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Open letter to:  

 Councillor Claire Kober 
CC: 

 Crouch End Councillors: Cllr Natan Doran, Cllr Jason Arthur, Cllr Sarah Elliot,  

 Cabinet members: Councillor Bernice Vanier, Councillor Ann Waters, Councillor Joe 
Goldberg, Councillor Stuart McNamara, Councillor Peter Morton, Councillor Alan Strickland, 
Councillor Ali Demirci 

 Officers: Tracie Evans, Lyn Garner, John McGrath, Saheeda Parveen 
 

Dear Councillor Kober 

Thank you for your email dated 10th September in response to ours of 26th August. We asked two 
questions: 

1. Full Cabinet consideration of Community Asset Transfer of Hornsey Town Hall 

2. Delay of the OJEU disposal process for 6 months in accordance with the Community Right 
to Bid 

We do not feel that your response (nor those from your officer Saheeda Parveen) addresses the 
issues that we raise. While you may feel that this conversation should now be closed, we firmly 
believe that the principle of community ownership has not been considered in the current context 
and to do so now would be an enactment of due diligence on the council’s part.  

Therefore we respectfully ask you to consider the case we make in this email as a matter of urgency 
as the OJEU process is due to start imminently.  

 

Mass support 

We at the Hornsey Town Hall Appreciation Society would like you to understand that this is not an 
isolated request made by a small number of individuals, but something that has the backing of over 
one thousand people across Crouch End and beyond who support the campaign to bring the town 
into community ownership and prevent its sale to a private developer.  

Our petition, which echoes our letter to you and makes the same requests, has been signed by 
1,130 people1 in less than 2 weeks. Signatories and comments are appended to this letter. With 
more time we expect to reach the required 2,200 signatories to trigger a debate by the full council. 
However given the urgency due to the imminent start of the OJEU process, we wanted to ensure 
that you were fully aware of the scale of outrage felt by the community about the selling off of the 
town hall and square, and ask you to use your power now to call a council debate and delay the 
procurement process until Community Asset Transfer has been fully considered.   

 

                                            
1
 As of 00:00 16/09/2015 

http://www.ipetitions.com/petition/save-hornsey-town-hall
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Evidence of council’s decision to dismiss Community Asset Transfer 

We continue to press the council to consider Community Asset Transfer of the town hall and 
square, removing it from the OJEU process so that the asset can be brought into community 
ownership. We have been told by Saheeda Parveen that CAT has previously been considered but 
rejected by Haringey Council.  

On the evidence that we have seen, from December 2004, it was explicit Council policy to transfer 
ownership of HTH to a Trust2. In September 2010, the council was still making reference to creating 
a 'Creative Enterprise Hub in community ownership.3 In 2010, when the LBH/HTHCT/Capita 
Symonds/McAslan mixed-use 'Renaissance' scheme was assessed to be not viable, the idea of 
community ownership was also discarded – though documents show that this was ‘at the time’ and 
not necessarily meant to be in perpetuity. 

However, the two ideas – a mixed-use scheme and community ownership – should not have been 
conflated and though the business plan was shown (in that particular time and context) to be 
unsustainable, the principle of community ownership was not itself debated and found to be 
wanting. At least not in any evidence that we can find.  

We have asked repeatedly for this evidence that shows when this decision was taken and on what 
basis. We ask again by way of this email.  

 

The case for community asset transfer 

We ask you again – at the 11th hour – to take a step back from the current trajectory and consider 
an alternative route for the town hall and square that could give far greater sustainable benefits to 
the community, area and borough.  

Community asset transfer locks the town hall into community ownership safeguarding it for the 
benefit of the local and wider community in the long term. We would rather not be cynical about a 
developer taking ownership but when a company’s bottom line is profit, rather than community 
benefit, nothing can be guaranteed. We can all cite examples of when developers have reneged on 
commitments around planning mitigations such as social housing. The risk for the town hall is that 
any commitment from a developer will be rolled back during the development process until any 
community access and use is claimed to be “unviable”, leaving the developer free to fully 
commercialise the building or sell it on with no council or community ability to hold them to 
account.  

