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1. APPLICATION DETAILS 
  
 Location: Site At 2 Trafalgar Way 
 Existing Use:  
 Proposal: Redevelopment of the site to provide a residential-led, mixed use 

scheme, including two towers of 29 storey and 35 storeys in height, 
use of the site as 397 residential units, a re-provided drive-through 
restaurant, retail / financial and professional service units, a crèche, 
gymnasium, associated amenity space including a children's play area 
atop a podium level and car parking. 
 
This application includes the submission of an Environmental 
Statement 
 

 Drawing No’s: Plan No’s: 
 
950-100-C3; 950-32-C2; 950-SK-34; 950-33-C2 
 
A0000-00; A1000-00; A1100-01; A1101-00; A1102-00, A1103-00; 
A1104-02; A1105-02; A1106-02; A1107-02; A1108-02, A1109-02; 
A1200-00, A1201-00; A1202-00; A1203-00; A1300-00; A1301-00; 
A1302-00; A1303-00; A1304-00; A1305-00; A1306-00; A1307-00; 
A1400-00; A1401-00; A1402-00; A1500-00; A1501-00; A1502; A1503-
00 
 
1045-200-F; 1045-201-D; 1045-202-A; 1045-203; 1045-204; 1045-300 
 
Documents: 
Wider Vision Plans – Landscape Perspective 
Planning Statement 
Design and Access Statement 
Affordable Housing Toolkit 
Environmental Statement (3 Volumes) 
Transport Assessment 
GLA Toolkit and Renewable Energy report 
Statement of Community Involvement 
Archaeology Assessment 
 

 Applicant: 2 Trafalgar Way Limited and McDonalds Real Estate LLP Limited 



 Owner: As above 
 Historic Building: N/A 
 Conservation Area: N/A 
 
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 London Borough of Tower 
Hamlets Unitary Development Plan, Interim Guidance, associated supplementary planning 
guidance, the London Plan and Government Planning Policy Guidance and has found that: 
 
(1) The principle of a mixed use scheme is acceptable on this site as supported by PPS1: 
Creating Sustainable Development, as well as Policies 2A.1, 2A.9, 3B.1, 3B.3 and 5C.1 of 
the London Plan (Consolidated 2008) which seek to maximise the efficient use of sites in a 
way that is sustainable. 
 
(2) A high density scheme is considered to be an efficient use of the site that results in no 
significant adverse impact. Whilst exceeding the density nominated in the London Plan 
(Consolidated 2008) and LBTH Interim Planning Guidance, a density of 2633 habitable 
rooms per hectare is considered to be acceptable on balance for the following reasons:  

• The scheme is of high architectural quality; 
• A  tall building is appropriate in the areas context; 
• There are no symptoms of overdevelopment; 
• There are no adverse impacts to neighbours;  
• Residents and users; 
• There is access to public transport; 
• Significant planning contributions have been secured to mitigate the demand for local 

facilities and services. 
 
(3) The scheme is considered to deliver good-quality housing that will cater for the needs of 
residents within the Borough. The scheme provides for the maximum possible affordable 
housing (30%) having regard to the Affordable Housing (Three Dragons) toolkit. It is also 
balanced by the need to secure planning contributions in other matters. On balance, it is 
acceptable in respect of Policy CP22 of the LBTH Interim Planning Guidance. 
 
(4) The provision for family housing achieves the amount required in the social rent and 
shared ownership tenures pursuant to CP21 of the Interim Planning Guidance. In terms of 
overall family housing provision of 25%, the scheme considerably exceeds the levels 
secured borough-wide as shown in the LBTH Annual Monitoring Report 2006/7 and is 
therefore considered acceptable. 
 
(5) In addition to the provision of affordable and family housing, there is a good standard of 
residential amenity achieved in this scheme. In particular: 

• All flats exceed the minimum floorspace standards in accordance with HSG13 of the 
LBTH Adopted UDP 1998 and ‘Residential Space’ SPG; 

• Communal amenity open space is provided in accordance with HSG16 of the LBTH 
adopted UDP 1998, Policy HSG7 of the Interim Planning Guidance and Residential 
Space SPG; 

• Similarly, every flat has a balcony; 
• A children’s play area and crèche is provided in accordance with HSG16 of the LBTH 

adopted UDP 1998, Policy HSG7 of the Interim Planning Guidance and Residential 
Space SPG; 

• Over 10% wheelchair housing is provided in accordance with HSG9 of the Interim 
Planning Guidance; 

• The scheme has been designed to Lifetime Homes standards in accordance with 
HSG9 of the Interim Planning Guidance. 



 
(6) The architectural quality of this tall building is appropriate for the site with no significant 
visual impact posed on the surrounding context. Consideration of tall buildings policies of the 
LBTH Interim Planning Guidance and The London Plan (Consolidated 2008) indicate that the 
scheme satisfies the context, design, and amenity criteria and is therefore appropriate in this 
location. The analysis indicates that there are no significant adverse impacts upon views, 
including those from St Anne’s Church, in accordance with PPS1 and PPG15. Nor is there 
any significant impact to the view from General Wolfe Statue in Greenwich Park pursuant to 
The Mayor’s London View Management Framework’ 2007.  
 
(7) A suitable level of residential amenity for future occupiers is achieved which will satisfy 
need and create a sustainable community. The scheme provides for facilities and service 
including waste/recycling; car parking, bicycle parking; communal amenity open space, 
children’s play area and crèche, and a balcony for every flat. All flats are in excess of the 
minimum floorspace standards. The scheme is therefore in accordance with PPS1, PPS3, as 
well as Policies 4B.1, 4B.5, 4A.3, 4B.10 of the London Plan (Consolidated 2008) and Policy 
CP1 of the LBTH Interim Planning Guidance. 
 
(8) There are no significant impacts to neighbours posed. No significant privacy, overlooking, 
noise or disturbance impacts to neighbours are identified. The scheme has also been 
considered in detail by the Environmental Health team. They confirm that there is no 
significant overshadowing impact posed. Therefore the proposal is in accordance with DEV2 
of the LBTH Adopted UDP 1998, and Policy DEV1 of the Interim Planning Guidance. It is 
also noted that any impacts during construction such as noise, dust and vibration are not 
planning considerations. These would be mitigated through the management of the 
construction process in accordance with DEV12 of the LBTH Interim Planning Guidance. 
 
(9) The scheme is considered to be within the transport capacity of the area, with no 
significant impact posed. An extensive analysis, including 24hr surveys, indicates that the 
local road system has capacity to accommodate the scheme. It is also considered that there 
is no safety impact posed to residents and users on site, owing to the ground floor level 
design. In respect of the reprovision of MacDonald’s car parking and drive-thru facility, these 
were already approved. The residential car parking is below the maximum threshold for 
residential parking provision and is therefore considered acceptable. Finally, the scheme 
secures planning contributions to upgrade the Aspen way roundabout. This will improve 
access between the site and Shadwell DLR station giving future residents improved public 
transport accessibility to greater London. Therefore the scheme is considered to be in 
accordance with PPG13 as well as Policies 2A.1, 3A.7, and 3C.1 of the London Plan 
(Consolidated 2008) and Policies CP1, CP41, CP43, DEV16 of the LBTH Interim Planning 
Guidance. 
 
(10) The scheme secures significant planning contributions to mitigate the demand of 
additional residents on local facilities and services. In accordance with Circular 05/2005 of 
planning contributions, the scheme secures affordable housing (30%) as well as 
contributions for transport, education, health and amenity space improvements. The 
contributions have increased significantly as compared to the original offer. Following 
extensive analysis, they are considered to represent the maximum contribution possible 
having regard to the affordable Housing (Three Dragons) Toolkit. Therefore, the 
contributions are considered acceptable. 

  
 
3. RECOMMENDATION 
  
3.1 That the Committee resolve to GRANT planning permission subject to: 
  
 A. Any direction by The Mayor 
   



 B. The prior completion of a legal agreement to secure the following planning obligations: 
 

  a) A proportion of 30% based on habitable rooms of the proposed units to be 
provided as affordable housing with a 70:30 split between social rent and shared 
ownership tenures; 

b) Provide £1,500,000.00 towards highway improvements; 
c) Provide £607,758.00 towards education to mitigate the demand of the additional 

population on education facilities; 
d) Provide £545,253.00 towards medical facilities to mitigate the demand of the 

additional population on medical facilities; 
e) Provide £522,989.00 towards an improved public space between the site and 

Poplar Dock to supplement the private and communal open space achieved of 
site; and 

f) Provide for car club, car-free agreement, Travel Plan, TV/radio reception 
monitoring and impact mitigation, employment/training initiatives 

 
  
3.2 That the Corporate Director Development & Renewal be delegated authority to negotiate the 

legal agreement indicated above. 
  
3.3 That the Corporate Director Development & Renewal be delegated authority to impose 

conditions and informatives on the planning permission to secure the following matters: 
  
 Conditions: 
  
 1) Time limit for Full Planning Permission  

2) Details of the following are required: 
• External appearance and materials board 
• Design and ground floor 
• Balcony details 
3) Details of the children’s play area 
4) Parking for a maximum 97 cars (60 x residential basement spaces, 37 x MacDonalds 
restaurant spaces) 
5) Hours of construction limits (0800 – 1800, Mon-Fri: 0800 – 1300 Sat) 
6) Piling hours of operation limits (10am – 4pm) 
7) Details of insulation of the ventilation system and any associated plant required 
8) Wheel cleaning facility during construction 
9) Renewable energy measures satisfying 20% of energy demand to be implemented in 
accordance with the ES and Renewable Energy Toolkit. 
10) Land contamination study required to be undertaken with remediation certificate 
11) Method of piling as required by EA 
12) No infiltration to ground waters required by EA 
13) No storage within 10m of any watercourse required by EA 
14) storage facilities for oil, fuels and chemicals required by EA 
15) Details of foul and surface drainage system as required by the Environment Agency 
16) Method statement for waste removal during construction phase as required by EA 
17) Archaeology as required by English Heritage 
18) Insulation measures shall be provided in accordance with the PPG 24 noise assessment 
contained in the ES 
19) The waste and recycling facilities to be provided in accordance with the approved details 
and plans 
20) Construction Management Plan required 
21) The green/brown roofs to be constructed in accordance with the details submitted in the 
ES 
22) Lifetimes Homes standards and 10% wheelchair accessible 
23) No roller shutters on commercial units 
24) Code for sustainable homes compliance 



25) The CHP  shall be implemented in accordance with the renewable energy toolkit and ES 
26) Bats and Black Redstarts protection 
27) Construction program and site mgt to consider Black redstarts nesting and seasonal 
requirements (natural England) 
28) Any additional conditions as directed by the Corporate Director Development and 
Renewal 

  
 Informatives 
  
 1) Subject to s106 agreement 

2) Consult the Environment Agency in terms of conditions 10-17 
3) Consult Metropolitan Police in terms of conditions 2 & 3 
4) Consult English heritage on materials condition 
5) Consult Natural England on the open space adjacent poplar dock 
6) Consult Parks, landscape, BW and English Nature on the s106 for poplar dock 
7) Site notice specifying the details of the contractor required 
8) EA prior approval for dewatering 
9) Registration of food premises 
10) Inspection prior to occupation 
11)  Obtaining consent under the pollution act prior to commencement 
12) Submission of an archaeological project design 
13) S278 highways agreement 
14) Licence for structures oversailing the public highway 
15) Drainage provision 
16) Fitting petrol/oil interceptors 
17) Installation of fat traps 
18) Water supply provision. 
19) No adverts without consent 
20) Surface water discharge (BW) 
21) Advert consent required for all signage 
 

  
3.4 That, if within 3-months of the date of this Committee the legal agreement has not been 

completed, the Corporate Director Development & Renewal be delegated authority to refuse 
planning permission. 

 
 
4. PROPOSAL AND LOCATION DETAILS 
  
 Proposal 
  
4.1 The proposal is for redevelopment of the MacDonald’s restaurant/drive-thru site to provide 

a residential-led mixed use scheme including two towers of 29 storey and 35 storeys in 
height. It is to be used as 395 residential units, a drive-through restaurant, retail / financial 
and professional service units, a crèche and gymnasium. Associated amenity space 
including a children's play area atop a podium level and car parking is also included. 
 

