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LONDON BOROUGH OF TOWER HAMLETS 
 

DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE  
 

Wednesday, 14 September 2011 
 

7.00 p.m. 
 

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

 

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

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

 PAGE 
NUMBER 

WARD(S) 
AFFECTED 

3. UNRESTRICTED MINUTES  
 

  

 To confirm as a correct record of the proceedings the 
unrestricted minutes of the ordinary meeting of 
Development Committee held on 24th August 2011. 
 

3 - 10  

4. RECOMMENDATIONS  
 

  

 To RESOLVE that: 
 

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

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

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

 
 
 
 
 

  



 
 
 
 

5. PROCEDURE FOR HEARING OBJECTIONS  
 

  

 To note the procedure for hearing objections at meetings 
of the Development Committee. 
 
Deadline for registering to speak at this meeting is 4pm 
Monday 12th September 2011. 
 

11 - 12  

6. DEFERRED ITEMS  
 

  

 Nil Items.  
  
 
 

13 - 14  

7. PLANNING APPLICATIONS FOR DECISION  
 

15 - 16  

7 .1 St David's Square, Westferry Road, E14 (PA/10/2786)   
 

17 - 154 Millwall 

7 .2 British Prince Public House, 49 Bromley Street, 
London, E1 0NB (PA/09/02576 and PA/09/02577)   

 

155 - 170 St Dunstan's 
& Stepney 

Green 

8. OTHER PLANNING MATTERS  
 

  

8 .1 Phoenix School, 49 Bow Road, London, E3 2AD 
(PA/11/00400)   

 

171 - 178 Bow West 

8 .2 Planning Appeals   
 

179 - 182  

 
 



1 

 
D:\moderngov\Data\AgendaItemDocs\6\9\1\AI00031196\$fb2qxpjo.doc 
    

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

interest.   
 

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

MINUTES OF THE DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE 
 

HELD AT 5.30 P.M. ON WEDNESDAY, 24 AUGUST 2011 
 

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

 
Members Present: 
 
Councillor Helal Abbas (Chair) 
 
Councillor Kosru Uddin 
Councillor Marc Francis 
 
Councillor Peter Golds 
Councillor Ann Jackson 
 
Other Councillors Present: 
 Councillor Rania Khan 
 
 
Officers Present: 
 
Pete Smith – (Development Control Manager, Development 

and Renewal) 
Ila Robertson – (Applications Manager Development and 

Renewal) 
Beth Eite – (Planning Officer Development and Renewal) 
Fleur Brunton – (Senior Lawyer - Planning Chief Executive's) 
Zoe Folley – (Committee Officer, Democratic Services Chief 

Executive's) 
 

  
 
 

1. APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE  
 
Apologies for absence were submitted on behalf of Councillors Shiria Khatun, 
Craig Aston for whom Councillor Peter Golds was deputising and Councillor 
Helal Uddin for whom Councillor Ann Jackson was deputising.  
 

2. DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST  
 
 

Councillor 
 

Item(s) Type of interest Reason 

Peter Golds  7.1  
 
 

Personal 
 
 

Ward Member.  
 
Knew objectors 

Agenda Item 3
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7.3  

 
 
 
 
 
Personal 

speaking however 
they had not 
approached him.   
 
 
Attended a meeting 
of the Association 
of Island 
Community where a 
presentation on the 
project was given. 
However left the 
meeting during the 
consideration of the 
item.  
 
Knew objectors 
speaking however 
they had not 
approached him 
 

 
3. UNRESTRICTED MINUTES  

 
The Committee RESOLVED 
 
That the unrestricted minutes of the meeting of the Committee held on 27th 
July 2011 be agreed as a correct record and signed by the Chair. 
 

4. RECOMMENDATIONS  
 
The Committee RESOLVED that: 
 

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

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

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

 
5. PROCEDURE FOR HEARING OBJECTIONS  

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

 
Nil Items.  
 
 

7. PLANNING APPLICATIONS FOR DECISION  
 
 

7.1 The Watermans Arms Public House, 1 Glenaffric Avenue, London, 
(PA/11/00998)  
 
Pete Smith, (Development Control Manager) introduced the report and tabled 
update report concerning the Watermans Arms Public House, 1 Glenaffric 
Avenue, London. 
 
The Chair then invited registered speakers to address the meeting.  
 
