PLANNING APPLICATION HGY/2022/2762


Objection

I object to the proposed development.  This building is a dramatic and characterful landmark in the existing conservation area; the proposed development  - surrounding it in a 2.4m high security fence - will significantly reduce its visibility and impact, producing a substantial detriment to the area.

Constructed and operated as a Salvation Army Citadel, part of the building’s purpose was to offer respite and support to anyone who needed it whenever they needed it.  It goes against the character and history of the building that the proposed development will screen it off from the public in order to ‘protect’ it.

For those reasons, the proposals are wrong in principle, overbearing and out-of-character with the area.

Other problems with the application

There is a procedural problem with this application as well as a number of errors, omissions and contradictions within it.

Public notices about the planning have not been posted in the area surrounding the premises.  Or, if they were put up, they were swiftly removed.  (I walk past the premises every day and did not see a notice; I found out about the application through the email notification system.)  People who might be interested in commenting on the application will not have the chance to do so unless they have been notified by email, significantly reducing the potential input from local people.  The consultation period should either restart or be extended so that the information about the proposed development can be properly posted about it.

Among the errors, omissions or contradictions in the application are:

Page 6: The text above the first box explains that no entry need be made in respect of existing buildings, unless they would increase in height as a result of a successful application.  The inclusion of text (10 metres, 2 storeys) in the box therefore suggests that the high of existing buildings is increasing.  No details of how this would happen are included in the rest of the application.

Page 7: the proposed dates for development (2022-09 and 2022-10) do not make sense.

Page 9: the application says that there are currently no parking spaces at the premises, and that none will be created or removed by the proposed development.  If that is the case, why are a number of vehicle crossovers required (see mentions of vehicle crossovers on pages 5, 9 and 17)?

Page 10: the application states that there are no trees on land adjacent to the proposed development site that could influence the development or might be important as part of the local landscape character.  This is not true.  There are six trees on the pavement immediately adjacent to the site.  They overhang the (temporary) hoarding that currently runs along the edge of the site and where, presumably, the proposed fencing would be erected.  The summary of pre-application advice (on page 17) refers to the need to avoid these trees’ roots.  Page 10 states that a full tree survey may be required if trees might be affected.  They would be, so a survey should be carried out.

The application should be withdrawn and re-submitted once a full tree survey has been carried out and these and the errors in the application have been corrected.  