4.2 The details of the scheme are as follows: 
• The provision of 65sqm Gross Estimated Area (GEA) of restaurant (A3) floorspace 

and 970sqm Retail (A1/A2/A3) predicted to generate between 165 - 200 jobs; 
• 25,434sqm of residential (C3) flats with sizes ranging between studio – 5 bedroom; 
• Affordable housing provision which equates to 30% of total habitable rooms or 19% 

of the GEA, or 24% of unit yield; 
• Residential design that achieves level 3 for the Code for Sustainable Homes Criteria 

as well as 10.4% wheelchair housing; 
• Incorporation of energy efficient and sustainable measures into the scheme to 

provide 10% of energy needs and reduce carbon emission by 10%; 



• A total of 5205 sqm of amenity space comprising: 
• 1755 sqm of private amenity space in the form of balconies; 
• 380 sqm of children’s playspace at podium level; 
• 420 sqm communal space at podium level; 
• 100 sqm associated with the podium level crèche; 
• 2550sqm of publicly accessible space at ground floor located between the site and 

Poplar Dock which will be upgraded as part of the s106 planning contribution 
undertaking;  

• The provision of 97 car parking spaces comprising 60 spaces for the residential (C3) 
uses and 37 spaces for the MacDonald’s restaurant. 2 spaces of the MacDonalds 
parking is for people with a disability whilst all spaces in the residential are accessible 
for people with a disability; 

• The provision of 407 secure cycle spaces for both residential and employment 
components of the mixed use scheme as well as visitors to the site; and 

• The provision of refuse and recycling facilities  
 
 
 

4.3 The principle design element of the scheme is the two circular tower elements, clad in 
horizontal bands of glass and metal. The metal banding is perforated (holes) to allow for 
increased light penetration into the building and also adds an interesting feature. Unique 
building projections between the towers provide added visual interest as well as 
accommodating skygardens for flats. Rooftop gardens complete the tower design. The 
ground floor comprises the residential access and servicing areas, as well as the being the 
location for the commercial units, including the MacDonald’s restaurant which is to be 
reprovided on the site. A podium level accommodates amenity open space, the children’s 
play areas and crèche. 
 

4.4 A notable feature of the scheme is the mechanical car storage system. Working in a manner 
of a vending machine, drivers can deposit and retrieve their car from the designated access 
point at the ground floor using their access code. The mechanical system does the rest, 
moving the car between the basement storage and ground floor access point. This solution is 
helpful for people with a disability as there is no need to enter the basement. The transport 
assessment predicts that only 2 cars will queue to use this space in peak periods and the 
queuing area provided on site can accommodate 3 cars. 

  
 Site and Surroundings 
4.5 The island site has a total area of 0.4 hectares and is located to the south of Aspen Way and 

to the North of Polar Dock. The site slopes down gently towards the east. The site is 
occupied by a MacDonald’s restaurant and drive-thru takeaway facility. The site currently 
benefits from landscaping and on-site car parking for 41 cars. 
 

4.6 Pursuant to the London Borough of Tower Hamlets (LBTH) adopted Unitary Development 
Plan (UDP) 1998, the site is located within the Central Activity Zone, a Flood Protection 
Area, is within 200m of east-west Crossrail, and is adjacent a site of nature conservation 
importance. Pursuant to the LBTH Interim Planning Guidance (IPG) the site is identified as 
ID58 (Res C3, Employment B1), and falls within a Flood Risk zone 2 – 3. 
 

4.7 Pursuant to the Isle of Dogs Area Action Plan (AAP), the site is specifically identified as ID58 
(for Residential C3 and Employment B1 uses), is adjacent new housing focus area, adjacent 
residential-led mixed use and adjacent to the Crossrail route. 
 

4.8 Pursuant to the Mayor’s London Plan Consolidated with Alterations since 2004, the site is 
identified within an area of regeneration, is adjacent to the Canary Wharf Opportunity Area 
and is within an area with a Public transport Accessibility Level (PTAL) of 6a.  
 

4.9 Pursuant to the Mayor’s East London Sub-regional Development Framework, the site is 



identified within an area for mixed uses with strong arts, cultural and entertainment 
character. 
 

4.10 To the north of the site is Aspen Way, and further north is a mix of predominantly residential 
development. To the south is a recent residential development and the Poplar Dock marina. 
To the west is Billingsgate Market and Canary Wharf whilst to the east is a mix of residential 
commercial floorspace (office and retail) as well as a hotel. Blackwell DLR station is in 
proximity of the site to the north east across Aspen Way. 

  
 Planning History 

 
 The Site 
4.11 
 

In June 1994 application T/94/170 was granted for the MacDonald’s development. 
Subsequently, various minor applications have been approved for signage and a 
freestanding cash point (ATM). 

  
 Neighbour – Building C New Providence Wharf 
4.12 On 31 January 2008, application PA/06/2101 was granted for erection of a part 12, part 

44 storey 54,778 sqm building to provide 484 flats, 323 sqm of retail floorspace (Use Class 
A1), a 948 sq m Health and Fitness club (Use Class D2). An ancillary concierge facility 
together with associated landscaping, car parking, servicing and plant was also provided, 
subject to signing the s106 legal agreement. 
 

 Neighbour – Building D New Providence Wharf 
4.13 On 06 October 2004, application PA/03/1387 was granted for erection of a 33,291 sqm. 

tower and podium building, 104.3m high, to provide a 210 room hotel, 257 flats (139 studio 
apartments, 70 one bedroom, 39 two bedroom, 3 three bedroom and 6 three bedroom 
duplex apartments) together with a 86 sq. m Class A1/A2/A3/B1 unit. 
 

4.14 On 20 April 2005 application PA/04/1858 was granted for the erection of a 36,552 sqm tower 
and podium building (111.95 m tall) to provide a 14,106 sq. m, 169 bedroom hotel, a 605 sq. 
m health club, a 36 sq. m A1/A2/A3/B1 unit, 45 car parking spaces, landscaping and means 
of access was permitted. 
 

 Neighbour – Poplar Dock 
4.15 On 07 October 1997, the London Docklands Development Corporation (LDDC) granted 

permission for the redevelopment of Poplar Dock and its use as 21 Houses, 294 flats and 
230sqm of commercial floorspace (Class A1, A2 or A3), as well as ancillary car parking and 
landscaping. 
 

4.16 On 30 June 1998, the LBTH Development Subcommittee granted permission for an 
application to vary the 7th October 1997 permission, including provision of an extra storey on 
the north/south blocks D1, D2 and F to create 16 additional units as well as an increasing 
commercial floorspace by 75sqm from 230sqm to 305 sqm. 
 

4.17 On 03 February 1999, the LBTH Development Panel granted planning permission for an 
amended scheme at block C to provide 86 flats comprising of 1 to 3 bedrooms as well as a 
contributions to social housing. 
 

4.18 On 08 January 2001, the LBTH Development Panel granted permission for application 
PA/99/1540 for erection of a part 4/5 storey building to provide 14 x 1 bed and 36 x 2 bed 
flats with car parking and landscaping. 
 

 Neighbour - Land S/w Jnc Of Poplar High St And Preston’s Road And East Of Poplar 
Business Park, Preston’s Road 

4.19 On 13 March 2006, application PA/04/510 was granted for the erection of two buildings rising 
to 13 and 25 storeys in height and its use as 1,084 sq. m of Class A1 (Shop) and 243 



residential units  (131 x 1 bedroom, 82 x 2 bedroom and 30 x 3 bedroom). 
 

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

Decision” agenda items. The following policies are relevant to the application: 
  
 Unitary Development Plan 1998 (as saved September 2007) 
 Proposals:  CAZ, Flood Protection Area, within 200m of east-west 

Crossrail, adjacent a site of nature conservation importance 
    
 Policies: DEV1 Design Requirements  
  DEV2 Environmental Requirements  
  DEV3 Mixed Use Developments  
  DEV4 Planning Obligations  
  DEV8 Protection of Local Views  
  DEV9 Control of Minor Works 
  DEV12 Provision Of Landscaping in Development  
  DEV43 Protection of Archaeological Heritage 
  DEV44 Preservation of Archaeological Remains 
  DEV46 Protection of Waterway Corridors 
  DEV50  Noise 
  DEV51 Contaminated Soil  
  DEV55 Development and Waste Disposal 
  DEV56 Waste Recycling 
  DEV69 Efficient Use of Water 
  EMP1 Promoting economic growth and employment opportunities 
  EMP5 Compatibility with Existing Industrial Uses 
  EMP6 Employing local People 
  EMP8 Encouraging Small Business Growth 
  EMP10 Development Elsewhere in the Borough 
  EMP12 Business Uses in Industrial Employment Areas 
  EMP13 Residential Development in Industrial Employment Areas 
  HSG7 Dwelling Mix and Type  
  HSG13 Internal Space Standards  
  HSG 14 Provision for Special Needs 
  HSG15 Development Affecting Residential Amenity  
  HSG16 Housing Amenity Space 
  T10 Priorities for Strategic Management 
  T16  Traffic Priorities for New Development  
  T18 Pedestrians and the Road Network  
  T21 Pedestrians Needs in New Development 
  S10 Requirements for New Shop front Proposals 
  OS9 Children’s Playspace 
  U2 Development in Areas at Risk from Flooding 
  U3 Flood Protection Measures 
  
 Interim Planning Guidance for the purposes of Development Control (October 2007) 
 Proposals:  IPG – ID58 (Res C3, Employment B1), Flood risk zone 2 

and 3, Isle of Dogs AAP 
IOD AAP – , mixed use site, ID58 (Res C3 Employment B1), 
adjacent new housing focus area, adjacent res led mixed use 
adjacent crossrail route 

    
 Core Strategies: CP1 Creating Sustainable Communities 



  CP2 Equality of Opportunity 
  CP3 Sustainable Environment 
  CP4 Good Design 
  CP5 Supporting Infrastructure 
  CP9 Employment Space for Small Businesses 
  CP11 Sites in Employment Use 
  CP15 Provision of a Range of Shops and Services 
  CP19 New Housing Provision 
  CP20 Sustainable Residential Density 
  CP21 Dwelling Mix and Type 
  CP22 Affordable Housing 
  CP24 Special Needs and Specialist Housing 
  CP25 Housing and Amenity Space 
  CP28 Healthy Living 
  CP29 Improving Education Skills 
  CP31 Biodiversity 
  CP37 Flood Alleviation 
  CP38 Energy Efficiency and Production of Renewable Energy 
  CP39 Sustainable Waste Management 
  CP41 Integrating Development with Transport 
  CP43 Better Public Transport 
  CP46 Accessible and Inclusive Environments 
  CP47 Community Safety 
  CP48 Tall Buildings 
 Policies: DEV1 Amenity 
  DEV2 Character and Design 
  DEV3 Accessibility and Inclusive Design 
  DEV4 Safety and Security 
  DEV5 Sustainable Design 
  DEV6 Energy Efficiency 
  DEV7 Water Quality and Conservation 
  DEV8 Sustainable Drainage  
  DEV9 Sustainable Construction Materials  
  DEV10 Disturbance from Noise Pollution  
  DEV11 Air Pollution and Air Quality  
  DEV12 Management of Demolition and Construction 
  DEV13 Landscaping and Tree Preservation 
  DEV14 Public Art 
  DEV15 Waste and Recyclables Storage  
  DEV16 Walking and Cycling Routes and Facilities  
  DEV17 Transport Assessments 
  DEV18  Travel Plans  
  DEV19 Parking for Motor Vehicles  
  DEV20  Capacity of Utility Infrastructure 
  DEV21 Flood Risk Management 
  DEV22 Contaminated Land  
  DEV25 Social Impact Assessment 
  DEV27  Tall Buildings Assessment  
  EE1 Industrial Land Adjoining Industrial Land 
  EE2 Redevelopment/Change of Use of Employment Sites 
  EE3 Relocation of Businesses Outside of Strategic Industrial 

