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A.
The De Beauvoir Neighbourhood 

1.
In 1821, a building lease was granted for development of the 150-acre area contained by the Regent’s Canal and the inner sides of Southgate Road, Balls Pond Road and Kingsland Road, to be known as De Beauvoir Town.  This was the first large-scale housing development built to a formal plan in Hackney and now centres on De Beauvoir Square which is a listed London Square.  De Beauvoir central and south Conservation Areas were declared in 1971 and 1977 and extended to the north in 1998.

2.
The De Beauvoir Association originally came into being about 30 years ago when Hackney Council (“LBH”) began demolishing the southern part of the area to build tower blocks along De Beauvoir Road south of Downham Road (the De Beauvoir Estate) which rapidly became known as “high rise hell”.  The Association’s efforts preserved the remainder of the area from similar demolition and soulless redevelopment.

3.
The Association was revived in 2004.  It exists to bring together all residents within the area to share concerns for the maintenance and improvement of the circumstances and environment in which we all live and work.  It keeps residents informed and encourages consultation with and participation by them on issues of common interest, as reflected in its quarterly newsletter which is distributed to 3,000 households.

B.
The Site Owners, their Advisers and the Site Location

4.
Transport for London (“TfL”) owns the the Junction site site (“the Junction site”) and, after public competition, instructed John McAslan & Partners (“McAslans”) as its architects in about 2003.  Their original remit was to advise TfL on whether and how the site could be developed, other than simply by building a modern railway station on the site of the late Victorian one that previously existed there.  McAslans advised that an ‘air rights’ development was technically feasible there (i.e. putting buildings on a concrete slab constructed over the railway cutting) and devised the design for which TfL now seeks planning permission.

5.
If TfL do not obtain planning permission for McAslans’ plans in spring 2006, then the existing time-scale for the building of the East London Line Extension (“ELLEX”) to the Junction site leaves TfL no option but to commence building the ‘railway in a cutting’ which the Transport and Works Order already authorises.  This was presented to the public almost as a threat; many local people would, however, far prefer that form of station development to the proposals for which planning permission is sought.

6.
Since at least spring 2005, LBH has proposed that the Junction site should be developed in conjunction with the Dalston Lane South site (“DLS”) immediately east of it, which is owned by LBH.  Both site owners are supported by the London Development Agency (“the LDA”), which instructed Ove Arup & Partners (“Arup”), a member of the LDA panel, to provide architectural, development and planning advice for the development of DLS.  Arup were also instructed by TfL to provide expert advice on the Junction site, notably a Transport Assessment dated 22nd November 2005 (“the Transport Assessment”), on which TfL relies heavily for the supposed public benefits of its proposed development – which otherwise breaches local, London-based and national planning policy in so many ways.

7.
Dialogue was instructed by McAslans in summer 2005 to conduct a pre-application consultation on the Junction site proposals and also, we understand, by the LDA on the proposed development of DLS.  Members of the public were advised during that consultation in November 2005 that applications for planning permission for both sites would be submitted in December 2005 but such adverse comment resulted that the proposals for DLS were withdrawn for revision.  We have now been advised by the LDA that the application for planning permission for slightly revised proposals for DLS is to be submitted early in March 2006.

8.
The application for planning permission to develop the Junction site is therefore now being made entirely independently of the proposals for both that site and DLS, on which the public was consulted.  The application is in some respects manifestly incompatible with those proposals, which puts the validity of the pre-application consultation in doubt.  In other respects, the application is internally self-contradictory because TfL has failed to ensure that the various expert assessments included in it are mutually consistent.  One of the most crucial of those assessments may not even be capable of supporting these applications at all. 

8.1
Arup’s own actions have put the very status of their Transport Assessment into doubt.  It is seriously disputed that TfL can rely on that document, which it has filed in support of planning application 2005/2840, because it bears the express disclaimer:

“This report takes into account the particular instructions and requirements of our client.  It is not intended for and should not be relied upon by any third party and no responsibility is undertaken to any third party.” 


If neither the public nor the LBH Planning Committee is entitled to rely upon the Transport Assessment, then surely TfL cannot use it to support either this application or the one to demolish 570-572 Kingsland Road (2005/2841), without success in which the bus station recommended in the assessment cannot be constructed.

8.2
Even if that assesssment can theoretically be relied upon to support these applications, Arup’s failure to check it against the progress of the proposals which it is supposed to support has also made its contents more liable to confuse than to inform the Planning Committee about TfL’s proposals, as follows.

8.2.1
The public consultation asserted that Roseberry Place would be pedestrianised from the northern boundary of Holy Trinity Primary School (which faces the Junction site to the south-east, between Roseberry Place and Beechwood Road), up to Dalston Lane.  The Transport Assessment, however, requires Roseberry Place to remain open to all vehicles and, indeed, to carry a substantially increased load of traffic through into Dalston Lane, to solve the very severe traffic problems caused by TfL’s proposal to make Forest Road one-way eastbound between Kingsland Road and Roseberry Place.

8.2.2
It was proposed in November that the northern end of Roseberry Place, between Dalston Lane and south of the latitude of Crosby Walk, which parallels it to the east of Beechwood Road, should form part of a hard-surfaced public open space (“the plaza”).  This plaza would otherwise comprise space on DLS, north of the principal cluster of tower blocks proposed for that site and west and south of the other proposed cluster in the north-east corner of DLS.  The Transport Assessment relies on the construction of the plaza on DLS to provide both:

· the vast majority of the public open space on the combined sites (of which the Junction site plans provide extremely little) and
· additional public cycle spaces to supplement the very limited provision made for them on the Junction site.

8.3
These two arguments in the Transport Assessment are plainly incompatible.  Arup are leading professionals in the planning field and should have ensured that their report both supported and clearly demonstrated their client’s plans for the Junction site.  It appears to do neither.
C.
The Applicable Planning Policies

9.
These proposals must comply with the relevant planning policies if they are to be given planning permission.  Those policies are the LBH Unitary Development Plan 1995 (“the UDP”) and the London Plan 2004 (“the London Plan”).  The London Plan itself confirms that these are the only relevant policies:


“6.62 The statutory basis of planning in London is formed by:

• the London Plan as the Spatial Development Strategy for Greater London

• UDPs, which are statutory documents and will be of primary importance in taking forward the London Plan policy at local level and in particular, in land use policy. Where a policy in this plan relies on UDPs for some or all of its implementation, this is clearly stated.  The government is proposing changes in the development plan system that would replace UDPs with Local Development Documents.  Such a change would not adversely affect the delivery of the London Plan: indeed its potential for flexibility would enhance delivery.”
10.
That reference is to the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 (“the 2004 Act”), which requires London local planning authorities to produce local framework plans conforming with the London Plan, in order to replace their ageing UDPs.  LBH has not yet adopted any local development plans which replace the UDP for the Dalston area in any respect at all.  LBH had barely published the Issues and Options for its Core Strategy for the borough before the end of the pre-application consultation on 30th November.

11.
The current version of the draft Dalston Area Action Plan, which reflects LBH’s preferred option for the development of that area (“the DAAP”), underwent statutory public consultation until 16th December 2005.  It has yet to undergo several statutory processes (including independent examination on behalf of the Secretary of State) before it can be adopted.  The DAAP will therefore not replace the UDP until late 2006 at least.  Neither Core Strategy nor DAAP can therefore be relevant to these planning applications, save - at the very most - by way of non-binding guidance to current best practice in respects as to which the UDP is silent.
The confusing Supplementary Planning Brief 

12.
In July 2005, LBH adopted a Supplementary Planning Brief for these two sites (“the Supplementary Brief”) under the simplified procedure introduced by the Town and Country Planning (Local Development) (England) Regulations 2004 (“the Regulations”) for adopting ‘supplementary planning documents’
.  These are ‘local development documents’ which do not constitute either a ‘core policy’, an ‘area action plan’ or a ‘site allocation policy’ and can be adopted without undergoing either general public consultation or independent examination
.

13.
As their name infers, supplementary planning documents are intended to supplement ‘development plan documents’ (such as the Core Strategy and the DAAP, when each is eventually adopted) which have undergone the full public scrutiny provisions made by the Regulations.  In its Consultation Report on the Supplementary Brief of July 2005 (“the SPB Consultation Report”), LBH acknowledged, in response to comments made during the one, very limited, statutory consultation which it undertook on the draft, that:

“The brief is informed by initial work undertaken as part of the Dalston Area Action Plan formulation and will be revised in light of the AAP if required.”

14.
This supplementary planning document cannot itself create new local planning policy supplanting the UDP.  Legally, such a document can only declare the present combined effect of the UDP and London Plan.  According to the Supplementary Brief itself:

“1.1  The brief has been prepared to inform developers of the Council’s planning policies and to provide planning guidance for any further development of the East London Line Project (ELLP) site (Dalston) and the adjoining Dalston Lane South site.”

The SPB Consultation Report reports LBH as responding to one commentator that:

“The brief is seen as essential to identify the current policy position (from the Unitary Development Plan and London Plan for the site) and provide guidance prior to the adoption of more up-to-date policy. The brief cannot identify new policy …”

To the extent that the Supplementary Brief appears, purports or has been used by LBH officers to do more than identify the current policy position, then it may have misdirected TfL, the LDA and their advisers, inducing them to depart from relevant planning policy considerations.

15.
It would unsurprising if TfL, the LDA and their advisers had been misled by the Supplementary Brief, since not even Hackney councillors understood its nature.  Minutes of the meeting of the Regulatory Committee held on Monday 23rd May 2005 (quoted in the SPB Consultation Report) record that:

“9.1 Randall MacDonald introduced the planning brief, which had … been approved by Cabinet for presentation. …  the aim of a planning brief was to translate existing generic Council policy to apply to specific sites. A brief provided guidance for developers about what the Council expected for a site, without being overly prescriptive.”

Although Mr MacDonald may not himself have understood the requirements of the 2004 Act and Regulations, he did (however innocently) mislead the Regulatory Committee into believing that the Supplementary Brief:

(a) represented applicable LBH planning policy, when in fact it includes “generic” ideas which LBH might like to treat as affecting such policy but cannot legally do because LBH has not adopted them as such; and

(b) had undergone the proper statutory procedures entitling LBH to adopt it as a ‘local development document’, bearing in mind its contents.

16.
Most seriously of all, these minutes show that LBH was seeking to use the Supplementary Brief as a local development document which either was, or at least included, a ‘site allocation policy’.   Regulation 2 of the Regulations states that:

“ ‘site allocation policy’ means a policy which allocates a site for a particular use or development”.

The Supplementary Brief is clearly treated as such a policy, notably in Part 12 – Opportunity Areas and Sites of the DAAP, where it is cited as dictating the potential land use for both these sites.  LBH is not entitled to treat the Supplementary Brief in that way because they did not follow the mandatory statutory procedure for introducing it as a ‘development plan document’, as required by regulation 7:

“Documents which must be development plan documents … are –

(a) core strategies,

(b) area action plans, and 

any other document which includes a site allocation policy.”
The Supplementary Brief did not undergo the much more rigorous statutory procedures mandatorily applicable to any ‘development plan document’, which include full public consultation at three stages and independent examination on behalf of the Secretary of State.  

17.
The Consultation Report on the first, Issues and Options stage of the draft DAAP (“the I&O Consultation Report”) initially denies that LBH subsequently treated the Supplementary Brief as having this effect:

“The Cabinet of the Council has recently adopted a planning brief for the Council site and the adjoining site of the proposed transport interchange that sets out the Councils objective of seeking a comprehensive approach to the development of these sites in order to maximise the potential benefits to the community. The brief provides additional guidance to policy identified in the London Plan and UDP and does not introduce new policy. The brief was informed by consultation with key stakeholders.”

18.
That LBH actually intended to use the Supplementary Brief as if that document decided a site allocation policy for these two sites is, however, demonstrated later in the same report.  Standardised LBH responses were used to shut out public comments proposing renovation of the present Victorian and locally listed Georgian buildings on DLS, as follows:

“This issue was addressed in the Planning Brief for the East London Line and Dalston Lane South, as adopted by Council in July 2005.”

and
“Comment was made in regard to a site which has a current planning brief adopted by the Council. (East London Line and Dalston Lane South Site).”

19.
This problem may well have arisen because there are two different, but confusingly similarly entitled documents used in town and country planning processes.

A ‘supplementary planning document’ may be created under the Act and Regulations as part of a planning authority’s local development framework.  The ODPM guidance, PPS12 – A Companion Guide to LDFs, defines them thus (at section 3.9):

“Supplementary planning documents are intended to expand upon policy or provide further detail to policies in Development Plan Documents, but do not have development plan status. These documents can demonstrate through illustrations, text and practical examples how policies can be taken forward. Supplementary planning documents can include design guides, site development briefs, issue or thematic-based documents. However, they must not be used to allocate land or contain policies that should be subject to independent examination.”

A ‘planning brief’ is a different thing altogether.  It is one of the methods of informing the public about planning proposals which is recommended in LBH’s own draft Statement of Community Involvement (an “SCI”) which, although not yet adopted, must already be used as a means of ensuring best practice in public consultation.  The ODPM’s guidance on SCIs and Planning Applications (December 2004) describes them thus:

“Development Briefs

3.2.8 Where change is likely to occur a planning authority may expect to prepare and negotiate with the developer a planning brief, either as part of the pre-application consultation or as part of the application process.

