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Dear Mr Dempster,

ISLINGTON DESIGN REVIEW PANEL
RE: Edward Rudolf House, 69-85 Margery Street London WC1X 0JL

Thank you for attending Islington's Design Review Panel mesting on 9 Apnl 2019 for a first
review of the above scheme. The proposed scheme under consideration is for the demolition
of the existing building on the site and the erection of a part 3 part & storey (plus rooftop plant)
building for B1{a) and affordable office space (officer's description).

Review Process

The Design Review Panel provides expert impartial design advice following the 10 key
principles of design review established by Design CouncilCABE. The scheme was reviewed
by Richard Portchmouth (Chair), Dorian Crone, Stuart Piercy, Tim Aftwood and Lotta Nyman
on 9 April 2019 including a site visit, presentation from the design team followed by a question
and answer session and deliberations at the offices of the London Borough of Islington. The
views expressed below are a reflection of the Panel's discussions as an independent advisory
body to the Council.

Panel's observations

The panel congratulated the design team on a succinct and relevant presentation of the
emerging proposals. The panel welcomed the re-provision of office accommodation on the site
and thought that, combined with a re-landscaping of the pavement and pedestrian area which
closes Yardley Street from Margery Streset, the relocated entrance position had the potential fo
be an appropnate location and rewarding space. They considered that the current scheme had
maximised the site and there was an opportunity to be more neighbourly by lessening the height
and massing through reconsidering the structural form. The panel was not persuaded that the
proposal to have an air-conditioned building with no opening windows on the principal
elevations was the rght environmental approach nor did it lead to a suitably rich elevational
expression.

Topography and Margery Street elevation

The panel considered that the facade to Margery Street took insufficient account of the
topography and expressed concem with the way the building related to the ground plane and
slope of the site. They considered that this long elevation lacked subtlety or differentiation with
a relentless repetition of bay column and glazing which risked threatening and overwhelming
the context. Reference was made to how the surmoundings contained expressive and joyful




builldings with a more powerful hornizontal layer which was often a rusticated base. They
suggested a base plinth be explored and that subdivision and increasing the scale towards the
bottom of the site could ennich its expression.

Yardley Street elevation and servicing

The panel was unconvinced by the Yardley Street elevation and thought that the design should
respond more robustly to its practical functions. Whilst they considered that recycling and
refuse servicing was best accommodated on this elevation, its current form and materiality was
unrealistic and the required functionality could be expressed, perhaps with fretted ironwork
gates. The panel considered that there was an opportunity to reconsider the alignment and
form of the junction with the listed buildings. The proportion and rhythm of the fagcade also failed
to respond positively to the neighbouning listed buildings through an unrepresentative scale.
The brckwork had been reduced to a pilaster effect against overlarge fenestration and these
proportions needed reconsideration.

Height, scale and massing

The panel considered that the massing at the top end of the building had too much impact on
Wilmington Square and that the core position should shift lower down on the site. The panel
was concemed by how the building would appear as a considerably significant development to
the properties on Afineave Sireet and have too great an impact on daylight and sunlight
considerations.  As well as lowering the cumently generous floor to floor heights, they
recommended reconsidenng the structure of the building since an alternative structure to steel
could reduce heights and make the building more neighbourly. The use of internal columns
could also facilitate subdivision of the floor space for more flexible lettable space.

Quality of facilities and integration of affordable workspace

The panel expressed concern about the location and quality of the affordable workspace and
its lack of integration with the facilities of the rest of the building. The proposed route for the
storage of bicycles needed simplification and the lack of an internal route from these facilities
to the affordable workspace was considered a weakness. Internal servicing generally was
underprovided with likely inadequacy of lavatory facilities.

Landscaping

The panel considered that the early engagement of a landscape architect would benefit the
scheme and quened the need for private external amenity space given the proximity and quality
of Wilmington Square gardens. The panel was enthusiastic about the potential interaction of the
building with the pedestnanised section of Yardley Street and encouraged the developer team
to engage with the owners of the land to ensure high quality re-landscaping of this area.

Energy and ventilation

A traditional air conditioning strategy was proposed and although an aspiration for the building
to achieve BREEAM excellent was noted by the panel, they considered this was a missed
opportunity to use natural cross ventilation. They felt that natural ventilation provided interesting
clues to finessing the fenestration and greening the building. They recommended that the
energy strategy be developed with that in mind.