In her email dated 2nd September, Saheeda wrote that “the council has not seen any evidence of a 
community asset transfer as meeting all of our objectives and therefore this is highly unlikely to be 
considered a viable solution”.  

We set out below evidence that CAT does meet all of the council’s objectives in order for you to 
consider its viability. 

 

 

                                            
2
 'Future of HTH Advisory Panel Report Nov 2004' 

3
  ‘LBH 'Borough Investment Plan Sep 2010': "In the centre of the borough, the Council is re-investing a 

major land sale receipt towards the restoration of Hornsey Town Hall to create a new community and 
enterprise hub. The asset will be passed to the Hornsey Town Hall Creative Trust to spearhead the 
restoration." 
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Council objectives: 

1) To achieve a restoration of the town hall 

The council’s position with regard to the investment to be made in the town hall’s restoration as set 
out in the GVA’s Options Appraisal Report states that: “The Council has committed £5m to bring the 
Town Hall back into use. However, this total is being eroded by ongoing preparatory work for the 
Mountview scheme and is now assumed to be £4.6m…Notwithstanding additional work and 
approval, c5m of further LBH grant has been included as a potential funding source”4.  

This assumption of c£10m investment by LBH underpinned the options appraisal work which itself 
underpinned the procurement process. It is understood that this money will be released from value 
of the land to the rear of the town hall when sold to a developer.   

There is no reason why this assumption would not still hold true if the town hall were to be 
transferred to a Community Interest Company (CIC) through community asset transfer. The land 
receipt would still yield the c£10m to invest in the restoration of the town hall – this just has to be 
written into the agreement between the council and Hornsey Town Hall CIC. The restoration by the 
developer (or their sub-contractor) would still take place and negotiations over this would be 
handled by the developer, LBH, Historic England and Hornsey Town Hall CIC, with the exact 
specifications of the work carried out (beyond those required by HE) to be negotiated between the 
developer and the CIC so that the work was appropriate to the uses to which the building would 
eventually be put.   

 

2) To facilitate cultural, community activities and a positive contribution to the local economy 

Community Asset Transfer would go further than any other option to facilitate cultural and 
community activities. The Hornsey Town Hall Community Interest Company would be driven by the 
aspirations captured in the Hornsey Town Hall Creative Trust’s consultation where hundreds of 
people expressed what they want to see in the town hall in the future: 

 

 

                                            
4
 LB Haringey – Hornsey Town Hall Options Appraisal Final Report for publication GVA Financial Consulting, 

November 2014 
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We would set up a community governance structure that represented all sections of the community 
so that ongoing community use and access could be scrutinised and assured.  

As demonstrated by the current operators, ANA Ltd operating as the Hornsey Town Hall Arts 
Centre, all these uses are taking place in the town hall, and have been enjoyed by tens of thousands 
of people since December 2014. In particular the 50 micro-businesses who are now working out of 
the town hall are creating a vibrant economic driver in the heart of Crouch End, retaining 
employment in the area with associated spend.  

 

3) To remove council liability 

We fully appreciate the council’s need to remove the ongoing liability of the town hall in the current 
climate of local government cuts. At the same time, we assert that a viable not-for-profit arts, 
community and business hub can be sustained in the town hall. We are in the process of working 
with experts to put together a business plan which can be scrutinised by the council, but as you will 
appreciate the 6 month window due to us under the Community Right to Bid would enable us to 
finalise this. If you would agree to meet us with regards to this proposal, we would be glad to 
discuss an outline business plan. 

As no doubt the council is aware, community, cultural and commercial uses can co-exist at the town 
hall, producing a model which benefits everyone and is sustainable in the long term. However, we 
would have the advantage over a private owner of being able to apply for additional funding 
sources (eg: Heritage Lottery Fund, Power to Change, alternative social finance). Further, as GVA 
states in the Options Appraisal Report: “Any revenue deficit from operating the building for 
community use and commercial activity is funded through a Dowry being set up by the developer 
that will fund the predicted liability for a period of 30 years. A period of 30 years has been used as 
this is the standard practice for an obligation of this type.”5  

This Dowry which GVA states is standard practice would be agreed in negotiation between the 
council, the developer and HTH Community Interest Company.  