3.2.9 Prior to adoption as Supplementary Planning Guidance or as Supplementary Planning Documents in the reformed system, development briefs will also be subject to a period of public consultation.”
LBH, in its dual role as the site owner of DLS and the local planning authority, chose to devise this document in order to educate the LDA, TfL and their advisers about LBH’s proposals for the complementary development of its own site and the Junction site.  Unhappily, LBH gave it the hybrid name of a ‘Supplementary Planning Brief’.  Failing to notice that it included a specific policy for allocating LBH’s preferred means of development on these two sites and could not therefore legally be adopted by the simplified public consultation and adoption process applicable to a supplementary planning document, it was then adopted using only that process.

20.
The Supplementary Brief is repeatedly referred to in the Design Statement and the DAAP on the assumption that it is binding local planning policy, capable of setting site allocation policy for the Junction site (and DLS).  It has no such legal effect.  To the extent that it purports to do so, it is legally invalid.

20.1
In our Response to the DAAP consultation (published at www.debeauvoir.org.uk) and subsequent correspondence with the planning officer responsible for the DAAP, we have repeatedly pointed out to LBH that, in order for LBH to proceed with the adoption of the DAAP so as to give legal effect to the site allocation policy purportedly contained in the Supplementary Brief, it would have to revise the DAAP so as to include that policy in the DAAP itself and that public funds should not be wasted on purporting to submit the  DAAP to the Secretary of State for independent examination until this revision had been made.  To date, we have not had the courtesy of any substantive response to any of our three enquiries to that effect, made between 6th and 27th January 2006.

20.2
The Secretary of the De Beauvoir Association did, however, receive from that officer a response to earlier enquiries which restated the officer’s own, clearly incorrect, view of the status of the Supplementary Brief:

“----- Original Message ----- 

From: John Vercoe 

To: Paul Bolding 

Cc: Mandy Baker 

Sent: Friday, January 06, 2006 8:53 AM

Subject: RE: Dalston

“…. In July 2005, the Council adopted a planning brief for the site (Dalston Lane South and East London Line), which is consistent with and provides additional landuse and design guidance to the Hackney Unitary Development Plan, June 1995, and the London Plan, February 2004. 

“The brief outlines planning guidance for landuse, transport, and urban design considerations of the site and seeks to be proactive in bringing the site into reuse, while providing a clear statement of acceptable landuse through consultation with the local community. (Please see http://www.hackney.gov.uk/ep-planning-east-london-line-pb.htm webpage for this document and content explaining the planning brief). I understand the brief was consulted upon for a period of six weeks during which a significant number of submissions were received and used in the amendment of the brief.  The Dalston Area Action Plan will upon adoption, provide new policy for the broader Dalston area.  As such, the Planning Brief (which is called Supplementary Planning Guidance) is the most recent and up to date document for these sites.  The Dalston Area Action Plan consultations were undertaken to provide input into the preparation of new planning policy for the area.”
20.3
The ugly expression “landuse” is clearly synonymous with what the Regulations term “site allocation policy”.  This officer plainly does not understand the requirements of the Regulations and appears to be responsible for the attempts to misuse the Supplementary Brief for purposes it cannot legally achieve.  We trust

(a) that LBH will take appropriate steps to ensure that the wilful ignorance of one planning officer does not result in the continued waste of Council Tax payers’ money in pursuing the adoption of a DAAP based on this legally untenable position; and 

(b) that the LBH Planning Committee (especially that committee which decides TfL’s and LBH’s own planning applications for these sites) will ensure that they take careful account of the effect of the Regulations during the transitional period while the UDP is still in effect but LDF documents are being consulted upon and adopted.
D.
The Defects of these Applications for the Junction site

21.1
The building proposals for which TfL seeks planning permission are objectionable in almost every respect, including the following:

· the height, density, location and architectural style of the buildings (see paragraphs 23 – 45, below);

· the ruinous effect on the Kingsland Road street frontage of the proposed demolition of the Oxfam shop building in order to build that bus station (paragraph 29.2 (C));

· the unnecessary proposals for the demolition of 2 and 2a Dalston Lane (paragraphs 46 – 50);

· the supposed rationale for that height and density of development (paragraph 51);

· the almost complete absence of public open space (paragraphs 52 – 54)

· the wholly unnecessary and ill-thought out proposal for a bus station on the Junction site, with its potentially catastrophic effects on local traffic movement (paragraphs 55 – 65); and

· the potential for abuse of the planned development (paragraphs 66 – 67).

These points will be dealt with in detail below.

21.2
The application documents are seriously defective, not only in ways such as those already indicated but also in their failure to comply with national and LBH requirements, such as the elevation details required of any building proposals and the minimum space between habitable rooms.  We support the technical objections made by the Kingsland Conservation Area Advisory Committee (“KCAAC”) on these and similar points.

21.3
Thirdly, the pre-application consultation and the reporting of it by Dialogue were so radically defective that the applications ought to be invalidated by that alone (see paragraphs 68 – 83 and Appendix II).

22.
Finally, the main application (2005/2840) is founded on an impossible financial premise:  that enough residential and retail accommodation can be provided on a concrete slab constructed over the entire length of the railway cutting on the site both to meet the enormous cost of the slab and to provide sufficient profit for the private developer needed to implement the plan to make the contract an attractive proposition.  Even by contravening local and London planning policy and cramming the site with buildings of utterly inappropriate height and density, into which people would be packed like battery chickens, we are told that the scheme cannot break even – even with the help of a £10 million grant from the Office of the Deputy Prime Minister.  The scheme provides a derisory amount of hard-surfaced public open space, in spite of LBH’s own policy on the need for public parks in the Dalston area and its recently developed minimum criteria for ensuring that all major developments include specified amounts of open public and children’s play space.  The financial equation is already so unbalanced, apparently, that:

(a) no provision is made for any social housing (although 50% of new residential provision in Hackney should be affordable) and

(b) no s.106 agreement can be offered to fund the necessary improvements to the local infrastructure, either.  The already limited local provision for local medical and dental care and schools is therefore to be further overstretched by the needs of the 1,000-odd intended new residents.

This application is doomed to fail on all possible levels and should be rejected. 

E.
Height, Density, Location and Architectural Style - Generally

22.
These plans propose massed high-rise residential flats towering over ground-floor retail spaces, in the form of nine concrete-framed blocks crammed together in a line which occupies most of the total site area.  The bulk of the buildings (which are due to be constructed on top of a slab raising the present ground level by 2 metres for most of the length of the site) would be 9 storeys high from present ground level, rising to 12 and 20 storeys in the middle of the site.

23.
This is utterly alien to the local built environment, where no building on the streets surrounding or near the two sites exceeds 4 storeys in height, and most are Victorian buildings of London stock brick.  No elevation showing the development from Kingsland Road has been submitted – which would normally be sufficient ground for rejecting any residential application.  Pedestrians and shop staff looking across Kingsland Road from the retail area on its west side would see, rising ominously above them and filling their field of vision:

· an almost continuous line of 9-storey tower blocks, all twice and many three times the height of the existing locally listed terraces on the east side of the street (which are only 3-4 storeys high);

· centring on two tower blocks, one of 12 storeys and one of 20 storeys (which is almost seven times the height of the existing buildings in front of it);

· flanking a hugely wide, gaping hole in the line of the shop frontages to the street, open to the sky and housing a steep ramp comprising five bus lanes and two bus shelters – none of whose details have been specified in the application documents.  London Bridge bus station is one of the least attractive places in the city’s transport network; this proposal would dump into the centre of Dalston’s busy Victorian high street a large chunk of that utterly different environment, to the huge detriment of a street which LBH’s new local planning policy seeks to make more attractive to local, visitors and potential incomers.

The Hackney area appeals to people precisely because it is low built and its streets are wide enough to feel open and encouragingly bright on most days.  These proposals would instead leave Kingsland Road – at the point where people would arrive in Dalston town centre to join or leave the new ELLEX trains – severely overshadowed and make it feel threatening.  Shops on its west side, which now benefit from full sunlight throughout even a short winter day, would receive hardly any natural light at all.

24.
Not only would these proposed tower blocks loom massively over the immediate surrounding area but they would ruin local views of and within the immediately surrounding area, which is flat or slopes very gently from north to south.  Even the predominantly 9-storey blocks on the Junction site would be clearly visible for at least a mile from all directions.  The 20-storey central tower would blight the panoramic view of the area, which can be seen easily from the higher buildings in the City, over two miles to the south.

25.
The immediate area includes several listed and locally listed buildings and no fewer than six conservation areas.  The Junction site backs onto the two three- and four-storey terraces of shop-fronted Victorian houses between Dalston Lane and Forest Road, near the north of the Kingsland Conservation Area.  The proposed development would loom directly over the early Victorian two and three-storey houses predominating in the northern part of the De Beauvoir Conservation Area, which adjoins the Kingsland one west of Kingsland Road.  It would also seriously damage the context of and views west and south-west from the Dalston Lane (West), Queensbridge Road and Graham Road/Mapledene Conservation Areas, which are only a few minutes’ walk to the east, and the north and north-west views from the Albion Square Conservation Area, a few minutes away to the south-east.

F.
Height

Problems caused by the Supplementary Brief

26.
The SPB Consultation Report clearly shows that the Supplementary Brief went beyond the applicable planning policies in the UDP and London Plan by purporting to provide other criteria for development of these two sites, as emphasised in the following extracts:

(a) in response to Jo Lamb and Bernard Saltmarsh,

“… the brief is seen as critical in informing developers of the Council’s planning policies for the site and to provide additional planning guidance for the site given the current policy deficiency in the Unitary Development Plan 1995”;

(b) in response to English Heritage,

“The Council’s position regarding tall buildings is consistent with independent consults investigations (Tall Building evidence study) [which] is consistent with national policy guidance and the London Plan. Any proposal for tall buildings will be subject to standard development controls and planning/design criteria as built into the Tall Buildings study. Development must be consistent with the UDP 1995.”

and 

(c) in response to Network Rail,

“A number of capacity or evidence based studies have been commissioned by the Planning Service to contribute towards the development of the Council’s Local Development Framework… [which] include Housing Capacity, Employment Growth Options, Open Space and Sports Assessment; Retail and Leisure; Tall Buildings ….”

27.
The LBH development plan documents relating to the Dalston area are only in their preparatory stages; they have not been adopted as local planning policy under the 2004 Act.  Like its fellows, this “Tall Building evidence study” is only preliminary material commissioned by LBH.  It is not applicable planning policy and developers should not have been encouraged at this stage to treat either its contents, its conclusions or its criteria (which have undergone neither public consultation nor independent examination) as if they could affect that current planning policy.

28.
The Supplementary Brief also encouraged the developer parties to apply national planning guidance as if it had been adopted as local planning policy for Hackney.  At paragraph 3.4, it states,

“Planning Policy Statement 6: Planning for Town Centres (2005) requests that local authorities ‘should formulate planning policies which encourage well-designed, and where appropriate, higher-density, multi-storey development within and around existing centres, including the promotion of mixed-use development and mixed-use areas.’ ”

28.1
Paragraph 2.20 of that national guidance is quoted almost accurately but out of context.  The quotation omits both the next sentence,

“The considerations in paragraphs 2.19 and 2.20 are also relevant to the consideration of planning applications” and

“2.19 It is essential that town centres provide a high-quality and safe
 environment if they are to remain attractive and competitive.  Well-designed public spaces and buildings, which are fit for purpose, comfortable, safe, attractive, accessible and durable, are key elements which can improve the health, vitality and economic potential of a town centre. Policies for the design of development for main town centre uses, regardless of location, and for development in town centres, should promote high quality and inclusive design, in order to improve the character and quality of the area in which such development is located and the way it functions.”

It is notable that the comments omitted by the Supplementary Brief focus on the necessity for town centre developments to be appropriate, safe, attractive etc -  none of which apply to TfL’s proposals for the Junction site.

28.2
What that guidance does not do is to introduce into the planning policies currently applicable by LBH an additional requirement that “higher-density, multi-storey development within and around existing centres, including the promotion of mixed-use development” must now be permitted.  That essential error is the foundation of the public’s problems with these plans.


The Applicable Planning Policies on Building Height

29.
The strategic and environmental quality policies of the UDP could not be clearer on this subject.  As far as relevant to this site, they respectively provide:

“ST7 THE COUNCIL WILL PROTECT IMPORTANT VIEWS ACROSS AND WITHIN HACKNEY AND WILL RESIST EXCESSIVELY TALL BUILDINGS”


and
“EQ3 Tall Buildings 

THE COUNCIL WILL RESIST PROPOSALS FOR BUILDINGS WHICH ARE SIGNIFICANTLY HIGHER THAN THEIR SURROUNDINGS, BUT WILL CONSIDER EXCEPTIONS IN CIRCUMSTANCES WHERE THE BUILDING WILL:

(A) IDENTIFY WITH AND EMPHASISE A POINT OF CIVIC OR VISUAL SIGNIFICANCE;

(B) BE CAREFULLY RELATED TO THE MASSING AND PROFILE OF OTHER NEARBY BUILDINGS AND BUILDING GROUPS;

(C) NOT DETRACT FROM THE CHARACTER OR APPEARANCE OF CONSERVATION AREAS AND/OR LISTED BUILDINGS; …

29.1
As to policy ST7, these proposals would construct an unavoidable eyesore in the centre of Dalston, dominating and destroying the views to and from the glorious St. Mark’s Church (currently the tallest building in the area) and generally throughout the area, since the development would be clearly visible from Islington, Stoke Newington, Mare Street and the City.  Photomontages demonstrating this illustrate the cogent objections to these applications made by KCAAC, which we fully support.