Locations and Local Industrial Locations 
  RT3 Shopping Provision Outside of Town Centres 
  RT4 Shopping Provision Outside of Town Centres 
  HSG1 Determining Housing Density  
  HSG2 Housing Mix  
  HSG3 Affordable Housing  



  HSG4 Ratio of Social Rent to Intermediate Housing 
  HSG7 Housing Amenity Space  
  HSG9 Accessible and Adaptable Homes  
  HSG10  Calculating Provision of Affordable Housing  
  CON5 Protection and Management of Important Views  
    
 Supplementary Planning Guidance/Documents 
  Residential Space Standards  
  Archaeology and Development  
  Isle of Dogs Action Plan (AAP) 
    
 The Mayor’s Spatial Development Strategy for Greater London, The London Plan 

(Consolidated with Alterations since 2004) 2008 
Consider adding 2A.7, 2A.10, 3A.3, 3A.6 
London Plan – area for regeneration, adjacent canary wharf opportunity area 
East London Sub-Regional Development Framework – Mixed uses with strong arts, cultural 
and entertainment character 
PTAL 6a (area only) 

 Polices  2A.1 Sustainability Criteria 
  2A.7 Areas for Regeneration 
  2A.9 The suburbs: Supporting Sustainable Communities 
    
  3A.1 Increasing London’s Supply of Housing  
  3A.2 Borough Housing Targets  
  3A.5 Housing Choice  
  3A.7 Large Residential Developments 
  3A.9 Affordable Housing Targets  
  3A.10 Negotiating Affordable Housing in Individual Private 

Residential and Mixed use Schemes 
  3A.17 Addressing the Needs of London’s Diverse Population 
  3A.18 Protection and Enhancement of Social Infrastructure and 

Community Facilities 
  3A.20 Health Objectives 
  3A.23 Health Impacts 
  3A.24 Education Facilities 
  3A.23 Community Strategies 
  3A.24 Meeting Floor Targets 
  3A.28 Social and Economic Impact Assessments 
  3B.1 Developing London’s Economy 
  3B.2 Office Demand and Supply 
  3B.3 Mixed Use Development 
  3C.1 Integrating Transport and Development  
  3C.2 Matching Development with Transport Capacity 
  3C.23 Parking Strategy 
  3D.11 Open Space Provision in DPDs 
  3D.14 Biodiversity and Nature Conservation 
  4A.22 Spatial Policies for Waste Management 
  4A.7 Renewable Energy  
  4A.4 Energy Assessment  
  4A.3 Maximising the Potential of Sites 
  4A.16 Water Supplies and Resources 
  4A.17 Water Quality 
  4A.18 Water and Sewerage Infrastructure 
  4A.20 Reducing Noise and Enhancing Soundscapes 
  4A.33 Bringing Contaminated Land into Beneficial Use 
  4B.1 Design Principles for a Compact City  
  4B.2 Promoting World Class Architecture and Design  



  4B.3 Enhancing the Quality of the Public Realm 
  4B.5 Creating an Inclusive Environment  
  4A.3 Sustainable Design and Construction  
  4B.9 Tall Buildings - Location 
  4B.10 Large Scale Buildings – Design and Impact 
  5C.1 The Strategic Priorities for North East London 
    
 Mayor of London’s Sub Regional Development framework For East London 

Mayor of London SPG,  London View Management Framework 2007 
 

    
 Government Planning Policy Guidance/Statements 
  PPS1 Delivering Sustainable Development 
  PPS3 Housing 
  PPG 4 Industrial, Commercial Development and Small Firms 
  PPG9 Nature Conservation 
  PPG16 Archaeology and Planning  
  PPS22 Renewable Energy  
  PPS23 Planning and Pollution Control 
  PPS25 Flood Risk 
  
 Community Plan The following Community Plan objectives relate to the application: 
  A better place for living safely 
  A better place for living well 
  A better place for creating and sharing prosperity 
  
 
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:  

  
 LBTH Primary Care Trust (PCT) 
6.2 Advised that the contribution for healthcare based on the HUDU model is £2,378,709.00 

comprising of £545,253.00 capital contribution and £1,833,456.00 revenue contribution 
 
(Officer Comment: These issues are discussed in section 8: ‘S106 Planning Contributions’.) 
 

  
 LBTH Landscape Section 
6.3 Concern is raised about provision of family housing with limited play area which is also 

prescriptively design. Furthermore, the lack of any public open space within this area and 
isolation of the site would otherwise make accessibility difficult for children. Concerned also 
raised with density of the scheme but notes this is not a reason for refusal of itself. 
 
(Officer Comment: Section 8 under ‘Amenity Space’ outlines provision of amenity open 
space including 380sqm of dedicated children’s playspace and 100sqm playspace relating to 
the crèche. This provision satisfies the Interim Planning Guidance requirements in terms of 
area and concern about the detailed design could be reasonably addressed by an 
appropriately worded condition for the detailed design stage. In respect of the availability of 
open space, the scheme will provide for an improved open space between the site and 
Poplar Dock and contribute a planning contribution in excess of £500k in support of this 
work. On the basis of the variety of provision of amenity space and that the detailed design 
will be secured by condition, the concerns expressed are not considered sufficient reasons to 
refuse planning permission.) 

  



 LBTH Parks and Open Spaces 
6.4 Clarification requested in respect of the amenity area adjacent the site and Poplar Dock. 

 
(Officer Comment: It was confirmed that this area fell outside the red line of the application 
and was land controlled by British Waterways and for which it was agreed to seek s106 
planning contributions for the improvement of this space for public use. As part of the s106 
agreement, appropriately worded heads of terms will include the requirement for LBTH to be 
consulted on the works to this space including the detailed landscape design treatment and 
the retention and replacement of trees.) 

  
 LBTH Traffic and Transport 
6.5 Initial comments since been addressed by further information and conditions of approval 

recommended: 
• A recent 24 hour traffic study considering Billingsgate market; 
• The loading bay on the public highway is incorporated within the site proper; 
• The vehicle barrier onto Trafalgar way has been repositioned further into the site to 

prevent queuing on the public highway. 
• Recommend a car free agreement ad section 106 for highway improvements 

including contributions for at grade pedestrian crossing facilities for Preston Road 
roundabout and contributions towards highway improvements on Trafalgar Way 

• Recommend s278 agreement to secure the highway works. 
 
The remaining concerns about the scheme such that the department cannot recommend 
approval: 

• Provision of 37 parking for the MacDonald’s restaurant; 
• The internal road layout giving rise to pedestrian/vehicle conflicts 

 
(Officer Comment: These issues are discussed in section 8: ‘Transport’.) 

  
 LBTH Energy Officer 
6.6 Considers the energy Strategy to be acceptable and recommends appropriately worded 

conditions to ensure carbon dioxide reductions are capable of being achieved on site. 
  
 LBTH Environmental Health – Health 
6.7 • No bedroom to be less than 6.5sqm 

• Sufficient extract ventilation for kitchens, bathrooms and WCs 
• Premises must comply with relevant statutes including Housing Act 2004 and 

relevant building regulations. 
 
(Officer Comment: In respect of the issues raised, all bedrooms exceed the minimum 
requirements and satisfy the LBTH Supplementary Planning Guidance on amenity space 
standards; ventilation will be addressed as part of the approval under building regulations; 
compliance with other legislation is noted but not a planning consideration.) 

  
 LBTH Environmental Health – Construction, Noise/vibration, Microclimate (wind) and 

BRE (daylight sunlight) Issues 
6.8 • Construction management plan acceptable and hours to be conditioned; 

• Noise vibration conditions to be imposed for internal amenity pursuant to PPG24 and 
BS8233.1999; 

• Microclimate assessment acceptable and sufficient comfort/safety levels are 
achieved through the development; 

• Since the receipt of further information including Vertical Sky Component (VSC), 
Average Daylight Factor (ADF), DDT, Annual Probable Sunlight Hours (APSH), 
shadow analysis and Sun Path for Sunlight Assessment, the scheme is considered to 
be acceptable; 

• Concern in respect of the noise impact for residents form the A3 (MacDonald’s and 



D1/D2 (Gymnasium and crèche) have been addressed by window glazing 
specifications as well as the insulation level of the intended floor construction 

 
(Officer Comment: Appropriately worded conditions of approval are recommended where 
relevant to address the abovementioned matters.) 

  
 LBTH Environmental Health – Land Contamination Issues 
6.9 No objection to the scheme and recommends standard conditions for further investigation. 
  
 LBTH Education 
6.10 A planning contribution of £607,758. 00 is requested to accommodate 49 additional primary 

school places to mitigate against the impact on the local education provision. 
 
(Officer Comment: The full planning contribution sought will be secured within the s106 
agreement.) 

  
 LBTH Waste 
6.11 • Concern raised in respect of compaction of residential waste with handling difficulties 

that may result form heavier bins; 
• Twice weekly collection services are acceptable 
• Concern that storage facilities could be cramped 
• Further consideration of the above matters is required before concluding the most 

suitable waste handling arrangements on the site 
 
(Officer Comment: An appropriately worded condition is recommended for the resulting 
waste arrangements to be agreed prior to commencement of works on site) 

  
 Greater London Authority (Statutory Consultee) 
6.12 No comments received 
  
 The Government Office of London 
6.13 No comments received 
  
 Environment Agency (Statutory Consultee) 
6.14 No objection to the scheme subject to appropriately worded standard conditions: 

• Flood warning system and evacuation plan 
• Preliminary risk assessment 
• Verification report for the remediation strategy 
• No infiltration of surface water drainage into the ground 
• Pilling and penetrative foundation design to be approved 
 
Additionally, the following informatives are recommended: 
• Drainage systems to allow groundwater to bypass 
• Abstraction license required under the Water Resources Act 1991 
• Follow risk management of CLR11 
• Surface water attenuation for 1 in 100 year events with 30% increase for climate 

change 
 
(Officer Comment: These conditions and informatives are recommended if the application is 
granted.) 

  
 TfL (Statutory Consultee) 
6.15 No comments received 
  
 DLR 
6.16 No comments received 



  
 BBC 
6.17 No comments received 
  
 English Heritage (Archaeology) (Statutory Consultee) 
6.18 Concern for impact to sensitive conservation area views Eg from portico of All Saints, East 

India Dock Road and effect of materials and detailed design especially a shinny finish. Note 
that consultation as part of Scoping opinion are not a view on the scheme and are merely an 
outline of the information to be contained within the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA). 
No pre-application was had on this scheme. 
 
(Officer comment: The impact to conservation area views is discussed in section 8 under 
‘Design’.  Advice that the Scoping opinion is an assessment and that pre-application 
discussions have not been had are noted but do not otherwise prejudice the assessment and 
determination of the application) 

  
 London City Airport (Statutory Consultee) 
6.19 No safeguarding objection to the proposal 
  
 National Air Traffic Services Ltd (NATS) (Statutory Consultee) 
6.20 No safeguarding objection to the proposal. 
  
 Thames Water Authority 
6.21 No comments received 
  
 British Waterways 
6.22 No objection subject to: 

• Financial contribution for landscaping of area between the site and Poplar Dock 
• A condition for detailed landscaping plan 
• An informative in respect of surface water discharge 

 
(Officer Comment: A contribution is secured for the improvement works to land adjacent 
Poplar Dock and the condition and informatives are recommended if the scheme is granted) 

  
 Lea Valley regional Park Authority 
6.23 No comments received 
  
 Metropolitan Police 
6.24 No comments received 
  
 London Fire and Emergency Planning Authority (LFEPA) 
6.25 The Authority raise no objection the proposal following receipt of the following clarification: 

• The stacking arrangement of the parking facility 
• The lower car park plan 
• Inclusion of the escape stair for the basement 
• Reliance on an engineering design solution needs to be clarified 

  
 London Borough of Greenwich 
6.26 No objections and no observations. 
  
