
1.0 Introduction  

 

1.1 This Summary Proof of Evidence is submitted on behalf of London 

Borough of Barnet with reference to the decision to refuse planning 

permission, for the scheme which is the subject of this appeal. 

 

1.2 I am Paul Sallin and I work for London Borough of Barnet as a Principal 

Urban Designer. I have BSc(Hons) in Building Studies, an MA in Urban 

Design from Oxford Brookes University and Masters in Civic Design (a 

planning course) from Liverpool University.   

 

1.3 I have provided evidence focused on the design and character of proposed 

development in relation to the local area.  In particular, I concentrate on 

those areas specifically mentioned in the reasons for refusal, i.e.  Fernwood 

Crescent, Denham Road, Oakleigh Close and Oakleigh Road North as well 

as New Southgate Cemetery to the East.  

 

2.0  The Appeal Site 

 

2.1 The appeal site is currently occupied by a business park within landscaping, 

with approximately 50% consisting of built development (including 

buildings, roads and parking) and 50% either landscaped or left as 

grassland/shrubland/woodland.  A mix of uses occupy the site, not just 

offices, for example including St Andrew the Apostle Greek Orthodox 

School, Ariana Banqueting Hall and North London Dental Centre.   

 

2.2 Buildings generally have large footprints but are all low rise – predominantly 

3 storeys for the main grouping of buildings near to the centre west of the 

site, with 1 and 2 storey buildings outside the core.   

2.3 The site is located in the Brunswick Park area of the borough.  It is in a 

relatively remote, low-rise, low density and generally low-key suburban 

location, with limited access to local amenities and public transport.   



3.0 The Appeal Proposal  

 

3.1 The planning application sought permission for the redevelopment of the 

site to provide a is for a phased “comprehensive redevelopment of the North 

London Business Park to deliver a residential-led mixed use development. 

The detailed element comprises up to 452 residential units (Reduced from 

461 as submitted) in five blocks reaching 9 storeys, the provision of a 5 

form entry secondary school, a gymnasium, a multi-use sports pitch and 

associated changing facilities and improvements to open space and 

transport infrastructure, including improvements to the access from 

Brunswick Park Road and the outline element comprises up to 1,967 

additional residential units in buildings ranging from three to twelve storeys, 

up to 7,148 sqm of non-residential floor space (use Class E and F) and 

public open space. Associated site preparation/enabling work, transport 

infrastructure and junction work, landscaping and car parking”. 

 

4.0 Planning History  

  

4.1 There is an extant permission relating to the appeal site (see Planning 

History within Proof of Evidence of Tania Sa Cordeiro). Most recently 

22/1579/S73 Variation of condition 1 (Approved Plans) of planning 

permission reference 15/07932/OUT, dated 24/02/20 for 'Hybrid planning 

application for the phased comprehensive redevelopment of the North 

London Business Park to deliver a residential-led mixed use development. 

The detailed element comprises 360 residential units in five blocks reaching 

eight storeys, the provision of a 5 form entry secondary school, a 

gymnasium, a multi-use sports pitch and associated changing facilities and 

improvements to open space and transport infrastructure, including 

improvements to the access from Brunswick Park Road and; the outline 

element comprises up to 990 additional residential units in buildings ranging 

from two to nine storeys, up to 5,177 sqm of non-residential floor space 

(use Classes A1-A4, B1 and D1) and 2.54 hectares of open space. 

Associated site preparation/enabling work, transport infrastructure and 

junction work, landscaping and car parking. March 2017 RECONSULTATION 



Amended Plans: involving the provision of 10% Affordable Housing across 

the site with an overall increase in the proposed number of housing units 

from 1,200 to 1,350. The tallest buildings have been reduced in height from 

11 to 9 storeys with some buildings along the boundary of the rail line 

increased from 7 to 9 storeys.' Variation to include: Changes to the school: 

Changes to the main access point on Brunswick Park Road: Changes to 

phasing. Approved on 20.10.2022.  

 

5.0 The Determination  

5.1  The application the subject of this appeal was heard before the council’s 

Strategic Planning Committee at a meeting held on 15th December 2022. 

The application had been recommended for approval by officers, subject 

to conditions and s106 contributions. The recommendation was not 

endorsed by members, and the scheme was refused for 2 reasons relating 

to, concerns with impacts on the character of the area (RFR1) and owing 

to the absence of an executed Legal Agreement to secure scheme 

characteristics and contributions, to mitigate the impact of the 

development (RFR2). A suitable agreement to secure this is being agreed 

as part of this appeal process.  

 

6.0 Main Matters – RfR1 (Character and Appearance)  

 

6.1 As detailed within my Proof of Evidence I explore the effect of the appeal 

proposal from areas identified in RfR1. These being;  

 1.Fernwood Crescent, Denham Road, Oakleigh Close and Oakleigh Road 

North to the west  

2.New Southgate Cemetery to the East 

 

6.2 Whilst recognising the extant schemes that are in place, and 

acknowledging that the general principle of redevelopment of the site is 

not contested, I conclude that the appeal scheme introduces a level of 

development which will cause harm to the character and appearance of 



the area. This would be particularly apparent with regards to the impact, 

and relationship, that would result between the appeal scheme and the 

suburban scale development that exists to the west of the appeal site 

(identified at no.1 above). The effect would be to materially disrupt the 

general consistency of height to the buildings within the residential streets 

thereby causing unacceptable harm to the positive and distinctive 

characteristic of the immediate locality. Overall, the development would 

fail to appropriately integrate into the existing residential fabric and would 

appear incongruous in the street-scene. 

 
 

6.3 I have also concluded that, with regards to New Southgate Cemetery, the 

increase in development, over and above the level of development that 

would be provided with the extant schemes, would, owing to a change 

and increase in bulk, height and scale of the proposed buildings, 

appearing unduly dominant.  Whereas the extant consents would largely 

preserve the character of the area, the appeal scheme would not. The 

appeal scheme would have a detrimental impact on the cemetery, 

appearing discordant and out of place. 

 
 

7.0 Main Matters – RfR2 (Planning Obligations)  

 

7.1 The Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations 2010 (Regulation 122), 

provide that a planning obligation must be:  

 

 (a) necessary to make the development acceptable in planning terms; 

 (b) directly related to the development; and 

 (c) fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the development. 

 

7.2 Matters relating to Planning Obligations are addressed in the Proof of 

Evidence of my colleague Tania Sa Cordeiro. 

 



8.0 Benefits and Balance 

 

8.1 The Proof of Evidence of Tania Sa Cordeiro acknowledges the benefits of 

the scheme and apportions weight to these benefits as part of an overall 

balancing exercise. 

 

8.2 It is the council’s position that the scheme is harmful to the character and 

appearance of the area. The proposal is in conflict with policy D3 and D.9 

of the London Plan (2021) and Policies CS NPPF, CS5 DM01 and DM05 of 

the Barnet Local Plan Core Strategy and Development Management Policies 

(2012) and paras. 129, 131, 132 and 135 of the NPPF.  

 

8.3 Whilst I acknowledge the benefits of the scheme, this is not outweighed by 

the conflicts with the Development Plan. I therefore consider the appeal 

scheme is in conflict with the Development Plan overall.  

 

8.4  It is respectfully submitted that planning permission should not be granted. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