Summa

The panglr welcomed B1a office and affordable workspace on the site and was encouraged by
the entrance location and potential for engagement with Yardley Street and Wilmington Square.
The intentions for delivery servicing on Margery Street and waste and recycling on Wilmington
Square were supported in principle. More work was required on the facades, particularly rhythm,
proportion and subdivision and the relationship to ground plane. Rethinking the structure could
lead to a more neighbourly massing and height and a reformulated energy strategy to a greener
building with more engaging fenestration.



Thank you for consulting Islington’s Design Review Panel. [f there is any point which requires
clarification, please do not hesitate to contact me and | shall be happy to seek further advice
from the panel.

Confidentiality

Flease note that since the scheme is at pre-application stage, the advice contained in this letter
15 provided in confidence. However, should this scheme become the subject of a planning
application, the views expressed in this letter may become public and will be taken into account
by the council in the assessment of the proposal and determination of the application.

Thank you for consulting Islington’s Design Review Panel. If there 1s any point that requires
clarification please do not hesitate to contact me and | will be happy to seek further advice from
the Panel.

Yours sincerely,

Rachel Godden
Design & Conservation Officer
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Dear Mr Dempster,

ISLINGTON DESIGN REVIEW PANEL
RE: Edward Rudolf House, 69-85 Margery Street London WC1X 0JL

Thank you for attending Islington's Design Review Panel meeting on 7 August 2019 for a
second review of the above scheme. The proposed scheme under consideration is for the
demolition of the existing building on the site and the erection of a part 2 part 5 storey (plus
rooftop plant) building for B1(a) and affordable office space (officer's description).

Review Process

The Design Review Panel provides expert impartial design advice following the 10 key
principles of design review established by Design CouncillCABE. The scheme was reviewad
by Richard Portchmouth (Chair), Donan Crone, Tim Attwood and Lotta Myman on 7 August
2019including a site visit, presentation from the design team followed by a question and answer
session and deliberations at the offices of the London Borough of Islington. The views
expressed below are a reflection of the Panel’s discussions as an independent advisory board
to the Council. This letter has been reviewed by the Panel members and the Chair, and is
considered to be an accurate reflection of the discussion held.

Panel's ohservations

The panel welcomed the progression of the proposals in attempting to respond to the previous
DRF comments. The design was considered to have moved on, however there are further
comments which arise from the revised design. These are as follows:

Height. scale and massing

There are outstanding questions regarding the impact to daylight of neighbouring properties
that need careful consideration and resolution. Motwithstanding this, the Panel are comfortable
in principle with regards to the building shoulder height, however concems/questions remain
about the fourth floor and plant enclosure. The applicant should investigate options for reducing
the fourth floor and plant room footprint and height.

The Panel welcome that the fourth floor has been pulled back from the north-east elevation,
howeaver the Panel still finds that the elevation onto Yardley Street and the view from further
back, has too strong a close presence against the cube element. The Panel wondered whether
further setback at fourth floor level, to remove the half-bay (two windows) overlap, would




improve the setting of the cube, and form a better relationship with the three components of
Yardley Street, the cube and Margery Street. If a quantum issue arises, then subject to daylight
considerations, the displaced volume could potentially go on to the south-west of the building.
This could give a clearer balance to the Margery Street elevation and would help views from
Wilmington Square.

The plant enclosure to the roof was still considered too large and it was felt that the drawings
should clearly show matenality as the indicative light grey tone flattered the 3D mock-up
drawings.

Further, the Panel also quened the structure of the building, in regards to floor to floor heights,
as 3.63 mefres was considered relatively tall in this context and that reduction could be achieved
through introducing central columns and removing downstands. Although the Panel have no
issues in particular on the proposed building shoulder height, this may be a solution to deal with
the resultant height of the top floor plant enclosure.

Yardley Streset elevation

The Panel considered that this elevation has improved, the proportions are more successful
with the removal of the last comer bay. However, the Panel requested the design team look at
the subtlety and detailing of the design of the Yardley Street elevation, to bring in abstract and
referential elements to the building for example from the iron work balconettes at first floor level
of the adjacent listed buildings.

The Fanel encouraged that the affordable workspace enfrance (if it is not part of the main lobby
entrance) should not be separated from reception by the gated servicing access, and suggested
that the entrances are flipped, and primacy given for the office enfrance.

