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LONDON BOROUGH OF TOWER HAMLETS 
 

DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE  
 

Tuesday, 10 January 2012 
 

7.00 p.m. 
 

1. APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE   
 
 To receive any apologies for absence. 

 

2. DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST   
 
 To note any declarations of interest made by Members, including those restricting 

Members from voting on the questions detailed in Section 106 of the Local Government 
Finance Act, 1992.  See attached note from the Chief Executive. 
 

 PAGE 
NUMBER 

WARD(S) 
AFFECTED 

3. UNRESTRICTED MINUTES  
 

  

 To confirm as a correct record of the proceedings the 
unrestricted minutes of the ordinary meeting of 
Development Committee held on 14th December 2011.  
 

3 - 10  

4. RECOMMENDATIONS  
 

  

 To RESOLVE that: 
 

1) in the event of changes being made to 
recommendations by the Committee, the task of 
formalising the wording of those changes is 
delegated to the Corporate Director 
Development and Renewal along the broad lines 
indicated at the meeting; and 

 
2) in the event of any changes being needed to the 

wording of the Committee’s decision (such as to 
delete, vary or add 
conditions/informatives/planning obligations or 
reasons for approval/refusal) prior to the 
decision being issued, the Corporate Director 
Development and Renewal is delegated 
authority to do so, provided always that the 
Corporate Director does not exceed the 
substantive nature of the Committee’s decision. 

 
 
 
 
 

  



 
 
 
 

5. PROCEDURE FOR HEARING OBJECTIONS  
 

  

 To note the procedure for hearing objections at meetings 
of the Development Committee. 
 
The deadline for registering to speak at this meeting is 
4pm 6th January 2012.  
 

11 - 12  

6. DEFERRED ITEMS  
 

  

 Nil Items. 
 
 

13 - 14  

7. PLANNING APPLICATIONS FOR DECISION  
 

15 - 16  

7 .1 Carriageway and Footway Opposite 70-74  Cadogan 
Terrace, E9 (PA/11/02440)   

 

17 - 26 Bow East 

7 .2 101-109 Fairfield Road, London (PA/11/00890)   
 

27 - 54 Bow East 

8. OTHER PLANNING MATTERS  
 

55 - 56  

8 .1 Appeals Report   
 

57 - 64  
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DECLARATIONS OF INTERESTS - NOTE FROM THE CHIEF EXECUTIVE 
 
 
This note is guidance only.  Members should consult the Council’s Code of Conduct for further 
details.  Note: Only Members can decide if they have an interest therefore they must make their 
own decision.  If in doubt as to the nature of an interest it is advisable to seek advice prior to 
attending at a meeting.   
 
Declaration of interests for Members 
 
Where Members have a personal interest in any business of the authority as described in 
paragraph 4 of the Council’s Code of Conduct (contained in part 5 of the Council’s Constitution) 
then s/he must disclose this personal interest as in accordance with paragraph 5 of the Code.  
Members must disclose the existence and nature of the interest at the start of the meeting and 
certainly no later than the commencement of the item or where the interest becomes apparent.   
 
You have a personal interest in any business of your authority where it relates to or is likely to 
affect: 
 

(a) An interest that you must register 
 
(b) An interest that is not on the register, but where the well-being or financial position of you, 

members of your family, or people with whom you have a close association, is likely to be 
affected by the business of your authority more than it would affect the majority of 
inhabitants of the ward affected by the decision. 

 
Where a personal interest is declared a Member may stay and take part in the debate and 
decision on that item.   
 
What constitutes a prejudicial interest? - Please refer to paragraph 6 of the adopted Code of 
Conduct. 
 
Your personal interest will also be a prejudicial interest in a matter if (a), (b) and either (c) 
or (d) below apply:- 
 

(a) A member of the public, who knows the relevant facts, would reasonably think that your 
personal interests are so significant that it is likely to prejudice your judgment of the 
public interests; AND 

(b) The matter does not fall within one of the exempt categories of decision listed in 
paragraph 6.2 of the Code; AND EITHER   

(c) The matter affects your financial position or the financial interest of a body with which 
you are associated; or 

(d) The matter relates to the determination of a licensing or regulatory application 
 

The key points to remember if you have a prejudicial interest in a matter being discussed at a 
meeting:- 
 

i. You must declare that you have a prejudicial interest, and the nature of that interest, as 
soon as that interest becomes apparent to you; and  

 
ii. You must leave the room for the duration of consideration and decision on the item and 

not seek to influence the debate or decision unless (iv) below applies; and  

Agenda Item 2
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iii. You must not seek to improperly influence a decision in which you have a prejudicial 

interest.   
 

iv. If Members of the public are allowed to speak or make representations at the meeting, 
give evidence or answer questions about the matter, by statutory right or otherwise (e.g. 
planning or licensing committees), you can declare your prejudicial interest but make 
representations.  However, you must immediately leave the room once you have 
finished your representations and answered questions (if any).  You cannot remain in 
the meeting or in the public gallery during the debate or decision on the matter. 
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LONDON BOROUGH OF TOWER HAMLETS 
 

MINUTES OF THE DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE 
 

HELD AT 7.00 P.M. ON WEDNESDAY, 14 DECEMBER 2011 
 

COUNCIL CHAMBER, TOWN HALL, MULBERRY PLACE, 5 CLOVE CRESCENT, 
LONDON, E14 2BG 

 
Members Present: 
 
 
Councillor Shiria Khatun (Vice-Chair) 
Councillor Kosru Uddin 
Councillor Md. Maium Miah 
Councillor Marc Francis 
Councillor Helal Uddin 
Councillor Craig Aston 
 
 
Other Councillors Present: 
 
Councillor Gloria Thienel   
Councillor Abdul Asad  
Councillor Alibor Choudhury  
 
Officers Present: 
 
Jerry Bell – (Strategic Applications Manager Development 

and Renewal) 
Jen Pepper – (Affordable Housing Programme Manager, 

Development and Renewal) 
Pete Smith – (Development Control Manager, Development 

and Renewal) 
Fleur Brunton – (Senior Lawyer - Planning Chief Executive's) 
Benson Olaseni – (Deputy Team Leader, Development and 

Renewal) 
Mandip Dhillon – (Planning Officer, Development and Renewal) 
Zoe Folley – (Committee Officer, Democratic Services Chief 

Executive's) 
 

 –  
 
 
 

Please note that the order of business was varied by resolution of the Committee, 
however for ease of reference the decisions taken are set out below in the order 
detailed on the agenda. 

 
 

1. APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE  

Agenda Item 3
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2 

 
Apologies for absence were submitted on behalf of Councillor Helal Abbas. 
 

2. DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST  
 

Councillor 
 

Item(s) Type of interest Reason 

 
Councillor Md. Maium  
Miah  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Kosru Uddin  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Marc Francis  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Helal Uddin  
 
 
 
 

 
8.2  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
8.2  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
7.1  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
8.2  
 
 
 
 
 
8.2  
 
 
 
 

 
Personal 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Personal 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Personal 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Personal 
 
 
 
 
 
Personal 
 

 
Lived in the Ward 
concerned.  
 
Had received 
correspondence 
from interested 
parties.  
 
Had received 
correspondence 
from interested 
parties.  
 
Council 
Representative on 
the Thames 
Gateway 
Development 
Corporation 
Planning 
Committee.  
 
 
Ward Member for 
Bow East 
 
Had received 
correspondence 
from interested 
parties.  
 
 
Had received 
correspondence 
from interested 
parties.  
 
 
Had received 
correspondence 
from interested 
parties.  

