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setfing of the building. The second relates to avoiding the detrimental
fragmentation of management which as far as | Can see has not been fully
dealt with in this case. There might be conflict between the residential users
and the users of the communal facilities particularly in respect of car parking
and service access. This would be particularly important if the hall is to be
used for concerts or similar activities. The third criterion relates to securing the
asset's long term future and its continued use for o purpose sympathetic to its
conservation. Only part of the building would be used for such purposes and
a major wing will be gutted and transformed into residential flats. Other
criteria relate to funding and | have not seen enough evidence to comment
on this aspect but the final criterion is that the level of development should
be the minimum necessary to secure the future conservation of the asset and
of a design and type that minimises harm to other public interests. Again |
have seen no evidence that this criterion is met.

The last point leads on to the consideration of the Conservation aspect of the
proposal. The site is at the centre of the Crouch End Conservation Areq.
Again in accordance with Section 72 of the above mentioned Act the
planning authority is required to pay special attention to the desirability of
preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of the area. In my
opinion the proposed buildings by reason of their height, scale and design
would seriously mar the appearance of the areq. When viewed from
Haringey Park the end of the blocks of flats appears completely out of scale
with the surrounding development. From this aspect the building looms over
the locally listed building in Haringey Park. Regardiess of the listed building
issues it cannot be seriously argued that the proposals will preserve or
enhance the Conservation Area. Further the proposals will cause harm to
other public interests particularly as the car parking provision is in my view
inadequate for the type of high cost residential units that it is hoped to build
on the site. It is completely unrealistic to expect that buyers of expensive flats
will not wish to have a car and any excess demand will lead to increased
demand for parking on the already overcrowded streets.

My final point relates to the effect that the proposed new development will
have on the daylight received by the existing buildings to the east of the site.
In accordance with normal planning practice the daylighting aspects should
be considered in the light of the advice in ‘Sunlight and Daylight' published
by the Department of the Environment in 1971 (Paragraph 3.10) and the BRE
Information Paper IP5/92 of March 1992 which under the heading ‘Adjoining
Development Land’ states: ‘A well designed building will stand a reasonable
distance back from its boundaries, to enabie future developments to enjoy
similar access to daylight.’ Figure 5 of that paper and the D of E document
show an angular criterion for overshadowing. The proposed blocks on the
eastern boundary do not comply with this criterion and would prevent any
future redevelopment of the adjoining site. The report accompanying the
application accepts that there will be some diminution of the daylight
received by certain properties. However, the way in which the exercise to



the site will remain in their present form for the life of the buildings now
proposed. s this assumption valid and is jt right to prejudice the future
interests of the adjoining landowners in this way without their agreement?

buildings.

Yours sincerely

David Frith