29.2
These planned tower blocks plainly do not fall within any of the three exceptions to policy EQ3.

(A) There is no point of civic or visual significance on the Junction site, unless the new Dalston Junction station can be regarded as the former.  Even then, railway stations do not need to and should not be signalled for miles around by ugly, towering blocks of concrete reminiscent of the worst “high-rise hell” estates which LBH has, in recent years, spent fortunes demolishing because they were so unpopular and fostered criminal behaviour.  Putting such buildings on top of this long-awaited station would condemn Hackney’s first connection with the London Underground to public fears of criminal activity like that associated with the recently-demolished Holly Street Estate, a few blocks to the south-east of the Junction site.

(B) These proposed tower blocks relate only to each other; they have no similarity in height, building type or material to any existing nearby buildings or building groups.  Indeed, no competition to find the worst possible match for the nearby built environment could have produced anything more alien to that environment.  LBH recently announced that it is the first London local authority to have produced a State of the Historic Environment Report, detailing its “commitment to protecting” the borough’s “rich architectural heritage”.  What more public landmark could there be to the miserable failure of that enlightened policy than if LBH were now to let TfL ruin a shabby but eminently repairable area of the Victorian town centre’s built heritage by forcing upon it this overwhelming mass of crude building ?

(C) The Junction site begins at the boundary of the Kingsland Conservation Area and TfL’s application to demolish 570-572 Kingsland Road entails demolishing part of that conservation area.  While that building is not worth retaining in itself, it performs very useful and possibly irreplaceable functions and its demolition would have very damaging effects:

(i) it maintains the line of the shop frontages which unifies that block of Kingsland Road; and

(ii) demolishing it would, in itself, detract enormously from the character and appearance of that part of the Victorian high street;

(iii) replacing it with the gaping mouth of a busy bus station, from which buses would constantly be issuing through the pedestrian footway, would destroy the cheerful and busy retail atmosphere of the block, which depends on there being unobstructed foot passage along it.

It also provides a huge, affordable and very heavily used space for the local charity shop run by Oxfam, which is not only popular with both local residents and visitors for itself but brings appreciable numbers of customers south of Balls Pond Road/Dalston Lane, to the benefit of the other small retailers occupying premises on both sides of Kingsland Road north of Forest Road.

LBH is supposed to be promoting local retailers with its new planning policies; allowing these planning applications would strike a devastating blow at a successful local shopping area.

30.
Using the UDP criteria, LBH has previously rejected applications for proposed buildings which would have been massively disproportionate to the height of those in the surrounding area.  LBH had no answer to the comment during the SPB consultation by someone

“surprised by the Council’s proposals that buildings of 12 to 15 storeys (maximum) may be appropriate for the sites. In rejecting Chelverton (Dalston) Ltd’s application in July 2003 the Council found that a 9-storey development would not relate to the surrounding buildings, would be inappropriate, impermeable and monolithic. The ‘Cantor application’ for 10-storey buildings on Dalston Lane (North) was similarly rejected as ‘insensitive to the scale, massing and character of the locality’.”

All the tower blocks presently proposed for the Junction site are as inappropriate as those sought by Chelverton and Cantor, while two of them are significantly higher than those in either of those applications.  “Inappropriate, impermeable and monolithic” is all too accurate a description of TfL’s proposed tower blocks.  Local planning policy has not changed since the Chelverton application was rejected and it would still have been rejected under London Plan principles.

31.
The London Plan has detailed policies on tall buildings but does not require the wholesale construction of tall buildings, regardless of their built surroundings.  See



“Policy 4B.8 – Tall Buildings – Location

The Mayor will promote the development of tall buildings where they create attractive landmarks enhancing London’s character, help to provide a coherent location for economic clusters of related activities and/or act as a catalyst for regeneration and where they are also acceptable in terms of design and impact on their surroundings. … boroughs should consider all applications for tall buildings against the criteria set out in Policies 4B.1, 4B.3 and 4B.9.”

32.
All large-scale buildings, including tall buildings, are subject to Policy 4B.9: Large-Scale Buildings – Design and Impact, which requires that they

“should be of the highest quality design and in particular:

• be suited to their wider context in terms of proportion and composition and in terms of their relationship to other buildings, streets, public and private open spaces, the waterways or other townscape elements 

• be attractive city elements as viewed from all angles and where appropriate contribute to an interesting skyline

• be sensitive to their impact on micro-climates in terms of wind, sun, reflection and overshadowing
• provide high quality spaces, capitalise on opportunities to integrate green spaces and planting

4.58 Tall buildings make a significant impact, not just locally, but across large parts of London. They also create the opportunity for magnificent views across the capital.  Many tall buildings around the world have popular and successful public spaces on their top floors and the Mayor wishes to see more of such opportunities in London.”
One has only to read the emphasised parts of these policies to see how far short of those standards these proposals fall.  As to paragraph 4.58, these plans propose 12- and 20-storey towers of purely private residential accommodation which have no provision whatsoever for public access to the panoramic views that would be available from their top floors for miles around.  This is, in that sense, a deeply selfish proposal: the infliction of monolithic tower blocks onto a low-level landscape might have some redeeming public benefit if the views were available to the general public but, without that sop to public interest, they offer the local population only unadulterated ugliness.

33.
In the interests of London as a whole, the London Plan spells out that local planning authorities are not to be the sole judges of appropriate sites for tall buildings:

“The Mayor will work with boroughs and the strategic partnerships to help identify suitable locations for tall buildings that should be included in UDPs …

These may include … some Opportunity Areas.” 

Policy 5C.1 sets out the strategic priorities for East London.  The London Plan’s table of Opportunity Areas in East London (table 5C.1) does not include Dalston. (Bishopsgate/South Shoreditch is the nearest such area to these sites and that is already becoming heavily built up with relatively tall buildings, so it is a totally different environment.)  Dalston is therefore not an Opportunity Area under the London Plan.  Even if it were, the London Plan specifies that only some Opportunity Areas may be suitable locations for tall buildings – and even that is subject to the Mayor of London’s approval.  LBH Planning Services therefore have no case at all for insisting that the Dalston area should have to be developed to include tall buildings, let alone for recommending that the Planning Committee should approve TfL’s application to cram this particularly sensitive site full of ugly sixties-style tower blocks.

34.
The Design Statement submitted by TfL claims – inaccurately:

“… to create a sense of scale and massing that delivers significant density, but responds to the surrounding context. At the northern and southern ends of the site, the buildings are of 7 storeys in height - not substantially higher than the grand late Georgian and Victorian buildings that dominate the existing streetscape.”

“Not substantially higher” ?  The southernmost block is 9 storeys above present ground level, rising triple the height of the 3-storey terrace in front of it on Kingsland Road.  The northernmost one indeed rises only 7 storeys above Dalston Lane but it is most certainly “substantially higher than” – more than three times as high as – the  nearest of the “grand late Georgian and Victorian buildings”, number 2a Dalston Lane, which is only 2 storeys high; its next nearest neighbours are, at number 2, 3 storeys high, and the listed former pub on the corner with Kingsland Road, which is 4 storeys high.  TfL proposes to demolish numbers 2 and 2a for no adequate reason; they could perfectly well be accommodated in the design of the station scheme and would lend it much-needed architectural attractiveness:  see paragraphs 46 – 50, below.

35.
The Supplementary Brief also overstated the relevant criteria in this respect:

“Clustering development is consistent with the findings of the Tall Building evidence study and the Mayor of London’s London Plan.  Any proposal for clustered development will be subject to standard development controls and planning/ design criteria.”

LBH has misinterpreted the gentle suggestion in the London Plan, at Policy 4B.8 Tall buildings – location, that:

“Boroughs may wish to identify defined areas of specific character that could be sensitive to tall buildings within their UDPs.  In doing so, they should clearly explain what aspects of local character could be affected and why.  They should not impose unsubstantiated borough-wide height restrictions.”

Instead of identifying those areas whose character would be ruined by the construction of tall buildings in them, it elected to turn the suggestion on its head and decided (according to a consultant with LBH Planning Services):

“to approach this from a positive point of view, which was to commission an evidence base study to review the issue of tall buildings in the borough, and seeks to identify those locations where tall buildings would be appropriate in principle.”

The eminently foreseeable consequence of having its own Tall Building evidence study carried out in that way has been a concentration, not on care to avoid sites where it would be damaging to construct tall buildings, but on putting tall buildings wherever possible.  The findings of that study are not, however, applicable planning policy.  That study describes its own status thus: 

“This report is a third party independent review of the issues surrounding the appropriate location and design of tall buildings.  It is intended that the recommendations of this strategy will inform policy development under the Local Development Framework.”

LBH has yet to adopt any ‘development plan document’ in its Local Development Framework.  No new policy legally allocating any site for the construction of tall buildings therefore yet exists.  As with planning policy generally, the London Plan and the UDP govern all planning applications with specific regard to appropriate building height and density.

G.
Density

36.
Although the proposed development is mainly residential, these plans include retail provision around the station concourse on the new raised ground (“podium”) level of the development.  Policy 4B.3 of the London Plan deals with appropriate density of commercial development:

“Maximising the Potential of Site

… boroughs should ensure that development proposals achieve the highest possible intensity of use compatible with local context, the design principles in Policy 4B.1 and with public transport capacity.

4.44 For commercial developments to fulfil Policy 4B.3, plot ratios should be maximised. …The ability for plot ratios to be maximised at any site or area will depend on local context, including built form, character, plot sizes and existing or potential public transport capacity.
The present plans conspicuously fail to take into account not only the built form and character of the area immediately surrounding this site but the nature of the site itself – a long thin area centred on the longitudinal railway cutting, both of which factors severely limit its scope for dense commercial development.

37.
Separate provision is made to ascertain the density appropriate for residential development, which is the main focus of the present plans:

“4.45 The Mayor will expect a maximum contribution towards housing provision to be achieved by checking that UDP reviews and planning applications referred to him are in conformity with the density matrix in Table 4B.1. The density matrix sets a strategic framework for appropriate densities at different locations. It aims to reflect and enhance existing local character by relating the accessibility of an area to appropriate development….

“4.47 Appropriate density ranges are related to location, setting in terms of existing building form and massing, and the index of public transport accessibility (PTAL). Site setting can be defined as:

• Central – very dense development, large building footprints and buildings of four to six storeys and above, such as larger town centres all over London and much of central London.

• Urban – dense development, with a mix of different uses and buildings of three to four storeys, such as town centres, along main arterial routes and substantial parts of inner London.

• Suburban – lower density development, predominantly residential, of two to three storeys, as in some parts of inner London and much of outer London.”
So far as relevant to the number of homes to be built on these sites, the matrix appears as follows:

table 4B.1 Density location and parking matrix (habitable rooms and dwellings per hectare)


	
	
	Car parking provision
	High
	Moderate
	Low

	
	
	
	2 – 1.5 spaces per unit
	1.5 – 1 space per unit
	Less than 1 space per unit

	
	
	Predominant housing type
	Detached & linked houses
	Terraced houses and flats
	Mostly flats

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Location
	Accessibility Index
	Setting
	
	
	

	Sites within 10 mins walking distance of a town centre
	6 to 4
	Urban
	
	200 – 450 hr/ha

55 – 175 u/ha

Ave. 3.1hr/u
	450 – 700 hr/h

165 – 275 u/ha

Ave. 3.0hr/u

	Sites along transport corridors and sites close to a town centre
	3 to 2
	Urban
	
	200 – 300 hr/ha

50 – 110 u/ha

Ave. 3.7hr/u
	300 – 450 hr/ha

100 – 150 u/ha

Ave. 3.0hr/u


Source 
GLA

The matrix is a complex table but its meaning appears to be fairly clear.  This site is as “close to” the town centre as it could be, in an area whose predominant housing type is a mixture of terraced houses and flats.  The area clearly fits the description in paragraph 4.47 of an urban, rather than a central or suburban, site setting.

38.
On the basis of the matrix, the Junction site is required to provide a maximum range of 50-110 dwellings per hectare at an average of 3.7 habitable rooms per dwelling.  According to the schedule in the DAAP, the site area is 8,000 square metres (0.8 hectares), so the site is required to provide a maximum range of 40-88 dwellings of that average size.  If one assumes that one person can be accommodated in each habitable room, 88 times 3.7 produces a maximum of 326 people; 40 times 3.7 produces a required minimum of only 148.  By contrast, we are told that the present plans contain 309 flats which Hepher Dixon (TfL’s planning consultants) confirmed were expected to house some 1,000 people.  It seems that TfL and its advisers have over-estimated the London Plan’s maximum required residential density range of the Junction site by a factor of more than three and perhaps almost seven.