Page 4



DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE, 14/12/2011 SECTION ONE (UNRESTRICTED) 
 

3 

 
3. UNRESTRICTED MINUTES  

 
The Committee RESOLVED 
 
That the unrestricted minutes of the meeting of the Committee held on 16th 
November 2011 be agreed as a correct record and signed by the Chair.  
 

4. RECOMMENDATIONS  
 
The Committee RESOLVED that: 
 

1) In the event of changes being made to recommendations by the 
Committee, the task of formalising the wording of those changes is 
delegated to the Corporate Director, Development and Renewal along 
the broad lines indicated at the meeting; and  

 
2) In the event of any changes being needed to the wording of the 

Committee’s decision (such as to delete, vary or add 
conditions/informatives/planning obligations or reasons for 
approval/refusal) prior to the decision being issued, the Corporate 
Director, Development and Renewal is delegated authority to do so, 
provided always that the Corporate Director does not exceed the 
substantive nature of the Committee’s decision. 

 
5. PROCEDURE FOR HEARING OBJECTIONS  

 
The Committee noted the procedure for hearing objections, together with 
details of persons who had registered to speak at the meeting. 
 

6. DEFERRED ITEMS  
 
Nil Items. 
 
 

7. PLANNING APPLICATIONS FOR DECISION  
 
 

7.1 Old Ford Lock, 51 Dace Road, London (PA/11/01263)  
 
Pete Smith (Development Control Manager, Planning Services) introduced 
the report concerning Old Ford Lock, 51 Dace Road, London 
 
The Chair then invited registered speakers to address the meeting.  
 
Francis Luke spoke in objection to the application. Mr Luke reported that he 
lived near the Old Ford lock around 35 meters from the proposed mast. He 
considered that the area was largely residential. The view that it was largely 
industrial was out of date. Over 1000 people lived in the area and the signals 
from the mast would travel directly over them. Whilst the permission was for a 
year, the applicant could seek to extend it or could attempt to stay their longer 
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on their own accord. The residents would then be subjected to a lengthy 
enforcement process trying to get the mast removed. The application should 
be rejected.  
 

In reply to Members about the perceived health risks, Mr Luke considered that 
it was a large mast. He felt sure that the signals would affect him and his 
family. 
 
Mr Bryan Passmore spoke on behalf of Vodafone, the applicant. He reported 
that the mast would cover the west of the Olympic Stadium. The Olympics 
were expected to produce an unprecedented demand for information.  The 
coverage was required to delivery this. The mast would be shared by a 
number of operators. The applicant had held regular meetings with LOCOG to 
facilitate the project. Alternative sites around the Olympic Park and the 
surrounding area had been looked at and discounted as they did not offer 
adequate coverage. This was the only suitable location within the search 
area. It would preserve and fit in well with the area.  
 

In reply to Members, Mr Passmore considered that this was a complex 
project. It was necessary to begin work on the project in January 2012 to 
allow enough time to properly install the mast.  
 
Mandip Dhillon (Planning Officer) presented the detailed report. Ms Dhillon 
explained the site and surrounding uses, including the location of the 
residential properties. She also highlighted the outcome of the local 
consultation generating 23 objections. The applicant had carried out a full 
assessment of the area and were of the view that there were no other suitable 
sites in the defined search area other than the site proposed.  Officers did not 
consider that the scheme would affect pedestrian access, given the 
reductions in the foot path and that it would impact on the conservation area. 
There was a condition to ensure that the mast would be removed no later than 
31st December 2012 and that at which time, the site would be reinstated to its 
former standard. 
 
In terms of the health issues, the applicant had submitted an up to date 
radiation certificate to demonstrate that the radiation levels were safe as 
required by policy. Therefore the scheme was satisfactory on these grounds. 
Officers also clarified the need for the preparation time to allow for the mast to 
be installed and tested before use.  
 
In response, Members sought assurances that the time limit was enforceable 
given experiences with temporary permissions elsewhere overrunning. To 
avoid this, it was asked if the time period for the permission could be reduced 
to the lowest practical.  
 
Accordantly, Councillor Marc Francis moved an amendment to the 
recommendation, seconded by Councillor Kosru Uddin reducing the time 
period for the permission to 1st March 2012 to 31st October 2012 (from 1st 
January 2012 to 31st December 2012). On a vote of 5 in favour 0 against and 
1 abstention, this was AGREED.  
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On a unanimous vote the Committee RESOLVED  

 
1. That planning permission be GRANTED for the installation of a 25m 

temporary lattice mast, complete with 12 antennas and four dish 
antennas, associated radio equipment cabinets within a secure 
compound, for a period not exceeding 1st March 2012 to 31st October  
2012 (as amended by the Committee) subject the imposition of the 
conditions and informatives set out in the report; and 

 
2. That the Corporate Director Development & Renewal is delegated 

power to impose conditions and informatives on the planning 
permission to secure the matters set out in the report.  

 
 

8. OTHER PLANNING MATTERS  
 
 

8.1 Appeals Report  
 
Pete Smith, (Development Control Manager) presented the report. The report 
provided details of appeals, decisions and new appeals lodged against the 
Authority’s Planning decisions.   
 
RESOLVED 
 
That that details and outcomes of the appeals as set out in the report be 
noted.  
 
 

8.2 Land at Virginia Quay off Newport Avenue, Newport Avenue, London, 
E14  
 
Special Reasons for Urgency Agreed.  
 
Pete Smith (Development Control Manager, Planning Services) introduced 
the report concerning Land at Virginia Quay off Newport Avenue, Newport 
Avenue, London, E14. Mr Smith reminded Members that the application fell 
within the planning functions of the London Thames Gateway Development 
Corporation (LTGDC) therefore it was not for decision by the Authority.  
 
However the Council, as a statutory consultee, had been invited to make 
observations on the application. The Committee were therefore asked to 
consider and endorse Officers recommendations on the application to form 
the Council’s observations. 
 
The Chair then invited registered speakers to address the meeting.  
 
Cliff Prior spoke in objection to the proposal. He stated that 650 residents of 
the area had signed the petition against the scheme. The proposal was far too 
great for the site, twice in excess of policy requirements. The number of  
family sized homes and room sizes were also inadequate and fell short of 
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policy requirements. There would be inadequate amenity space. The scheme 
was out of character. The right to light report shows breaches the in the 
minimum levels. Mr Prior referred to other new developments in the area. In 
his opinion only two of which included affordable housing. Together with these 
developments, the proposal would create a sense of overdevelopment.  
 
There were also no parking or deliveries spaces or room for reversing. The 
site had a poor Public Transport Accessibility Level (PTAL).  Unauthorised 
parking was a problem in this area and often a source of hostility.  Therefore, 
this proposal would put additional pressure on parking and could generate 
further conflict.   
 
In reply to Members, Mr Prior commented on the consultation undertaken with 
residents. He was of the opinion that everyone who lived by the site objected 
to the scheme. According to the report, a number of the units exceeded the 
affordability threshold. Therefore were not affordable.   
 
Dr. Mubeen Khan spoke in objection to the scheme. He also expressed 
concern over lack of parking, overshadowing, density, and loss of trees. He 
referred to a previous permission for the site. He expressed concern that the 
original use and Section 106 Agreement could be changed. He questioned 
the policy and exceptional circumstances justifying this. There was also a lack 
of children’s facilities in the area and often fights over car parking spaces 
given the car free nature of area. Currently the green spaces were used by 
children. However the Applicant was now requesting that the some of the 
amenity space (roof terraces) could only be used by the private units reducing 
community space. 
 
