KINGSLAND CONSERVATION AREA ADVISORY COMMITTEE

Response to Hackney Environment on the Dalston Junction planning application no 2005/2840

06 January 2006

By e-mail to Craig Gilbert

Hackney Environment

Dorothy Hodgkin House

12 Reading Lane

London E8 1HJ

Dear Craig Gilbert,

0.00 DALSTON JUNCTION – KCAAC comments on planning application number

2005/2840

INTRODUCTION

0.01 Please find attached our comments on the Dalston Junction planning application. We thank you for forwarding the CD disk containing all the supporting documentation to the A3 booklet of drawings you provided. Your letter dated 19/12/2005 gave us 21 days to

respond, ie the 9th of January 2006,

0.02 In all or our work over the last eight years as an advisory organisation to Hackney Council, voluntarily working for the local community, we consider this to be the most important scheme we have been asked to review. The conservation areas were created for a purpose and we assist in their stewardship. We take our role very seriously and in this

context strongly object to the proposals.

0.03 In the case of the proposals for Dalston, we feel that the consultation has been carried out only in order to fulfill an obligation rather than to truly inform and involve the community in what is undoubtedly a very complex and hugely important opportunity for Dalston. In our comments previously made to Hackney we have noted that information has come too late and in inadequate form for real discussion. We are concerned that because of the nature of the site and its important strategic status for other London authorities and bodies that this site has not been thought about as carefully as it deserves and huge pressure is being exerted on the Council to process the scheme at an exaggerated pace for a scheme of this complexity and importance.

0.04 For whatever reasons, straightforwardness is being lost. We feel very strongly that

aspects of this application are a miserable attempt to conceal what is really proposed.

True public and democratic process must now allow sufficient time for an application of this significance and complexity. The submission and the inconsistencies we point out in the drawings demonstrate that the scheme is not the one described in the text and it has been submitted prematurely.

0.05 Using the applicant’s information, we have attempted a couple of visualisations which we enclose at the back of this report. It is the MORE DISTANT views that have significance for this area of Hackney and indeed Islington. Of course if you stand close to the surrounding buildings, you will see little of the development behind. The onus should be on the applicant to make the case for the contravening scale of development. This

submission is incomplete without this further information.

0.06 In addition to this covering letter, we enclose the following information:

Photo montages of the proposed scheme to illustrate the height and form of the

proposals

8 No planning application drawings over marked with KCAAC’s comments

KCAAC’s comments on the written statements included in the planning submission

copy of KCAAC’s previous comments made in relationship to this site

.

0.07 The application is a complex and detailed application and commenting on it will be similarly detailed and complex. In summary our objections to the scheme fall in the following areas:-

the proposal lacks quality – this is the only opportunity for Dalston and these proposals are not good enough

the master plan is substantially flawed

the case to include the bus lay over is not convincing

the financial case is not made and yet is constantly used to justify many inadequacies of the proposals

an unsafe scheme in terms of personal safety, community safety and vehicular

safety

proposals do not achieve Hackney’s own planning standards

the implied level of public consultation is disingenuous (information is different to

consultation)

destruction of Kingsland High Road

the drawings, planning statement and design statement are in conflict and often mislead

KCAAC consider that the decision to deal with this site in isolation from the adjacent site

currently also being developed will not achieve the right solution for Dalston.

However, before we ask you to review furhter comments, we would like to note the

following:-

1.00 We were surprised to see that this application had been accepted as valid. The description of the development in the planning application document contains both errors and absence of essential information.

1.02 Crucially, the set of drawings at 1:250 do not include a drawing showing the scheme at street level.

(The so-called ‘basement (sic) level’ is shown on drawing A -100B1. The highest spot level is shown at 117.76m (street level of Roseberry Place), this is within 240mm (9.5 inches!) of Kingsland High Road street level. The opportunity to show the context should have been taken on this drawing, as there is less than a metre difference between Kingsland Road and Roseberry Place. The next drawing A-100C1 is taken at first floor level (the applicant calls this level 0) which is above 120.7 metres).

The ground level street context has been omitted. How can the public and the authority

make sensible judgements when vital base information is missing, particularly as so much

of the text claims to be making a virtuous contribution to our town at street level? We think

that the reason this drawing has not been submitted is because it readily shows how

dysfunctional the podium level would be in its current design.

1.03 The most important street that the proposal will affect is Kingsland Road and yet the visual documentation does not adequately attempt to show the impact of the 70 ft gap (at ground level, nearly 90 ft at first floor level) on the high street. No elevations have been shown of the scheme when viewed from Kingsland Road. At the moment, although there is a large gap at upper levels, it is ameliorated by the continuity of the street edge. The demolition of this building is ignorantly dismissed by the applicant as being of no importance. While the building in itself may not be worthy, what the building frontage does for the continuity of the street is of major importance.