39.
Both Tfl and LBH have wrongly assumed that the London Plan required the construction on these sites of tower blocks, in order to provide the necessary density of development.  What the London Plan says, however, is quite the opposite:

“4.55 The compact city and intensive development does not necessarily imply high-rise buildings. London has achieved some of its highest residential densities in relatively low-rise areas, while isolated, poorly designed tower blocks have not necessarily delivered high density or usable public space.”

The site owners seem entirely to have misread the London Plan’s principles on density of development, as regards the Dalston area.  The London Plan’s density requirements could be implemented quite easily, without any such outrageous scheme as the TfL one.  A simple proposal for the Junction site which meets local needs, fits the constraints of the site and would blend easily into the existing built environment, is set out at Appendix I.

H.
Location

40.
These plans make the extraordinary and quite unprecedented proposal that residential tower blocks should be built on top of a new tube and bus station.  No such development exists anywhere else in London and it is impossible to see why it should.  If this were normal planning policy, such developments should be sprouting all over such major interchanges as King’s Cross, London Bridge, Waterloo and Stratford – yet TfL’s planners and architects have not been able to justify their plans for these two Dalston sites by pointing to a single such example.  Although high-specification office buildings have been constructed and are planned over railways in the heart of the City, e.g. at Exchange House and on the British Land site across Primrose Street from it, that is an entirely different proposition.  What is proposed for the Junction site is not high-quality offices, whose occupiers’ substantial incomes can support the costs of permanent air conditioning and temperature control systems, but basic, mainly small flats, crammed tightly together.  Although basic in design, they will not be cheap to buy and their ‘air conditioning’ will depend on openable windows and good local air circulation.  Reasonably quiet and fume-free surroundings will therefore be essential – not what one could expect to find right next to a busy railway station which is open all day and much of the night.

41.
The London Plan does not require high-density residential development to be built on top of transport interchanges.  The only reference to integrating any development with transport is in Policy 3C.4, Land for transport functions, which says that:

“3.166 Transport policies and proposals should match the spatial development policies in this plan, for example:

… Central London’s accessibility and environment should be enhanced by locating high density developments at points of good public transport accessibility where sufficient capacity exists.”

Locating dense development “at” points of good public transport accessibility does not mean doing so literally on top of them.  Of course it makes sense to ensure that there are good public transport links conveniently near to major residential, retail and commercial developments, since the London Plan focuses heavily on minimising the use of private cars.  The London Plan does not, however, make the mistake of assuming that one can expect to prevent occupiers of newly developed homes (especially homes with 3 or more bedrooms) from owning cars and parking them nearby.  The density matrix also assesses levels of parking provision:

· for an area whose current dominant housing type is terraced houses and flats, that would allow 1.5 – 1 space per unit;

· for one which contains mostly flats (as TfL’s plans propose), the allowance would be “less than 1 space per unit”.

What “less than one” may mean is not explained but it is submitted that proposing barely one space per ten flats is so ludicrously low an allowance as to be a clear breach of the governing density matrix.

42.
LBH, in its evolving draft DAAP, also makes this distinction:  the I&O Consultation Report, prepared in autumn 2005, states that:

“30 The DAAP is being prepared to address this fragmented approach to planning in the area and to ensure that tall building locations are in areas of high transport accessibility and not in areas adjacent to residential land use. See DAAP page 32, policy UD5 and Figure 12 (page 61).”


Aside from the considerable new residential accommodation planned for the Junction site, there are, of course, people already living adjacent to the site: in flats over the shops on the Kingsland Road, as well as in the five railway cottages in Roseberry Place, on the south-eastern side of the site.  Even LBH’s nascent draft DAAP policies would therefore forbid the construction of tall buildings adjacent to these homes or the proposed new ones.

43.
So there is neither any current, nor any proposed, London-wide or local planning policy requirement to locate tower blocks on top of Dalston Junction station.  The public outcry which greeted these proposals when they were displayed to the public meeting at St. Mark’s Church Hall on 23rd November 2005 was entirely justified:  not only is the idea unnatural but neither the GLA nor LBH itself legally requires that it be put into planning practice.  This proposed residential development over the station should not be permitted.

I.
Architectural Style

44.
The London Plan emphasises the need for new developments to respect and enhance their built environment:

“Policy 4B.1 (p.173) – Design Principles for a Compact City

… boroughs should seek to ensure that developments:

• maximise the potential of sites

• create or enhance the public realm
• provide or enhance a mix of uses

• are accessible, usable and permeable for all users

• are sustainable, durable and adaptable

• are safe for occupants and passers-by

• respect local context, character and communities
• are practical and legible

• are attractive to look at and, where appropriate, inspire, excite and delight
• respect the natural environment
• respect London’s built heritage.”
It is clear that the present plans pay no attention to the great importance placed by the London Plan on the attractiveness and appropriateness to their setting of all new developments.

45.
The Junction site is closely surrounded by conservation areas and in a generally Victorian, brick-built part of London in which such areas are still being expanded.  Both the UDP and the London Plan contain policies which are specifically relevant in these circumstances.  The UDP makes its views plain in policy EQ12 - Protection of Conservation Areas:

“THE COUNCIL WILL ONLY NORMALLY PERMIT DEVELOPMENT PROPOSALS WITHIN, ADJACENT TO, OR AFFECTING A CONSERVATION AREA WHICH WOULD PRESERVE OR ENHANCE ITS CHARACTER OR APPEARANCE. …

“The impact of new developments which are adjacent to or nearby Conservation Areas can only be assessed on a case by case basis having regard to the nature of the proposal and the character of the particular Conservation Area. Tall buildings, for example, might affect the setting of important streetscenes when viewed from within the Conservation Area.”

This exactly expresses why there is public outcry at the proposal to construct these high-rise blocks in the middle of this group of conservation areas.


The Unnecessary Proposed Demolition of 2-2a Dalston Lane

46. 
These plans demand the entirely unnecessary demolition of a group of three splendid existing Victorian structures which adjoins the Kingsland Conservation Area:  numbers 2 and 2a Dalston Lane and the attractive curved section of decorated brick wall which partly delineates the boundary of the late Victorian railway station on this site.

· 2 Dalston Lane is a three-storey Victorian brick building with attractive brick and window detailing, currently housing a ground-floor shoe shop and offices on the upper floors.  It adjoins and was evidently built as a supporting building to flank the grand former public house on the south-east corner of Dalston Lane and Kingsland Road, which is itself part of the Kingsland Conservation Area; the two have a party wall in common.

· 2a Dalston Lane is a charming and very unusual small two-storey building, until recently the home of an estate agency, which has a glass roof and two long curved glass window walls to Dalston Lane, where it forms a corner as the boundary of the old station curves back from the roadway.

· The curving single-storey Victorian brick wall, which is attractively decorated with a series of shallow arches and corbels, adjoins it to the east.

Together with the glorious former pub (now the noodle bar), these form a characterful and architecturally attractive group of buildings which anchors the south-east corner of Dalston Junction intersection.  Demolishing these three would severely detract from the character and appearance of both the former pub itself and the northern end of the Kingsland Conservation Area which comprises the buildings at the four corners of the Dalston Lane/Kingsland Road/Balls Pond Road junction.

47.
The Design Statement describes the nearby buildings as “grand late Georgian and Victorian buildings that dominate the existing streetscape”.  Having recognised this, TfL should take serious steps to preserve and renovate 2 and 2a Dalston Lane, rather than seeking to demolish them in order to cram in yet more concrete tower blocks which do anything but “respond to the surrounding context” in architectural terms.  Demolishing these three structures is entirely unnecessary.  The new East London Line Extension station does not require such demolition, whether it is built as a railway in a cutting (when restoring the best of the Victorian brickwork fronting the station’s northern approaches would be logical) or with a small concrete slab built over the northern part of the Junction site, to house the station concourse with retail development above and between it and Kingsland Road.  It is TfL’s stubborn insistence on building a concrete slab the entire length of the site (which is quite unnecessary in order to deliver the railway station) and packing that as full as physically possible with concrete tower blocks, to try to recoup the cost of the slab, that founds their wish for the unnecessary demolition of these attractive and characterful existing buildings.

48.
2 Dalston Lane could be left intact without seriously impinging on these plans for the new station at all; TfL’s plans use its site simply to provide a wider retail space to the west of the station concourse at its northern end.  2a could be preserved if TfL were willing to adopt the suggestion made to it by local groups that it be incorporated in the design of the station approach, perhaps as a station café or ticket hall.  The Victorian brick wall could easily be incorporated into the north wall of the station and of whatever structure were to be constructed adjoining it on the east, since the TfL plans show that the building footprint is stepped back from the footway of Dalston Lane – just as at present.  There is therefore no justification whatsoever for the entirely avoidable demolition of these attractive buildings, which fit so well into the character of the surrounding townscape.

49.
The buildings on Dalston Lane which TfL wishes to demolish are or have until a few months ago been occupied and are certainly capable of economic renovation.  TfL should abandon these demolition proposals and the Planning Committee should have regard to the London Plan’s specific policies on protection, enhancement, conservation and renovation of the city’s built heritage, c.f. the following extracts.

“Policy 4B.10 – London’s built heritage

The Mayor will, and boroughs should …protect and enhance London’s historic environment.  UDP policies should seek to maintain and increase the contribution of the built heritage to London’s environmental quality, to the economy, both through tourism and the beneficial use of historic assets, and to the well-being of London’s people while allowing for London to accommodate growth in a sustainable manner.”

“Policy 4B.11 (p.183) – Heritage Conservation

The Mayor will, and boroughs should:

• ensure that the protection and enhancement of historic assets in London are based on an understanding of their special character, and form part of the wider design and urban improvement agenda…

• identify areas, spaces and buildings of special quality or character and adopt policies for their protection and the identification of opportunities for their enhancement…”

“Policy 4B.12 Historic conservation-led regeneration

The Mayor will, and boroughs should, support schemes that make use of historic assets and stimulate environmental, economic and community regeneration where they:

• bring redundant or under-used buildings and spaces into appropriate use
• secure the repair and re-use of Buildings at Risk…”
As in so many of the London Plan policies, LBH is not the final arbiter of what happens in their area:  the Mayor of London requires that they follow these city-wide policies.

50.
TfL should seriously have considered for themselves ways of developing the Junction site by renovating the existing buildings on Dalston Lane and the Planning Committee should now require them to do so.  The London Plan addresses this also:

4.60 … The Mayor expects boroughs and others to use appropriate tools to manage the historic environment, including character appraisals and conservation plans.

4.61 Much of London’s historic inheritance is inaccessible, badly maintained or not viewed as relevant to local communities. The sensitive and innovative use of historic assets within local regeneration should be encouraged.

4.62 Part of the city’s unique character is the juxtaposition of many different types of buildings and spaces and this should be reflected in the way the historic environment is managed. Buildings and places should not be seen in isolation …
J.
The Supposed Rationale for this Height and Density of Development

51.
The real driver for the height and density of the proposed buildings on the Junction site is funding the cost of building the slab over the railway line, which is said to be £30 million.  We are told that the development would not be financially viable if the site were any less intensively built up than TfL now proposes, c.f. the Design Statement:

“The economic viability of the project and in particular the ‘sunk’ cost of the slab over the railway, necessitate significant density of accommodation – in excess of 30,000msq - to make the project viable.” 


They are, however, quite wrong to make the further assertion that,

“This high density requirement sits comfortably with the London Plan’s directives to site high density development in areas with direct public transport connections and also falls within the guidelines proposed in Hackney’s Draft Area Action Plan.”

As has already been demonstrated, the London Plan requires no such extreme density of development, while the DAAP’s new policy on specific levels of public open and play space provision (see next paragraph) positively militates against it.

This financial consideration cannot justify ignoring the holistic approach of the existing local and London-wide planning policies by focusing narrowly on ever higher and denser development.  While, due to London’s rapid population increase, these are now factors which may also be taken into account in development planning, they are only two of a mass of such factors – all of which local planning authorities are required to consider and which intending developers should also respect.

K.
The Requirement for Public Open Space

52.
These plans for the Junction site provide virtually no public open space at all:  almost every square metre of the site is crammed with building of one kind or another.  Dalston significantly lacks public open space and has no parks at all, so TfL is required by both LBH’s own planning policies and the London Plan to provide some publicly accessible open space as part of the development on the Junction site.  The Supplementary Brief, which was designed to inform TfL and its advisers about the relevant planning policy applicable to the Junction site, spells this out as follows:

“Public Realm
“4.11 The Dalston town centre is the most severely affected Ward within the Borough in regard to open space deficiency.  Dalston is almost entirely deficient in access to public parks and approximately three quarters of Dalston is deficient in access to natural greenspaces of at least two hectares.  The area has no small local parks and only very small areas are covered by the catchment areas of Small Local Parks.

“4.12 Dalston does not contain many additional types of open space that could be used to address the above deficiencies.  However, almost all of these spaces within Dalston have the potential to be improved in other ways.  Dalston is also deficient in providing access to children’s play provision with approximately twenty percent outside the catchment areas.

“4.13 The redevelopment of ELLP and the Dalston Lane South site, although both sites are relatively constrained, offers the opportunity to improve the public realm...”

A glance at the map shows that the line of the railway from Shoreditch north to Dalston provides virtually only the open space in western Hackney.  It is therefore appropriate that LBH should require TfL to provide public open space in conjunction with its redevelopment of the railway and construction of the ELLEX stations.