 English Nature – Natural England 
6.27 The Environmental Assessment does not cover current conservation value although, it is 

accepted this was covered in the Scoping Report. However, the need to better consider 
nesting and breeding of birds is required. Black Restarts are found in LBTH and the Isle of 
Dogs has the most breeding pairs. A condition is recommended to ensure impacts during 
felling are minimised. The nesting, breeding and seasonal requirements is to be factored into 
the construction program as well as in a management strategy for the birds on site during 



this phase. A management program is recommended for maintaining planting on site and to 
include the green/brown roofs in this plan. A legal agreement is recommended towards the 
maintenance and continued provision of accessible natural greenspace. 
 
(Officer Comment: The Thompson Ecology Habitat Survey which was submitted as part of 
the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) states that there was no evidence of Black 
Redstarts on site.  In addition to this, the ecological consultant advised that Black Redstarts 
prefer to nest in derelict sites of brick and rubble rather than trees. Advice was that a new 
habitat would be provided for Black Redstarts in the form of the proposed brown 
roofs. Finally, the s106 legal agreement includes monies to improve the open space in 
between the site and Poplar Dock which has the potential to support natural greenspace.) 

  
 Port of London Authority 
6.28 No objection to the proposal. 
  
 National Grid 
6.29 Consider that the scheme has a negligible risk in respect of proximity and sensitivity of 

electricity and gas transmission network. 
  
 Canary Wharf Group PLC 
6.30 No objecting in principle but concerned about impact of development including traffic in 

Trafalgar Way. Proposal is a significant intensification with new restaurant having a 
potentially high turnover and stacked parking may not be sufficient and possible queues in 
Trafalgar Way and Impact to Preston’s Road needs to be considered. 
 
(Officer Comment: These concerns have also been considered in the officer comments for 
the traffic and Transportation and Strategic Transport Team) 

  
 Crossrail 
6.31 Advice that the Authority has no comments to make on the proposal 
  
 CABE 
6.32 No comments received 
  
 Barkantine Tenants and Residents Association 
6.33 No comments received 
  
 Alpha Grove and Barkantine Tenants Association 
6.34 No comments received 
  
 Maritime Greenwich World Heritage Site 
6.35 Notes the site is considerable distance form Maritime Greenwich but nevertheless is visible 

form General Wolfe Statue, Greenwich Park being listed in the GLA London View 
Development Framework. Concern is raised regarding the enlargement of the cluster of tall 
building to east and west of the Canary Wharf cluster which may create a wall of buildings. 
The gap is important as it visually defines Canary Wharf and extending this group of 
buildings as viewed from the General Wolfe Statue is a concern. Also, there is concern for 
scale and design of the tower rather than details. 
 
(Officer Comment: The agent has provided CGIs and additional written justification in support 
of the scheme in response to these concerns as discussed in detail in Section 8 under 
‘Design’.) 

  
 The Greenwich Society 
6.36 No comments received 
 
7. LOCAL REPRESENTATION 



  
7.1 A total of 347 neighbouring properties within the area shown on the map appended to this 

report were notified about the application and invited to comment. The application has also 
been publicised in East End Life and on site. The 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:  1     Against: Nil; Support: Nil; Neutral 1 
  
7.2 The following comments were raised in representations that are material to the determination 

of the application: 
 

7.3 Design – attractive building that will improve the tone of LBTH 
 (Officer comment: The appearance and design of the scheme is considered to be of high 

quality and an appropriately worded condition recommended to control the detailed design 
and materials) 
 

7.4 Concern in respect of TV and radio reception 
 (Officer comment: TV and radio reception was considered as part of the EIA. The 

assessment concludes that the impact would be minimal subject to mitigation measures for 
example relocating antennas or using repeaters and amplifiers. To ensure that this matter is 
considered following completion of the scheme it is included a term of the s106 agreement 
requiring monitoring and mitigation is undertaken as appropriate). 

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

 
1. Landuse 
2. Housing 
3. Design 
4. Amenity for future occupiers and users 
5. Neighbour Impacts 
6. Transport Impacts 
7. Sustainability 
8. Planning Contributions 

  
 Landuse 

 
 Introduction 
8.2 As noted in the ‘Site and Surroundings’ section 4 of this report, the site falls within ID58 of 

the Isle of Dogs AAP and is designated for a residential-lead, mixed-use scheme. 
 

 Principle of mixed use 
8.3 National, regional and local policy promotes a mixed use development approach on this site, 

subject to the following considerations. 
 

8.4 In respect of national policy PPS 1: Creating Sustainable Development (Jan 05), the PPS 
promotes in it’s ‘General Approach’ for the more efficient use of land with higher density, 
mixed-use schemes using previously developed, vacant and underutilised sites to achieve 
national targets. This consideration of the effective use of land, and the range of incentives 
or interventions to facilitate this is also encouraged in ‘Effective Use of Land’ of PPS3 
‘Housing’ (Nov 06). 
 

8.5 In respect of regional policy, The London Plan (Consolidated 2008), 2A.1 ‘Sustainability 
Criteria’ also promotes the optimisation of land use. Policy 2A.9 ‘The Suburbs:  Supporting 



Sustainable Communities’ refers to promoting change and enhancing of quality of life with 
higher density, mixed use development and by considering means of improving sustainability 
of land use. Policy 3B.1 ‘Developing London’s Economy’ seeks to support the economy of 
London by promoting a range of premises of different types and sizes thereby encouraging 
the mixed uses. Policy 3B.3 ‘Mixed Use Development’ (90) mentions that mixed uses are 
also encouraged with sub-regional development frameworks. Identifying capacity to 
accommodate new job and housing opportunities through mixed-use development is 
encouraged in Policy 5C.1 ‘The Strategic Priorities for North East London’. 

  
8.6 In policy terms, a mixed use scheme is policy complaint on this site. Therefore, this mixed 

use residential and commercial scheme is acceptable in principle. 
 

 Density 
8.7 In addition to the general guidance Policy 3A.3 ‘Maximising the Potential of Sites’ of The  

London Plan, CP20 ‘Sustainable Residential Density’ and HSG1 ‘Determining Residential 
Density’ of the Interim Planning Guidance, outline the standards for maximising intensity and 
the efficient use of sites. 
 

8.8 The proposal is equivalent to 2633 habitable rooms per hectare which is in excess of 
published local and regional guidance. The indicative density provisions based on habitable 
rooms per hectare are as follows: 

• London Plan: 650-1100 habitable rooms per hectare in an area of a Public Transport 
Accessibility Index (PTAL) 4-6 for central areas (within 800m walking distance of 
Canary Wharf) 

• LBTH Interim Guidance: 650-1100 habitable rooms per hectare in PTAL 4-6 in 
northern isle of Dogs area 

 
8.9 The density is in excess of the range of the London Plan and LBTH Interim Guidance. 

However, it is considered that the density is acceptable for the following reasons: 
• There are no significant impacts identified for neighbours as discussed under 

‘Neighbour Impacts’; 
• There are no significant impacts identified for future residents and users as discussed 

under ‘Amenity for Future Occupiers and Users’; 
• There are no symptoms of overdevelopment including poor design, substandard 

accommodation, inappropriate housing mix referred to in CP20 Sustainable 
Residential Density of the LBTH Interim Planning Guidance; 

• The scheme is of high architectural quality as discussed under ‘Design’; 
• Tall buildings are appropriate in this location as discussed under ‘tall Buildings’; 
• The scheme has acceptable access to public transport; 
• Planning contributions for transport, health, education and amenity space will be 

secured to compensate for the demand that the scheme will pose to local service and 
facility provision as discussed under ‘S106 Planning Contributions’; 

  
8.10 For these reasons the scheme is considered to be an efficient use of the site and not over-

dense. 
 

8.11 Furthermore, higher density is also promoted by Interim Planning Guidance Policy CP20 
‘Sustainable Residential Density’ which states: 
 
“The council will resist any proposed housing development that results in an inefficient use or 
under-development of a site.” 
 

8.12 In addition, high density precedents have been recently approved in particular application 
PA/04/00510 at Land S/w Jnc Of Poplar High St And Preston’s Road And East Of Poplar 
Business Park, Preston’s Road. A density in excess of 2259 habitable rooms per hectare 
was granted in 2006 for this scheme. 
 



8.13 Therefore, on balance, the density is considered acceptable given that the proposal poses 
no significant impacts, is appropriate to the area context and planning contributions will be 
secured. 
 

 Principle of Housing 
8.14 Consideration in this section is limited to the principle of a residential component in a mixed-

use redevelopment. The quality of the provision is discussed separately under ‘Housing’. 
 

8.15 The scheme is identified in the Isle of Dogs AAP as development site ID58. Its description 
indicates a residential C3 component of any redevelopment scheme is considered 
acceptable. In respect of the London Plan (Consolidated 2008), the site is within the North-
East sub region and should also have regard to the Blue Ribbon Network. However, there 
are no specific designations identified for this site. Therefore there is nothing to prevent 
the consideration of a residential component rather it is a presumption which is further 
reinforced by the extant permission of May 2007. 

  
 Concluding Remarks 
8.16 This section considered that a residential-lead, mixed-use scheme is appropriate and 

justified in terms of policy. The remainder of the report considers the acceptability of the 
scheme. 
 

 Housing 
8.17 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The application includes 395 residential (Class C3) units. Its mix is as follows: 
 

 Market 
Sale 

Social 
Rent 

Shared 
Ownership 

Studios  63 0 4 
1 Bedroom flat 86 5 10 
2 Bedroom flat  105 12 13 
3 bedroom flat  47 33 9 
4 Bedroom flat  0 7 0 
5 Bedroom flat 0 1 0 
Total Units 301 58 36 
Total Affordable Units                                     94    

 Affordable Housing 
8.18 UDP policy requires affordable housing on schemes greater than the 10 ten units. 

 
8.19 Policy CP22 ‘Affordable Housing’ requires a 35% affordable housing provision. 

 
8.20 An Affordable Housing (Three Dragons) Toolkit was submitted in justification for providing a 

reduced affordable housing contribution. Issues including build cost and residual land value 
were identified as affecting the financial viability of the scheme. Additionally, provision of 
affordable housing is balanced with the need to consider planning contributions in other 
areas including transport, health and education for example. 
 

8.21 Initially, the scheme offered a contribution 28% affordable housing and £5,000.00 per unit 
based on the affordable housing toolkit. The applicant reconsidered this and improved the 
contribution to 30% affordable housing and £8,000.00 per unit in financial contributions. The 
agent confirmed that, in light of the scheme’s economic viability, the scheme could not 
increase the affordable housing offer further. After extensive review by Council Officers, it is 
considered the figures appear to be reasonable, and that the 30% affordable housing 



provision is the maximum that can be provided. 
 

8.22 Policy 3A.8 of the London Plan states that: 
 ‘Boroughs should seek maximum reasonable amount of affordable housing when 

negotiating on individual private residential and mixed-use schemes, having regard to their 
affordable housing targets adopted in line with policy 3.7, the need to encourage rather than 
restrain residential development and the individual circumstances of the site. Targets should 
be applied flexibly, taking into account of individual site costs, the viability of public subsidy 
and other scheme requirements’. 
 

8.23 In accordance with GLA requirement, the Council have sought the maximum amount of 
affordable housing whilst taking into account the factors set out in the policy 3A.8 of the 
London Plan. These include the most effective use of private and public investment, which 
includes use of financial contributions. In this case, the most relevant planning 
contributions (financial contribution or public investment) offered by this scheme (as 
worked into the viability assessment) includes: 

• £1,500,000.00 towards highway safety improvements; 
• £607,758.00 towards education to mitigate the demand of the additional population 

on education facilities; 
• £545,253.00 towards medical facilities to mitigate the demand of the additional 

population on medical facilities; 
• £522,989.00 towards an improved public space between the site and Poplar Dock to 

supplement the private and communal open space achieved of site; and 
 

8.24 Overall, in the light of the viability assessment produced for the proposed development, the 
overall s106 package and additional regeneration benefits arising from the proposal, the 
failure to provide a minimum of 35% affordable housing is considered acceptable on 
balance. The proposed development is therefore in accordance with policy 3A.7 and 3A.8 of 
the London Plan and policies CP22, HSG3 and HSG4 of the LBTH Interim Planning 
Guidance. 
 
