HGY/2023/1743 
First Floor Flat, 40 Dukes Avenue, Hornsey, London, N10 2PU 

40 Duke’s Avenue lies within the Muswell Hill Conservation Area and is considered to positively contribute to the significance of The Conversation Area. The Muswell Hill Conservation Area is a notable and well-preserved example of an Edwardian suburb of considerable consistency and quality. The distinctive three and four storey red brick Edwardian parades of shops and apartments, and their hard streetscape that form the heart of the area, provide a vibrant focus that contrasts with the mature planted front gardens and substantial trees within the quieter residential streets that surround it.
Duke’s Avenue is a long undulating road linking the Broadway with the Avenue, originally the northern entrance to Alexandra Palace. The majority of the road was developed by Edmondson, with Nos. 30-58 (evens) forming a group. The double fronted buildings are a variation on the Edwardian theme but more modest in detail with square bays and smaller gables. Some, including No. 40, have pargetting and all appear to retain their original windows on the front elevation. The roofscape has been detrimentally altered in parts by box dormers on side elevations but all; in the group have retained the original ridge height. To the rear, generally the uniformity has been lost with extensions and loft conversions of varying extent, quality, and age, and the rear elevation is less sensitive to change. 
There is no heritage statement submitted with the application contrary to paragraph 194 of the NPPF and local plan policy DM9(b). 
There is no information on the design or materials proposed for the privacy screens required for the roof terrace and the submitted 3D in the design and access statement does not accurately reflect the proposed plans.  
The proposed box dormer is very large, though the drawings provided shows that the decorative ridge tiles would be retained, it is set just underneath these tiles. This is a concern as there is a rooflight proposed close to the ridge. on the box dormer. These project upwards, as shown in the 3D in the Design and access statement to make them watertight and the rooflight may project upwards of the ridge making it a visible addition to the front elevation. 
It is also wider than the ridge of the main roof and appears to include a chamfered corner to accommodate its extra width. It is considered that due to its height and width the box dormer is likely to be seen from the street as the rear hip is visible from the street to the west, where the road rises and curves round. To the rear, the dormer extends so that there are no eaves and would appear as an additional story rather than a dormer. Overall, the proposed dormer is large and bulky and is not subservient to the building. 
The main concern with the roof terrace is the proposed privacy screens and balustrade which as discussed above, there is little information on. The junction between the west privacy screen and the dormer window is particularly awkward and draws attention to these buildings elements making them more prominent. 
The proposed box dormer would not be subservient addition to the existing building.  The scheme would result in an over dominant additions to the building which would be visible form the streetscene and would detract from its appearance would and cause less than substantial harm to the Muswell Hill Conservation Area. Accordingly, as the proposals are considered to cause less than harm to the significance of the Conservation Area, Conservation would not support this application.  
The scheme could be amended to overcome these concerns, so that the proposed works would avoid causing any harm to the significance of the identified heritage assets. The box dormer should be set in from the sides, ridge and eaves of the main roof slope, so it is less dominant, appears as a dormer, and so that neither the dormer itself, nor the proposed rooflight would be visible from the street. Additionally, the junction between the roof terrace and the dormer needs to be reconsidered as currently it is a poor standard of design. The materiality of these elements should also be included. 






	