Councillor Gloria Thienel spoke in opposition to the scheme welcoming the 
opportunity to voice her views at the Committee.  She expressed objection at 
the design, overdevelopment of the area as the population had already 
reached its maximum potential. It would bloc views to Greenwich. The new 
development would also place additional pressure on existing infrastructure, 
(schools, heath services etc) already stretched to full capacity. There would 
be little improvements in such services to cope with this. The Councillor asked 
the Committee to oppose the application.  
 
Tim Holtham spoke in support of the scheme. The developers had engaged 
extensively with the local community as well as LBTH and the Greater London 
Authority in preparing the plans since 2010. There was a need for additional 
housing in the Lower Lea Valley area. A region identified in the London Plan 
as an area to provide more affordable housing. Its population was also set to 
rise as recognised in Council policy. Therefore, the proposal would assist in 
meeting these demands. The plans also sought to mitigate impact on views 
and amenity. Parking would be kept to a minimum in line with policy. Mr 
Holtham also highlighted the plans for amenity space. Overall the scheme 
would provide much needed new homes, be environmentally friendly and 
sustainable and make a positive contribution to the area.  
 
In response to Members, Mr Holtham acknowledged that that there was a 
mixed response to the consultation. Whilst most of the surrounding residents 
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were opposed to the scheme, those living further away were quite supportive. 
The applicant was currently still in discussions with LTGDC about the 
affordability of the social housing. The feedback from residents had been 
taken into account in designing the scheme. As a result it had been designed 
to address the objections as far a possible. A key safeguard was the 
adequate distances between buildings and the fact that the roof terrace would 
be set back to prevent overlooking and loss of sunlight. The design was in 
keeping with the area.  The architectural quality was very high.  
 
Mr Jerry Bell (Strategic Applications Manager, Planning Services) presented 
the detailed report. He reminded Members that the request for observations 
was originally dealt with by Officers under delegated powers in line with the 
Council’s Constitution. However at the request of Members and residents, 
Officers had since reviewed this decision and had decided to take the request 
to Committee for open discussion.  
 
Whilst Officers had already formally responded, should the Committee agree 
differently, their response would be withdrawn and replaced by the 
Committees.  
 
Mr Bell explained in detail the scheme including the layout, the location and 
nature of the surrounds, the current use of the site and the location of the 
community space. Mr Bell explained the benefits of the scheme including 35% 
affordable units in line with policy. Overall officers were of the view that the 
scheme in principle was acceptable but were recommending a number of 
additional conditions as set out in the report. 
 
In response, the Committee raised a number of questions covering the 
following issues:  
 

• The decision to deal with the matter under delegated powers. 

• Adequacy of the affordable housing given the breaches in policy.  

• Affordability of the rents for such units (particularly the 4 bed unit) given 
it exceeded the accepted threshold. 

• Lack of family sized units.  

• The density in view of the modest PTLA rating.  

• Inadequate information.  

• That some of properties fell short of the Space Standards in the 
London Plan. 

• Clarification of the loss of light to surrounding properties. 
 

Officers then responded to the questions from Members.  
 
The request was initially dealt with under delegated authority as Officers 
considered that the scheme did not raise any Borough wide issues of 
significance. However on request, the Service Head had decided to exercise 
discretionary powers in taking the matter to Committee for open discussion.  
In considering the density range, it was necessary to take into account the 
overall impact of the scheme when considering its acceptability. Whilst there 
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would be some impact, it was not considered great enough to refuse the 
scheme.  
  
In relation to the affordable rents, the figures in the report were correct. The 
adjusted figures were £279 for three beds and £242 for 4 beds. This anomaly 
(in the rents for four beds being lower than three) was due to location. Officers 
also confirmed that a sun/daylight report had been submitted. They explained 
the results of the testing on the properties affected. Whilst there would be 
some reduction in light, the impact was considered acceptable in line with the 
required standards.  
 
Overall the shortfalls of the scheme were not considered great enough to 
warrant a refusal. Given this and the need for affordable housing in the area, 
Officers were of the view that in principle the scheme was acceptable. 
 
In response, the Committee welcomed the opportunity to make observations 
on this application. Members also requested that a threshold be set for 
referring requests for observations on planning applications to the Committee. 
It was Agreed that this be referred to the Constitutional Working Party for 
consideration.  
 
On a unanimous vote it was RESOLVED 
 

(1) That the Development Committee formally object to the application 
made by the London Thames Gateway Development Corporation 
(LTGDC) at Land at Virginia Quay off Newport Avenue, Newport 
Avenue, London, E14  for the Erection of 12 storey residential building 
(measuring 42.6m AOD in height) including basement storage/plant 
area to provide 26 residential dwellings and associated works 
comprising access, landscaping, car parking and other works 

(2) That such formal objection be made on the grounds of: 

• Overdevelopment in the form of loss of day light/sunlight.  

• Increased overshadowing. 

• The proposed density of the scheme given the low Public Transport 
Accessibility Level rating.  

• Concerns over the provision of affordable housing given the proposals 
fell short of policy requirements.  

• That a number of the proposed units fell below the space standards 
required in policy. 

• Inadequate details regarding: sunlight, overshadowing, landscaping, 
energy, water use, air quality, waste, noise and vibration.  

• Inadequate consultation.   
 
 

The meeting ended at 8.50 p.m.  
 
 

Chair,  
Development Committee 
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DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE 

STRATEGIC DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE 

PROCEDURES FOR HEARING OBJECTIONS AT COMMITTEE MEETINGS 

 
6.1 Where a planning application is reported on the “Planning Applications for Decision” part of the 

agenda, individuals and organisations which have expressed views on the application will be sent a 
letter that notifies them that the application will be considered by Committee. The letter will explain 
the provisions regarding public speaking. The letter will be posted by 1st class post at least five clear 
working days prior to the meeting. 

6.2 When a planning application is reported to Committee for determination the provision for the 
applicant/supporters of the application and objectors to address the Committee on any planning 
issues raised by the application, will be in accordance with the public speaking procedure adopted by 
the relevant Committee from time to time. 

6.3 All requests from members of the public to address a Committee in support of, or objection to, a 
particular application must be made to the Committee Clerk by 4:00pm one clear working day prior to 
the day of the meeting. It is recommended that email or telephone is used for this purpose. This 
communication must provide the name and contact details of the intended speaker and whether they 
wish to speak in support of or in objection to the application. Requests to address a Committee will 
not be accepted prior to the publication of the agenda. 

6.4 Any Committee or non-Committee Member who wishes to address the Committee on an item on the 
agenda shall also give notice of their intention to speak in support of or in objection to the application, 
to the Committee Clerk by no later than 4:00pm one clear working day prior to the day of the meeting. 

6.5 For objectors, the allocation of slots will be on a first come, first served basis. 

6.6 For supporters, the allocation of slots will be at the discretion of the applicant. 

6.7 After 4:00pm one clear working day prior to the day of the meeting the Committee Clerk will advise 
the applicant of the number of objectors wishing to speak and the length of his/her speaking slot. This 
slot can be used for supporters or other persons that the applicant wishes to present the application 
to the Committee. 

6.8 Where a planning application has been recommended for approval by officers and the applicant or 
his/her supporter has requested to speak but there are no objectors or Members registered to speak, 
then the applicant or their supporter(s) will not be expected to address the Committee. 

6.9 Where a planning application has been recommended for refusal by officers and the applicant or 
his/her supporter has requested to speak but there are no objectors or Members registered to speak, 
then the applicant and his/her supporter(s) can address the Committee for up to three minutes. 

6.10 The order of public speaking shall be as stated in Rule 5.3. 

6.11 Public speaking shall comprise verbal presentation only. The distribution of additional material or 
information to Members of the Committee is not permitted. 