Sandra Island spoke in objection to the application. The application breached 
policy on many counts. Residents were pleased at the recommendation to 
refuse. The scheme with its 24 hour opening times was totally unsuitable in 
this quiet residential area. There would be late night noise nuisance disturbing 
residents peace. For example there would be people smoking and drinking 
alcohol from cans late at night outside and dumped rubbish. The bar doors 
would be open.  This was a safe area but not any more due to this. The 
boundaries of the premises lead directly onto a narrow strip of pavement 
adjacent to private housing. Therefore, there would be overcrowding and 
inadequate living space. The fire escape plans were poor and the waste 
storage facilities inadequate.  The site wasn’t in a designated town centre 
area. The application should be refused in accordance with the Officer’s 
report.  
 
Ben Stackhouse spoke in support of the application. Steps had been taken to 
engage with residents to address the contentious issues. The Applicant had 
also requested a noise statement from the Council to prove no complaints 
about noise had been made since they took over the premises a year ago. 
They did apply for a certificate of lawful development and had gone through 
the proper channels in consultation with the Council. A number of the 
customers lived close by and they had not made any complaints. Many 
purchased coffee from the premises rather than alcohol. The capacity on 
opening was 60 bed spaces and this would be increased to 83 under the 
application. This was the maximum that could be provided. Mr Stackhouse 
praised the quality of the accommodation. It compared favourable to similar 
establishments as demonstrated by customer feedback and tourist guides. A 
further selling point was its close proximity to Greenwich. It attracted many 
customers, over 6,000 to date, with no complaints. 
 
Ila Robertson (Planning Applications Manager) made a detailed presentation 
of the report and update. She explained the location, residential in nature and 
the views from the surrounding area. The application was subject to a public 
consultation generating 6 objecting letters and a petition with 40 signatures. 

Page 5



DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE, 24/08/2011 SECTION ONE (UNRESTRICTED) 
 

4 

There was also representations in support. Ms Robertson explained the 
recommendation to refuse. The scheme contradicted policy, would have an 
unacceptable impact on amenity and would result in overdevelopment given 
the number of bedspaces. The refuse storage plans were also not acceptable.   
 
In response, the Committee sympathised with the concerns. In particularly  
the objections regarding fire safety given the age of the building and the 
number of guests. Members noted the process for dealing with fire issues, 
dealt with by Building Control and Fire Services.  
 
On a unanimous vote the Committee RESOLVED 
 
That planning permission be REFUSED for change of use of the upper 1st 
and 2nd floors of The Watermans Arms from ancillary public house 
accommodation (Use Class A4) to a backpackers' hostel accommodation (Sui 
Generis), comprising 8no. dormitories with a total of 83no beds for the 
reasons set out in the circulated report.  
 
 

7.2 Brimsdown House, Stanstead House, Newmill House and Stanborough 
House, Devas Street, London, E3 3LW (PA/11/01110)  
 
Pete Smith, (Development Control Manager) introduced the report and tabled 
update report concerning Brimsdown House, Stanstead House, Newmill 
House and Stanborough House, Devas Street. 
 
The Chair then invited registered speakers to address the meeting.  
 
Councillor Rania Khan spoke in objection to the proposal. Whilst supporting 
the idea in principle, she had serious concerns about the operation of this 
system. Many of the residents of the flats opposed the scheme.  90/150 had 
signed the petition against. Many were also excluded from the survey. The 
staff on the ground believed it would not work. Whist they had held 
discussions with the elderly who may find using the system difficult, the 
Applicant had not come up with anything to help them especially during the 
bad weather. There were no lifts so disabled persons cannot use this system. 
Other blocs in Coventry Cross have conventional systems. This worked well 
so why change. There would also be a loss of parking and green space.  
 
In reply to questions, Councillor Khan reiterated her concerns. The plans 
lacked an appropriate strategy for assisting vulnerable residents in using the 
system. The distance they would have too travel would be too great.  
 