53.
Neither the UDP nor the London Plan contains any specific criteria for the provision of public open space on new developments.  To this extent, the draft DAAP policies become relevant as evidence of current best practice.  That draft of the DAAP was provided for public consultation from 1st November 2005 onwards and was therefore available in time for TfL to take into account its detailed criteria while planning its development scheme for the Junction site.  The DAAP emphasises the lack of public open space in Dalston and require developers to provide such space on newly-built sites, pointing out at paragraph 3.27.1 that:

“The Hackney Open Space and Sports Assessment identified the provision of open space across Hackney and within each ward.  Dalston does not have any areas of open space, and the report found that there was no public park provision for its population, with only 0.41ha total open space per 1,000 population.  Across the borough there is an average of 1.49ha of public park area and 2.30ha total open space per 1,000 …”

TfL’s plans simply ignore the express DAAP policy on open space provision, which is set out at paragraph SLN 15:

“New residential developments of 10 or more dwellings, or more than 0.4ha (1 acre) will be required to contribute to the quality and quantity of public and private open space in the area.  The Council will seek to obtain a contribution to increase the quantity, or where existing public open space is meeting current and proposed need the quality, of public open space in the local area according to the following open space standards:

- 1.3ha of formal playing field space per 1,000 people

- 0.8ha of children’s play space per 1,000 people

Residential developments of this nature will also be required to provide private amenity space at or above the level set out below and according to current best practice for residential amenity space:

- 0.4ha of amenity space per 1,000 people”
54.
TfL proposes to build 309 flats on the Junction site, to house some 1,000 people.  According to policy SLN15, 2.1 hectares of playing field and children’s play space would have to be provided on the Junction site if it were to house an additional 1,000 residents.  Appendix A to the DAAP shows that the total site area is 0.8 hectares: less than half that open space requirement alone.  Only if the building density of the Junction site is reduced to house only about 125 new residents can the required proportion of open space be made available: 0.525 hectares of playing fields etc, leaving 0.275 hectare on which to build dwellings for them.  This is slightly fewer than the minimum number of new residents permitted by the London Plan’s density matrix:  148; see paragraph 38, above.

L.
The Proposed Bus Station and Associated Traffic Changes

55.
It is proposed that a substantial part of the Junction site become the site for a bus station but the purpose of this station has become confused by the contradictory assertions of TfL and its advisers.  On 23rd November 2005, at a public meeting forming part of the mandatory pre-application consultation on TfL’s proposals, we were specifically informed by Colin Britt, TfL’s project manager for the Junction site development (“Mr Britt”), that this was to be the terminus for an unspecified third of the southbound bus routes on Kingsland Road and to provide drivers’ rest facilities (but not a service depot).  The rationale for terminating the southbound services was said to be that they duplicated the ELLEX route down to the City and would therefore be redundant.  Public outcry disabused him of this misunderstanding:  the existing, very heavily-used bus routes go via Liverpool Street, while the ELLEX will go only as far south as Shoreditch High Street before swinging further south-eastwards to Whitechapel, which is the first point at which it intersects with the London Underground system.  Travellers to the City will therefore not find their journeys aided by the ELLEX line when that becomes available in 2010.  Expecting travellers to transfer from bus to railway would also mean their incurring additional fare costs, which must be unreasonable for residents of one of the poorest boroughs in London.  Mr Britt then specifically promised that TfL would undertake further consultation as to what bus routes would be affected in this way.  We have heard nothing further of any such consultation taking place.

56.
The Transport Assessment – if, indeed, anyone except TfL can rely upon it - tells a rather different story at paragraph 3.8:

“Following studies of bus routing, London Buses have identified that the bus station will be used by all northbound buses and buses terminating from the north and east.  These services will be:

· 67 (northbound);

· 149 (northbound);

· 242 (eastbound);

· 243 (northbound);

· Three new terminating services from the north; and 

· One new terminating service from the east.”
Arup had representatives present at the meeting on 23rd November, who should have noted what the public were told in the course of that meeting and ensured that their written report complied with that announcement.  Alternatively, Mr Britt should have read the report beforehand and ensured that the information which he supplied was consistent with the Transport Assessment – which he personally filed with this planning application only a week later.  Either way, the proposal put before the Planning Committee is not what TfL belatedly told the public in its pre-application consultation.

57.
It is self-evidently counter-productive to cause a bus travelling past Dalston to make a time-consuming detour through a bus station, which will increase journey times, as well as causing entirely avoidable traffic congestion when these north- and east-bound buses cross Kingsland Road twice, to gain access to and then to leave the bus station.  While, if still accurate, the Transport Assessment’s statement would at least not reduce any of the existing bus routes threatened with premature termination by Mr Britt, it still proposes that bus routes should terminate at Dalston, only a couple of essential miles north of the City – which is likely to be the intended destination of many bus travellers, especially at peak hours.  This is plainly contrary to the quick through public transport system on which the many newcomers to the area will be relying and to the Mayor of London’s efforts to achieve this.  All that a bus station/terminus at Dalston will achieve is to put into the pockets of TfL extra fares which many local people can ill afford to pay.

58.
There could probably be no worse place to site a bus station than this already very busy junction between the A10 and the only direct route from Highbury to central Hackney.  Dalston Lane and Kingsland Road are already very heavily used by both buses and pedestrian traffic, both of which are intensifying as the Dalston area sees dense new residential developments on every possible patch of development land.  The neck of Dalston Lane, where it meets Kingsland Road, is particularly narrow and congested.  The introduction of the ELLEX railway station will help to move both existing and new population around London but it will also attract more people to Dalston to gain access via ELLEX to the main Underground system, necessarily putting additional strain on the already narrow and overcrowded pavements abutting the main access to the station at the western end of Dalston Lane.  Tfl’s proposed bus station and consequential proposals for the road system are ill thought out, inherently dangerous and threaten dramatically to worsen the already dangerously narrow and easily clogged flows of traffic passing the site on Kingsland Road and Dalston Lane.  The Transport Assessment proposes a number of new measures which, as it acknowledges, necessarily have just this effect:

(a) narrowing Dalston Lane where it meets Kingsland Road;

(b) adding another lighted pedestrian crossing to Dalston Lane, opposite Ashwin Street;

(c) adding two four-way ones to Kingsland Road, at the exit from the proposed bus station at 570-572 Kingsland Road and at the junction with Forest Road;

(d) removing the existing pedestrian crossing on Kingsland Road, just south of the Stamford Road junction – which was only moved there, from nearer Forest Road, because pedestrians (including children going to schools in Beechwood Road and on the estate north of Tottenham Road) clearly crossed to and from Stamford Road rather than further south; and

(e) making Forest Road one-way eastbound between Kingsland Road and Roseberry Place, thus forcing all traffic westbound on it northward via Roseberry Place to add to the existing congestion on Dalston Lane.


All these changes except the first two – which are avoidable by other means – are necessitated solely by the proposal to build a bus station on the Junction site.

59.
To make matters yet worse, the Transport Assessment acknowledges that

“the provision of the new bus station will delay both northbound and southbound bus services”

and that traffic changes (a) and (b) above “will introduce further delay to services” east- and west-bound.  Table 4.11 of the Transport Assessment calculates delays to bus journeys and finds that by 2012 – should these proposals be implemented – east-west bus traffic would suffer nearly 10 minutes’ more delay in the morning rush hour and north-south bus traffic, over 5 minutes’ additional delay in both morning and evening rush hours.

60.
The only supposed benefit of introducing the bus station is that:

“Whilst these delays may be a disadvantage to these services, they are a consequence of the design to provide the bus station facility, which includes standing space that does not currently exist in the area (on street)”

but this is no benefit at all because this statement is simply not true.  Buses have for many years used as standing space the block of south Hertford Road adjoining Enfield Road where both face the pedestrianised south-east corner of De Beauvoir Square.  The road is wide and quiet during the day; there are no schools nearby; there is no through traffic because vehicles cannot go north from there but they can easily leave from both Enfield Road and the southern end of the block where it meets Downham Road.  The buses standing there do not appear to cause any problem to anyone and this otherwise slightly odd road layout provides a perfect bus turnaround, with no need to add pedestrian crossings to make it safe for pedestrians to use.  Indeed, the buses’ movements provide an element of useful activity which is otherwise lacking on the corner of the square, where youths (possibly from the adjoining Lockner Estate) are otherwise prone to congregate and hang around on the street.   If bus standing space is the only supposed benefit of the bus station, then there is no benefit to be gained from building the bus station at all; yet, in exchange for this, bus passengers are expected to accept considerable delays to almost all rush hour journeys.

61.
In defence of all the additional constraints which the bus station alterations would impose on the already jammed local rush hour traffic, the Transport Assessment claims that,

“The site will enjoy an exceptionally high PTAL of 6a due to the provision of the new train station and bus station.”

Paragraph 2.24, however, states:

“The existing PTAL for the site is 6a”


so nothing is gained, even at PTAL level, by all these new traffic constraints.

62.
Why is any bus station needed at all, since bus services should not be terminated or forced to detour into one at Dalston Junction ?  

(a) Bus drivers etc need staff rest-room and meal-break space at the station.

So do the ELLEX station staff, so these amenities should already be provided in the railway station; there is no need to duplicate that on the same site.

(b) Those travellers who need to make transfers from bus to ELLEX or vice versa need bus stops which are as close as possible to the station.

London travellers’ (especially commuters’) absolute priority is speed of transfer:  they will alight on the street and walk into the railway station, rather than stay sitting on a bus which must then slowly negotiate two lighted pedestrian crossings before making two very tight, careful left turns to get into the bus station and move up a bus lane to a point which the traveller could have reached on foot several minutes earlier.  There are convenient bus stops all around Dalston junction already; the bus station stops would provide no additional benefit.

63.1
Pedestrians also need safe road crossings to bus stops which are not on the same street block as the station but the bus station itself does not provide these.  Instead, the proposed bus station exit would necessitate adding to this already busy and dangerous short stretch of Kingsland Road another busy junction frequented by large vehicles, requiring a four-way pedestrian crossing to make it safely passable.  This would cause yet more delays and overcrowding on an already heavily used stretch of pavement.

TfL propose a new lighted pedestrian crossing on Dalston Lane to make crossing the road to the eastbound bus stop east of Ashwin Street safer but this would cause yet further delays near the narrow mouth of Dalston Lane, which is already all too prone to dangerous driving of vehicles whose drivers are desperate to get through the junction.

63.2
Why not think more laterally ?  The new crossing is needed to help ease the increased flow of pedestrians going to and from an underground railway which follows the old lines curving north-west towards Canonbury and north-east towards Hackney Downs.  Why not construct, along with the other station development works, a pedestrian underpass going from the station to the north side of Dalston Lane, east of Ashwin Street ?  It might even be possible to build an exit on the otherwise rather useless deep area of pavement space in front of the Peace Mural, which is a local landmark.  While underpasses are notoriously unpopular, one in this position would be so heavily used at busy times of day as to be safe, while at night, when road and pedestrian traffic along Dalston Lane are much lighter, the road crossing at the Kingsland Road could be used instead.  Public art could be used to good effect on the walls, as with the other attractive and very well-used underpass leading from Tower Gardens to Tower Hill underground station in the City.

64.1
The Transport Assessment further underestimates the effect of the limited residential car parking on the proposed tower block development, all of which Mr Britt advised was for disabled persons only.  It assumes that only half the residents would drive out of the new estate in the morning rush hour, necessarily up Roseberry Place into Dalston Lane.  Since all the proposed 35 car spaces are disabled-only and the new flats are largely one-bedroomed, it is more likely that most – if not all – will be occupied by working disabled people who will drive to work.

64.2
The London Plan’s aim of minimising car parking and encourage people to use public transport is laudable in itself but it is unrealistic to provide only 35 car parking spaces for 309 new flats on the Junction site.  Private cars remain essential not only to disabled people unable to negotiate trains and buses easily but also to families with more than one child and households which include elderly people and those caring for them.  Although many of the proposed flats are single-bedroomed and none is intended for social housing, not all would necessarily be occupied by City commuters happy to rely on handy public transport to get to work.

65.
Dalston needs both existing and extra bus services as well as the ELLEX because the local population is already rising rapidly and putting increased pressure on even the existing public transport system.  Not only is massive residential development proposed on these two sites but many other such developments are planned or already being built along and close by the A10.  Masses of new residential units are already being built:

· at the old school site on Enfield Road (both in the original building and along the street frontages to Enfield and Hertford Roads),

· on Kingsland Road (east side) opposite the foot of Enfield Road,

· along the canal bank beyond the south end of Hertford Road and

· in innumerable former warehouse or light industrial buildings on both sides of Kingsland Road, both north and south of the canal, as far south as the Geffrye Museum.

Massive clustered development of tower blocks is also being proposed on the sites of former warehouses around the Kingsland Basin and several dozen flats, in the former handbag factory which faces the old school site on the west side of Hertford Road and extends behind the south side of De Beauvoir Square, all the way to Mortimer Road.  None of these has space for any significant spare on-site parking facilities, so all these new residents will be relying on the increased capacity of the bus services to transport them until the ELLEX is built and thereafter to enable them to travel to the City and points further west to which the ELLEX does not go.