 

8.25 Moreover, a similar on-balance consideration was given to the nearby application for Building 
C New Providence Wharf (Ref PA/06/2101). In this scheme the revised affordable housing 
toolkit indicated that a maximum provision of 32% affordable housing was possible. This 
application was approved by the Strategic Development Committee on 31st January 2008. 
Therefore, it is considered reasonable that similar regard should be had for the merits of this 
application and the contribution of affordable housing being offered. 
 

8.26 In addition to the above requirement, Policy 3A.7 ‘Affordable Housing Targets’ of The 
London Plan (Consolidated 2008) requires a 70:30 split between social rent and shared 
ownership tenures. The scheme achieves a spilt of 70:30 and is therefore acceptable in this 
regard. 
 

 Family Housing 
8.27 Family sized housing is a requirement in all three housing tenures (market, social-rent, and 

shared-ownership) although varying amounts are required in each. 
 

8.28 Policy CP21, ‘Dwelling Mix and Type’ requires family housing in all three tenures. For 
intermediate housing the policy requires 25% family housing and the scheme provides 23%. 
In the social-rent housing 45% is required and 70% is provided. In the market housing, 25% 
is required and 16% is provided.  This corresponds to a total provision of 25% family housing 
provision across the whole scheme for which the policy aspiration is 30%. Additionally, 
Policy HSG 2 ‘Location of New Housing’ and Table DC.1 set out the appropriate mix of units 
in the social rent tenure. It is noted that this improves upon the recent approval of nearby 
Building C, New Providence Wharf, application PA/06/2101 for 30% affordable housing of 
which a total of 16% family housing was achieved.  



 
8.29 Whilst short on of the nominated percentages in the mark tenure, the overall provision as 

well as provision in the social-rent and shared ownership tenures is in line with policy 
aspirations. It is noted that the scheme exceeds the amount of family housing otherwise 
achieved across the borough based on the most recently published LBTH Annual Monitoring 
Report 2006-7 and is therefore, a positive step towards LBTH achieving key housing targets 
and better catering for housing need. Figures are given in the following table: 
 
 

  
Table: Family housing provision comparison 
 

 
Tenure 

 

%  
Policy 

% 
PA/08/274 

% 
Annual 

Monitoring Rpt 
2006-07 

 
Social-rented 
 

 
45 

 
70 

 
17.5 

 
Intermediate 

(Shared 
ownership) 

 
25 

 
25 

 
2.5 

 
Market 

 
 
25 

 
16 

 
4.1 

 
Total 
 

 
30 

 
25 

 
7.1 

 
 

 Wheelchair Housing and Lifetime Homes 
8.30 Policy HSG9 ‘Density of Family Housing’ of the Interim Planning Guidance requires housing 

to be design to Lifetime Homes Standards and for 10% of housing to be wheelchair 
accessible or “easily adaptable”. 10.4% is provided, in compliance with policy. 

  
 Floor Space 
8.31 Policy HSG13 ‘Conversions and Internal Standards for Residential Space’ of the adopted 

UDP 1998 and Supplementary Planning Guidance (SPG) ‘Residential Space’ (adopted 
1998) set the minimum space standards for residential developments. 
 

8.32 The floorspace schedule for the scheme shows that the total floor area of each flat as well as 
individual rooms complies with the SPG requirements. 
 

 Amenity Space 
8.33 Policy HSG 16 ‘Housing Amenity Space’ of the adopted UDP 1998 requires schemes to 

incorporate adequate provision. The Residential Space SPG 1998 sets the space criteria as 
does HSG7 ‘Housing Amenity Space’ of the Interim Planning Guidance. The LBTH 
Residential Space SPG also sets criteria for calculating open space. 

  
8.34 The application proposes the following amenity space provision: 

• 1755sqm is private amenity space in balconies; 
• 420sqm of communal amenity space at podium level (excluding brown/green roofs); 
• In addition, 380sqm of children’s play area and 100sqm of outdoor space relating to 

the crèche; 
• 2550_sqm of public open space adjacent to Poplar Dock 
• A total provision of approximately 5205sqm 



 
8.35 The Policy requirements are summarised in the tables below: 

 
 Residential Space SPG 1998 requirements 

Tenure Proposed SPG Requirement Total (m²) 

Family Units 
 

97 50sqm of private space per 
family unit 

4850 

Non-family units 298 50sqm plus an additional 
5sqm per 5 non-family units; 

348 

Child Bed spaces 104.2 3sq.m per child bed space 312.6 

Total    5510.6 
 
Interim Planning Guidance 
Units Total  Minimum Standard (sqm) Required Provision (sqm) 
Studio 67 6 402 
1 Bed  101 6 606 
2 Bed 130 10 1300 
3 Bed 89 10 890 
4 Bed 7 10 70 
5 Bed  1 10 10 
TOTAL 395  3278 
    
Ground Floor Units   
Studio - 25 - 
1 Bed - 25 - 
2 Bed - 25 - 
3 Bed - 50 - 
4 Bed - 50 - 
5 Bed - 50 - 
Total -  - 
    
Grand Total 395  3278 
 
Communal amenity 50sqm for the first 10 units, 

plus a further 5sqm for every 
additional 5 units 

435 

Total Housing Amenity 
Space Requirement 

 3713 
 
 

8.36 The overall amenity space provision across the scheme exceeds the total required provision 
of the Interim Planning Guidance, although falls short of the adopted UDP. In considering 
this scheme, it is emphasised that all flats have some private open space provision and a 
significant planning contribution is being made to enhance the publicly accessible space 
adjacent to Poplar Dock. The scheme is considered acceptable on this basis. 
 

8.37 In addition, 312.6sqm of child playspace is required and the scheme makes provision for 
480sqm in the form of a dedicated playspace as well as 100sqm of outdoor play area 
associated with the crèche. 
 



 Concluding Remarks 
8.38 On balance, the affordable housing provision (of 30%) is considered the maximum possible 

in light of the affordable housing toolkit, the viability of the scheme and the need to consider 
other planning contributions including transport, health and education. It is noted that the 
same on-balance justification has been applied to another recently approved scheme, 
namely, Building C New Providence Wharf. The total provision of 25% family housing is also 
considered acceptable and considerably exceeds the 7.1% of family housing achieved 
across the borough as indicated in the Annual Monitoring report 2006/7. Finally, the 
proposed units have a sufficient total floor area and amenity space provision to meet the 
amenity needs of its future occupiers. 
 

 Design 
 

 Introduction 
 

8.39 Guidance in the form of policy as well as approved schemes nearby guide the design 
considerations of this scheme. 
 

8.40 Pursuant to regional Policy contained within The London Plan (Consolidated 2008), Policy 
4B.1 ‘Design Principles for a Compact City’ requires schemes, amongst other criteria, to 
create/enhance the public realm, respect local context/character and be attractive to look at. 
Policy 4B.9 ‘Tall Buildings – Location’ outlines considerations for the siting of tall buildings 
which includes tall buildings as a “catalyst” for regeneration. Policy 4B.10 ‘Large-Scale 
Buildings – Design and Impact’ provides further guidance on design considerations, including 
context, attractiveness and quality. 
 

8.41 In consideration of Local Policy and the saved policies of the adopted UDP 1998, Policy 
DEV1 ‘Design Requirements’ indicates a need for a development to be sensitive to the area, 
the capabilities of the site, consideration of street frontages, building lines roof lines and 
street patterns and provide for safety and security. Within the Interim Planning Guidance 
CP4 ‘Good Design’ buildings and spaces should be high quality, attractive, safe and well 
integrated. Policy CP48 ‘Tall Buildings’ confirms that tall buildings can be considered 
anywhere if justified and all proposals should seek, amongst other things, to contribute to a 
high quality, attractive environment, respond to context and contribute to vitality.  
 

8.42 In addition to the Planning Statement, the application is supported by full drawing sets 
including landscaping plan, as well as a Design and Access Statement, Landscape Design 
Statement,  Townscape and Visual Assessment (within the EIA). 

  
 Tall Buildings 
  
8.43 The scheme is defined as a tall building pursuant to the LBTH Interim Planning Guidance, 

namely: 
 

 “Buildings or structures generally exceeding 30m in height, or which are significantly higher 
than the surrounding buildings (usually 2 or more storeys higher), dependant on the scale of 
existing development and character of the area” 
 

8.44 Accordingly, local and regional tall buildings policy advise on the relevant considerations for 
tall buildings and discussed below in detail below. Moreover, there is a range of published 
national policy including PPS1, PPS3 and PPG15 as well guidance that includes ‘By Design’ 
published by DETR/CABE in 2000. 
 

8.45 Policy CP49 Tall Buildings of the LBTH Interim Planning Guidance states: 
 

 “1. The Council will, in principle, support the development of tall buildings: 
a) in the northern part of the Isle of Dogs where they consolidate the existing tall building 



cluster at canary wharf; and 
b) At Aldgate to facilitate the regeneration of the area. 
2. The Council may consider proposals for tall buildings in locations outside the tall buildings 
cluster locations identified in this policy if adequate justification can be made for their 
development 
3) All proposals for tall buildings must: 
a) contribute positively to a high quality, attractive environment; 
b)respond sensitively to the surrounding local context; 
c) not create unacceptable impacts on the surrounding environment, including the 
surrounding amenity; 
d) contribute to the social and economic vitality of the surrounding area 
e) not create unacceptable impacts on social and physical infrastructure” 
 

  
8.46 In respect of 3a, the scheme is considered to contribute positively to a high quality and 

attractive environment for the following reasons: 
• It proposes good internal floorspace as well as a range of outdoor open space 

options as detailed under the ‘Housing’ chapter of this report; 
• The scheme provides complimentary facilities to the residential C3 uses including a 

gymnasium and crèche which will benefit future residents; 
• The scheme provides for waste, recycling and cycle storage to serve future residents; 
• The application proposes high quality external finishes, creative architectural 

treatments including the sky gardens suspended between the towers as well as 
perforated metal panel cladding. All of this creates a very distinctive and unique 
architectural statement that will add to the variety of buildings in this evolving urban 
context. 

 
8.47 In respect of 3b the scheme responds sensitively to the context in the following ways: 

• In terms of ground floor treatment, the building is designed in such a way that it 
addresses the ground floor street frontages with a series of entrances, and open 
pedestrian thoroughfares whilst minimising the impact of vehicular access to the 
western edge of the site and a discrete point at the southern edge of the scheme; 

• In terms of upper levels, the two contemporary towers reduce the appearance of bulk 
in the skyline as compared with a single tower as shown further in different design 
options for the site. 

• It utilises durable metal and glass finishes in a creative way that will add to the skyline 
and compliment the existing diversity of architectural style in this location. 

• Moreover, it is an outward looking scheme with rounded building form that presents 
an interesting façade from all vantage points. 

• The towers are seen in the context of other taller buildings in this location as 
discussed in detail under ‘Wider Context’; 

• Nevertheless, it does not fill in or detract from the tall building cluster of Canary Wharf 
as discussed in detail under ‘Wider Context’; 

• There is no adverse impact to any views as discussed in detail under ‘Local Context’ 
and ‘Wider Context’ 

 
8.48 In respect of 3c, the scheme does not pose any unacceptable impacts on neighbours 

including overshadowing, microclimate (wind), noise, privacy/overlooking or general 
disturbance impacts which is discussed in detail later in section 8 ‘Neighbour Impacts’. 
 

8.49 In respect of 3d, the proposal contributes socially and economically to the surrounding area 
by providing housing of appropriate mix in terms of affordable and family housing, as well as 
satisfying amenity spaces standards, Lifetime Homes standards and providing for minimum 
10% wheelchair accessible housing along with accessible parking for people with a disability 
is also provided. All this contributes to the creation of a sustainable and diverse community in 
the local area. In addition to the economic benefits of growing a sustainable community and 



local businesses, the scheme itself is predicted to generate between 165-200 Jobs. 
 

8.50 In respect of 3e, planning contributions towards transport improvement, health, education 
and the upgrade of open space adjacent to Poplar Dock will all be secured to ensure impacts 
on local infrastructure are mitigated. 
 