6.12 Following the completion of a speaker’s address to the Committee, that speaker shall take no further 
part in the proceedings of the meeting unless directed by the Chair of the Committee. 

6.13 Following the completion of all the speakers’ addresses to the Committee, at the discretion of and 
through the Chair, Committee Members may ask questions of a speaker on points of clarification 
only. 

6.14 In the interests of natural justice or in exceptional circumstances, at the discretion of the Chair, the 
procedures in Rule 5.3 and in this Rule may be varied. The reasons for any such variation shall be 
recorded in the minutes. 

6.15 Speakers and other members of the public may leave the meeting after the item in which they are 
interested has been determined. 

Agenda Item 5
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• For each planning application up to two objectors can address the Committee for up to three minutes 
each. The applicant or his/her supporter can address the Committee for an equivalent time to that 
allocated for objectors. 

• For each planning application where one or more Members have registered to speak in objection to 
the application, the applicant or his/her supporter can address the Committee for an additional three 
minutes. 
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LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT 2000 (Section 97) 
LIST OF BACKGROUND PAPERS USED IN THE DRAFTING OF THIS REPORT 

 
Brief Description of background papers: Tick if copy supplied for register Name and telephone no. of holder: 

Application, plans, adopted UDP. draft 
LDF and London Plan 

ü  Eileen McGrath (020) 7364 5321 

 
 

Committee:  
Development 
 

Date:  
10th  January 2012 

Classification:  
Unrestricted 

Agenda Item No: 
6.  

Report of:  
Corporate Director of Development and Renewal 
 
Originating Officer:  
Owen Whalley 
 

Title: Deferred items 
 
Ref No: See reports attached for each item 
 
Ward(s): See reports attached for each item 
 

 
1. INTRODUCTION 
 
1.1 This report is submitted to advise the Committee of planning applications that have been 

considered at previous meetings and currently stand deferred. 

1.2 There are currently no items that have been deferred. 
 
2. RECOMMENDATION 

2.1 That the Committee note the position relating to deferred items. 
 

Agenda Item 6
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LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT 2000 (Section 97) 

LIST OF BACKGROUND PAPERS USED IN THE DRAFTING OF THE REPORTS UNDER ITEM 7 
 

Brief Description of background papers: Tick if copy supplied for register: Name and telephone no. of holder: 

Application, plans, adopted UDP, Interim 
Planning Guidance and London Plan 

ü  Eileen McGrath (020) 7364 5321 

 

Committee:  
Development 
 

Date:  
 10th January 2012  
 

Classification:  
Unrestricted 
 

Agenda Item No: 
7 
 

Report of:  
Corporate Director Development and Renewal 
 
Originating Officer:  
Owen Whalley 
 

Title: Planning Applications for Decision 
 
Ref No: See reports attached for each item 
 
Ward(s): See reports attached for each item 
 

 
1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 In this part of the agenda are reports on planning applications for determination by the 
Committee. Although the reports are ordered by application number, the Chair may reorder 
the agenda on the night. If you wish to be present for a particular application you need to be 
at the meeting from the beginning. 

1.2 The following information and advice applies to all those reports. 

2. FURTHER INFORMATION 

2.1 Members are informed that all letters of representation and petitions received in relation to 
the items on this part of the agenda are available for inspection at the meeting. 

2.2 Members are informed that any further letters of representation, petitions or other matters 
received since the publication of this part of the agenda, concerning items on it, will be 
reported to the Committee in an Addendum Update Report. 

3. ADVICE OF ASSISTANT CHIEF EXECUTIVE (LEGAL SERVICES) 

3.1 The relevant policy framework against which the Committee is required to consider 
planning applications comprises the Development Plan and other material policy 
documents. The Development Plan is: 

• the adopted Tower Hamlets Unitary Development Plan (UDP)1998 as saved September 
2007 

• the London Plan 2011 

• the Tower Hamlets Core Strategy Development Plan Document 2025 adopted September 
2010  

 
3.2 Other material policy documents include the Council's Community Plan, “Core Strategy 

LDF” (Submission Version) Interim Planning Guidance (adopted by Cabinet in October 
2007 for Development Control purposes), Planning Guidance Notes and government 
planning policy set out in Planning Policy Guidance & Planning Policy Statements and the 
draft National Planning Policy Statement. 

3.3 Decisions must be taken in accordance with section 70(2) of the Town and Country 
Planning Act 1990 and section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004.  
Section 70(2) of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 requires the Committee to have 
regard to the provisions of the Development Plan, so far as material to the application and 
any other material considerations. Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase 
Act 2004 requires the Committee to make its determination in accordance with the 
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Development Plan unless material planning considerations support a different decision 
being taken. 

3.4 Under Section 66 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990, in 
considering whether to grant planning permission for development which affects listed 
buildings or their settings, the local planning authority must have special regard to the 
desirability of preserving the building or its setting or any features of architectural or historic 
interest it possesses. 

3.5 Under Section 72 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990, in 
considering whether to grant planning permission for development which affects a 
conservation area, the local planning authority must pay special attention to the desirability 
of preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of the conservation area. 

3.6 Whilst the adopted UDP 1998 (as saved) is the statutory Development Plan for the borough 
(along with the Core Strategy and London Plan), it will be replaced by a more up to date set 
of plan documents which will make up the Local Development Framework. As the 
replacement plan documents progress towards adoption, they will gain increasing status as 
a material consideration in the determination of planning applications. 

3.7 The reports take account not only of the policies in the statutory UDP 1998 and Core 
Strategy but also the emerging Local Development Framework documents and their more 
up-to-date evidence base, which reflect more closely current Council and London-wide 
policy and guidance. 

3.8 In accordance with Article 31 of the Development Management Procedure Order 2010, 
Members are invited to agree the recommendations set out in the reports, which have been 
made on the basis of the analysis of the scheme set out in each report. This analysis has 
been undertaken on the balance of the policies and any other material considerations set 
out in the individual reports. 

4. PUBLIC SPEAKING 

4.1 The Council’s constitution allows for public speaking on these items in accordance with the 
rules set out in the constitution and the Committee’s procedures. These are set out at 
Agenda Item 5. 

5. RECOMMENDATION 

5.1 The Committee to take any decisions recommended in the attached reports. 
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Committee:  
Development 
 

Date:  
10th January 2012 

Classification:  
Unrestricted 
 

Agenda Item No: 
7.1  

Report of:  
Corporate Director of Development and Renewal 
 
Case Officer:  
Russell Simpson 
 

Title: Planning Application for Decision 
 
Ref No: PA/11/02440 
 
Ward(s): Bow East 
 

 
 
1. APPLICATION DETAILS 
  
 Location: Carriageway and Footway opposite 70-74  Cadogan Terrace, E9 
 Existing Use: Public carriageway 
 Proposal: Installation on the footway and carriageway of a Barclays Cycle Hire 

docking station, containing a maximum of 24 docking points for 
scheme cycles plus a terminal. 