M.
The Potential for Abuse of the Planned Development

66. 
These proposals appear to have been developed with sadly unrealistic assumptions that the public will love and treat the new buildings they propose as well as the architects do, their model.  In particular, no advice appears to have been sought from the police at the local station in Stoke Newington, who deal daily with the street drug culture based on Kingsland Road and the consequent vulnerability of both private and public spaces to theft and casual abuse.  The proposed bus interchange is tailor-made for drug pushers and any measures designed to keep criminal elements out of it, when buses have to drive constantly into and out of it, are most unlikely to be intruder-proof.  The dead-end alleyways which partially break up the overall line of the joined tower blocks and the narrow, canyon-like, pedestrianised north end of Roseberry Place would clearly attract similarly undesirable loiterers and worse.

67.
There could not be a worse time to suggest a London town centre development, within easy reach of the city centre, visibly marked out for miles around by building two gigantic tower blocks over a new public transport interchange.  It should be remembered that:

(a) London’s inner-city tube, train and bus services were both successfully bombed on 7th July by home-grown terrorists and seriously threatened in the same way a fortnight later;

(b) it is only four years since international terrorists succeeded in destroying another pair of tower blocks near the edge of Manhattan; and

(c) the City’s “twin towers”, Tower 42 and the “Gherkin”, have had to install airport-level security systems to prevent their having to be evacuated every time the security services discern increased reason to suspect imminent terrorist attack.

(d) These proposed tower blocks are being planned partly as social housing and in the context of developments which we have been told would be only marginally viable, financially speaking.  Their inhabitants could not expect to have that or any heavy-duty security system to protect them.

All formally binding planning policy considerations apart, twin towers over a public transport interchange near the City of London are no place to put people’s homes in this decade or, perhaps, the next.

N.
The Defective Pre-Application Consultation

68.
The pre-application consultation and the reporting of it by Dialogue were so radically defective that these applications should be invalidated on that ground alone.  Although Dialogue claims, in paragraph 1.4.1 of the Community Consultation Statement filed with the planning application (“the CCS”), to be “one of the UK’s leading specialists in managing consultation programmes around major development proposals”, the CCS and its Supplement (“the CCSS”, of whose filing we were advised shortly before Christmas 2005), are appalling examples of just how poorly such consultation reports can be prepared.

(a) While full of subjective (and inaccurate) opinions as to what was required of them, Dialogue failed in even the most basic ways to report objectively on the consultation process.  For example, the CCS sets out neither what forms of public consultation TfL was required to undertake on its plans, nor what scheme of public consultation TfL and its advisers undertook to carry out.

(b) Bad as these reports are, they do disclose some steps supposedly taken to consult the public about the then version of these proposals (and those for Dalston Lane South).  In the process, however, they also seriously misrepresent the extent of what was actually done by TfL and by Dialogue, on its behalf.  Little of what is made out to have been done in the way of public consultation was really done by them or was of any effect in engaging local people’s interest.  Some of Dialogue’s communications so severely misrepresented what was being proposed as to ensure that the recipients would not seek further information – as, indeed, they did not trouble to do.  Several pages of the CCS go into irrelevant detail about – and apparently seek in some way to claim credit for – the quite separate statutory consultations which LBH had carried out earlier in 2005 on the Supplementary Brief and the Issues & Options phase of the DAAP and was, coincidentally, simultaneously carrying out on the DAAP in November 2005.

(c) Finally, Dialogue’s work is completely damned (and TfL’s applications are appallingly tainted) by the very serious way in which the CCS libelled the Environment Trust, which was retained to assist Bootstrap Enterprises to provide an alternative, community-based plan for the development of the Junction site and DLS
.  Even those organisations which had provided major written responses to the pre-application consultation were not sent copies of the CCS so that they could ensure that it dealt accurately with their responses; had this been done, these errors could have been caught before they were published but as it was, the errors only came to light after the CCS was published.  

(i)  Dialogue apparently failed to obtain even TfL’s approval of its description of

TfL’s and its advisers’ dealings with the Environment Trust so, by filing the CCS with planning application 2005/2840, TfL and its agents, Hepher Dixon, published that libel to LBH.

(ii)  LBH and TfL then published the libel further to everyone to whom either of them sent copies of the CCS, along with the other documents filed with the planning application, such as KCAAC and OPEN Dalston.  LBH also published it to anyone who was given access to those documents, including the CCS, at LBH Planning Services.

(iii)  Only when the Environment Trust was sent a copy of the relevant page of the CCS by one such individual did they discover and immediately object to the libel.  While a very limited apology has been sent to the Environment Trust and a corrected account of their dealings with TfL, sent to them and LBH (“as an alteration to the Statement of Community Involvement” [sic]), it is not clear whether any steps have been taken by Dialogue to ensure that all those third parties who had already obtained copies of the original CCS, containing the libellous comments, are advised of their errors and the correction.

(iv)  Neither the CCS nor the CCSS has been published with the planning application on the LBH website; of the supporting text documents, only the Design Statement and the Transport Assessment have been published in that way.  While this lack of publication of documents essential to the applications is objectionable in principle and should be corrected immediately, it may at least have saved LBH from publishing the libel to the whole world.

69.
The CCS lamentably fails to identify even salient dates in the consultation process; even the date when Dialogue were instructed by McAslans is not indicated.  Nor is the date when TfL’s plans were first formulated, although Adam Browne of McAslans indicated at the public meeting on 23rd November 2005 that his firm had then been working with TfL for a couple of years, examining whether it was technically and economically feasible to build over the railway on the Junction site.  LBH approved its draft Supplementary Brief on the two sites for public consultation on 29th March 2005, indicating that the general nature of the TfL proposals was by then known to LBH at least.  We have just been allowed to see part of the pre-application file, from which two salient dates emerge.  On 2nd August 2005, TfL and its advisers attended a LBH joint departmental review meeting; two days later, they provided LBH with hard copies of a 27-image presentation which had apparently been given at that meeting.   On 23rd August 2005, Craig Gilbert of LBH Planning Services (“Mr Gilbert”) wrote at length to Hepher Dixon, advising how TfL should ensure that the draft proposals presented three weeks earlier complied with local, London-wide and national planning policy.  That letter explicitly stated that LBH supports the front-loading of community consultation as set out in PPS1- Delivering Sustainable Development i.e. engaging with the affected parties in good faith to minimise conflict arising and expedite the application process.  He warned TfL that they were required to undertake consultation appropriate to the scale and nature of their proposed development, sent them some written guidance
 and stated that "failure to comply with those guidelines may render the application invalid".

70.
These events appear in the CCS as follows:

“2.3 PRE-APPLICATION CONSULTATION

On completion of the feasibility study, TfL and the LDA identified that there was a potential to

deliver the Council’s objectives for the site as set out in the draft Area Action Plan and adopted

Planning Brief within the constraints of the scheme. Additional pre-application consultations on

the emerging plans were therefore undertaken to ensure that all stakeholders had an opportunity to comment on and influence the plans and design process within the site constraints.”

This is believed to describe the statutory consultation on the Supplementary Brief, carried out by LBH long before Dialogue undertook any responsibility for any public consultation.

“A proposal for pre-application consultation was developed for the site and submitted to the

London Borough of Hackney for consideration.”

“This sought to meet the requirements for consultation set out in the draft Statement of Community Involvement and national policy on consultation. An analysis of how activity met these requirements is set out below. “

This proposal was probably the presentation made at the meeting of 2nd August. Its compliance with the requirements of the draft SCI almost certainly improved after 23rd August, with the benefit of Mr Gilbert’s advice letter and the written guidance he provided.
“On agreement of the activity, Dialogue undertook to deliver the consultations with the local

community between the 15th August and the 1st December 2005.” 

It is not plain from the limited documents we have seen what “activity” was covered in this unseen “agreement” or when it was made.  15th August was, however, after the end of the LBH consultation on the Issues & Options stage of the DAAP, so one can discount all the implications in the CCS that any of that public consultation formed part of the pre-application consultation on TfL’s plans.  There is also a marked similarity between the CCS discussion “3. Policy Context” and the early contents of Mr Gilbert’s advice letter, so we doubt that this is Dialogue’s own unaided research.

71.
Item 3.2.6 is an accurate copy of the main principles of public consultation from the SCI but the assertion that, “The consultation process laid out above shows that the proposals have fully met the requirements as set out in these principles” is open to serious doubt.  The only part of the preceding 3-page discussion on public consultation which related to consultation by TfL on these proposals is under 3.2.2. Access to Information:



“To assist in enabling information to be accessible, John McAslan and Partners appointed

Dialogue, a specialist communications company, to undertake the consultation process on the

formal proposals. Members of the project team have also been present at all consultation events to ensure that any questions could be answered.

A variety of consultation approaches have been used, including public exhibitions, public

meetings, presentations, workshops, a planning brief, area forums, websites, media relations and out-reach activity, to ensure that participation was as wide as possible.”

While this sounds promising, very little of this list of approaches was used by Dialogue or any of the TfL advisory team to promote public involvement with these plans.  For instance, the only “planning brief” of which we are aware is the LBH Supplementary Brief which had been adopted in July 2005 – several weeks before Dialogue became responsible for any public consultation.

72.
The SCI requires that the public be consulted in eleven separate ways upon Tier 1 applications (“where there are considerable issues of scale and controversy or contrary to or out of line with Unitary Development Plan”).  Only six of those methods apply to Tier 2 applications, defined as “broadly in accordance with Development Plan BUT raising controversial issue or detail”.  Given the considerable opposition which was already evident from LBH’s statutory consultations on the Supplementary Brief and the Issues & Options stage of the DAAP, one would have expected Dialogue to recognise that the pre-application consultation had to treat the proposals by TfL and LBH as a Tier 1 application.  Instead, they ignored local opinion entirely and misinterpreted both national guidance and statutory provision to assert that,

“this application will not be of considerable scale”

- a truly incredible statement, in the circumstances – and that

“the application will not be subject to the Town and Country Planning (Residential Density) (London and South East England) Direction 2002, as it does not involve the provision of flats on a site of 1 hectare or more, or provide residential density less than 30 dwellings per hectare.”

The Junction site is only 0.8ha but the pre-application consultation which Dialogue was engaged to undertake covered the plans for both the Junction and DLS sites, whose aggregate area is 1.515ha.  Although the sites are separately owned and separate planning applications would always have been made for each of them (although these were originally intended to be filed only 15 days apart), the huge emphasis placed by both site owners and all their advisers on their being complementarily developed makes a nonsense of the pre-application consultation being treated as if it had been two separate exercises.  Elsewhere in the CCS, Dialogue seeks to rely on joint presentations such as the public meeting arranged by OPEN Dalston (the local charity campaigning to preserve the Dalston Theatre and the other Victorian and listed Georgian buildings on DLS), so it cannot ignore the DLS element of the consultation in order now to excuse its having failed to meet the statutory requirements for more intensive and varied consultation.

73.
In conclusion,



“Dialogue, in consultation with Transport for London and their professional advisors, therefore

consider this to be a Tier 2 application.

However, as this is a significant strategic site in Hackney and many of the approaches identified within a Tier 1 application were useful for the consultation process, activity sought to broadly meet the recommendations for a Tier 1 proposal.”
They did not, however, conduct a Tier 1 consultation – their activities did not even “broadly” reflect the standards for one.  To do that, the SCI required them to conduct, in addition to any consultation techniques specifically required by the planning case officer (and we have no knowledge of what he may have requested in this respect) the following separate approaches:

(a) public meetings

(b) public exhibition

(c) surgeries

(d) development briefs

(e) workshops

(f) Enquiry by Design and/or Planning for Real

(g) Citizen Panels

(h) Consultation Panel

(i) Media

(j) Website

(k) Local architectural or Design Panel

4.3.4 of the CCS reveals that items (a), (e) and (f) were combined in one event, on 7th September 2005.  Although the publicity process for the event described sounds good, it was ineffective even in the immediate locality of the Junction site.  The advertisement in Hackney Today went unseen by the many households to the west side of Kingsland Road to which it has not been regularly delivered for several months at least:  LBH Planning Services are constantly advising the paper of households complaining about this.  None of the 5,000 leaflets allegedly distributed by hand to residents in the area was delivered as close by as Hertford Road, just one block west of the site.  No posters were seen in any local shops on Kingsland Road, opposite the site, nor by even regular users of the local library.  In order to look at Dialogue’s website for this consultation, one would have had to learn by some other means that it existed.  The CCS acknowledges that, “an analysis of the postcodes provided by attendees show that they were local residents from E8.”  Small wonder that no-one in De Beauvoir, just across the Kingsland Road, apparently knew of the meeting: the proposals affect us very closely indeed but our postcode is N1, not E8.

74.
Item (b) had much more effect than did (a) etc. because, by the time that the public exhibition was held on 24th -26th November – less than a week before the pre-application consultation ended – concerned local groups like Bootstrap Enterprises/Environment Trust and OPEN Dalston had been publicising their own efforts to counter the worst aspects of the plans for both sites for several weeks and had contacted local groups whom Dialogue did not trouble to find.  It was, however, a fiasco in the sense that, by the time OPEN held its open meeting on 23rd November, the TfL plans were set in stone; people were told that there was no scope for amendment of them because the planning application was going to be filed on 1st December.  At that meeting, which was attended by well over 100 people (not just the “over 50 people” stated in the CCS), TfL’s stance was that, if people opposed their plans for the Junction site, then we would “only get a railway in a cutting”, i.e. something very like the existing Dalston Junction station without the large ground-floor ticket hall.  This was this not literally true, as Bootstraps/Environment Trust had been working hard to establish that there could indeed be alternative ways of developing the two sites.  Moreover, the way that the two alternatives were put to the public was plainly intended to set people against the simple “railway in a cutting” plan.  Many local people would, in reality, infinitely prefer that form of renovation to seeing our shabby but potentially repairable Victorian high street saddled with a mass of looming concrete tower-blocks, let alone the demolition of several much more attractive, familiar and popular local buildings.