Mr Enamul Goni spoke in support of the application as the agent. He referred 
to the successful operation of similar schemes on other estates welcomed by 
residents. The benefits were numerous. All waste would be stored 
underground creating a cleaner, more hygienic environment and less 
problems with rodents. The bins would be well maintained and cleaned 
frequently. The plans included a support service to assist vulnerable people 
not able to reach the bins. He noted the challenges but believed that residents 
would appreciate the benefits in the long term.  
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Mr Goni then answered questions from the Committee. He stressed that the 
Applicant would consult residents to ascertain those in need of help in using 
the system. Details of the support services were included in the application, 
prepared following discussions with residents. It was intended that the 
residents would be sent letters detailing the support available. Poplar HARCA 
also had an Anti Social Behaviour team to deal with dumped rubbish which 
would be classified as such behaviour. There would also be a robust cleaning 
service in place with regular maintenance checks. 
 
Beth Eite (Planning Officer) made a detailed presentation of the report and 
update. She explained the proposals showing photographs of the proposed 
underground refuse system (URS). The application was subject to public 
consultation generating responses in support and against. The main issues 
were the carrying distances to the URS’s, loss of car parking, pedestrian and 
highway safety and amenity. The scheme was considered acceptable on all 
these ground. It should also facilitate recycling and reduce the level of visible 
waste.  
 
Accordingly, given the benefits and the success of similar systems, the 
application was recommended for approval.  
 
In reply to Members, Ms Eite referred to the previous application withdrawn 
due to objections. A key difference now was the provision of the support 
service for vulnerable residents. The Committee were keen to ensure that 
details of this service were submitted for approval in writing and that this be 
drawn out as a specific condition. Accordingly Councillor Marc Francis moved 
an amendment to the conditions seconded by Councillor Ann Jackson 
requiring that details of the plans for assisting vulnerable residents be 
submitted for approval. On a unanimous vote this was Agreed.   
 
Support was also expressed for a usage plan to ensure refuse were properly 
discarded and to facilitate recycling. It was anticipated that the Applicant 
would take steps to ensure this. Accordingly Councillor Jackson moved a 
further amended seconded by Councillor Marc Francis regarding the 
completion of a correct usage plan. On a unanimous vote this was Agreed.   
 
On a unanimous vote the Committee RESOLVED  

 

1. That planning permission be GRANTED to remove and de-commission 
the existing refuse chutes that exist within the four blocks and provide 
URS's (Underground Refuse Systems) to be installed in their place 
subject to the conditions set out in the circulated report.  

 
2. That the Corporate Director Development & Renewal is delegated 

power to impose conditions and informatives on the planning 
permission to secure the matters set out in the circulated report and the 
additional condition in the update Tabled requiring that:  

 
Details of the method for cleaning and disinfecting the URS’s to be 
submitted   
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3. That the following conditions be imposed requiring that: 
 

• That the policy for assisting vulnerable residents be submitted for 
approval. 

 

• Submission of a correct usage plan to ensure the proper disposal of 
waste and recycling. 

 
 

7.3 Former St. Luke's House and Church, 36 Strafford Street, London E14 
PA/11/00475  
 
Pete Smith, (Development Control Manager) introduced the report concerning 
Former St. Luke's House and Church, 36 Strafford Street. 
 
The Chair then invited registered speakers to address the meeting.  
 
Peter Brouwer spoke in objection to the application as a local resident. He 
considered that there was a lack of consultation with residents. The 
consultation was carried out during the holiday period when many people 
were away. Also some could not access the internet. The drawings on the 
website were not clear and did not fully show the proposals. The previous 
scheme was bitterly opposed by residents. The building was incomplete with 
critical elements missing. It was still unclear how this would be addressed. 
There would be a loss of sunlight affecting the adjacent properties due to the 
large wall. There would be noise and parking issues. The latter could not 
effectively be managed during the weekend. The size and bulk was also 
inappropriate. There would also be construction inconvenience. 
 
Councillor Zara Davis also spoke in objection.  Whilst many residents 
supported the scheme in principle, this application had generated opposition 
due to its size and scale. A key concern was the impact on Strafford 
Friendship Club in terms of loss of light and overlooking. As a result use of the 
club would decrease. The club was a valuable community facility and should 
be protected. The scheme was also too large for the site and would be 
overbearing given it would be right on the boundary. She urged that a 
compromise be sought.  
 
Brendon Phelan spoke in favour as the applicant’s agent. The Applicant had 
held meetings with the interested parities and had consulted the objectors, 
sending them the drawings of the scheme. He explained the improvements on 
the previous scheme including the reduction in height, provision of 7 housing 
units and boundary changes. The concerns had been overcome. He provided 
reassurances regarding day light levels which complied with policy. He 
explained the noise reduction steps. In reply to Members he explained the 
change to provide 7 residential units. 
 
