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Dear Elizabeth,
Thank you for inviting comments on responses to comments on Plot 202. I hope the applicant
will still be able to address these concerns.
Entrances and Cores / Nursery Elevation
While I appreciate the spirit of the response from the applicant I would suggest that the Council
should ensure that the design of the entrance to core C and the nursery elevation are conditioned
appropriately to secure both dialogue around the design development and specification as well as
the quality of the design and material specification.
The same applies to the nursery elevation as a lot relies on the next stage of design according
to the response from the applicant.
Nursery Playground
I continue to feel concerned about the limited sunlight provision to the nursery playground and
note the applicant did not respond to this particularly point. I would suggest this concern is raised
again.
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Play on the Podium
I am not sure why a small hut would require a 4.3 x 4.3m space. Falls? If so maybe a wooden
tepee with steep sides which the kids could not climb up on might work:

I am also not sure why a sandpit is a problem. It can be quite shallow and integrated into the
landscape:

architecture, landscape, urban design

Play in Public Spaces
I do not feel it is acceptable in a planning document that is intended for approval to argue that
an area of café tables can count as doorstep play and I do not feel reassured by the response to my
initial comment that the tables might or might not be there and even if they were not there I do not
feel convinced that that particular area of flat paving could reasonably be described as doorstep play.
I would encourage that this issue were addressed by the applicant at this stage.

Separately to the above and based on the information provided I continue to feel unsure if the
proposed density and number of play opportunities for all age groups is adequate to provide an
attractive high quality and well used play space.
I would suggest that the Council should ensure that the design of the play areas were conditioned
appropriately to secure both dialogue around their design development, density of provision and
specification.
Roof Gardens
I am not sure why the response includes speculations about possibilities that might or might not
be agreed by the applicant. As previously stated: ‘It appears as if the garden located on top of the
affordable rent units will be accessible to residents within the private sale core only. It should be
ensured that this is equally accessible to all residents [i.e. core B and C] (both in terms of formal
access, e.g. fob for no-one/fob for all, but also in terms of ease of access, e.g. easy direct route,
good visibility etc). The area is heavily relied on in the sunlight calculations as it is one of the areas
receiving more than 2 hours sunlight 21 March. The landscaping of these sunlit areas could offer
opportunities for more use, including food growing’. I would encourage that this issue were addressed by the applicant at this stage.
It would be acceptable that Core A was only served by the 6th floor roof terrace overlooking the
park.
Swale
I would suggest the Council should seek expert input into this specialist landscape element and
condition it to both ensure careful detailed design and specification, but also an agreed management
and maintenance plan and delivery strategy.
On a separate note: in response to ‘RBG Officer Queries 05.12.2019’ it is stated that fencing of
the swale is to be agreed. How does this sit with the allocation of the swale as doorstep play area?
I would encourage that this issue were addressed by the applicant at this stage.
Yours Sincerely,

Dann Jessen
Director