75.
(c) No surgery was held at all.  One was supposed to occur at Kingsland Shopping Centre on 24th October:

“This was chosen as it was the first date after the Public Meeting where significantly more information would be available for the public to comment on and an area where there is significant pedestrian movement, including people who would not normally participate in consultation events. 

It was apparently cancelled at LBH’s request in order to prevent its conflicting with Cabinet approval of the DAAP on that date and, no other date being available at the shopping centre before 1st December, no further attempt was made.  This was a serious and easily correctable omission: OPEN and Bootstraps/Environment Trust have repeatedly sent their people to talk to the public on Ridley Road street market on Saturday afternoons, for exactly this reason.  TfL’s team could have done the same without needing to book any date at all.  Since that market is busy six days a week, they could have done this at any time for the price, at most, of a market stall day licence.

76.
(d) TfL produced no development brief as such.  A few highly self-congratulatory wall posters were put up for the brief duration of each public exhibition – that on the first weekend of November being mainly devoted to DLS alone – but it was only with great perseverance that we managed to obtain copies of those to put back up in the local library afterwards, for the benefit of those who could not attend during the very limited hours for which the exhibition was open.  Copies of the rather different wall posters from the Junction site exhibition on 24th-26th November were not received until almost the deadline for responding to the consultation, which was only the day before the main application was filed.

77.1
Under (g), Dialogue claims credit for the fact that the DAAP and the proposal to build on top of a concrete slab were discussed at the meetings of the Stoke Newington Neighbourhood Forum on 22nd June and 14th September 2005.  This is a complete misrepresentation of what happened there.  Dialogue had nothing to do with arranging the DAAP item on the agenda for the June meeting (which was a short talk on the DAAP adoption process by a LBH Planning Services officer) or the Mayor of Hackney’s Q&A session at the September one; the forum’s contact officer reports that:

“Dialogue initially contacted me by telephone in September to ask if they could either give a presentation or provide a briefing for the next Forum meeting.  The agenda had already been set by then with the main item being the DAAP so we couldn’t add an additional item.   As an alternative they provided details of where their consultation was going to be, and these details were given at the meeting.”

The minutes of that meeting do not in fact record the announcement of any such “consultation”, whatever is meant by that term.  Dialogue did not write to the forum’s contact officer until 29th November – the day before the consultation ended, although its letter did not mention this important fact:


“As you may be aware, London Development Agency is proposing a landmark regeneration scheme on the Dalston Lane South site.  This will provide a vibrant and sustainable focus for community in Dalston Town Centre. 

Following on from the recent public exhibition at the CLR James Library, we are keen to continue the process of public consultation and would be happy to meet with the Stoke Newington Neighbourhood Forum to explain the proposals in more detail. 


The proposals currently include:

· A new public square 

· Modern library and community facilities 

· Shops, cafes and restaurants 

· Apartments, approximately 50% of which will be affordable 

· An environmentally sustainable design 

· Improved access to the new East London Line station at Dalston Junction

· Pedestrianising the north end of Roseberry Place”
The “recent” exhibition at the library had ended on 7th November.  This letter is irrelevant to the Junction site, where none of the proposed flats is affordable; it relates solely to the development on DLS and should not form part of the CCS on the Junction site pre-application consultation at all.

77.2
Although Dalston ward comes under the Stoke Newington Neighbourhood Forum, De Beauvoir and the other equally affected wards south and south-east of the Junction site (Hoxton, Haggerston and Queensbridge) are covered by the Shoreditch Neighbourhood Committee, which Dialogue did not apparently contact.  The contact officer for the Shoreditch reports that:

“Dalston Junction did come up at the last Shoreditch meeting in December. …

“The Dalston issue came up under Mayor’s question time/public questions at the Shoreditch meeting.  That is it wasn’t on the agenda and there wasn’t anyone representing it.  It was a fairly short discussion.”
The neighbourhood forums and committees bring together in quarterly public meetings all the councillors for the wards in that neighbourhood, who sit together with up to 7 co-opted local people – although both these ones are far short of co-optees.  As the Shoreditch contact officer commented,


“It is the co-opted members who give the meetings more of a local perspective.”

78.
No “Consultation Panel” (h) or “Design Panel” (k) consisting of or including local people (as opposed to LBH officers) is mentioned anywhere in the CCS.  The “Major Applications Joint Project Review Meeting … arranged in place of the Local Design Panel” (4.3.11 of the CCS) was the meeting of 2nd August between members of relevant LBH departments and the TfL project team.  This meeting involved no members of the general public and therefore does not constitute any part of the pre-application public consultation about the TfL proposals.

79.
(i) Even those who had heard of the Dialogue website for the TfL proposals would have learned little from it, since they would already have had to encounter at least as much information as it contained, in order to know of its existence.  As recently as 13th January 2006, the home page of that site contained only this:

“A station at Dalston Junction will offer quick, reliable rail links to Central London and Canary Wharf and be adjacent to a new bus interchange.

To maximise the benefit of this major transport hub, an investigation by Transport for London and the London Development Agency is underway to see whether there could be additional development above the station in the area between Dalston Lane, Kingsland Road and Roseberry Place.

Any development would seek to create a vibrant and sustainable community for Dalston Town Centre. The proposals could offer a mix of additional new retail space; residential accommodation; public spaces; improved pedestrian links to Kingsland Road from the east; and better access between the new East London Line station and local bus services.

Options are being explored in line with the London Borough of Hackney’s emerging Local Development Framework to ensure that any proposals form part of a wider plan to revitalise the Town Centre.

Consultations with the local community are ongoing to ensure that their aspirations for Dalston are also fully considered in shaping any proposals for a key site that has great potential but one that faces significant challenges.” (our emphasis)
Although Dialogue included a website address for the relevant site on some (not all) of its printed publications, it is clear that they have not bothered to update this much-vaunted website, since the consultation period ended on 30th November.  Given that TfL was not prepared to amend its plans as long ago as 23rd November, it is hardly honest to suggest, as the highlighted comments do, that the public’s wishes are still being taken into account now by TfL, even though the planning application process entails a form of consultation.

80.
The home page comments we have highlighted also exemplify another defect in this so-called “consultation”:  its lack of honesty.  Mr Gilbert’s advice letter spelt out to TfL’s advisers that the pre-application consultation process had to engage affected parties in good faith.  Although certain groups had already expressed informed concern about these proposals in the Supplementary Brief consultation, others had only become aware in July-August 2005 of the very vague plans for new planning policy in Dalston from hearing of the DAAP’s Issues & Options phase.  Yet others knew nothing at all about what was starting to happen and relied on what Dialogue told them to judge whether to become involved.  Dialogue’s letters to both LBH councillors and non-statutory stakeholders such as Disability Hackney and the Hackney Tenants’and Residents’ Association are published in the CCS.  They disclose an alarming lack of good faith about the extent to which TfL’s plans had evolved:  Their pro forma letters to councillors of 18th July 2005 assert:

“As you may be aware, Transport for London and the London Development Agency are currently undertaking an investigation into whether there could be additional development above the proposed East London Line Station site in Dalston Junction.

As there are significant challenges to development, there are a number of options currently being considered.”
81.
We have seen no evidence that more than one plan for the Junction site was being considered, even at this early stage.  The “Vision for Dalston Junction” set out on the first of the seven copy “Councillor briefing documents” enclosed with Dialogue’s next letter to each councillor contains wording identical to that quoted from their website in paragraph 77 above.  The third of those documents contains the disingenuous statement that:

“…any development faces significant challenges including high cost versus low return, extremely tight timescales for approvals and the requirement for a minimal impact on the delivery of the East London Line.

If the challenges can be overcome then the proposals will create a vibrant extension to Dalston Town Centre that maximises this one-off opportunity whilst respecting Dalston’s distinctive identity.”

Both are objectionable for exactly this reason:  their sheer lack of honesty.  Anyone reading these documents would gain the impression that these plans were highly unlikely to be put into practice.  TfL’s plans have, however, remained almost unchanged since then, except that the 285 flats planned in August have become 309 because more of them have been made one-bedroomed.  It is still single-mindedly pursuing those plans today without having paid the slightest attention to any of the cogent popular criticisms which were made of them, both orally and in writing, during their purported public “consultation”.

82.
Although Dialogue did not contact the very few “non-statutory consultees” to which it apparently wrote (of which only five appear in the CCS) until at least 22nd September, it did not provide them with any more detailed information than that provided to the councillors on 18th July.  Notably, it did not send them the briefing materials provided to the councillors on 25th August.  Unsurprisingly, Hackney Voluntary Service responded that it “did not believe there would be any value in participating in the consultation”.  Hackney Chamber of Commerce reportedly replied similarly, although they “would consider meeting in early 2006”.

Had Dialogue stated clearly in its letters that TfL had been advised that it was feasible to construct a concrete slab over the railway at Dalston Junction and intended to seek planning permission to build nine concrete tower blocks of flats on top of that slab, to finance its construction, then no doubt these consultees would have responded much more vigorously – as did every single person to whom any of us has mentioned these proposals in those terms.

83.1
The De Beauvoir Association opposed these plans for the development of the Junction site and recommended that TfL radically reconsider them before seeking planning permission to develop the site.  That advice was ignored.  TfL did not even trouble to use the Community Consultation Statement Supplement which it filed some weeks after lodging the applications, to answer the points we had made.  The CCSS admits, in effect, that Dialogue did not attempt to answer any substantial criticisms of the proposals on which it had carried out this consultation by any of the three community groups who sent in detailed responses:



“All three groups made their comments on both the Dalston Junction proposals and those on



the adjacent Dalston Lane South site …Because these documents are publicly available and the



organizations will be submitting further information to Hackney Borough Council Planning



Department, we enclose a short summary … rather than a detailed analysis.”

83.2
We were not asked by Dialogue, TfL or anyone on their behalf whether our response to their consultation had been published anywhere, or whether we would be contributing any further information in the course of the planning application process.  While it so happens that our response, along with those of KCAAC and OPEN Dalston, is published on our website and we are now contributing these more detailed representations to this planning process, those were not matters within Dialogue’s knowledge at the time that they made that statement and they were not entitled to state those as facts.  Nor should they be claiming that our actions in any way absolved them from doing the proper job of consultation managers, by reporting fully on responses to the consultation:  summarising and  responding to the submissions we and the other groups had made.  By contrast, many pages of the CCS and CCSS are taken up busily extrapolating statistics from the numerically few people who attended their public meeting and provided responses to their largely standardised (and distinctly tendentious) questionnaire forms:  a much easier but much less intellectually challenging exercise.

83.3
As to individuals who contributed to the consultation, by making their own criticisms of the proposals, the CCSS merely states:



“Where possible, questions were answered, although several enquirers were informed that full



and detailed information about the proposals would be made available by Hackney Borough



Council as part of the statutory public consultation process.”



From the individual responses we have seen to this consultation, people were making comments, not asking questions.  They did not, in general, lack information about the proposals because they had had to obtain such information in order to come by a means of communicating with Dialogue in the first place.  Dialogue simply could not be bothered to answer the comments received by them in the course of the pre-application consultation which they purported to conduct.

O.
Our Recommendation to the Planning Committee

84.
For all these reasons, we therefore recommend that the Planning Committee refuse these applications.

Signed, for and on behalf of the De Beauvoir Association, by:

Hilary Mandleberg (Chair)

Neil Ashman (Consultant Physician)

M.J. Azzopardi

Catherine Bailey (Solicitor)

Jonathan Bannister

David Barnes

David Bent

Gerry Bent
John Bird (Artist)

Paul Bolding (Journalist)

Akim Carter (Client adviser/producer)

Mary Chadwick

Margaret Cullum, 49 Mortimer Road, London N1 (local resident)
Lesley Fenton

Dan Harvey

Sophie Harvey
Shane Lincoln (Architect)

Ginette Lincoln

Eva Lloyd

Huon Mallalieu (Writer)

Adrienne Morgan (Barrister)

Kathryn Moore

Kirsty Norman (Archaeological Conservator)

Sade Olushanu (Helping Hands Welfare & Development Ass.)

Rupert Palmer

Sue Pedder (Lecturer, retired)

Barbara Philip

Paddy Philip
Gregory Porcer (Senior Project Manager)

Julia Porter-Pryce

Jane Ross-Macdonald (Literary Agent)

Angela Sheehy (Banking Analyst)

Julia Sheppard (Head of Special Collections at the Wellcome Library for the History and Understanding of Medicine)

Dave Throssell
Eric Tracey (Chartered Accountant)

Patricia Tracey (Chartered Accountant, retired)
Diana Weir (Solicitor, non-practising)

Christopher White

Jack White

Susann White

Maggie Whiteley
27th January 2006

APPENDIX I:  Possible Development in a More Appropriate Form

1.
There are simple ways to revise the scheme into a form that would meet local needs and obviate the problems caused by TfL’s extreme proposals, as follows.