Reverent Tom Pyke also spoke in support. He referred to the Church’s 
promises to the community to provide leadership, valuable community and 
religious facilities for all. The proposals would enable this and the Church to 
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operate in an efficient way. It had worked hard to consult the residents locally. 
The scheme was supported locally and nationally by key figures in the church 
and business and held up by such representatives as an example of good 
practice.  
 
Ila Robertson (Planning Applications Manager) made a detailed presentation 
of the report and update. She addressed the remarks about the 2008 
approved scheme. Whilst this was relevant, the Committee must consider this 
scheme on its own merits. She explained the differences in the  two schemes 
in terms of size, residential provision, car parking, storage and size of 
community space. The application was subject to public consultation which 
exceeded the statutory requirements as reflected by the scale of responses.  
She addressed the main issues as set out in the circulated report. Overall it 
was a high quality scheme offering multi faith facilities for all. The application 
should be granted.    
 
Members then debated the application. Remarks were made about the quality 
of the design and the operation of the car free agreement. Assurances were 
also sought about the impact on Strafford Friendship Club and 46 Strafford 
Street. In reply Ms Robertson explained the design measures included in the 
scheme to prevent overlooking and to protect the amenity of these properties. 
It was reported that these design measures would prevent any significant 
adverse impacts on these properties.   
 
On a vote of 4 in favour and 1 against the Committee RESOLVED  

 
1. That planning permission be GRANTED for the demolition of existing 

Church and Community Hall and erection of a new 3/4 storey building 
consisting of a church and Community Hall on first floor together with a 
training/meeting room on the ground floor with associated facilities; 
provision of 1 x 2 bed maisonette on the ground and first floors for 
parsonage use together with associated office; creation of seven 
residential units (1 x 2 bed maisonette (ground and first floors), 1 x 1 
bed, 3 x 2 bed and 2 x 3 bed) for private housing. The existing war 
memorial will be carefully removed, refurbished and incorporated into 
the new building. Installation of a church spire at roof level together 
with the creation of brown roofs. 

 
2. That the Corporate Director Development & Renewal is delegated 

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

 
3. Any other informative(s) considered necessary by the Corporate 

Director Development & Renewal. 
 
 

8. OTHER PLANNING MATTERS  
 
 

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

 
 

The meeting ended at 7.10 p.m.  
 
 

Chair, Councillor Helal Abbas 
Development Committee 
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DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE 

STRATEGIC DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE 

PROCEDURES FOR HEARING OBJECTIONS AT COMMITTEE MEETINGS 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

6.15 Speakers and other members of the public may leave the meeting after the item in which they are 
interested has been determined. 
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• For each planning application up to two objectors can address the Committee for up to three minutes 
each. The applicant or his/her supporter can address the Committee for an equivalent time to that 
allocated for objectors. 

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

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

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

ü  Eileen McGrath (020) 7364 5321 

 
 

Committee:  
Development 
 

Date:  
14 September 2011 

Classification:  
Unrestricted 

Agenda Item No: 
 

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

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

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

considered at previous meetings and currently stand deferred. 

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

2.1 That the Committee note the position relating to deferred items. 
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LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT 2000 (Section 97) 

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

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

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

ü  Eileen McGrath (020) 7364 5321 

 

Committee:  
Development 
 

Date:  
 14th September 2011 
 

Classification:  
Unrestricted 
 

Agenda Item No: 
7 
 

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

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

 
1. INTRODUCTION 

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

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

2. FURTHER INFORMATION 

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

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

3. ADVICE OF ASSISTANT CHIEF EXECUTIVE (LEGAL SERVICES) 

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

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

• the London Plan 2011 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

4. PUBLIC SPEAKING 

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

5. RECOMMENDATION 

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

Date:  
14 September 2011 
 

Classification:  
Unrestricted 
 

Agenda Item No: 
7.1 

 

Report of:  
Corporate Director of Development and Renewal 
 
Case Officer:  Mandip Dhillon  
 

Title: Planning Application for Decision 
 
Ref No: PA/10/2786 
 
Ward(s): Millwall 
 

 
1. APPLICATION DETAILS 
  
 Location: St David’s Square, Westferry Road, E14 
 Existing Use: Residential 
 Proposal: Erection of entrance gates to Westferry Road, Ferry Street and 

Thames Walkway together with associated walls to perimeter estate. 
    

