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Brent Cross Development {REQUEST TO ADDRESS COMMITTEE)








Dear Council,





I am afraid I have not at this point had time to read through the massive pile of documents which constitute the above planning application and I would  suspect that few who made this attempt would even get through the stage of decoding the maps, which are not easy to find.  However, I will at this point submit some comments.





I am not aware that the extensive consultation process took place  and if  there was a Public Inquiry in 2002 or whatever I was not informed.





A statement is made that the former Brent Cross Shopping Centre is to become a ‘City Centre’, which is bad enough.  But then the statement appears that that or the whole development is to be a City Centre for the whole of  Barnet County.   That most certainly is not  acceptable to residents and nobody was made aware of this.





It should be appreciated that there is already in the district no accessible police station and effectively no policing.   Various boasts are made about increased numbers of police - and we have to pay ever greater amounts in police-tax, which a few years ago didn’t even exist - when the problem is that the entire organisation of the police, nationally and locally, is misconceived.   Adequate policing of this ‘City Centre for Barnet’ is impossible.   That is on top of existing local anxieties that there might be an expansion of crime.  Were that to take place,also, there would be no way of coping with it.





The project has been described as providing ‘four thousand extra homes’.  This turns out to be misleading and deception.  First of all, it appears that existing housing is to be demolished entirely.   I do not know how this affects existing residents, but is very unlikely that it met their approval or did  so without deception.  The overall effect of this can only  be for those people a very large increase in  cost of living and substitution of their present homes with substandard housing.





It is not a matter of  four thousand ‘homes’.  In  fact the plan, as  far  as I have read it, does not  give any relevant information about these ‘homes’ and provide anything to alleviate anxieties.   There is a list in the early part of the environmental report which admits a total of at least 29,000 ‘residential units.’ though it does not specify very clearly how many people this entails.  The areas on the map actually or potentially available for housing are very vaguely defined and just about anything could go up!





There should have been a more solid consideration of what was meant by these ‘homes’.  There is trend nowadays for the environmental considerations or environmental report to exist as a device whereby planners can get away with rubbish, or even are compelled to produce rubbish, on the basis of bogus ecological or convervation considerations.   The modern sub-standard customs are portrayed as compulsory and demanded on behalf of some nonsense portrayed as carbon dioxide conservation or whatever.  There is a danger that what will be produced is that atrocity known as the eco-house, eco-estate or eco-city.





It is characteristic of the eco-estate that houses are surrounded by housing association bricks or hard surfaces.  There are one or two minute provisions on the plan which appear to decorations, nominal concessions to the Green Party.   It is also claimed that the total amount of Parkland is to be increased, despite the annihilation of exising parks.    This is to be regarded with suspicion.   The modern trend is for every square inch on land to be covered with buildings and hard surfaces irrespective of   exising traditions and planning regulations.   Over this there simply is no control and the public has no defence.  These ‘green’ provisions are just produced in plans for show and over the years hey evaporate. Councils and others also make a great fuss about trees, but when they see a tree they chop it down!





The surroundings of the houses are described as ‘gardens or yards’.. in other words, ‘yards or hard surfaces’, except that an unspecified number are reduced to communal ‘verandahs’.  A great deal of fuss is made about ‘carbon dioxide emissions’, yet every time a council approves of the annihilation of a garden this is equivalent  to erecting another power station.  The plants being eliminated eat carbon dioxide.





Modern eco-housing aggravates the problem of  habitations becoming ever smaller and smaller.  There appear to be a very  large number of  intended flats.  People were formerly expected to  marry and produce children.  It is not reasonable to bring up children in such flats and surroundings and this has led to increase in delinquency and  crime.   It appears that schools are to be provided for some two thousand children.  This does appear potentially to be a very serious underestimate and likely to cause further problems and an excuse for further vandalism and development.





One of the major defects of  eco-housing is the vast waste of  energy, particularly electricity, and particularly in the form of  heat.  An eco-estate can be seen at night to be full of windows and entirely devoid of curtains.   If  there were curtains they would be too flimsy.  Planners make the excuse that they provide ‘double glazing’ or, in the present case, ‘triple glazing’.   The notion that this provides insulation is nonsense.  You can see through the windows because they  are translucent to radiation and they  are also translucent to radiant heat.  





The compulsory  introduction of  modern windows has been accompanied by compulsory introduction of  central heating, even into homes which previously did not need heating.    In the present plan it is proposed that there be a communal heating plant.  About this there has to be some suspicion.  Originally it appears that this is an electrically powered plant to be fuelled by renewable resources.   The propaganda behind this overlooks that an honest eco-policy would concentrate on reducing  the oonsumption of electricity.  The production of  the electricity results in loss of  two thirds of  the energy before it is even brought to its point of  application.  It may not be desirable to consume limited supplies of gas.  Nevertheless, gas  is extensively used to fuel power stations, as is oil, with a need to use three times as much as would be necessary if the gas  or oil were used directly.  Increase of electricity consumption, whatever  the fuel used in a particular case, is bound to increase this waste of  oil or gas, and also vastly to increase the ‘carbon emissions’ in so far as they are relevant.   Complaince with the planning requirements of  eco-housing tends to concentrate  only on what happens in the house (though unrealistically) and overlooks that the schemes lead to great increase in waste and ‘carbon emissions’ overall.