 Drawing Nos: - Location plan 05-610696 Rev A 

- General Arrangement plan 05-610696-GA Rev A 

- Existing layout 05-610696-EX Rev A 

- Terminal drawing: CHS_2_T Rev 5 

- Docking point elevation: CHS-DP-03 Rev 3 

- Terminal Foundation Design CHS-CFC03 

- Docking Point Foundation Design CHS-CFC01 

- Design and Access Statement (including Impact statement) 

- Tree Survey Report BS5837:2005 SFM 05-610696 

 Applicant: Transport for London 
 Owners: London Borough of Tower Hamlets 
 Historic Building: N/A 
 Conservation Area: Victoria Park Conservation Area 
 
 
2. SUMMARY OF MATERIAL PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS 
  
2.1 The local planning authority has considered the particular circumstances of this application 

against the Council’s approved planning policies contained in the Core Strategy 2010, 
London Borough of Tower Hamlets Unitary Development Plan 1998, associated 
supplementary planning guidance, the London Plan 2011 and Government Planning Policy 
Guidance and has found that: 
 
1)  The proposed cycle docking station would contribute to the provision of a sustainable 
means of public transportation across the borough and is sited so as to not impede 
pedestrian flow or cause a highway safety hazard. It is not considered that the loss of four 
parking spaces is significant as there is sufficient parking available in the surrounding area.  
As such the proposal complies with policy SP08 of the adopted Core Strategy, saved policies 
DEV17 and T18 of the adopted Unitary Development Plan and policy DEV16 of the Interim 
Planning Guidance.  These policies seek to promote safe and sustainable transport across 
the borough.   
 
2)  The proposal is sensitive to its surroundings in terms of scale, design and use of 
materials and would not result in excessive visual clutter.  The proposal therefore complies 
with policy SP10 of the adopted Core Strategy and saved policies DEV1 and DEV17 of the 
adopted Unitary Development Plan and CON2 of the Interim Planning Guidance.  These 
policies all seek development that is sensitive to its surroundings and/or preserves the 
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 2 

character and appearance of conservation areas. 
 
3)  The proposal would not result in any significant harm to the amenity of neighbours in 
terms of noise and disturbance and as such complies with policy SP10 of the Core Strategy, 
saved policy DEV2 of the adopted Unitary Development Plan and policy DEV1 of the Interim 
Planning Guidance.  These policies all seek to protect the amenity of neighbours. 

 
3. RECOMMENDATION 
  
3.1 That the Committee resolve to GRANT planning permission subject to conditions. 
  
3.2 That the Corporate Director Development & Renewal is delegated power to impose 

conditions and informatives on the planning permission to secure the following matters: 
  
3.3 Conditions 
 
 
 
 

 

1. Time Limit 

2. Implemented in accordance with the approved plans 

3. Cycle Station to be removed if it becomes redundant 
4. Compliance with approved Arboriculture Report 
5. Carry out Stage 3 Safety Audit  

 
3.4 Any other planning condition(s) considered necessary by the Corporate Director of 

Development & Renewal. 
 
4. PROPOSAL AND LOCATION DETAILS 
  
 Proposal 
  
4.1 The application proposes the installation on the carriageway of a Barclays Cycle Hire 

docking station, containing a maximum of 24 docking points for scheme cycles plus a 
terminal.  
 

4.2 Each docking station comprises a terminal and bicycle docking points. 
 

4.3 The terminal controls the locking and release of cycles, enables payment of user tariffs and 
provides a map of the local area.  The terminal has a maximum height of 2.4m.  The terminal 
is constructed from cast aluminium.  The terminal is blue and grey in colour and has a graffiti 
resistant coating. 
     

4.4 The TfL logo is not illuminated. The screen and way-finding maps are only illuminated on- 
demand. 
 

4.5 The docking points measure 0.8m in height.  Each docking point is secured to a square 
foundation box, which is coloured grey to blend with adjacent pavement/carriageway surface.  
The docking points are constructed in cast aluminium alloy with a powder coated gloss finish. 

  
4.6 No advertisements are included on the terminal or on the docking points.  
  
  

Background  
  
4.7 This application is part of the continuation of the London roll out of the Mayor of London’s 

cycle hire scheme.  The scheme provides public access to bicycles for short trips and 
requires a network of docking stations to be located strategically across central London to 
ensure comprehensive coverage.  The scheme allows people to hire a bicycle from a 
docking station, use it as desired, and return it to either the same docking station or another 
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docking station. 
 

4.8 Docking stations are spaced approximately 300 – 500 metres apart within nine London 
Boroughs and the Royal Parks.  When complete the network will provide about 14,400 
docking points and 8,000 cycles for hire.   
 

4.9 The success of the scheme relies on the appropriate distribution of bicycles across the 
network, and the availability of vacant docking points at the end of each hire.  In total TfL 
propose that approximately 150 docking stations will be located within the London Borough 
Tower Hamlets.    

  
 Site and Surroundings 
  
4.10 The application site is located on the western side of Cadogan Terrace. The site is located 

within the Victoria Park Conservation Area. 
 

4.11 The part of the carriageway on which the docking station would be located currently provides 
four residential parking bays.   

  
4.12 The surrounding area is predominantly residential in nature, comprising terraced houses. To 

the west of the site lies Victoria Park, a large area of open space that caters for a range of 
leisure activities. A short distance to the north east is Hackney Wick Overground Station. 

  
4.13 The site is located on the footway and carriageway opposite Nos 70-74 Cadogan Terrace. 

The carriageway is approximately 4.6 metres in width and carries a low volume of vehicular 
traffic.  

  
4.14 The footway adjacent to the site is approximately 2 metres wide and carries a low pedestrian 

footfall as it leads only to the car parking bays to the south. To the north of the site is a raised 
table pedestrian crossing that links to a gate into Victoria Park.  The back of the footway is 
marked by a fence for Victoria Park. The footway contains a lamp column. 

  

 Planning History 
  
4.15 There is no relevant planning history associated to the site. 

 
5. POLICY FRAMEWORK 
  
5.1 For details of the status of relevant policies see the front sheet for “Planning Applications for 

Determination” agenda items. The following policies are relevant to the application: 
 
 

5.2 Government Planning Policy Guidance 
 
 

                                                  NPPF   Draft National Planning Policy Statement (2011)        

5.3 London Plan 2011 
 
 

Policies:               6.9  Improving Conditions for Cycling 

5.4 Adopted Core Strategy (2010) 
 Policies:   SP08  Making Connected Places 

  SP09 Creating Attractive and Safe Streets and Spaces 

                SP10 Creating Distinct and Durable Places 

    

5.5 Unitary Development Plan 1998 (as saved September 2007) 
 Policies: DEV1 Development requirements 
  DEV2 Environmental Requirements 
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  DEV12 Landscaping and Trees 
  DEV17 Street Furniture 
  T16 Transport and Development 
  T18 Pedestrians 
  
5.6 Interim Planning Guidance for the purposes of Development Control 
 Policies: DEV1 Amenity 
  DEV2 

DEV13 
Character and Design 
Landscaping and Tree Preservation 

  DEV16 Walking and Cycling Routes and Facilities 
  CON2 Conservation Areas 
    
 Emerging Policy 
5.7 Managing Development DPD Proposed Submission Version 
  DM20 Supporting a Sustainable Transport Network 
  DM23 Streets and the Public Realm 
  
5.8 Community Plan The following Community Plan objectives relate to the application: 
  A better place for living well 
  A better place for learning, achievement and leisure 
 
6. CONSULTATION RESPONSE 
  
6.1 The views of officers within the Directorate of Development and Renewal are expressed in 

the MATERIAL PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS section below.  
  
 The following were consulted regarding the application: 
  
 London Borough of Tower Hamlets - Transportation & Highways 
  
6.2 No objections. 
  
 LBTH Arboricultural Officer 
  
6.3 No objections 
  
 LBTH Development, Design and Conservation 
  
6.4 No comments 
 
7. LOCAL REPRESENTATION 
  
7.1 
 

A total of 40 planning notification letters were sent to nearby properties as detailed on the 
attached site plan. A site notice was also displayed and the application was advertised in 
East End Life. 