 Drawing No’s: E101-00A, E02-02, E02-01, P02-01, P02-04, P02-03, E02-04, E02-03, 
P02-02 and E01-01. 
 
Supporting documentation: 
 
Planning Report prepared by T.J.Edens 
 

   
 Applicant: Consort Property Management 
 Owner: Freehold Managers PLC 
 Historic Building: None within site, however site adjoins the Ferry House Pub which is 

Grade II listed. 
 Conservation Area: South eastern corner of the site only- Island Gardens conservation 

area 
 
2. SUMMARY OF MATERIAL PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS 
  
2.1 
 

The local planning authority has considered the particular circumstances of this application 
against the Council’s approved planning policies contained in the 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: 
 

 • The proposal would introduce security measures at the site which are overbearing 
and would compromise the visual quality of the local environment. The level of 
incidents of crime at the application site are not exceptional to support the provision 
of gates and fixed means of enclosure, especially where other less invasive 
measures have been identified which would improve the safety and security of the St 
David’s Square development. The proposal is therefore contrary to policy 7.3 of the 
London Plan 2011, saved policy DEV1 of the Unitary Development Plan 1998, 
policies DEV3 and DEV4 of the Interim Planning Guidance 2007 and policy SP09 of 
the Core Strategy 2010. 

• The proposal would restrict full public access resulting in an unacceptable form of 
development that would fail to retain a permeable environment, by reason of the loss 
of an existing north-south pedestrian route to the strategically designated Thames 
Path walkway. As such the proposal is contrary to DEV1, DEV48, DEV65 and DEV66 
of the UDP 1998, SO20 and SP09 of the Core Strategy 2010, DEV2, DEV3 and 
DEV16 of the IPG 2007 and policies 7.1, 7.2, 7.5, 7.27 and 7.29 of the London Plan 
July 2011which state that developments should promote high quality design, be 
accessible and permeable for all uses.  
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• The proposed gates and fixed means of enclosure by virtue of their height and scale 
would appear visually intrusive and result in an inappropriate form of development 
that would create a ‘gated’ community and would therefore fail to achieve an inclusive 
environment and create an unacceptable level of segregation. As such the proposal 
is contrary to policies DEV1 of the UDP 1998, SP09 of the Core Strategy 2010, DEV2 
and DEV3 of the IPG 2007 and 7.1 and 7.4 of the London Plan July 2011 which state 
that developments should be convenient and welcoming with no disabling barriers so 
everyone can use them independently without undue effort, separation or special 
treatment.  

 
3. RECOMMENDATION 
  
3.1 That the Committee resolve to REFUSE planning permission. 
 
4. PROPOSAL AND LOCATION DETAILS 
  
 Proposal 
  
4.1 The application proposes the erection of entrance gates and fencing to the existing St 

David’s Square development the constituent parts of which comprise: 
 • changing the existing pedestrian entrance gate at Westferry Road into a restricted 

(fob) operated gate which provides access to residents only (no change to design of 
gate);  

• a new gate measuring 1.6metres in height at the main vehicular access at Westferry 
Road (with electronic opening for residents only); 

• a new brick wall measuring 1metre and two metal gates measuring 1.5metres along 
the River Walkway frontage, one gate will provide restricted (fob) operated access for 
residents. The second gate is stated to be for emergency vehicular access only; 

• A new brick wall measuring 1.4metres and a metal pedestrian gate with restricted 
(fob) operated access and a metal gate for emergency vehicular access only 
measuring 1.5metres providing access to residents only. 

  
 Site and Surroundings 
  
4.2 The application site is located to the south of the Westferry Road with the River Thames and 

the Thames Walkway forming the sites southern boundary.  
  
4.3 The St David’s Square development is a large site covering 2.73 hectares and is roughly 

rectangular in shape. The site comprises of 8 main development blocks with some perimeter 
housing fronting Westferry Road.  