8.51 Policy DEV27 Tall Buildings Assessment of the Interim Guidance states: 
 

 “Applications for all tall buildings must satisfy the criteria listed below: 
 
Design and Context 
 

1. Demonstrate the design is sensitive to the context of the site. 
2. Achieve high architectural quality and innovation in the design of the building, 

including a demonstrated consideration of its scale, form, massing, footprint, 
proportion and silhouette, facing materials, relationship to other buildings and 
structures, the street network, public and private open spaces, watercourses and 
waterbodies, or other townscape elements. 

3. Where the site is outside a location identified for tall building clusters in CP48, 
demonstrate the consideration of built form design alternatives other than tall 
buildings. 

4. Demonstrate consideration of the appearance of the building as viewed from all 
angles, and its night-time appearance, as demonstrated through an Accurate Visual 
Representation. 

5. Not adversely impact on important views including strategic London-wide views and 
important local views, including their settings and backdrops, as demonstrated 
through an Accurate Visual Representation. 

6. Provide a positive contribution to the skyline, when perceived from all angles, 
assisting to consolidate clusters within the skyline, as demonstrated through an 
Accurate Visual Representation. 

7. Not adversely impact on Conservation Areas, Listed Buildings, historic assets, World 
Heritage Sites, scheduled monuments, areas of archaeological importance or 
potential, or their settings. 

8. Where residential uses are proposed, include high quality, useable communal and 
private amenity spaces. 

9. Achieve a very high standard of safety and security for occupants of the development 
and users of the immediate surrounding area. 

10. Be visually integrated into the streetscape and the surrounding area. 
11. Present a human scaled development at the street level. 
12. Respect the local character and seek to incorporate and reflect elements of local 

distinctiveness. 
13. Incorporate adaptable design measures. 

 
Environment 
 

14. Demonstrate the privacy, amenity and access to sunlight and daylight for surrounding 
residents and building occupants will not be adversely affected by the development 
and that acceptable levels of privacy, amenity and sunlighting and daylighting 
conditions will be achieved for future occupants of the development. 

15. Not adversely impact on the microclimate of the surrounding area, including the 
proposal site and public spaces. 

16. Demonstrate consideration of sustainability throughout the lifetime of the 
development, including the achievement of high standards of energy efficiency, 
sustainable design, construction, and resource management. 

17. Not adversely impact on biodiversity or open spaces, including watercourses and 
waterbodies and their hydrology, as well as their settings and views to and from 
them. 



18. Achieve high internal and external noise standards, including the consideration of 
appropriate mixes of uses and use locations within the development. 
 

Socio-Economic Impacts 
 

19. Contribute positively to the social and economic vitality and of the surrounding area at 
the street level through its proposed mix of uses. 

20. Be acceptable in terms of its potential social impacts, and maximise positive social 
impacts, as demonstrated through a Social Impact 
Assessment. 
 

Access and Transport 
 

21. Incorporate the principles of inclusive design. 
22. Be located in an area with good public transport access. 
23. Take into account the transport capacity of the area, and ensure the proposal will not 

have an adverse impact on transport infrastructure and transport services. 
24. Respect, and, where possible, improve permeability with, the surrounding street 

network, and take into account impacts on the movement of people. 
25. Have good access to, or contribute to the provision of, high quality pedestrian and 

cyclist routes between the site and public transport, public open space, shops and 
social and community facilities. 

26. Provide publicly accessible areas within the building, including the ground floor, and 
where there are opportunities to provide viewing platforms, the top floor. 
 

Additional Considerations 
 

27. Where residential uses are proposed, comply with the density requirements in policy 
HSG1. 

28. Conform to Civil Aviation requirements. 
29. Not interfere, to an unacceptable degree, with telecommunication and radio 

transmission networks. 
30. Demonstrate consideration of public safety requirements as part of the overall design, 

including the provision of evacuation routes.” 
 

8.52 Points 1, 2, 8, 10, 12, 14, 15, 19, 20 and 21 have been addressed in the considerations of 
CP 49 tall Buildings. 
 

8.53 In respect of 3, alternatives have been considered in the pre-application discussions with 
LBTH and in the applicant’s Design and Access Statement, which accompanies the 
application. 
 

8.54 Regarding 4 (views), Computer generated Images (CGIs), as well as artist perspectives in 
the design and access statement and analysis in Chapter 11 of the EIA, indicate 
consideration of the external appearance from all angles as well as its night-time 
appearance. 
 
The requirements of points 5, 6 and 7 (consideration of views) has also been considered 
namely: 

• Strategic London-wide views, 
• the contribution made to the skyline 
• any listed buildings, conservation areas and world heritage sites and their settings. 

These are explored in more detail later under ‘Wider context’. 
 

8.55 In respect of 9, safety and security is achieved with access to the upper levels controlled at 
ground level by foyer access. Minimisation of blank frontages, as well as the activity 
associated with the MacDonald’s restaurant, will ensure surveillance to maintain safety and 



security and deter crime. 
 

8.56 In respect of 11, a human scale is achieved at street level with a series of single storey 
commercial premises, including the Macdonald’s restaurant, as well as the residential foyer 
which breaks up façade of the building and provides multiple openings (doorways and 
windows). This prevents continuous and/or blank frontages. 
 

8.57 In respect of 13, adaptability is incorporated into the scheme by generous floor-ceiling 
heights at ground floor level to accommodate the needs of commercial uses. The residential 
flats including wheelchair accessibility, lifetime homes and minimum floorspace standards in 
the design, as discussed previously under ‘Housing’. 
 

8.58 In respect of 16, sustainability has been considered with energy efficient and renewable 
energy measures in the scheme. It achieves 10% of energy from renewable sources, as well 
as a 20% reduction in Carbon Dioxide, as detailed in the Planning Statement, the Design 
and Access Statement and supporting Energy Renewable Toolkit. 
 

8.59 In respect of 17, there is no impact identified to biodiversity or open spaces including 
watercourses, waterbodies and their hydrology. The Environment Agency, Natural England 
and the Council’s Arborculturalist have raised no objections to the scheme subject to various 
conditions, informatives and s106 heads of terms. 
 

8.60 In respect of 18, the internal noise standards have been considered by LBTH Environmental 
Health Team, who are satisfied that there will be no significant impact to neighbours. 
 

8.61 In respect of 22, the site has good access to public transport with a site specific Public 
Transport Accessibility Level (PTAL) 4 and is within an area considered generally to be 
PTAL 6a. 
 

8.62 In respect of 23, the proposal is considered to be within the capacity of the area and the 
Traffic and Transportation team. 
 

8.63 In respect of 24, the proposal will contribute a planning contribution of £1.5million to funding 
works to the nearby roundabout. This will improve pedestrian links in the surrounding area 
and especially links to nearby Blackwell DLR station. 
 

8.64 In respect of 25, the above monies will contribute to linking the development into the wider 
area and further afield with improved links to the DLR station. This will also assist in linking 
the site to the London Cycle Network, including, the dedicated link along Cable Street to 
Tower Bridge which provides access to greater London. 
 

8.65 In respect of additional consideration 27 – 30: 
• The scheme is in excess of the density provisions for the area. However, this is 

considered justified given the high quality external appearance, the internal amenity 
achieved, the variety of amenity space provided on site plus the significant planning 
contributions that have been secured for the scheme; 

• No objections have been raised by London City Airport and the National Air Traffic 
Services Ltd (NATS); 

• No objections have been received from the BBC. The s106 legal agreement includes 
an obligation for monitoring and mitigating of any impacts, in accordance with the 
analysis contained in the Environmental Impact Assessment; 

• No objection has been received from LBTH Building Control. Such matters can be 
dealt with at the detailed design phase under the Building Regulations. 

 
8.66 Policies DEV 1 and DEV 2 of the LBTH adopted UDP 1998 as well as consolidated London 

Plan Policies 4B.8 Tall Buildings – Location, Policy 4B.1 Design Principles for a Compact 
City’, Policy 4B.3 ‘Maximising the Potential of Sites’ 4B.9 ‘Large-Scale Buildings – Design 



and Impact are also considered to be addressed by the above comments. 
  
8.67 It is concluded that the principle of a tall building is supported on this site having regard to 

local and regional policy. 
  
 External Appearance 
  
8.68 The building’s appearance is considered to be one of the strongest aspects of the proposal, 

offering an attractive and complimentary addition to the skyline in this area. 
 

 Local Context 
 

8.69 As discussed previously under ‘Tall Buildings’, regard has been had for the impact of the 
proposal on the surrounding area. The ‘Townscape and Visual’ assessment in Chapter 11 of 
Volume 01 of the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) considers 12 view points within 
the Isle of Dogs, Poplar and North Greenwich which show the before and after changes in 
the skyline. Regard is also had for the surrounding areas in general as well as specific 
consideration of the Cold Harbour and Naval Row Conservation Areas, All Saints and 
Matthias Church as well as other individually listed structures and buildings are also 
assessed. In respect of the conservation areas, it is evident that all the identified areas have 
been already impacted upon in various degrees by development either within the 
conservation area itself and/or adjacent. In respect of the listed items for example, West 
India and Millwall Docks, Blackwell Basin and Poplar Dock are locally listed but are not 
nearer than 260m of the site nor do any of them enjoy their original settings. Such factors are 
a consideration when analysing the significance of any impact of the proposal. 
 

8.70 The analysis provided in the EIA was undertaken having regard to national, regional and 
local guidance and within the context of a methodology set out in the 2002 edition of the 
Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (GVLIA) produced by the 
Landscape Institute and the Institute of Environmental Management and Assessment 
(IEMA). The report conclusions are that: 

• The design offers something distinctive and different to the townscape; 
• There is no significant impact to the setting of listed buildings, conservation areas, the 

riverscape or any adverse impact on any protected or strategic views or vistas; 
• That the impact will be lessened as nearby consented schemes of similar height are 

constructed; 
• The towers will not appear in isolation based on the 12 views analysed, but will form 

part of the cluster of buildings in this part of the north eastern edge of the Isle of 
Dogs; and 

• The scheme would have a visual benefit to the townscape of Poplar by adding a 
development of high visual quality. 

 
8.71 An objection has been received from English Heritage. Concern was raised about the 

possible impact to sensitive conservation area views (for example from the portico of All 
Saints, East India Dock Road) and its materials and detailed design (especially a shiny 
finish). In considering this objection in detail, the details of the conservation area and listed 
items of All Saints were considered, along with policy and the assessment of the EIA. 
 

8.72 The All Saints Conservation Area was designated in 1986 and contains the 1920s All Saints 
Church which is grade II* listed. The namesake of the conservation area is evident in Poplar 
owing to its Spire which is a landmark for the area. The ‘Townscape and Visual’ assessment 
reports that the church forms a group with two listed terraces. The conservation area also 
takes in residential streets to the south of the church. The townscape surrounding the church 
is evident today including some three/four storey residential properties of the late Georgian 
period, with important examples being listed including terraces on Montague Place and 
Bazeley Street as well as the Rectory on Newby Place. However, the ‘Townscape and 
Visual’ notes that, following wartime bombing and the subsequent redevelopment, the setting 



of the church and the townscape has been eroded. In this way, the setting of this listed 
building and the conservation area in general is not pristine and it is considered that this 
should be considered when evaluating the impact of the proposal of views in around and out 
of the All Saints Conservation Area. 
 

8.73 In respect of Policy, in addition to those identified previously under ‘Tall Buildings’, PPS1 
considers the role of design in planning but cautions us not to impose architectural styles   
and tastes, but instead consider overall scale, density, massing, height, landscape, layout 
and access of new development in relation to neighbouring buildings and the local area more 
generally (paragraph 38). Nevertheless, when assessing schemes “Design which is 
inappropriate in its context, or which fails to take the opportunities available for improving the 
character and quality of an area and the way it functions, should not be accepted” 
(paragraph 34). PPG 15 ‘Planning and the Historic Environment’ refers to consideration of 
preserving or enhancing the conservation area when considering proposals that fall outside 
conservation areas (paragraph 4.14) and is applicable in this situation. 
 

8.74 Within the EIA, Figures 11.4 and 11.5 visually quantify the change in view from St Anne’s 
church in the images presented. Whilst there is a moderate change in view, given the 
architectural quality of the proposed building, the visual impact on the view is neutral and 
therefore acceptable. 
 