  
7.2 The total number of representations received from neighbours and local groups in response 

to notification and publicity of the application were as follows: 

     
 No of individual responses: 13 Objecting: 7 Supporting: 6 
 No of petitions received: 1 objecting containing 20 signatories 
  0 supporting containing 0 signatories 
  
7.3 
 

The following issues were raised in objection to the scheme that are addressed in the next 
section of this report: 
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7.4 

• Loss of car parking bays 
 
(Officer Comment): It is not considered that the loss is significant as there is sufficient 
parking available in the surrounding area. In addition the benefits of the docking station and 
cycling as an alternative and sustainable form of transport are considered to outweigh the 
loss of car parking in this location. 
 

 
 
7.5 
 

• Poorly located away from public transport 
 
(Officer Comment): The Cycle Hire Scheme is, in itself, creating a new public transport 
service for London. One of the important location criteria for cycle hire docking stations is the 
contribution towards a network of docking stations. 

  
 
 
7.6 

• Nuisance 
 
(Officer Comment): As set out in Sections 1.6 and 5.3 of the Planning, Design and Access 
Statement, the docking station has been designed to enable quick and quiet use of both the 
terminal and docking points by users.  Members can use their key readers at the docking 
points, meaning they only need to be at the docking station for a very minimal amount of 
time. The design of the docking mechanism, coupled with the separation distance between 
the site and nearby residents, is considered to satisfactorily preserve their residential 
amenity. The release and re-docking of the cycles is expected to occur without any 
discernable noise. The scheme network has also been designed to maximise the natural 
redistribution of cycles.   

  
 
 
7.7 
 

• Danger to cyclists 
 
(Officer Comment): The docking station will be located on the footway and carriageway 
away from high footfall pedestrian paths. TfL carried out an independent Stage 1&2 Road 
Safety Audit for this site in March 2011 and no safety issues were raised.  Furthermore, 
Stage 3 Road Safety Audits are carried out on all docking stations after they become 
operational to ensure there are no safety implications. This is considered to be an optimum 
site within the immediate area for providing a docking station whilst maintaining clear traffic 
paths and avoiding areas of pedestrian congestion.  

  
 
 
7.8 
 

• Impact on Victoria Park Conservation Area and Locally Listed Buildings 
 
(Officer Comment): As the cycle hire scheme is rolled out across London the terminals and 
docking points are becoming more familiar.  The design of both is functional, yet simple and 
understated and it is not considered to adversely affect the setting of the Victoria Park 
Conservation Area or the neighbouring locally listed buildings. 

 
8. MATERIAL PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS 
  
8.1 The main planning issues raised by the application that the Committee must consider are the 

principle of development, design, highways and amenity: 
 

 Principle of Development 
8.2 The need to encourage cycling and other forms of transport is recognised in Planning Policy 

Statement (PPS) 1: Delivering Sustainable Development.  London Plan policy 6.9 and LBTH 
Core Strategy policy SP08 support the extension of the Cycle Hire Scheme.   
 

8.3 The proposal would improve the cycle hire scheme by providing extended coverage across 
the Borough.  The docking station contributes to the delivery of a sustainable and low 
emissions form of transport, and is acceptable in principle. 
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 Design 
8.4 Core Strategy policy SP10 seeks to ensure the delivery of distinct and durable places.  UDP 

policies DEV1 and DEV17 set design criteria for new development.   
 

8.5 The design of both is functional, yet simple and understated and it is not considered to 
adversely affect the setting of the Victoria Park Conservation Area or the neighbouring locally 
listed buildings. It is therefore acceptable in terms of Core Strategy policy SP10 and Interim 
Planning Guidance CON2. 

  
 Transport & Highways 
8.6 Core Strategy policy SP09, and UDP policies T16 and T18 seek to prioritise the safety and 

convenience of all highway users, and encourage sustainable forms of transport. 
  
8.7 The docking station would provide a total 24 docking points and a terminal totem which 

would be located towards the northern end of the station.  
  
8.8 The location of the proposed docking station would not significantly affect the movement of 

vehicles or pedestrians through the area given that the station would be located on the 
carriageway and low footfall footway, replacing existing parking bays. It is acknowledged that 
the development involves the loss of 4 parking spaces.  However, the benefits of the docking 
station in terms of the provision of an alternative and sustainable form of transport are 
considered to outweigh the loss of parking in this location. 

  
8.9 The location of the proposed docking station would not significantly add to any street clutter 

nor would it impede the movement of vehicles or pedestrians.  The proposal is therefore 
acceptable in terms of London Plan policy 6.9, Core Strategy policy SP10 and DEV16, and 
UDP policies DEV1 and DEV17. 
 

 Amenity 
8.10 
 
 
 

Policy SP10(4) of the adopted Core Strategy (2010), policy DEV2 in the UDP 1998 and 
Policy DEV1 of the Interim Planning Guidance seek to ensure that development where 
possible protects and enhances the amenity of existing and future residents. 

8.11 The docking station is located on the western side of the Cadogan Terrace, which is on the 
opposite side of the road from the terraced housing (approximately 12m in distance from the 
properties). 

  
8.12 The docking station will be available for use 24 hours a day, seven days a week. It is 

anticipated, however, that the main period of use will be during daylight hours.  
  
8.13 Releasing and re-docking the bicycles occurs with little discernable noise.  Registering at the 

terminal is a process similar to topping up an Oyster card and has no material noise impact.  
The proposed docking stations will become a focus of activity, increasing the comings and 
goings at the site.  However, it is not anticipated that cycle scheme users will spend a 
prolonged period at the docking station and, as such, will not result in any harmful amenity 
impacts in terms of noise, overlooking or general disturbance.   

  
8.14 There have been concerns about docking stations attracting vandalism or antisocial 

behaviour.  However, the docking stations are not vastly different to other items of street 
furniture, which provide an overarching public benefit, such as bus stops.  The site is in an 
area that benefits from natural surveillance and amenity impacts are considered acceptable 
in terms of Core Strategy policy SP10, saved UDP policy DEV2 and IPG policy DEV1. 

  
9.0 CONCLUSIONS 
  
9.1 All other relevant policies and considerations have been taken into account. Planning 

permission should be granted for the reasons set out in the SUMMARY OF MATERIAL 
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PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS and the details of the decision are set out in the 
RECOMMENDATION at the beginning of this report. 
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LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT 2000 (Section 97) 

LIST OF BACKGROUND PAPERS USED IN THE DRAFTING OF THE REPORTS UNDER ITEM 8 
 

Brief Description of background papers: Tick if copy supplied for register: Name and telephone no. of holder: 

See individual reports ü  See individual reports 

 

Committee:  
Development 
 

Date:  
10th January 2012 
 

Classification:  
Unrestricted 
 

Agenda Item No: 
8 
 

Report of:  
Corporate Director Development and Renewal 
 
Originating Officer:  
Owen Whalley  
 

Title: Other Planning Matters 
 
Ref No: See reports attached for each item 
 
Ward(s): See reports attached for each item 
 

 
1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 In this part of the agenda are reports on planning matters other than planning applications 
for determination by the Committee. The following information and advice applies to all 
those reports. 

2. FURTHER INFORMATION 

2.1 Members are informed that all letters of representation and petitions received in relation to 
the items on this part of the agenda are available for inspection at the meeting. 

2.2 Members are informed that any further letters of representation, petitions or other matters 
received since the publication of this part of the agenda, concerning items on it, will be 
reported to the Committee in an Addendum Update Report. 

3. PUBLIC SPEAKING 

3.1 The Council’s Constitution only provides for public speaking rights for those applications 
being reported to Committee in the “Planning Applications for Decision” part of the agenda. 
Therefore reports that deal with planning matters other than applications for determination 
by the Council do not automatically attract public speaking rights. 