  
4.4 The site is accessed from Westferry Road where there is an existing unrestricted vehicular 

entrance and an unlocked pedestrian access. There is an existing and unrestricted 
pedestrian access off East Ferry Road. This entrance does provide vehicular access, 
however this is for service vehicles entering the St David’s Square estate and vehicles 
accessing the car park of the restaurant located within the south east corner of the 
development. The other main entrance into the site is along the Thames Walkway, which 
provides a pedestrian route through the development to Westferry Road.  

  
4.5 The site has a Public Transport Accessibility Level (PTAL) of 2/3.  The closest stations to the 

site are located at Island Gardens and Mudchute.  The site is close to bus routes numbers 
D7, 135 and D3. 

  
4.6 The site falls within the Strategic Riverside Walkway (as identified in the London Plan) which 

runs along the south of the site and along part of the eastern boundary.  
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 Planning History 
  
4.7 Planning application PA/10/2786 was presented to the Development committee on 6th April 

2011 with a recommendation for refusal. A copy of the Committee Report and the Committee 
Update Report is attached at Appendix A for completeness and also for information. 

  
4.8 At the 6th April 2011 Development Committee Members deferred the decision on this 

application in order to seek further information on the following matters: 
 

• the levels of anti-social behaviour at St David’s Square and comparable levels with 
the remainder of the Isle of Dogs and the Borough;  

• the availability of alternate routes to Thames Walkway and Westferry Road and any 
likely access restrictions; and 

• It was also recommended that a meeting of Millwall Crime Team, the local Police and 
residents should be arranged to discuss problems of anti-social behaviour affecting 
St David’s Square. 

  
4.9 Following the meeting of the Development Committee, the Councils Crime Prevention Officer 

prepared a report relating to the site. This is appended to this committee report as Appendix 
B. In addition, a report setting out crime statistics, as requested by members was also 
prepared by the Crime Prevention Officer and is attached at Appendix C.  

  
4.10 The applicants provided the following additional information following on from the committee 

meeting: 
 

• Letter from Consort Property Management dated 15th April 2010 

• Site Permeability 

• Public Access to the River Walkway 

• Intrusion, Anti-social behaviour and Damage-Sample Log  

• Annotated Photographs of the Application site (x8 pages) 

• Attempts by the Residents Association and the Management Company to reduce the 
Crime and Intrusion incidents 

 
The above information is included at Appendix D.  

  
4.11 Following the submission of additional information, an on-site meeting was arranged at St 

David’s Square which was attended by the Crime Prevention Officer, the Planning agent, 
members of the residents association at St David’s Square, a member of staff from the 
concierge desk at St David’s Square and planning officers. The meeting principally focused 
on assessing the option put forward by the Crime Prevention Officer which involved 
interventions at the site without providing gates. Minutes of the meeting (which have been 
agreed by all parties) are attached at Appendix E.  

  
4.12 Following the issuing of minutes, and as suggested at the on-site meeting, Officers 

recommended that the applicants provide feedback, either through revisions to the scheme 
or comments as to why they are not accepting the recommendations put forward by the 
Crime Prevention Officer. A formal response letter was received by the Local Planning 
Authority advising that no changes were proposed, this note is attached at Appendix F.   

  
4.13 As this application is now being presented afresh to a new planning committee, a new 

committee report has been prepared and the above issues and additional documentation is 
assessed within the main body of this report for consideration by members.  

  
4.14 There are a number of historic planning permissions relating to this site however the London 

Docklands Development Corporation applications of the 1990s are the most relevant.   
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4.15 T/90/160 – Outline application for residential development was granted subject to a Section 
106 agreement. The site was known as Lockes Wharf at application stage but is now known 
as the St David’s Square development. 
 
On 15th September 1995, outline consent was granted with a section 106 agreement for the 
provision of a riverside walkway to the south of the site running along the eastern boundary 
and exiting at the eastern boundary of the site onto East Ferry Road.  

  
4.16 T/97/00016 - Approval of details of reserved matters pursuant to conditions 2 a-g, 7, 8 & ( of 

Outline T/90/160. Approved 10/10/97.  
  
4.17 PA/97/292 – Redevelopment by the erection of a four storey building totalling 734sqm for 

use as A1/A2/A3/B1 use on ground floor and A2/A3/B1 uses on upper floors. Approved 
3/12/97. This site forms the north eastern corner of St David’s Square at the junction of 
Westferry Road and East Ferry Road. 

