transport network 
(in terms of capacity and congestion), or on highway safety, can be cost 
effectively mitigated to an acceptable degree. 

 
“110. Within this context, applications for development should:  
 
a) give priority first to pedestrian and cycle movements, both within the scheme 
and with neighbouring areas; and second – so far as possible – to facilitating 
access to high quality public transport, with layouts that maximise the catchment 
area for bus or other public transport services, and appropriate facilities that 
encourage public transport use;  
 
b) address the needs of people with disabilities and reduced mobility in relation to 
all modes of transport;  
 
c) create places that are safe, secure and attractive – which minimise the scope 
for conflicts between pedestrians, cyclists and vehicles, avoid unnecessary street 
clutter, and respond to local character and design standards;  
 
d) allow for the efficient delivery of goods, and access by service and emergency 
vehicles; and  
 
e) be designed to enable charging of plug-in and other ultra-low emission vehicles 
in safe, accessible and convenient locations.” 

 
I trust that this suitably sets out our professional views on the matter. 
 
 
Yours sincerely, 
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Nick Ferguson BA (Hons) MCIHT 
Associate Director 
Tel: 0208 780 0426 
Email: nick.ferguson@pma-traffic.co.uk 
 
 
 
Cc. John Byrne – Tepbrook Properties Limited 
 Malcolm Raven – Raven Green & Company Chartered Surveyors 
   
 



OBJECTION TO APPLICATION 20/3564/OUT 
 
ENCLOSURE 3 
 
 
 
   
 

 

 



Joel Michaels Reynolds Ltd  Registered in England No. 11313109 
Registered office: 1st Floor, Brook House Mount Pleasant 

 Crowborough, East Sussex TN6 2NE 
Regulated by RICS 

www.jmrsurveyors.com 

 
 

 
 

   

3 Princes Street, Mayfair 
London W1B 2LD 

 

020 3633 0010 

 
 
 
 

 
Tepbrook Properties Ltd 
C/o Williams Gallagher Town Planning Solutions 
Studio 321 
51 Pinfold Street 
Birmingham B2 4AY 
 
 

By Email Only  

Date 30th October 2020 

 

Re: Proposed Development at B&Q site, Depot Approach, Cricklewood 

We have been instructed to comment upon the B&Q development proposals at Depot Approach in 
relation to the consented development at 194-196 Cricklewood Broadway (“Asda site”) planning 
reference 17/0233/FUL. 

We have reviewed the ES Report Volume I, Chapter 11: Daylight, Sunlight, Overshadowing. We set 
out below our comments:- 

Sunlight  

Given the orientation of the Asda site relative to the B&Q site, the majority of the windows serving 
the Asda site residential are not eligible for assessment as they are positioned within ninety 
degrees of due north. 

Overshadowing 

The proposed development on the B&Q site, given its bulk, massing, overbearing nature is 
considered to result in unacceptable levels of overshadowing in comparison to a scheme of lower 
height and density commensurate with other schemes that have been granted consent in recent 
years. For example the Asda site and the Co-op site which in turn faces onto Cricklewood Lane. 

Daylight 

We are concerned and surprised that the Asda site residential habitable rooms have been 
assessed using the Average Daylight Factor (“ADF”) method of assessment. In our opinion this is 
contrary to the BRE guidance. We also believe this is contrary to the local authority requirements 
when submitting a planning application. 

We consider that the ADF method of assessment used for considering the daylight impacts to the 
Asda site is not correct for the reasons set out in the following comments: -.  

 

1. Clause 2.1.4 of the BRE guidance says “…good daylight may still be achievable with a tall 
obstruction, provided it is not continuous and is narrow enough to allow adequate daylight 
around its sides”. The development on the B&Q site cannot be described as narrow enough to 
allow adequate daylight around its sides. 
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2. The BRE guidance goes on to say “…the amount of skylight falling on a vertical wall or window 
can be quantified as the Vertical Sky Component (“VSC”). The use of the VSC method is normal 
accepted practice for assessing adjoining residential properties - regardless of whether the 
same has consent, has been built and occupied and similarly, when developments have 
planning consent but have not yet been implemented. 

3. The local authority expectations regarding assessment of adjoining residential buildings within 
the London Borough of Barnet (“LBB”) are no different from any other Borough. Adjoining 
residential habitable rooms should be assessed for daylight, sunlight, overshadowing impacts in 
accordance with the BRE guidance criteria using the VSC, NSL methods of assessment for 
daylight and the APSH method of assessment for considering sunlight (where applicable and 
dependent upon orientation). 

4. We are not aware of any recent planning submission to LBB where the local authority has 
accepted an ADF method of assessment of adjoining residential habitable rooms whether the 
scheme be consented, built and occupied or whether the development has consent but has not 
yet been implemented. The methods of assessment have to be consistent when considering a 
new development in proximity to existing occupied dwellings or proposed developments for 
residential use coming forward that have consent. 

5. It should be noted that pre-construction activity is ongoing on the Asda site further reinforcing 
the expectation around the use of VSC, NSL methods of assessment. 

6. It is in our opinion wholly inappropriate for consented development bringing forward much 
needed homes in LBB to be assessed completely differently from existing occupied residential 
properties. 