The difference between previous iterations (from 2004 and 2010) of a community-led mixed-use 
scheme and today is that we have the benefit of one year’s worth of operation by ANA who have 
demonstrated both the demand for their uses of the building and what can be achieved there. 

 
 

4) To integrate the town hall square in the scheme 

This is our wish as much as it is yours. For this reason, we got both the town hall and the square 
listed as a single Asset of Community Value. We would take on ownership of both, with the 
aspiration for the square to become the gateway to the regenerated town hall and a centrepiece for 
Crouch End.  

In terms of funding the improvements to the public realm, we would take the same view as the 
council – that this would be part of the developer of the housing contribution to the scheme, as it is 
as much in their interest as it is in the community’s.   

Further evidence 

In her email of 27th August, Saheeda made additional points against community ownership which 
we can refute: 

                                            
5
 LB Haringey – Hornsey Town Hall Options Appraisal Final Report for publication GVA Financial Consulting, 

November 2014 
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 The red line of the site includes the wider land around the town hall as well as the town hall. 
This matches the planning consent and has been designed in order to develop a viable scheme 
whereby cross subsidy from a commercial development can fund the works to the town hall. As 
a result development of the site requires commercial development expertise that would not be 
forthcoming from community ownership. 

As expressed above, there is no reason why this is true. The development of housing on the car park 
would still enable cross subsidy of the town hall works whether or not the owner was the council or 
a Community Interest Company. If the council was minded to undertake asset transfer, there is no 
obstacle here – the HTH CIC joins the negotiating table, and we all work together to achieve a 
sustainable outcome.  

Further, the planning application and consent that Saheeda refers to was delivered specifically to 
support the LBH/HTHCT/Capita Symonds/McAslan ‘Renaissance’ project, ie: the community led, 
mixed-use scheme project of that moment. For this now to be used as an argument against the 
same type of project is Kafka-esque to say the least. As a reminder, the Renaissance project’s Design 
and Access Statement states in the Project Objectives:  

“The project is the refurbishment and conversion of the existing Grade 2* Listed Hornsey Town Hall 
building into a centre for arts and enterprise activities for community benefit. This will be part funded by 
the disposal for development of land and property adjoining the Town Hall, which is in the ownership of 
the Council.” 

 
 

 The existing planning consent coupled with the provisions required by English Heritage requires 
the residential development to the rear and side of the site to progress in line with works to 
Town Hall as units cannot be occupied until restoration works have been completed (potentially 
in stages) – as such it is not pragmatic to separate restoration works to the Town Hall from the 
development of the residential units. Private developers would need to be in control of both 
aspects of the development in order to secure debt to undertake their development.  

Again, asset transfer is no obstacle here. We would not want to separate restoration works from 
the development of the housing units. The council are in the enviable position of being able to use 
the high land value of the car park to underwrite the restoration of one of the borough’s most 
prized heritage assets.  

We would be more than happy to work with the developer and the council to agree a restoration 
plan in line with Historic England’s requirements. However, to clarify, Historic England stated to us 
in an email that: [Restoration] work could be phased - this would need to be informed by a robust 
condition/structural survey which identifies the necessary repair works and their relative urgency…In 
principle an escrow agreement or an alternative strategy for disposal could be appropriate, 
providing it secures the future repair and viable use of the listed building”6 

Therefore they have no issue with the idea of a phased restoration or the principle of community 
asset transfer. Indeed, Historic England’s Pillars of the Community publication provides a route map 
to enable council and communities to work together to transfer heritage assets into community 
ownership. All it takes willingness for the council to approach this site with an open mind and to 
consider what is the best long term outcome for the community and the building.  