Margery Street elevation

The Panel considered that the Margery Street elevation, although improved, is still relentless
and monotonous due to repetition. It was considered that the comers lacked strength and are
currently quite weak, the 12m bays could be improved in expression with recessive elements to
make the elevation more interasting.

It was considered that further work to the base of the building and how it meets the ground is
required. This could be achieved through incised brickwork and more consistency in the size
and stepping down of the windows.

The Panel considered the single sheet glazing of the fenestration inappropriate to the context.
The site is not in an office only location and needs to acknowledge the scale and character of
the residential suroundings. Having subdivision and opening elements would introduce
detailing to the fenestration that would improve the scale and appearance of the building.

Cube Element

The Panel considered this element to be key in the overall success of the building's appearance.
The Cube was considered to be quite large in scale and further consideration was needed to
the detailing, and in particular how it contributes to the overall spatial quality of the building
layout and function. It needs to be special, announce the entrance and not just general office
floorspace. Opportunities exst to create special spaces within it at the focal part of the building.
The Panel noted that bulkheads and structure would be wvisible, as would furniture, and
highlighted the importance of resolving these details with the Local Planning Authority with
detailed drawings and sections at this stage of the pre-application. The detailing of the Cube,
including rainwater drainage, is vitally important to the success of the proposal and should be
considered and resolved prior to planning decision rather than through post decision condition

stage.



The Panel quened whether the concept of the glazed cube could be successfully achieved given
critical necessary detailing and issues such as fire spread.

The Panel considered that a cntical component to the entrance location and design is the
accompanying public realm proposal and that the client and design team need to enter into
serious and detailed discussions with the Local Planning Authority about the proposed
landscaping to Yardley Street.

Affordable workspace

The Panel could potentially prefer a supplementary propesal which was not shown in the
presentation, for an intemal courtyard to the rear of the affordable workspace unit due to the
unworkable proposed floor to ceiling glazing on the boundary with Council land. This would
need to be provided to the Local Planning Authority for review. A shared reception was also
preferred to ensure equality for an entrance shared by all.

Energy and ventilation

The Panel remained committed to the principle of natural cross ventilation to the building and
noted that opening elements would improve the character and appearance of the building.

Summary

The chair concluded that moving forward the success of the proposal is fundamentally about
resolution of the final massing along with the quality of the architectural modelling and detailing,
with issues such as weathering, staining and longevity of materials being key. This together
with the quality of the adjoining public realm particularly to Yardley Sireet and the building

entrance will be critical to the success of the proposal. The application needs to contain this
level of detailing and address these issues.

The panel would welcome the return of the proposal once revised.

Confidentiality

Please note that since the scheme is at pre-application stage, the advice contained in this letter
is provided in confidence. However, should this scheme become the subject of a planning
application, the views expressed in this letter may become public and will be taken into account
by the Council in the assessment of the proposal and determination of the application.

Yours sincerely,

Alex Bowring
Design Review Panel Coordinator
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Dear Mr Dempster,

ISLINGTON DESIGH REVIEW PANEL
RE- Edward Rudolf Houss, £5-85 Margery Strest London WC1X 0L

Thank you for attending Islington's Deslgn Review Panal mesting on 3 October 2019 for a tind
review of the above scheme. The proposed scheme under consideration Is for the demoiltion
of the existing bulkling on site and the erection of a part 2 part 5 storey above basaments (phus
rooftop plant) buliding for B1{a) and affordabie office space (oMcer's description).

Review Procass

The Deskgn Review Panel provides expert Impartial design advice folowing e 10 key
principles of design review established by Deskgn CounclCABE. The scheme was reviewed
by Fichand Portchmoarth (Chalr), Dorlan Crone, Tim Aftwood and Lotta Nyman on 8 October
2015 following presentation from the design team and by a question and answer session and
dellberations at the ofices of Ryter Architecture In London W1, The views expressad below
are a refliection of fe Pane's discUsslons 3s an Independent adsory baard fo he Council
This letter has been reviewed by e Panel members and the Chalr, and Is considered to be an
accurate refliection of the discusslon heid.