8.75 As demonstrated in this section and under ‘Tall Buildings’, the possible impact to St Anne’s 
church is has been considered. The following has been established: 

• That a tall building is acceptable; 
• This scheme is considered to be high quality architecture; and 
• The EIA concludes that the change in view created by this building has a neutral 

effect which is acceptable  
 

8.76 Therefore, the proposal is considered to have been adequately assessed in terms of its 
potential impact to St Anne’s. The proposal is not considered to have a significant 
detrimental impact on St Anne’s Church. The high quality architecture will not have a 
significant impact to the views and the high quality finishes proposed in this scheme will be 
secured by an appropriately worded condition to ensure construction is undertaken in 
accordance with the design considered here. 
 

8.77 In considering the effect of the materials and the detailed design specifically, the shiny finish, 
it is noted that such matters would be controlled by an appropriately worded condition 
requiring details and samples of the materials to be submitted for approval in writing by the 
local planning authority LBTH prior to commencement. An appropriately worded informative 
is recommended for English heritage to be consulted on the details prior to discharging the 
condition. 

  
 Wider Context 

 
8.78 The ‘Townscape and Visual’ assessment in Chapter 11 of the EIA has considered the wider 

context, including the view from General Wolfe Statue in Greenwich Park. From this 
viewpoint the scheme will alter view 5A.1 of the ‘London Panorama’ of the ‘View Protection 
Framework’ as set out in the Mayor’s ‘London View Management Framework’ 2007. Figures 
11.34 and 11.35 and associated text in the EIA visually represent and analyse the effect of 
the scheme on this view framework. The EIA has also had regard to Greenwich Maritime 
World Heritage site which includes the Old Royal Naval College, the Fan Museum, The 
National Maritime Museum, The Royal Observatory, The Queens House and Greenwich 
Park (Grade I registered park). However, the scheme does not affect any linear views, 
townscape views or any protected vistas defined within the framework.  

  
8.79 An objection has been received from the Maritime Greenwich World Heritage. They raise 

concern about the enlargement of the cluster of tall building to east and west of the Canary 



Wharf cluster, thereby creating a wall of buildings. They consider the gap is important as it 
visually defines Canary Wharf. Extending this group of buildings as viewed from General 
Wolfe Statue is therefore a concern. 
 

8.80 In considering the impact of the scheme on the Canary Wharf Cluster and View 5A.1, it is 
noted that this report has established: 

• That a tall building is acceptable; 
• The proposal’s architectural style is not a concern providing materials and finishes 

are conditioned.  
 

8.81 Paragraph 3.53 makes specific reference to the acceptability of the incremental clustering at 
Canary Wharf and outlines circumstances where tall buildings outside designated clusters 
would be considered. 
 

8.82 Specific guidance is also offered in respect of London panoramas in general in paragraph 
3.37 which indicates: 

• London panoramas are vulnerable to development in the front and middle ground; 
• Buildings in these area should fit within the prevailing pattern of development; 
• Proposals should not detract form the panorama as a whole; and 
• Landmarks should be afforded an appropriate setting and canyoning effects should 

be prevented. 
 

8.83 This review of the London View Framework indicates clear priorities in considering the 
impact of this view: 

• The effect on St Pauls as the strategic Landmark, 
• Canary Wharf as another landmark, 
• The impact to the backdrop of the World heritage site (Maritime Greenwich); and 
• The effect on the panorama overall. 

 
8.84 The objection by the Maritime Greenwich World Heritage site is necessarily concerned with 

the last three points. 
 

8.85 The ‘Townscape and Visual’ assessment provided in the EIA shows clear before and after 
representations of the effect the proposal will have on Strategic Views. It concludes: 

• The scheme is nowhere near the view path of St Pauls; 
• The scheme is distinct and separate to the Canary Wharf cluster of buildings; 
• The scheme would be consolidated within an undesignated cluster of taller elements 

that already exist and will be added to with recent approvals such as New Providence 
Wharf; 

• This undesignated cluster is within the backdrop of the Greenwich world heritage site 
and is reflective of the form, scale and location of a series of clusters including 
Canary Wharf to the left and the Greenwich power station and the Millennium Dome 
(O2) to the right. 

 
8.86 As described in the EIA, the scheme does not detract from the Canary Wharf cluster. The 

change in the panorama overall is considered to be minor, with the significance of the 
change being moderate and the overall effect being beneficial. 
 

8.87 In specific reference the objection, the EIA demonstrates that the scheme does not detract 
from the distinct Canary Wharf cluster as it is visually separated. It clearly does not fill in the 
gap between Canary Wharf and tall elements to the north of the Isle of Dogs and Poplar. The 
scheme will remain within a distinct undesignated cluster of taller elements. As discussed 
earlier, an appropriately worded condition for materials will make certain that the scheme is a 
beneficial addition to the panorama. Therefore, the objection of the Maritime Greenwich 
World Heritage Site is not a sustainable reason for refusal. 
 



 Amenity for Future Occupiers and Users 
8.88 The general consideration of amenity for future occupiers and Users is identified in Policies 

4B.1 ‘Design Principles for a Compact City’, 4B.5 ‘Creating an Inclusive Environment’, 4A.3 
‘Sustainable Design and Construction’, 4B.10 ‘Large-scale Buildings – Design and 
Construction’ of The London Plan (Consolidated 2008), Policies CP1 ‘Creating Sustainable 
Communities’ of the Interim Planning Guidance as well as PPS1 and PPS3. 
 

8.89 In addition to matters under the ‘Housing’ section of this report, the following details how the 
scheme accords with more specific amenity considerations and applicable policies; 

• The provisions of waste and recycling storage is in accordance with Policy Dev15 
‘Waste and Recyclables Storage’; 

• The provision of secured cycle parking for residents and visitors is in accordance with 
Policy DEV16 ‘Walking and Cycling Routes and Facilities’; 

• The provision of car parking, including spaces for people with a disability, is in 
accordance with Policy DEV3 ‘Accessibility and Inclusive Design’ and DEV19 
‘Parking for Motor Vehicles’; 

• Renewable energy and sustainability in the design is acceptable. 
 

8.90 In other aspects, there are no significant adverse impacts: 
• Specifically, although the provision of open space falls short of the standards of the 

LBTH adopted UDP 1998, it is in accordance with the requirements of the Interim 
Planning Guidance and is considered satisfactory in this regard; 

• Although window to window separation distances are at 16m, this is merely at the 
closest point of the spherical towers. Furthermore, no significant privacy, overlooking 
or outlook impacts result, as the outlook from the towers is a 365 degree panorama, 
with offset plans and windows, rather than being single aspect buildings which 
directly face each other; 

 
8.91 On balance, the overall amenity of future occupiers and users of the scheme is satisfactorily 

addressed and is consistent with Policy. 
 

 Neighbour Impacts 
8.92 The consideration of potential impacts to neighbours is identified national, regional and local 

policies previously referred to in this report. It is noted that no objections have been received 
from occupiers of immediately surrounding properties. 
 

8.93 Impacts during construction such as noise, dust, vibration and general disturbance, vehicular 
movements are temporary and not a planning consideration. Nevertheless it is noted that 
these will be otherwise mitigated through the management of the construction process and 
any unreasonable or excessive impacts subject to investigation and enforcement action.  
 

8.94 There are no significant neighbour impacts identified with the operation of the scheme. The 
overshadowing affects of the proposal were considered by the Council’s Environmental 
Health Team and were not considered significant. There are no significant 
privacy/overlooking impacts and any noise or general disturbance impacts. Vehicular access 
and parking is discussed under ‘Transport’. Any impacts to the capacity of service provision 
including education, health and transport will be mitigated by the s106 planning contributions. 

  
 Transport 
8.95 Transport provision and impact is considered in PPG13 ‘Transport’ as well as Policies 2A.1 

‘Sustainability Criteria’, 3A.7 ‘Large Residential Developments’, 3C.1 ‘Integrating Transport 
and Development’ of The London Plan (Consolidated 2008), Policies ST25, ST28, ST30, 
EMP10 ‘Development Elsewhere in the Borough’ of the adopted UDP 1998 and Policies CP1 
‘Creating Sustainable Communities, CP41 ‘Integrating Development with Transport’ CP43 
‘Better Public Transport’, DEV16 ‘Walking and Cycling Routes and Facilities’ of the Interim 
Planning Guidance. 
 



8.96 The application is supported by a Transport Assessment and Travel Plan by WSP 
Development and Transportation (Oct ’07) providing consideration of the policy context, 
baseline conditions in respect of the local area, public transport and road network. The report 
then considers trip generation, impacts of the construction phase as well as consideration of 
an assessment of the implications in respect of walking/cycling, public transport and road 
network. A travel plan is proposed. The report concludes that the site has a good level of 
accessibility to sustainable modes of transport, that parking is consistent with Policy; and 
trips in different modes (walking, cycling, public transport) can accommodated by the 
available infrastructure in the area. 
 

8.97 The application was considered by the Traffic and Transportation Team. Their matters are 
outlined in section 6: ‘Consultation response’ and discussed below. It is noted that the topics 
covered are similar to the considerations of the Strategic Transport. 
 

 
 
8.98 

Existing MacDonald’s car parking and Drive-thru 
 
In respect of the provision of the MacDonald’s and associated facilities including parking and 
drive-thru, this was granted permission on the site and is therefore not a reason for refusal. 
 

 
 
8.99 

Residential car parking design and numbers 
 
The residential car storage facility has been considered by the Traffic and Transportation 
team in their discussions with the agent’s transport consultant. The mechanised car parking 
system as outlined in section 4 is considered to be acceptable and particularly advantageous 
for users such as people with a disability. Therefore there is no significant impact to warrant 
refusal.) 
 

8.10
0 

In respect of provision, a total of 97 spaces represents a 0.25 spaces per unit provision 
against policy which allows for up to 0.5 spaces per unit. Therefore the scheme is policy 
compliant and a reason for refusal in this regard is no sustainable. 
 

 
 
8.10
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Vehicle/pedestrian conflicts and safety 
 
In respect of pedestrian/vehicle conflicts, the internal circulation arrangement on site involves 
interaction between pedestrians and vehicles relating to the restaurant parking and drive-thru 
facility and the residential C3 uses. 
 

8.10
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In respect of pedestrian/vehicle conflict the ground floor shows an ‘8’-shaped circulation 
system for the drive through facility with vehicles entering and leaving the site at the western 
end. The restaurant parking is also access from this western end, it being noted that this is 
an existing access and egress point for MacDonald’s. The access to the residential car lift is 
via a separate access from the south which also provides an egress for the restaurant 
parking and loading. 
 

8.10
3 

In respect of the pedestrian interface, pedestrian thoroughfares and entry points to the 
residential tower foyers and the ground floor commercial activities are located on the 
southern and eastern edges of the site. These are pedestrian only areas and are not 
accessible by vehicles. Consequently, there is no safety concern as there is no interaction 
with vehicle traffic. Where there is the possibility of interaction it is in the area to the rear of 
site especially in the Macdonald’s parking areas and drive-thru loop. In acknowledging the 
potential conflict, it is restated that the Macdonald’s parking and drive-thru is existing and 
operated for a considerable time (albeit in a different arrangement). Where pedestrians may 
choose to take the shortest path between car parking and the restaurant entrances, the 
development provides for a marked pedestrian crossing thereby alerting drivers and giving 
priority to pedestrians.  
 

 Road capacity 



 
8.10
4 

 
In respect of transport capacity, the Traffic and Transport Team has considered this issue 
further and upon receipt of further information about 24 traffic surveys, there is no objection 
is raised to the development on this ground. It is considered that this matter has been 
sufficiently explored and resolved and does not a reason for refusal. 
 

 
 
8.10
5 

Planning contributions 
 
A section in the s106 agreement will include the requirement for a car-free development to 
prevent future occupiers form applying for parking permits in the area. Also, a £1.5million 
contribution is secured for transport improvements. 
 