The applicants then go on to claim that they will be using ‘renewable sources’.  This  term is also a compenent regularly of  deceptive and disgraceful propaganda.  Such delicacies such as thermocouples, windmills and photelectric cells would be helpful if they were erected by a householder who intended very greatly to limit his usage of electricity.  In general, however, these occupy a considerable area and produce very little electricity.  It would be much more economical to grow grass on the same area, which consume carbon dioxide, and then burn the grass as a source of energy.  The main source of  so-called ‘renewable energy’ is wood!  This is no more ‘renewable’ than coal or oil and is an excuse  for mass demition of trees while bogus schemes are advertised for replacing trees.  If any trees are replaced, ninety per cent are then removed in the thinning out process.   The trees, particularly in council hands, also  succumb to the chipwood industry (which is essential to eco-housing!).





The planners then say they are going to power this central heating plant by burning waste collected in the dustbins.  This has apparently been a successful method and, superficially, it makes sense.  It does not, of course, reduce carbon emissions.  Such a claim conceals yet another mass deception of the public who are told that ‘waste’ is being recycled, wheras it is burnt and much that otherwise would  dealt-with by biological means is converted to heat, carbon dioxide and water.   ‘Waste’in fact consists largely of plastic, the incineration of which emits gasses much more noxious than the innocuous and essential carbon dioxide which from the point of view of insulating blankets remains in the atmosphere in insignifant amounts.  Just as the necessity is for reduction of electricity use rather than change of sources, the need is for less waste.  The amount emitted by modern lifestyle has reached ridiculous proportions. There is also a need for residents to be financially independant, not subject to the blackmail of  a communal heating scheme for which there will be some tax.





The fact is that there should be in the UK a total ban on all housing and building developments.   The government has been trying to remedy the country’s economic decline by deliberately encouraging a massive and undeclared price inflation, particularly as regards housing.   Everything is being ccovered with buildings and converted into ‘flats’.  The buildings being erected are also obsolescent and have a low life span - with people being encouraged to pay for them well beyond the time when the building will be pulled down and replaced.  Ecologically there has been devastation. It does sound as if the plan is for the residents to be permanent victims of extortionists who have to recoup the cost of an excessively  expensive development.





Propaganda speaks of cheap or  affordable housing.   That is not what these schemes are and is not the effect  of the government policy.   The effect of the government policy and these schemes is that all buildings and land are being bought by carpetbaggers or speculators.   There has been an apparent ‘shortage’ which is not  due to the absence of the buildings but to their non-availability.  People are being turned out of their homes by the speculators with the aim of  forcing them into smaller dwellings at much larger price.   Nobody can afford these prices and millions of houses stand empty and the returns required by the developers exceed the means of the immigrants imported to fill them.  The councils may  be generating a massive amount in council tax, but this will be paid by the government and by the punters themselves as taxpayers.





Quite apart from these houses not being value for money, there is a need for sub-economies to be available in which people can live cheaply.  The supposedly poor can survive in modern developments only if they receive large government subsidy - which not all can do.  The destruction of  low-expenditure economies is a form of fascism which supposes that those who are denied a living, or denied unlimited credit, are  not fit to live or entitled to live.  There has to be oonsiderable anxiety as to what has happend or will happen to the previous residents in this area.  Previous experience suggests that they will simply eliminated from the records and some other category imported.





In this particular area, some anxiety focuses on the existance of an outcrop of this development region  whose purpose is to include the Brent Cross tube station, which is to be altered in some way to permit an increase in traffic.  It is not clear to me at the moment what this entails but it does seem to require developments in the long term that are not desirable or welcome.





This scheme does appear to be part of a national policy of excessive and irrational demolition, building and removal of vegetation which has generated utterly apalling (and excessively  expensive) housing and which for the population of  this country can only generate future misery.   The considerations affecting shortages and ecology have been misrepresented and misused to counter-productive purpose.  The population of  this country are exposed to the racket, inconvenience and prospects of great increase in financial demands involved in living in one vast building site.   What exactly is to be on this site in the way of  housing remains open-ended and a mystery though it does not seem to have been thought out in terms of  practical requirements and is likely to be commercially unviable.  There should not have been any plan to demolish existing buildings and there should have been no scheme before the introduction of  more rational government policy.








                                                         Best Wishes,








                                                         Roland Graf








  