 

                                            
6
 Email from Rebecca Barrett, Historic England, 17

th
 August 2015 

https://content.historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/pillars-of-the-community/heag032-pillars-of-community.pdf/
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 The procurement process is designed to seek innovation from the market on the eventual 
operational use of the building. This is due to the challenging nature of delivering a viable use on 
the site. Earlier work undertaken by Hornsey Town Hall Creative Trust and the current operation 
of the building by ANA has shown the lack of viability (i.e. there will not a be a long term 
sustainable business plan) of the town hall being used as a pure arts venue and therefore there 
is a requirement for commercial uses to operate alongside the eventual community provision 
within the scheme. This was emphasised by the soft market testing undertaken with the 
potential developers. 

We fully understand the need for commercial activities to subsidise community and artistic ones, as 
does the community – as demonstrated by the HTHCT’s community consultation. Community 
ownership and strong governance will ensure that commercial and community use are balanced so 
as to bring significant benefits to the community without jeopardising long term sustainability.  

HTHCT’s earlier work that was shown to lack viability was within a very particular time and context. 
The Council’s previous consideration of this scheme and the factors that led to its subsequent 
abandonment are now largely removed:  

 there is a burgeoning receipt from the land sale;  

 the local authority/community asset transfer landscape is now transformed, with a well-
developed roadmap from DCLG/Historic England;  

 an active arts group (ANA) are resident in HTH achieving a hugely positive reaction from the 
community and demonstrating what can be accomplished, even on a shoestring;  

 a very strong market has been demonstrated for start-up SME office and studio space;  

 the ‘unknown impact’ of the London Olympics is long gone. 

We also dispute the claim that ANA’s current operation has been shown to lack viability. It is too 
soon to be able to state this: we challenge you to name a single arts venue that has broken even in 
the first year of operation. See Shoreditch Town Hall’s annual report as an example. However we 
expect that ANA’s lease extension proposal will have offered evidence of an upward trajectory in 
income over the coming period. 

Lastly, we understand the Council's wish to seek innovation from the market, but feel it should 
serve the community's aspirations. The community consultation shows that arts, community, 
education and business uses are preferred. Let us work with you to enable this to happen. 

Although similar plans have foundered in the past, we are proposing a project that differs in crucial 
aspects from what has gone before, a form of operation which has neither been implemented nor 
previously proposed.  
 

 The Soft Market Testing highlighted the crucial importance of the operational model for the 
building and the need for this to complement the broader use – as such developers would need 
to be in control of developing this use alongside the commercial offer. Again the only pragmatic 
way of achieving this would be for the commercial sector to lead on developing this use. If an 
inappropriate long term community use were placed there in advance of the potential 
development this could curtail market interest in the opportunity. 
 
 
 

http://shoreditchtownhall.com/unique-venue/news/article/shoreditch-town-hall-trust-2013-14-annual-report-released


 

7 
 

We fundamentally disagree with the assumption here. If the need for the developer to own and 
operate the town hall were taken out of the OJEU equation, then market interest goes up markedly 
(as demonstrated by the Soft Market Testing). In our scenario, a developer gets the car park to build 
housing and generate profit, £10million is released from the land sale to fund the renovation works, 
the building comes into community ownership, and the council’s liability is removed. This is a win – 
win – win situation.   

The Soft Market Testing also highlighted the risks of the present course of action: 

 "The general consensus was that a market sales driven approach would provide highest financial 
return for LBH but is also likely to be the most risky with regards to ensuring a long term 
sustainable future for the non-residential elements of the Town Hall; and  

 OJEU procurement was generally discouraged by respondents, and especially competitive 
dialogue. Some stated they would not bid if OJEU were used" 

Reducing community access to a rump is a real risk, through marginal 'ancillary' services to the main 
operation, and one the local community will not take lightly. 

 

We believe we have provided a strong enough case to warrant proper council consideration of 
Community Asset Transfer. We ask respectfully that you respond to this email with your views. 

Yours sincerely, 

Hornsey Town Hall Appreciation Society 

Mark Afford 

Amanda Carrara 

Chris Currer 

Adrian Essex 

Miriam Levin 

David Winskill 