Fansals chasnvations

The Panal welcomed the design development of the proposals In atiempling to respond fo the
pravious DRP comments. Oweral the Panel was appreciatve of the schame's progression and
Justification on decislon making on the scheme's resulting design and appearance. The design
W35 conskdered to have moved on, however there are further comments which arise from the
revised design. Thess are as follows:

Helght, sCale and maEssing

The Panel considered Mat aithough Justification had been ghven for not relocating the fwo
eastem third floor bays to e wesiam end of the bulkding owing to daylight Issues with the
neighbour, the third fioor sbll has a presance to the rear of the adjoining listed bulldings,

By to the chimney stacks, within views from Wilmingion Square and the appearance
would be Improved by the removal of these two bays.




Yardiey Siresf Slevalion

The design progress to Me alevation Including the detall prosenied IS poskive, howevar, | lacks
Inerest and ariculaion appearing soMawnat biand and fat, and changes to the fenesiration
would help. Another mullon would add Interest and detall o the fenesiration on Yardiey Sireet.
The base to Yardley Strest wouid benafit from appeaning fo be heaviar 35 the plasiers curmety
do not st on amything and e Panel conskder 3 base would provide 3 stronger alement than the
propased cllis. The Panel also noted that the horizontal banding on the cube alameant doss not
align with the storey bands on the Yardiey Street slevation.

Margery Sireet elevation

The plasiers would beneft from visual walght and 3 generous comice as thay oo not curmenly
camy any parapet. In retation to the windows, the diviskon 10 the giazing |s ectantric and wouid
e Improved by having functionally opaning windows Wi addifional framing. The elevation
would be ghven greater hierarchy and Improved with 3 base acroes the nusticated basemeant
The Panel suggested that e resolution of the design of the Mop” and 'botiom’ will necessarly
Inform each offier. The removal of the giazed balwstrading at roof level was welcomed.

In retation to the expression of both alevabions, the Panel concluged Dy suggesting that there
Was an Interesing nammative that could be ioid regarding the transion between Yardiey Sweat,
the cube and Margeny Street which are cummantly foo harsh on each oiher. Whereas the Yardiey
Street elevation could be refiectve of Me adicining Georglan listed buldngs, Mere was an
opporiuniy io provide a trarsition to a more moder diom o Margery Street via the Cube.

Cube Element
The division Inio four giazing panels gives 3 visually staic appearance and an uncomiornabie
duality. The Panel suggested that 3 subdivision Into odd numbers, preferabiy five, would give
the requined verticailty and be more gynamic. The Panel also suggested that thare should be
an exploration as to how rairwater ks drained from the base of the Cube giazing and suggested
this could be allowed fo un off Into the Soft landscaping balow In an Interasting manner.

Afordapie Workspace:

The Fan= u‘aepi&aaedﬂﬂﬂeaﬂuﬂath&uutspa:&e“mmrmmreﬂeﬂmm
main kabay of the buillding.

Ventiation

The Panel refierated the need to bulld In an opporimity to have openable windows 1o both
Yartiey Strest and Margery Street elevations, and where balconettes are provided the windows

must open 1o avold appearing meaningiess.

=UMTEry

The Chair concluded Mat fe Panel were appreciative overall of the revised scheme. Tha Chalr
encouraged Me Appilcant to pursue further work 1o create a fine plece of architecturs and was
plaased that the lansscaping and new public reaim |s being negobated with the Local Autharty.

Confidentiality

Please note that since Me scheme ks at pre-application siags, he advice contained In this letar
Is provided In confidence. However, should this scheme become the subject of a plarning



application, Me Vews expressad In is letter may become public and will be taken Into accoun
by the Councll In the assessment of the proposal and determination of the appileation.

Yours sincarely,

Rache| Godden
Deesign and Conservation Offcer
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Chear Mr Dempster,

ISLINGTON DESIGH REVIEW PANEL — CHAIR™S REVIEW
RE- Edward Rudodl Houss, £5-85 Margery Strest London WC1X 0JL

Thank you for afiending Isingion's Deslgn Review Panel — Chalr Review meeting on 18 February
2020 for afourth review of the above scheme. The proposed scheme under consideration ks for
demaoiition of the existing bulding and construction of a 5 storey bullding (ples roof top plant
enclosure and further basement excavation to the edsting basementiower ground level), to
provkde for a total of 5,961sm (GIA) of ofice Nioorspace [Use Class B1a), along with 3 new
substation, cycle parking and changing faciiies, refuse and recyciing storage, hard and soft
landscaping, and ass0ciated works (Appilcation description).