1.04 The submitted ‘visualisations’ are too few in number and do not show the scheme from enough local and distant strategic viewpoints. We have seen far more modest schemes presented with more 3 D views. In the 21st century, this lack of information for a scheme of such size and importance does not enable people to make an adequate assessment of the project.

1.05 The elevation of the main entrance from Kingsland Road needs to be shown and the

submission is incomplete without it.

1.06 Consistently on the drawings, and within the documentation, the number of storeys in the proposals is stated incorrectly in relation to ground level. To further mislead the public and the planners, heights are given above the podium level - which is a nonsense in terms of people understanding how high the buildings actually are in relation to the surrounding area.

1.07 The submitted drawings are qualified in a way that should have rendered them

unacceptable for a full planning application. As the documentation claims that the flats

achieve certain standards, we would expect to be able to examine the drawings for

compliance with those standards. The drawings do not show compliant floor plans, and

blatantly state that ‘all apartment layouts are indicative only’. We fear that by the time the

plans are made compliant, the footprints of the buildings may have to change. Already

with an inadequate 5 metres separates overlooking windows between habitable rooms of

diffent flats, the scheme would become even more like a Victorian rookery slum. Of

course, planning approval is meant to be separate from building regulation approval, but

developers often come back to the planning authority with the line that ‘you have given

permission for this development, but building control insists that we do something slightly

different’.

1.08 The written design and planning statements talk absolute nonsense about the new east to west permeability for pedestrians. We were glad to see that the Transport submission gives the lie to this and states that there is no desire line along this spurious route. This means people will not walk up and over the 1970’s like podium. This will have unpleasant and dangerous implications for the safety of the few pedestrians that might venture up there.

1.09 Our committee normally address issues to do with architecture. In this instance we have not been able to proceed to commenting on the actual buildings, as the overall plan is so terribly flawed. The design in particular does not address the impact of the bus station. A quick review of the drawings shows how in nearly every aspect, the claims made in the planning statement and the design statement are either demonstrably not achieved or not illustrated or are downright false.

1.10 The planning application form section 8 does not record that the proposal involves the creation of an access for pedestrians only.

1.11 The Council’s form is defective in section 13 in that there is nowhere to record buses as vehicles.

1.12 We challenge the claim in section 14 item (v) that the dwellings ‘will be designed to be accessible by wheelchair users’. The drawn submission shows this not to be the case.

1.13 Part 3 of the application form has not been fully filled in and it is not possible for people to form an opinion about the scheme without this information. In particular section 2 regarding Activities, and section 4, Parking and traffic. The questions asked in this section may be lacking, but the clear intention of the form is to ask about ‘your own vehicles’. As this scheme is driven by the bus facility, it is deficient not to note it for the public record.

1.14 We enclose a copy of our previously issued documents issued in relation to this site.

These start with our comments on the Dalston Area Action Plan. We are profoundly

disappointed that none of these comments have informed the design of the scheme

submitted, and we ask that the planning committee and officers refer to this document. It is not referred to in the applicant’s record of consultation.

1.15 We also enclose a copy of the document we sent in December 2005 regarding the

consultation process for Dalston Junction. In fairness our comments could not be referred

to in the applicant’s submission as although our comments were issued within the time

frame agreed with Hackney, the date was too close to the date the application was made.

However, Dialogue (who carried out the consultation exercise) and Hackney have assured

us that our work will be taken count of and so we enclose a copy for officers and

councilors.

We trust that you will give proper consideration to our comments and look forward to

receiving your response.

Gerard Ryan

Chair

Kingsland Conservation Advisory Group
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From: Gerard Ryan <g.ryan@nicholashare.co.uk>
Date: Mon, 09 Jan 2006 09:42:08 +0000
To: "craig.gilbert@hackney.gov.uk" <craig.gilbert@hackney.gov.uk>
Cc: John Vercoe <John.Vercoe@Hackney.gov.uk>, "Ray.rodgers@Hackney.gov.uk" <Ray.rodgers@Hackney.gov.uk>, Sue Foster <Sue.Foster@Hackney.gov.uk>, "James.Cannon@Hackney.gov.uk" <James.Cannon@Hackney.gov.uk>
Conversation: KCAAC response to Dalston Junction Planning Application
Subject: KCAAC response to Dalston Junction Planning Application

Attn Craig Gilbert

Please find attached the Kingsland Conservation Area Advisory Committee’s comments on the Dalston Junction Planning Application.  We strongly object to this application.

-- 
Gerard Ryan

Chair
 for 
Kingsland Conservation Area Advisory Committee
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