 
 
8.10
6 

Concluding remarks 
 
In summary, the provision of parking for both the commercial and residential components of 
the scheme does not constitute a reason for refusal. Rather, it is considered to be 
acceptable. The ground level design provides separation/segregation between pedestrian 
and vehicles and in other instances, measures to alert drivers and to ensure pedestrians are 
given priority. Importantly, that pedestrian access to the residential towers does not involve 
interaction with vehicles. The scheme is also with the capacity of the local road network 
based on detailed analysis of 24hr traffic surveys. A significant planning contribution is 
secured for works to upgrade the Aspen Way roundabout thereby, improving access to 
Shadwell DLR station. Therefore, the development is considered acceptable on balance as 
being within the capacity of the site and local area and posing no significant safety impacts to 
warrant refusal. 

  
 Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) 
8.10
7 

A scoping opinion was prepared by Romboll Whitybird in July 2007 and commented upon by 
both the Environment Agency and LBTH in August 2007. Recommendations for ecological 
enhancements through the scheme were also made by Thomson Ecology in November 
2007. Subsequently, the application is supported by an EIA addressing the following topics: 

• Socio-economics pursuant to DEV25 ‘Social Impact Assessment’ of the Interim 
Planning Guidance; 

• Transport and access pursuant to Policies 3C.1 ‘Integrating Transport and 
Development’ and 3C.2 ‘Matching Development with Transport Capacity’ of The 
London Plan (Consolidated 2008), Policies CP41 @integrating Development and 
Transport, CP 43 ‘Better Public Transport’, DEV17 ‘Transport Assessments’, DEV18 
‘Travel Plans’, Dev19 ‘Parking and Motor Vehicles’ and DEV20 ‘Transport Capacity’ 
of the of the LTH Interim Planning Guidance and Policies T10 ‘Priorities for Strategic 
Management’, T16 ‘Traffic Priorities for New Development’, T18 ‘Pedestrians and the 
Road Network’ and T21 ‘Pedestrian Needs in New Development’ of the LBTH 
adopted UDP 1998. 

• Noise and Vibration pursuant to PPG 24; 
• Air quality given that the site falls within an Air Quality Management Area and 

pursuant to Policies DEV11 ‘Air Pollution and Air Quality’ , DEV12 ‘Management of 
Demolition and Construction’; 

• Land Quality pursuant to PPS23 as well as DEV51 ‘Soil Tests’ of the adopted and 
DEV22 ‘Contaminated Land’ of the Interim Planning Guidance; 

• Water Resources pursuant to PPS 25, and Policies ‘Flood Alleviation’ and DEV21 
‘Flood Risk management’ of the Interim Planning Guidance and U2 and U3 ‘Tidal and 
Flood Defences’ of the adopted Plan In respect of DEV46 ‘Protection of Waterway 
Corridors’, DEV69 ‘Efficient Use of Water’ of the adopted Plan and DEV7 ‘Water 
Quality and Conservation’, DEV8 ‘Sustainable Drainage’, of the interim Planning 
Guidance and Policies 2A.1 ‘Sustainability Criteria’, 4A.16 ‘Water Supplies and 
Resources’, 4A.17 ‘Water Quality’, 4A.18 ‘Water and Sewerage Infrastructure’ of The 
London Plan (Consolidated 2008 

• Townscape and Visual Amenity pursuant to the policy identified in section 8 under 



‘Design’; 
• Microclimate (wind) pursuant to Policy CP1 ‘Creating Sustainable Communities’, CP3 

‘Sustainable Environment’, DEV5 ‘Sustainable Design’, DEV27 ‘Tall Buildings 
Assessment’ 

• Daylight and Sunlight pursuant to CP1, CP3, DEV1, DEV5 and DEV27 of the interim 
Guidance and 2A.1 of The London Plan 2004 

• Aviation safety; 
• Television and Radio Interference pursuant to PPG8 DEV27 of the Interim Guidance 

and 4B.10 of the London Plan (Consolidated 2008) 
• Waste pursuant to DEV9 of the Interim Planning Guidance and 4A.3 of The London 

Plan (Consolidated 2008) 
• Sustainability pursuant to PPG22, CP38 ‘Energy Efficiency and Production of 

Renewable Energy’, DEV5 ‘Sustainable Design’, DEV6 ‘Energy Efficiency and 
Renewable Energy’ of the Interim Planning Guidance. 

•  
8.10
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Note that Archaeology pursuant to PPG 16, 4B.15 ‘Archaeology’ of The London Plan 
(Consolidated 2008) was dealt with in a separate report. In considering the EIA and 
archaeological report, no objections have been received from LBTH departments or external 
consultees and appropriately worded conditions of approval are recommended. See section 
6 ‘Consultation Response’ for details. 
 

 S106 Planning Contributions 
8.10
9 

Circular 05/2005 outlines, among other things, the broad principles of Planning Obligations.  
Obligations can take the form of private agreements or unilateral undertakings given by a 
developer and are ‘intended to make acceptable development which would otherwise be 
unacceptable in planning terms’.   
 

8.11
0 

Planning obligations can be used in the following three ways: -  
 

(i) They may be used to prescribe the nature of the development to ensure it is 
suitable on planning grounds.  For example by requiring a given proportion of 
housing is affordable; 

(ii) Secondly they may require a contribution to compensate against loss or damage 
that will result from a development.  For example loss of open space; 

(iii) Thirdly obligations may be used to mitigate against the impact of a development.  
For example through increased public transport provision. 
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Planning Obligations should only be sought where they are found to meet the 5 key tests of 
the Secretary of States policy, as outlined in Circular 05/2005.  The tests should be 
considered in conjunction with the guidance contained within the circular and can be 
summarised as follows: - 
 

(i) relevant to planning; 
(ii) necessary to make the proposed development acceptable in planning terms; 
(iii) directly related to the proposed development; 
(iv) fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the proposed development; and 
(v) reasonable in all other respects. 
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Circumstances may arise where it is not feasible for a development scheme to be both 
economically viable and compliant with all local, regional and national planning policy 
requirements.  Guidance within the circular states that in such cases, ‘where the 
development is needed to meet the aims of the development plan, it is for the local authority 
and other public sector agencies to decide what the balance of contributions should be’.   
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Similarly the circular states that decisions on the amount of contributions ‘should be based 
[on] negotiation with developers over the level of contribution that can be demonstrated as 
reasonable to be made whilst still allowing development to take place’. 
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Policy DEV4 of the adopted UDP and Policy IMP1 of the emerging Local Development 
Framework, Submission Document clearly indicate that the Council will seek to enter into 
planning obligations with developers where appropriate and where necessary for a 
development to proceed. 
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The agent has submitted an affordable housing toolkit advising that various matters, 
including exceptional building costs, would only allow for a planning contribution of £5,000 
per unit and 28% affordable housing. Following LBTH negotiations, the agent has agreed to 
contribute £8,000 per unit and 30% affordable housing. This revised contribution is 
considered acceptable. The breakdown is summarised in section 3 of this report discussed 
in more detail below. 
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In respect of a healthcare contribution, the Primary Care Trust (PCT) requested the 
developer contribute £2,378,709.00 (Capital = £545,253.00, Revenue = £1,833,456.00) 
towards primary care needs of future residents. Given the range of contributions being 
sought for this site and the five tests of the Circular 05/2005 as well as recent planning 
appeals, it is considered that seeking only the capital component £545,253.00 can be readily 
justified as discussed below in more detail. 
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Doubt has been cast over the consistency of the HUDU model and its application in Tower 
Hamlets, the detail of which has been considered in two recent Appeal cases as follows: 

• Appeal made by Bernard Construction (Stepney) Ltd against the Council of the 
London Borough of Tower Hamlets (Former Police Station and Magistrates Court, 
East Arbour Square and West Arbour Square, London E1 0PU) – 29 March 2007; 
and 

• Appeal made by Virsons Ssas against the Council of the London Borough of 
Tower Hamlets (10 – 22 Dunbridge Street, London, E2 6JA) – 18 June 2007. 
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To summaries both cases, the Planning Inspectorate found that: 
• The HUDU model has little current policy backing for its use as yet; and 
• There is a lack of in-depth information provided regarding the inputs in the 

spreadsheet; i.e.: 
- There are no details of capacity of health services in an area, need or slack in 

the system. 
- Furthermore, the model does not have a geographical or functional link to the 

proposal. The exact nature or location of any revenue spent/ improvement of 
healthcare is not identified; and 

- With regard to revenue, the HUDU model relies on the timing of development 
relative to a 2/3 year funding cycle. However, the harm that is sought to be 
mitigated may only appear on occupancy, which could occur much later. 
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Whilst the Planning Inspectorate indicated that healthcare obligations were reasonable 
requests in most instances, the appeal examples (and this application) do not fully justify the 
healthcare contributions required by the PCT. As such, the inspectors concluded that, in 
these particular circumstances, the health contributions would not accord with all the tests in 
the Circular 05/05. The Circular states that planning obligations can only be sought where 
they meet all of the five tests. 
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The Inspectors found that the healthcare obligations had not been shown to be necessary to 
make the proposed development acceptable in planning terms. Similarly, the obligations had 
neither been demonstrated to be directly related to the proposed development, nor to be 
fairly related in scale and kind to the proposed development. 
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The request from the PCT shows no real evidence of the capacity, need or slack of existing 
health facilities in the area which might serve the appeal site, nor any indication as to 
whether or not additional provision would be necessary to meet the demands made by the 



development. Moreover, the exact nature, location or timing of the proposed new service has 
not been identified. 
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In line with the Appeal decisions mentioned above, and recent Planning Committee 
decisions, the proposed development is similar in that there is insufficient evidence to 
convince the Planning Department that the requested obligation is directly related to the 
proposed development, necessary to make it acceptable in planning terms, or fairly and 
reasonably related in scale and kind to the proposed development. 
 

8.12
3 

The request for the financial revenue contribution in this instance is therefore considered to 
be unreasonable where it may fail to comply with Circular 05/05. The capital contribution 
(£545,253.00) sought however is considered to be satisfactory. 
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In respect of an education contribution, the LBTH Education section indicates that the 
proposed development will generate the need for an additional 49 school places.  The 
developer will be asked to contribute £607,758.00 towards the education needs of future 
residents not covered by existing provisions. This represents the full contribution requested 
by LBTH education. 
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In respect of affordable housing, the scheme comprises of 30% affordable residential units, 
and includes 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5 bedroom apartments, with a spilt of 70:30.  A summary table as 
well as discussion of the provision is provided previously under ‘Housing’. 
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In respect of transport, the Traffic and Transportation Team advises £1,500,000.00 for 
improvements to Aspen Way roundabout and improvement to pedestrian linkages especially 
to the Blackwell DLR station to the north east. The full contribution will be secured as part of 
the development. 
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There will also be standard S278 highway improvements/ modifications, including: new 
access points, modification of existing access points and general repaving as required. No 
formal advice had been received from TFL in respect of contributions they would consider 
appropriate such as contributions towards buses or the DLR although this may be provided 
through the Stage 1 comments form the GLA. Note that comments from the GLA have not 
been received. 
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A ‘Car Free’ agreement is recommended restrict the occupants from applying for residents 
parking permits in the area. 
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In respect of other heads of terms, British Waterways have requested a contribution for 
upgrade and improvement of BW land adjacent Poplar Dock which will serve as open space. 
The agent indicates an initial independent estimate of £560,000.00 for such works. However, 
given the available monies potentially secured and the current estimate for the transport 
contributions a contribution of £522,989.00 is realistic. The agreement will include the 
requirement for the design including landscaping to be submitted for approval in writing by 
LBTH prior to commencement. Council’s arborculturalist and Parks and Landscape team as 
well as British Waters and Natural England will need to consider the detailed design prior to 
commencement. 
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Other heads of terms include Transport Assessment, TV/radio reception monitoring and 
impact mitigation, employment/training initiatives. 
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Overall, the revised planning contributions negotiated by LBTH with the developer are 
considered to be acceptable, in line with the guidance of the Circular and will mitigate the 
impacts of the development. 

  
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 
PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS and the details of the decision are set out in the 
RECOMMENDATION at the beginning of this report. 

 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 


