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Introduction
This Hearing Statement is submitted on behalf of the Pinkham Way
Alliance (PWA).
Pinkham Way Alliance is a community campaign group which came
together in early 2011 when residents living in the surrounding area of the
Pinkham Way site became concerned about plans by the North London
Waste Authority (NLWA) to develop the site for a large scale MBT waste
facility.
Since then, PWA has taken an active interest in and has participated in the
preparation of the original Submission version of the North London Waste
Plan, the Haringey Local Plan: Strategic Policies document and the
Haringey Site Allocations DPD, having made representations to and
appeared at the examinations in public of all those plans.
PWA has approximately 3000 supporters
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Question 6
Is the Plan consistent with national policy, including the NPPF, NPPW and PPG? Are
there any significant departures from national policy? If so have they been
justified?
NPPF and NPPW (including Appendix B) and Planning Practice Guidance
PWA considers that the Plan is not consistent with the NPPF, NPPW and PPG and that
it has significantly departed from those policies by including the Pinkham Way site in
the Plan.
The NPPF sets out a number of core policies which should underpin plan-making and
decision-taking:
Plans must be positively prepared, justified, effective and consistent with national
policy1. There is some doubt about whether the Plan has been positively prepared,
particularly in relation to the Pinkham Way site and this will be discussed in MM5 Q
63.
Conservation and Enhancement of the Natural Environment
NPPF requires decisions and plans to contribute to and enhance the natural and local
environment2 and requires that to protect and enhance biodiversity and geodiversity,
plans should …”promote the conservation, restoration and enhancement of priority
habitats, ecological networks and the protection and recovery of priority species; and
identify and pursue opportunities for securing measurable net gains for
biodiversity3.”
That presumption is not unconditional. The NPPF makes it clear that when plan
making, the other policies in the NPPF must be taken into account, especially where
there are likely to be adverse impacts from proposals and policies that demonstrably
outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in the Framework taken as
a whole.
Preparation of plans and policies need to be underpinned by relevant and up to date
evidence4. The lack of acknowledgement of the true planning status of Pinkham Way
SINC, its open space nature and the fact that it’s a brownfield site with
environmental value, and its long history of contributing to nature conservation is an
example of failing/refusing to take into account relevant evidence. See also
comments at MM5 Q63.

1

Paragraph 30, NPPF, February 2019
Paragraph 170, NPPF, February 2019
3 Paragraph 174-177, NPPF, February 2019
4 Paragraph 31, NPPF,February 2019
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The Framework Para 118 b) requires that policies should recognize that some
undeveloped land can perform many functions, such as for wildlife, recreation, flood
risk mitigation, cooling/shading, carbon storage or food production.
With the exception of the last one, Pinkham Way SINC has been performing all those
functions for many years and continues to do so. The NLWP offers no evidence that
this has been given this any consideration in the preparation of the plan.
Para 171 advises that Plans should allocate land with the least environmental or
amenity value and should take account of the hierarchy of designations and take a
strategic approach to maintaining and enhancing networks of habitats and green
infrastructure.
PWA asserts that the area allocation of Pinkham Way in the NLWP conflicts with this
principle because the site is allocated as a site of Grade 1 Borough Importance for
nature conservation. The designation for potential waste management uses is
incompatible with that nature conservation designation, and its development would
never result in achieving a net gain in biodiversity.
The NPPF requires Plan makers to ensure when selecting sites that the land is
suitable for its proposed use taking account of ground conditions and risks arising
from land instability and contamination.5
Pinkham Way is a contaminated former landfill site with uneven ground.6
The NLWP has not given sufficient consideration to the above policies when
allocating the site for inclusion in this Plan for waste management use, and that
therefore its allocation is contrary to NPPF and Planning Guidance7 and would not
constitute sustainable development.
The NPPW requires Waste Planning Authorities (WPAs) to consider a broad range of
sites, including industrial sites and sites identified for employment uses, co-location
opportunities and to give priority to the re-use of PDL.8. However, it also requires
that identified sites should be assessed against the locational criteria in Appendix B
which advises that locations should be avoided where there is land instability, nature
conservation, traffic and access issues and where it would be likely to have a
detrimental impact on sensitive receptors9.
The Pinkham Way SINC is currently an undisturbed natural habitat surrounded by a
network of MOL and open space. There are no lights on the site. Notwithstanding the
incompatibility on nature conservation and biodiversity grounds, the introduction of
a waste facility on the site is likely to cause harm through noise, light, vibration,
traffic disturbance, air emissions and dust to the ecology of the site.
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NPPF para 178 – and see also MM1 Q 6 Appendix 13A – Pinkham Way Strategic Risk Assessment, October 2019
Arup Scoping Report 2011 pp19 and 20
7 Paragraph: 001 Reference ID: 66-001-20190722
8 NPPW para 4
9 NPPW Annex B paras b), d), f), g), j),l
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Planning guidance advises that when considering an allocation of a site,
consideration should be given to whether there is a realistic prospect of it being
developed for its intended use, taking into account the length of time its current
allocation has been in place.10
The NPPF clearly seeks to encourage the effective use of land that has been
previously developed (brownfield land), except where it has biodiversity value.
The NPPW advises waste planning authorities to give priority to the re-use of
previously developed land11. Whilst there is no qualification in the NPPW about
avoiding environmentally valuable brownfield land, the NPPW should be read in
conjunction with the NPPF and account must be taken of the relevant policies in that
Framework.12 The NPPF gives priority to brownfield land except where would cause
harm to sites of biodiversity importance.13
In all its past decisions about the designation of the Pinkham Way SINC, the NLWP
appears to have proceeded on the basis that the site's status should be regarded as
having been previously developed (brownfield) because of its historic use as a
sewage works . The PWA believes that such an assumption and approach is
erroneous and is an unsound basis on which decisions within the plan-making
process should be taken.
The use of the site as a sewage works ceased in 1963 and the buildings and surface
plant associated with the former use were subsequently demolished and removed.
The vestigial foundations in the north east corner, which are hidden by vegetation for
all but a few months of the year, occupy approximately 1% of the site. The historic
lawful use has, therefore, been abandoned. The site has been in use as a SINC for
almost 40 years. Since the designation of part of the site as Employment Land in
1999, there has been no employment use on the site.
The Plan’s criteria for assessment of sites were heavily based on the NPPW and its
guidance. There was plenty of reference to the NPPW in the NLWLP Sites and Areas
document 2015 which set out the basis on which the site assessment criteria were
developed but little evidence that guidance was sought from Annex B for from the
NPPF. The rare reference to the NPPF was in relation to the requirements for
achieving a sound Plan rather than selecting suitable sites.
The NPPF definition of "previously developed land" sets out the basis on which
certain categories of land should be excluded from this definition. The PWA
considers that the site falls squarely within the exclusions to that definition. The
Sustainability Appraisal evidence supports this view, see references at 3.13 and
onwards.
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Paragraph: 001 Reference ID: 66-001-20190722

11

NPPW para 4 last bullet point

12

NPPF 2019 para 4 When preparing plans for waste regard should be had to the policies in the Framework where relevant.

13

NPPF 2019 para 117
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However, Haringey Council continues to refuse to clarify its position about whether it
considers the site brownfield/PDL and suitable for redevelopment, or accepts that it
is excluded from that definition on the basis of its high environmental value and the
signs of previous use have been absorbed into the landscape over the process of
time.
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Pinkham Way Strategic Risk Assessment

MM1 Q 6 Appendix 13A
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