2.
The maximum residential density for this site requires that it provide homes for no more than 326 people – not the proposed 1,000-odd.  This could be achieved by reducing the proposed buildings to a third of their planned heights, resulting in a line of three-storey blocks with one four-storey and one six-storey one flanking the east-west route across the middle of the site, from 570-572 Kingsland Road to the south end of the station concourse.  With the exception of the unnecessary six-storey tower (which could be dispensed with by making three more of the blocks four storeys high), those heights would not cause anyone concern because they would accurately reflect the heights of the surrounding buildings.

3.
The proposed density of the blocks would continue to arouse dissent, though.  The London Plan could, however, still be complied with if one also cut down the density of the building from nine blocks to four, accommodating perhaps 150 people.  (Given that the site is so constrained, not being flat open development land but centred on and governed by the longitudinal line of the essential railway cutting, it would be reasonable to expect the Mayor of London to approve the minimum permissible density here.)  The remainder of the site could then be used to provide public green space.  Such a plan would require a much smaller area of the site to be covered with a slab, since green space could very easily be provided by landscaping the railway cutting.  As long as adequate arrangements were made for ensuring public access to this area, it would provide a “pocket park” in the centre of Dalston, which is just what the area so badly needs.

4.
Even low-rise concrete blocks of flats are inappropriate to the local built environment, however.  This revised proposal could be radically improved without sacrificing the necessary density of residential development on the Junction site.

TfL proposes in any event to demolish the warehouses at the south end of Roseberry Place and the other structures at 2b to 2e Dalston Lane, east of the railway cutting, thus clearing the frontages along Roseberry Place and Dalston Lane – aside from 2 and 2a and the decorated brick boundary wall on Dalston Lane, which we recommend should be preserved and locally listed (along with the former public house on the corner of Kingsland Road and Dalston Lane, which abuts no.2).

An alternative form of development – much more appropriate given the built environment of the site – could be achieved by building terraced houses along Roseberry Place and on Dalston Lane, to the east of the station entrance, 2a and the preserved boundary wall, in styles compatible respectively with the existing railway cottages on Roseberry Place and the Victorian buildings flanking this patch of Dalston Lane.  Those frontages could accommodate some 40 houses on plots 20 feet wide.  Even if similar in style and built no higher than the existing railway cottages on Roseberry Place, they would provide homes for enough people to satisfy the London Plan’s minimum density requirement for an area predominantly built up as terraced houses and flats.  Taller buildings, similar in height and style to the Victorian ones on Dalston Lane, east of Roseberry Place, could appropriately be built on that frontage, providing several flats each.  Such homes would be extremely sought-after and sell for considerable prices in the open market, so their construction would be financially viable, as well as restoring the site boundaries and the street plan in an attractive and sympathetic manner.

The landscaped railway cutting could provide open green public space in the centre of the site, with public access from the station, from Forest Road and through a lane leading from Roseberry Place via a bridge to 570-572 Kingsland Road and the back of the railway station.

5.
The proposed bus station is of no value whatsoever to the local population and the problems caused by its imposition would have horrendous effects on the local traffic system.  It should not be built at all.  The bus station’s only merit lies in providing a second means of access to the new station, from Kingsland Road, but it does so in the most unpleasant manner conceivable: a huge gap in the road frontage full of busy bus lanes, through and across which pedestrians would be required to make their way to the railway station behind.  That access could still, very easily and much more engagingly, be provided if the bus station were not built at all.  The prohibitively expensive concrete slab and the financial problems it causes could thus be dispensed with at a stroke.  

6.
Dispensing with the bus station would allow the replacement of the current building at 570-572 Kingsland Road, which lacks architectural merit, with an appropriate new double shop-fronted building whose central passage could lead naturally into an approach to the railway platforms from the west.  That pedestrian route could also continue eastwards across the site via a bridge across the cutting to Roseberry Place, which would provide the site permeability to which the TfL scheme aspires but which the steep climb and blocked view necessitated by its high concrete podium render so unattractive.


To preserve the frontage line of the shops in Kingsland Road, the current shop building should be replaced by a small retail pedestrian mall, similar to that which accommodates the entrance to Kensington High Street tube station, with modest shops flanking a pedestrian approach to the station at ground level and three storeys of flats, further retail space or live-work studios above.  As long as it was sympathetic in height, style, materials and overall effect to the Victorian terraces on either side of it, the new building would beneficially affect the overall appearance of the block.  The much-valued local Oxfam shop could even be re-housed in this building.

APPENDIX II:  How Dialogue Libelled the Environment Trust

A.
From the Community Consultation Statement filed with application 2005/2840
4.3.2 Non-Statutory Stakeholders

…
Environment Trust

At the request of Jon Aldenton at the Environment Trust, the project team met with leading

members of the organisation to discuss the proposals at the offices of John McAslan and

Partners.

A presentation of the scheme was made and a discussion held on the merits of the proposals.

The Environment Trust was also allowed an opportunity to present their “alternative” for the

Dalston Junction Interchange site. The project team responded that regardless of the merits or

otherwise of the Environment Trust proposals, their alternative could not be progressed as:


• They had no viable proposals for meeting the cost of the slab required to enable building


   over the East London Line Station.


• The timescale for delivery of the East London Line meant that there was no prospect of


   meeting the cost for the slab prior to the submission of the planning application on 1


   December 2005.

The alternative Environment Trust proposals also suffered from significant engineering faults and

would be contrary to existing local and regional planning policy for the site and therefore liable to

be refused by the London Borough of Hackney.

However, it should be noted that although opposed to the proposed scheme as presented by TfL

and the LDA, the Environment Trust did agree that Dalston would benefit from the slab over the

East London Line station and that regeneration of the site would be positive for the area.

To explain further the constraints of the site, the project team offered the Environment Trust an

opportunity to meet with the ARUP Associates technical advisors. This offer was not taken up.

It was also noted that the Environment Trust recorded the meeting without prior permission being

granted.

The Environment Trust held its own public exhibition on the Dalston Junction Interchange and

Dalston Lane South. TfL and the LDA did not take part in this event as it sought support for an

undeliverable scheme in contrast to the proposed development that had met the business case

requirements. The fact that the Environment Trust proposals could not be delivered meant that

any results from the event would be invalid.

B.
Correspondence between the Environment Trust and Dialogue

Message Received: Jan 05 2006, 02:10 PM
From: "Kate Swade" 
To: mail@localdialogue.com, sebastian@localdialogue.com
Cc: "Jon Aldenton" , "Britt Colin" , peter.edwards@hackney.gov.uk, craig.gilbert@hackney.gov.uk, DavidJoy@LDA.GOV.UK
Subject: Dalston Junction

Dear Sirs    

cc as above

 

I have seen a copy of the page of the your Consultation Statement that refers to the Environment Trust.

 

I am very disappointed by the misleading way the report deals with the meetings we held with TfL regarding the site.  

 

First, you report TfL's comments on our outline proposals as fact, rather than assertion.  We presented our outline scheme to TfL on 6th October, before we had drawn up any detailed proposals.

 

Second, you treat our discussions at that initial exploratory meeting as if we had a detailed alternative scheme at the time of the meeting.  Our scheme was developed at a community planning event on the 21st and 22nd October, and following further discussions with TfL and its engineers.

 

Third, you report that we did not take up an offer to meet with ARUP Associates, TfL's technical advisors.  This is completely wrong - we had a very useful meeting at their offices on 11th November, attended by our engineers, and two representatives from TfL.

 

Fourth, you assert that we "recorded the meeting without prior permission being granted".  This suggests that we covertly tape recorded the meeting!  We made no recording.  We openly took notes for our own records, as did TfL.  I am more than happy to send them to you if you wish.

 

Finally, you state as a fact that our shceme is undeliverable.  This is not the view of our engineers and professional team.  Our proposals area ble to meet the slab costs, and create substantially bigger community benefits than those currently on offer from TfL.  

 

I am appalled by the false and misleading statements in your report - commissioned for a public agency, at public expense.  I wonder whether the rest of the report contains similar distortions.  

 

I trust you will correct the report.  Please let me know what steps you have taken.

 

Yours sincerely

 

Jon Aldenton

For the Trust

 

cc -  
Colin Britt, TfL

Peter Edwards, LBH

Craig Gilbert, LBH

David Joy, LDA

From: Charles Anglin [mailto:charles@localdialogue.com] 
Sent: 11 January 2006 16:40
To: Kate Swade; Jon Aldenton
Subject: Dalston Junction

Dear Mr Alderton,

Dialogue prides itself on the reporting of our public consultation work. Our intention is always to

ensure that there is a fair and accurate record of the community involvement in any project in

which we are a part.


That is why we are so concerned that a mischaracterisation of your meetings with representatives

of the Dalston Junction Interchange (DJI) project appears to have been included in the Community

Consultation Statement (CCS).


We recognise the important role that community led organisations such as your own play in the

consultation process.


While the DJI project team remain convinced that their proposals represent the best way to fulfil

Hackney Council and GLA policy objectives, within the constraints of the East London Line

extension, they also recognise that the viability and funding of any alternative proposals remain a

sensitive local issue and not for the team to comment upon as part of the planning application.


I would like to offer a full apology for inclusion in the CCS of the draft wording that reported your

meeting with DJI project representatives. This wording was not approved by Transport for London

or the London Development Agency, for which Dialogue takes full responsibility.


As such we will be issuing a factual correction to the London Borough of Hackney Planning

Services Department, re-phrasing the description of the original meeting and confirming that a

second meeting with technical staff from the DJI proposals took place.


Yours sincerely,

 

Charles Anglin

Dialogue

136-148 Tooley Street

London 

SE1 2TU


Tel: 020 7357 6606

Fax: 020 7357 6604 

Email: charles@localdialogue.com
From: Kate Swade [mailto:kates@envirotrust.org] 

Sent: 12 January 2006 10:33

To: 'Charles Anglin'

Cc: Jon Aldenton

Subject: RE: Dalston Junction

Dear Mr Anglin

Thank you for your reply and full apology - we are pleased to have set the record straight.

I look forward to seeing a copy of the factual correction that you send to Hackney Planning Services, and would also like to see a copy of the entire CCS.

Thanks again for your undertaking to correct the mistakes. 

Best wishes

Yours sincerely

Jon Aldenton

From: Charles Anglin [mailto:charles@localdialogue.com] 

Sent: 20 January 2006 11:08

To: Kate Swade; Jon Aldenton

Subject: Dalston Junction Statement of Community Involvement alteration

Dear John, Kate

Further to our correspondence, I attach here the adjusted record of meetings between the Environmental

Trust and Dalston Junction proposals representatives. This has been sent to Hackney Council Planning

Services as an alteration to the Statement of Community Involvement.

Yours sincerely,

Charles Anglin

Charles Anglin

Dialogue

136-148 Tooley Street

London 

SE1 3YD

Tel: 020 7357 6606

Fax: 020 7357 6604 

Email: charles@localdialogue.com

[ EnvTrust SCI Alteration 2.doc (47.9 Kb) ]

At the request of Jon Aldenton at the Environment Trust, the project team met with leading members of the

organisation on 6th October to discuss the proposals at the offices of John McAslan and Partners.    

A presentation of the scheme was made and a discussion held on the merits of the proposals.

The Environment Trust also presented their alternative proposals for the Dalston Junction Interchange site.

The project team responded that they felt the proposals being made by TfL represented the best possible

way of meeting Hackney Council and Greater London Authority policy objectives, as well as the

programme requirements of the East London Line Project.

It should be noted that, although opposed to the proposed scheme as presented by TfL, the Environment

Trust did agree that Dalston would benefit from the opportunities presented by building a slab over the East

London Line station on the site, and that regeneration of Dalston Junction would be positive for the area.

To explain further the technical and architectural constraints presented by the site, the project team offered

the Environment Trust an opportunity to meet with the ARUP technical advisors. This second meeting was

held on 11th November.

NOTES

1.
The extent of Dialogue’s apology and this correction is very limited indeed:  they relate only to the

unapproved wording used to describe the Environment Trust’s “meeting with DJI project representatives”

on 6th October 2005.  Dialogue have made no apology for, nor have they apparently even explicitly

acknowledged, any of the Environment Trust’s many other complaints about the mischaracterisation of their

actions and their plans.

2.
We are not aware that Dialogue has done any more than send this correction to the Environment

Trust and to LBH; specifically, we know of no steps taken by them to notify those who had previously

received copies of the original CCS that part of it should be withdrawn and this correction substituted for it.
� This and all other planning document descriptions in single quotation marks are technical terms defined by the Act and/or the Regulations.


� as required by regulation 7 of the Regulations


� Emphasis in bold italics of words quoted from others is ours. 


� Local authorities must have regard to their duties under Section 17 of the Crime and Disorder Act 1998, which requires them to exercise their functions with due regard to their likely effect on, and the need to prevent, crime and disorder.


� See Appendix II.


� Not identified in the letter but believed to be the Major Team Procedure Note: Community Consultation Guidance which forms Appendix 2 to the LBH Statement of Community Involvement
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