Review Procass

The Deslgn Review Panal provides expen Impartial design advice Tollowing te 10 key principics
of design review estabilshed by Design CouncliCABE. The scheme was reviewed by Richard

Portchmouth (Chalr) and Dorlan Crone on 13 February 2020 following presentation from the
design team and by a guestion and answer ses5ion and deliberations at the offces of the London
Borough of Isington. The views expressed below are a reflection of the Panel's discussions 35
an Independent adviscry board to e Councl.  This letter has been reviewed by the Panal
membears and the Chalr, and Is consitened o be an acourate reflection of the discusslon heid,

Panels chasrvations

The Panal once again welcomed the progression of e propoesals In attempting bo respond to the
previous DRP comments. Owerall the Panel was appreciative of the scheme’s progression and

was a dising Improvement and the changes had bean positive. However, there |5 work 1o be
done on e challenges to scale, massing and the Margery Street elevation. These are as follows:

Hedght se3le and massing

The Panel considered that alihough the design team had sought to justify the [ack of removal of
the eastam third fioor bays, the third floor Is S noticeable In regard % s Impact on views of the
nelghbouring lisied bullding semace from Wikmingion Square. This Is particularty saen In views K,
L & M. Their removal would be part of Increasing the clarty of expression of the new bullding,
would distnguish the comer cube element and would Improve the COMer 35 a batter relationship
with the adjoining temace. The Panel considered this wouk be a batter responsa 1o the histonc
environment and would work besier compostionally with the cube. The Panal considered that the
reievant confext was the Immediate historlc environment, rather than the emerging Mount



Pleasant development The Chair aiso raised questions about the daylight and sunikght
transgressions which could Inform the overall hesght and scale.

Yardley Sirest Elevation

The Panel corsiderad Itwas a missed copartunity not 10 have openabie windows on this slevation
and further encouraged the Use of balconettes Surher towards Margery Street a5 the fenastration
stil causes duality wimin the elevation. However, the Chalr liked Te ‘conversation’ that Is present
In the fenestration as i ranEfoms acmss the facades which 15 aoding 3 |ayer of Achness.

Margery Sireed elevaiion

The Panel considered there Was an awkwaniness In the even numiber of bays and felt mat there
was a weak tenmination at the junction with the bullding to the south, 36 Margery Street. There
hiatllaﬁmﬁemmmntmrmmemﬁimmnan'ﬂEEHMmdmnmmedplaﬂﬁsrmuue
Infroduced to the end of the sievation adjoining B6 Margery Street. The comice and the base of
the elevation has been Improved with the proposed rustication and the Panel encourage the use
of an aliemating A-B-A mythm tothe bays. The deeper fe reveals bo the wWindows the better In
arficulating the elevation. Monetheiess, there have been Improvements through the use of
rustication at Me base and the paiing of the pilasiers and use of 3 comice. The Panel commented
that they had conststently encouraged the USe of openalie Windows within the context of 3 robus?
enanmy and ventilation scheme but noted hat opanable windows had not baen provided.

Cupe

The division of fe cube glazing panels Into flve Improves Te appearance of the Cubs and gives
the required verticallty. Furiher, the ine of joints better responds to the rest of the bulkding.

Matenals

The Chalr consldered that materials woukd be very Important in the success of the scheme. Sofier
hangmace brick T2l to he eievation |s particulary Important In Yardiey Street. The Joints and
the technological approach needs to be canefully consldensd.  Coioured CGI's will need 1 be

proguced 10 accuratedy represent and assess the proposals within elr condext

Summary
In summary, the Chalr said fat there had been a distinet Improvement since 1ast ime and the
changes have been posiive. The fenestration is adding a layer of Inberest. The massing helght
and scale needs 10 respond to the historic sating and consider how it fUMS the comer.

Sireet Is comfortabie 35 the articulation is undersiood. There has been an Improvement %o the
Cube with Iis jointing. However, there s work to be done on the challenges 10 Margery Strest
which s repediitve and In danger of monatony. The Chalr remarked that the application wouid
nenet fom coioured perspeciive drawings showing the bulding In contest,

Confdentiality

Please note that since Me scheme Is at appiication stage, the views In this letter may become
public and wil be taken Inip account by the Councl In the assessment of the proposal and
deternination of the appilcation.

¥ Ours sincarely,

Rachel Goddan
Design and Conservation Offcer