7. We are not aware of any case law which accepts that ADF is the accepted method of 
assessment to assess adjoining residential properties. 

8. We consider that the ADF method of assessement has been chosen because it provides better 
results in favour of the development rather than embarking upon the normal protocols and 
methods that should have been used i.e. VSC / NSL methods of assessment which have been 
submitted to LBB in respect of all other adjoining residential developments which have planning 
consent and are located adjacent to the B&Q site namely, the Asda site and the Co-op sites. 

9. If the developers of the B&Q site were to undertake a VSC / NSL method of assessment the 
results would illustrate additional daylight impact to the Asda site residential (and to the Co-op 
site). Such results are likely to demonstrate unacceptable harm to the Asda site residential with 
the proposed B&Q site massing in place. The resultant levels of daylight will make the rooms 
appear more gloomy within the Asda site development and electric lighting will be needed more 
of the time.  

10. Paragraph 2.2.8. of the BRE advises “Where room layouts are known, the impact on daylight 
distribution in the existing building can be found by plotting the “No Sky Line” (“NSL”)”. The 
Asda site and Co-op site developments exist. They have planning consent. 

11. The room layouts for the Asda site are known and can be found under planning application 
reference 17/0233/FUL. It is not clear why a VSC / NSL method of assessment hasn’t been 
undertaken. 
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12. The daylight / sunlight submission has not assessed all the windows serving the Asda site as 
the report suggests. We refer to the imagery at Chapter 11, page 83. The imagery shows a 
considerable number of windows missing from the lower floors of the southern block of the Asda 
site development. It appears that over 95% of the windows to the southern part of the Asda site 
have been completely ignored from the daylight assessment. We find this surprising given the 
windows that have not been assessed are just as likely to be sensitive to the considerable bulk / 
massing of the proposals for the B&Q site. We would expect a full assessment of the Asda site 
residential to provide LBB with a comprehensive, holistic and impartial understanding of the 
daylight impacts caused to the Asda site residential. We would therefore expect all windows in 
rooms serving the Asda site residential to be assessed using the VSC / NSL methods of 
assessment as set out in the BRE guidance. 

13. Taking into consideration the above, whilst it is accepted that National Planning Policy and 
National Planning Practice Guidance requires making efficient use of land, such policies 
stipulate that developments should create places that are safe, inclusive, acceptable and which 
promote health & well-being with the high standard of amenity for existing and future users. In 
addition, building scale should account for local climatic conditions including daylight and 
sunlight. In our view, the proposed massing for the B&Q site appears to fall short of National 
Planning Policy and associated National Planning Practice Guidance when considering the 
daylight and overshadowing impact caused to the Asda site residential but also when 
considering the daylight, sunlight overshadowing impact to other adjoining residential around 
the site. 

14. Our comments equally apply in relation to the London Plan, Spatial Development Strategy for 
Greater London (2016) as well as the intended updated version dated December 2019. Policy 
D6 reads “The design of development should provide sufficient daylight and sunlight to new and 
surrounding housing that is appropriate for its context, whilst avoiding overheating, minimising 
overshadowing and maximising the usability of outside amenity space “. Policy D8 reads “Wind, 
daylight, sunlight penetration and temperature conditions around the building(s) and 
neighbourhood must be carefully considered…”. We question whether the B&Q site massing 
particularly with regard to daylight, sunlight, overshadowing impacts to surrounding properties 
as well as daylight, overshadowing impact to the Asda site, meets the recommendations of the 
Secretary of State and/or the London Plan. 

15. In the relation to the London Borough of Barnet Local Plan Policy CDHO4 reads that tall 
buildings may be appropriate within the Cricklewood Opportunity Area. However, such 
developments must “Ensure that the potential microclimatic impact does not adversely affect 
levels of comfort in the surrounding public realm, including wind, daylight, temperature and 
pollution”. Irrespective of the early stages of the adoption process of the London Borough of 
Barnet Local Plan there appears to be a clear intention, reinforced by other Planning Policy 
Guidance referred to above, that development should not adversely affect levels of comfort in 
the surrounding public realm, including daylight to adjoining residential.  

16. This is also reinforced in the London Borough of Barnet Development Management Policies 
Document (2012). Policy 2.7 refers to Amenity and reads “Schemes which significantly harm the 
amenity of neighbouring occupiers will be refused planning submission…It is important to 
ensure that developments do not significantly overshadow neighbouring buildings, block 
daylight, reduce sunlight or result in a loss of privacy or outlook”. 

17. The sheer scale of the proposed B&Q massing and the impacts in daylight and sunlight terms 
on surrounding properties, including but not limited, to the Asda site demonstrates non 
compliance with the BRE guidance. The London Borough of Barnet also makes further 
comment in respect of daylight, sunlight, privacy and amenity within the Sustainable Design and 
Construction Supplementary Planning Document (2016), at Section 7 Policy reference 7.8 and 
within Section 17, Policy 17.24.  
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It would appear for a number of reasons set out above that the proposed massing on the B&Q site 
is likely to cause harm through impacts to the Asda site residential and its surrounding residential 
neighbours. 

 

Yours sincerely  

     

David Reynolds MRICS 
Director 

david@jmrsurveyors.com 
Mobile: 07813 782879 

 

  

 