4. RECOMMENDATION 

4.1 That the Committee take any decisions recommended in the attached reports. 
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Committee: 
Development  

Date:  
 
10 January 2012  
 

Classification:  
Unrestricted 

Agenda Item Number: 
 8.1  

 

Report of:  
Director of Development and 
Renewal 
 
Case Officer: Pete Smith 
 

Title: Planning Appeals  
 

 
1. PURPOSE 
 
1.1 This report provides details of town planning appeal outcomes and the range of 

planning considerations that are being taken into account by the Planning 
Inspectors, appointed by the Secretary of State for Communities and Local 
Government. It also provides information of appeals recently received by the 
Council, including the methods by which the cases are likely to be determined 
by the Planning Inspectorate.  

 
1.2 The report covers all planning appeals, irrespective of whether the related 

planning application was determined by Development Committee, Strategic 
Development Committee or by officers under delegated powers. It is also 
considered appropriate that Members are advised of any appeal outcomes 
following the service of enforcement notices.  

 
1.3 A record of appeal outcomes will also be helpful when compiling future Annual 

Monitoring Reports.  
 
2. RECOMMENDATION  
 
2.1 That Committee notes the details and outcomes of the appeals as outlined 

below.  
 
3. APPEAL DECISIONS 
 
3.1 The following appeal decisions have been received by the Council during the 

reporting period.  
 
Application No: PA/11/00641 
Site: 88 Waterman Way, London, E1W 2QW 
Development: Erection of a side and rear extension 

along with excavation of a new 
basement.  

Decision:  REFUSE (delegated decision) 
Appeal Method: WRITTEN REPRESENTATIONS 
Inspector’s Decision  DISMISSED   
 

3.2 The main issues in this case were as follows: 
 

• The impact of the development on the character and appearance of the 
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area; 

• The impact of the development on the living conditions of the appeal 
property with regard to the provision of amenity space; 

• The impact of the development on the living conditions of 87 Waterman 
Way. 

 
 3.3 The appeal property is an end of terrace 2 storey dwelling and occupies a 

reasonably prominent position along the approach into Waterman Way. The 
planning inspector noted a clear and consistent rhythm of the street scene at 
this point. Whilst he acknowledged that the proposed extensions would utilise 
similar materials and architectural details, the Planning inspector was 
concerned that the proposed extensions would appear overly dominant and 
would have significantly altered the form and appearance of the original 
dwelling. He concluded that the existing symmetry would have been disrupted 
and would have failed to respect the local context.   

 
3.3 Whilst the Planning Inspector was also concerned about the level of residual 

amenity space (30sq metres) which he concluded was not adequate for the 
resulting 4 bedroom dwelling, he was satisfied with the impact of the extension 
on the immediate neighbour. Whilst he accepted that there would have been 
some loss of daylight, he did not feel that it would have been so significant as to 
warrant a refusal of planning permission on that ground. 

 
3.4 The appeal was DISMISSED.   

 
Application No:  PA/11/01439  
Site: 77 Chambord Street, London E2 7NJ  
Site: Erection of a second floor roof 

extension (mansard roof).  
Council Decision:  REFUSE (delegated decision) 
Appeal Method: WRITTEN REPRESENATIONS  
Inspector’s Decision DISMISSED   
  

3.5 This application proposed a second floor roof extension. And the main planning 
issue was the impact of the proposed development on the character and 
appearance of the area 

 
3.6 The appeal property is a 1980s two storey dwelling, positioned within a 

staggered terrace of six properties. Despite the variety of neighbouring 
properties, the Planning Inspector concluded that there was a strong degree of 
continuity to the horizontal lines of various building groups. He considered that 
the mansard style of roof extension would have broken through the otherwise 
consistent ridge line to the terrace in a form that would have been unrelated to 
the dwelling itself. He concluded that the proposed extension would have 
appeared incongruous and significantly disruptive to the pattern and reasonably 
harmonious form of the surrounding development.  

 
3.7  The appeal was DISMISSED.  
 

Application No:  PA/11/01494  
Site: 605 Commercial Road, London E14 

7NT   
Development: Display of an internally illuminated 

poster display unit. 
Decision:  REFUSE (delegated decision)  
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Appeal Method: WRITTEN REPRESENTATIONS 
Inspector’s Decision DISMISSED       

 
3.8 This appeal related to the continued display of a 48 sheet hoarding – albeit an 

internally illuminated advertisement display. The main issue in this case was 
the effect of the continued display on the amenities of the surrounding area.   

 
3.9 The advertisement is currently being displayed on the wooden structure against 

the flank wall of 605 Commercial Road. The property lies within the York 
Square Conservation Area. The Planning Inspector shared the Council’s view 
that the advertisement is out of scale, overly dominant and out of scale with the 
host building. He concluded that it failed to preserve or enhance the character 
and appearance of the conservation area  

 
3.10  The appeal was DISMISSED. 
 
   Application No: ENF/10/00030  

Site: 79 Commercial Street, London E1 
6BD 

Development: Appeal against service of a 
Discontinuance Notice in respect of a 
48 sheet hoarding. 

Council Decision:  ISSUE NOTICE (delegated decision) 
Appeal Method: WRITTEN REPRSENTATIONS  
Inspector’s Decision DISMISSED    

 
3.11 The main issue in this case was whether the continued display of the 

advertisement would have been substantially injurious to amenity. The test in 
relation to discontinuance action is whether there is substantial injury. The 
Planning Inspector shared the Council’s concern a regards the harmful visual 
impact. He considered the advertisement to be most obtrusive and visually 
harmful. He was particularly concerned that the advertisement cut across the 
window sills to the 2nd floor window and the arched frame art first floor level. He 
concluded that the advertisement failed to preserve or enhance character and 
appearance of the Wentworth Street Conservation Area.  

 
3.12 He felt that the only thing that would resolve the issue was to remove the 

hoarding. 
 
3.13. The appeal was DISMISSED and the Discontinuance Notice re-instated.  
 

Application No:  PA/11/01890  
Site: 24 Marshfield Street, London E14 3HQ  
Development: Erection of a single storey rear 

extension  
Decision:  REFUSE (delegated decision) 
Appeal Method: WRITTEN REPRESENTATIONS    
Inspector’s Decision DISMISSED  

 
3.14 This appeal related to a retrospective application for planning permission for a 

single storey rear extension. The main issues involved the impact of the 
development on the character of the area and the living conditions of the 
neighbouring property (23 Marshfield Street) in terms of daylight and visual 
impact. 
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3.15 The appeal premises is a three storey end of terrace property and the rear 
extension extends the full width of the property with a shallow mono-pitched. 
Whilst the Planning Inspector was generally content with the elevational 
treatment and design of the extension, he was concerned with the overall depth 
of the extension and its proximity to the boundary with 23 Marshfield Street 
which he considered to be overly dominant, creating an unacceptable sense of 
enclosure. Furthermore, whilst he felt that the loss of light was only slight, he 
concluded that this further added to his concerns over the un-neighbourly 
impact of the single storey rear extension. 

 
3.16 The appeal was DISMISSED. The Council’s planning enforcement team are 

now in the process of seeking to instigate enforcement action against the 
unauthorised structure.    

 
  Application No:   PA/11/01409  

Site: Former St Andrews Hospital site – 
Block D – Devas Street, London, E3 
3NT   

Development: Display of 2 shroud hoardings 
(30mx15m) with external lighting for a 
period of 24 months.  

Council Decision:  REFUSE (Delegated decision)  
Appeal Method: WRITTEN REPRESENTATIONS  
Inspector’s Decision DISMISSED  

 
3.17 This advertisement relates to the Barratts redevelopment of St Andrews 

Hospital. The main issue in this case was the impact of the two advertisements, 
displayed on the two PVC scaffold shrouds, on the visual amenities of the area. 
The Planning Inspector considered that insufficient consideration had been 
afforded to the positioning of the shrouds and he was concerned that they will 
be perceived as massive and unattractive billboards, inappropriately positioned 
on the face of scaffolding. He was even more concerned about the form of 
illumination and the effect of the illumination of the residential amenities of 
neighbouring occupiers. 

 
3.18 The appeal was DISMISSED.  
 

Application No:  PA/11/00879/00878  
Site: 27A Mile End Road, E1 4TP   
Development: Applications for planning permission 

and listed building consent for the 
erection of a first and second floor 
rear extension and alterations to 
provide 5x1 bed flats and 2x2 bed 
flats and use of the ground floor for 
retail, professional services, 
restaurant or business use.   

Council Decision:  REFUSE (delegated decision) 
Appeal Method: WRITTEN REPRESENTATIONS  
Inspector’s Decision ALLOWED (partial award of costs 

against the Council)    
 
3.19 The main issues in this case were as follows: 
 

• The impact of the proposed extensions on the appearance of the listed 
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building and the character and appearance of the wider conservation area; 

• Whether the proposed development would result in an over-concentration of 
restaurants, bars and take-aways in the locality and its effects upon the 
health of local people;  

• The effects of the development on the living conditions of nearby residents. 
 
3.20 The Planning Inspector referred to a previous planning permission and listed 

building consent for a very similar form of development and he was satisfied 
that the extensions proposed would not harm the historic value of the listed 
building. He was also satisfied with the proposed flue arrangements, especially 
as it was proposed to be clad in matching brickwork. 

 
3.21 As regards the issue of over-concentration of restaurants and the 

encouragement of healthy eating strategies, the Planning Inspector was not 
persuaded that the creation of a restaurant would unbalance the mix of uses 
within the street or lead to an over-concentration of restaurants such that harm 
would result in terms of the mix of uses in the vicinity. Furthermore, he 
considered that there was no substantive evidence to support the Council’s 
concern that the appeal scheme would affect the ability of local people to adopt 
healthy lifestyles.    

 
3.22 The Planning Inspector noted that most activity associated with the ground floor 

uses would taken place onto Mile End Road and he was satisfied that with the 
imposition of hours of use conditions, there will be limited scope for disturbance 
in the locality. He was also satisfied that with the imposition of appropriate 
conditions, the proposed ventilation system should not materially harm the 
amenities of neighbouring residents.  

 
3.23 The appeal was ALLOWED.  
 
3.24 As regards the costs application, the Planning Inspector concluded that the 

Council raised no substantive evidence to demonstrate why the proposed 
restaurant should have an adverse impact upon local people, particularly in 
terms of their ability to adopt healthy lifestyles. He felt that the council had aced 
unreasonably in this regard. However, in awarding a partial award of costs, the 
Planning inspector noted that the appellant only addressed the Council’s 
concerns briefly and that this was not an unduly onerous task. It is therefore 
likely that the cost awarded against the Council will be very limited. 

 
Application No:  ENF/11/00010  
Site: 27-29 Westferry Road, London E14 

8JH   
Development: Appeal against an enforcement notice 

in respect of the use of the land as a 
motor vehicle park  

Council Decision:  INSTIGATE ENFORCEMENT ACTION 
(delegated decision) 

Appeal Method: WRITTEN REPRESENTATIONS  
Inspector’s Decision DISMISSED AND ENFORCMENT 

NOTICE UPHELD    
 
3.25 The main issue in this case was the effect of the unauthorised use on the free 

flow of traffic and highway safety and on the living conditions of neighbouring 
residents. The site was being used for the parking of coaches without the 
necessary planning permission. 
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3.26 The Planning Inspector noted that there was insufficient space for the coaches 
to turn on site and the vehicles would be required to reverse either onto or off 
the highway. He also noted that the site had no formal access onto the highway 
in the form of a dropped kerb. 

 
3.27 Whilst he acknowledged that the number of vehicle movements would not be 

substantial, he agreed with the Council that these movements would disrupt the 
free flow of traffic and would not be in the interest of highway and pedestrian 
safety. The Inspector was less concerned about the amenity impacts of the use 
– as the use of the site could be satisfactorily controlled through the use of 
conditions. However, it was clear that the use was unacceptable from a 
highway safety point of view.  

 
3.28 The appeal was DISMISSED and the Enforcement Notice UPHELD. 
 
4. NEW APPEALS  
 
4.1 The following appeals have been lodged with the Secretary of State following a 

decision by the local planning authority: 
 

Application Nos:            PA/11/02645 
Sites:                              83-89 Mile End Road London E1 4JU 
Development: Display of a illuminated fascia sign 

and projecting box sign. 
Council Decision:  Refuse (delegated decision)    
Start Dates  7 December 2011 
Appeal Method   WRITTEN REPRESENTATIONS 
 

4.2 This application was refused on grounds that the proposed adverts were out of 
scale with other advertisements found within the terrace and failed to preserve 
or enhance the character and appearance of the Stepney Green Conservation 
Area. 

 
Application No:            PA/11/02736  
Sites:                               land bounded by Commercial Road, 

Braham Street, Whitechapel High 
Street, Colchester Street and Leman 
Street, London, E1  

Development:   Retention of six poster panel 
advertisement hoardings for a 24 
month period. 
1.  Standard 96 Sheet (12m by 3m) 
located on Commercial Road 
elevation. 
2.  Standard portrait size (7.5m by 5m) 
located on Commercial Road 
elevation. 
3.  Standard 96 Sheet (12m by 3m) 
located on corner of Commercial 
Road and Whitechapel High Street 
elevation. 
4.  Standard 96 Sheet (12m by 3m) 
located on Whitechapel High Street 
elevation. 
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5.  Standard 48 Sheet (6.3m by 3.3m) 
located on Whitechapel High Street 
elevation. 
6.  Standard portrait size (7.5m by 5m) 
located on Leman Street elevation. 

Council Decision:  Refuse (delegated decision) 
Start Date  7 December 2011 
Appeal Method   WRITTEN REPRESENTATIONS 
 

4.3 Advertisement consent was refused on grounds of overall, advertisement clutter 
and the over-dominant and visually obtrusive nature of the advertisements, 
failing to preserve or enhance the character of the Whitechapel High Street 
Conservation Area. 

  
Application No:            PA/11/00953  
Site:                              17 Bethnal Green Road London E1 

6LA   
Development:   Change of Use form bed and 

breakfast accommodation to 3x2 bed 
flats with external alterations 

Council Decision: Refuse (delegated decision)  
Start Date  7 December 2011 
Appeal Method   WRITTEN REPRESENTATION 
      

4.4 In this case, officers were concerned about the loss of historic features, which 
would have been to the detriment of the character and appearance of the 
property and the Redchurch Street Conservation Area. 

  
Application No:            PA/11/01710 
Site:                               Western corner of Commercial Road 

and Butchers Row, E1    
Development:    Removal of existing hoardings and 

replacement with the installation of 1 
large scrolling internally illuminated 
LED display panel measuring 10m x 
5m (facing Commercial Road) only. 

Council Decision: Refuse (delegated decision)   
Start Date  6 December 2011 
Appeal Method   WRITTEN REPRESENTATIONS  
 

4.5 Whilst advertisement consent was granted in this particular instance, it was for 
a purely limited period and the appeal relates to the temporary nature of the 
advertisement display.   
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