  
4.18 PA/99/1081 - Erection of a five storey building comprising ground floor of A1, A2, A3 or B1 

use, together with first, second, third and fourth floors for residential use and car parking for 
13 cars in St David’s Square to the rear. Approved 4/4/00. 

  
4.19 PA/07/1657 – Erection of four gates to the residential development at St David’s Square to 

Westferry Road, Ferry Street and the riverside walkway facing the Thames River. This 
application was withdrawn by the applicant on 26/10/2007 as the application was due to be 
refused for the creation of a gated community at the site. 

  
4.20 A number of applications were submitted for the minor alterations throughout the course of 

the main development in the 1990’s, alongside approval of detail applications, however the 
main applications have been detailed above.   

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

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

  
5.2 Core Strategy 2010 
  
 Policies: SP04 Creating a green and blue grid 
  SO20 Creating attractive and safe streets and spaces  
  SO21 Creating attractive and safe streets and spaces 
  SP09 Creating attractive and safe streets and spaces 
  SP10 Creating distinct and durable places 
  
5.3 Unitary Development Plan 1998 (as saved September 2007) 
  
 Proposals:  Strategic Riverside Walkway  
    
 Policies: DEV1 Design Requirements  
  DEV2 Environmental Requirements  
  DEV48 Strategic Riverside Walkways and New Development 
  DEV64 Strategic Riverside Walkway Designation 
  DEV65 Protection of existing walkways 
  DEV66 Creation of new walkways 
  T16 Transport and Development 
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5.4 Interim Planning Guidance for the purposes of Development Control (October 
2007) 

 Proposals:  Isle of Dogs Area Action Plan 
    
 Policies: DEV1 Amenity 
  DEV2 Character and Design 
  DEV3 Accessibility and Inclusive Design 
  DEV4 Safety and Security 
  DEV16 Walking and Cycling Routes and Facilities  
  DEV17 Transport Assessments 
  CON1 Listed Buildings 
  CON2 Conservation Areas 
    
5.5 Supplementary Planning Guidance/Documents 
  Riverside Walkways 
  Designing Out Crime Parts 1 and 2 
  
5.6 Spatial Development Strategy for Greater London (London Plan) July 2011 
 Polices 7.1 Building London’s Neighbourhoods and Communities 
  7.2 An inclusive environment 
  7.3 Designing out Crime 
  7.4  Local Character 
  7.5 Public Realm 
  7.27 Blue Ribbon Network: supporting Infrastructure and 

Recreational Use 
  7.29 River Thames 
  
5.7 Government Planning Policy Guidance/Statements 
  PPS1 Delivering Sustainable Development 
  PPS5 Planning and the Historic Environment  
  PPG13 Transport 
  Draft National Planning Policy Framework July 2011 
  
5.8 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 the Directorate of Development and Renewal are expressed in the 

MATERIAL PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS section below. The following were 
consulted regarding the application:  
 

 LBTH Highways 
6.2 A summary of the LBTH Highways comments are provided below: 

 
- There is no established public right of way across the site; 
- Installation of the four gates will restrict the permeability of the 

development and create a gated community; 
- Restriction through the use of gates would create a single pedestrian 

route through a car park which is not easy to navigate due to poor 
legibility; 

- The car park route does not provide a safe or direct or convenient route; 
- No objections are raised with regard to the impact of vehicles queuing 

as a result of the gates proposed on the Westferry Road vehicular 
entrance. 
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- Highways Officers do not consider that the appeal site at Lockes Field 
which is referred to by the applicants can be used as a comparable 
example as the Lockes Field site does not have a requirement to 
provide a public right of way, unlike St David’s Square which provides 
an unrestricted pedestrian link from Westferry Road to the Thames Path 
Walkway. The Lockes Field  site was historically gated at the northern 
end of the site preventing a pedestrian north-south link through the site.  

  
 Environment Health (Contaminated Land) 
6.3 The site and surrounding area have been subjected to former industrial uses. It is 

therefore proposed to impose a suitable condition upon any decision notice issued 
should any contamination be encountered. 
 
(Officer Comment:  Conditions to cover the planning issues raised by the 
Environment Health department would be placed on any permission issued. ) 

  
 LBTH Crime Prevention Officer  
6.4 Comments from April 6th Planning committee: 

The local Safer Neighbourhood Police Team Sergeant, has advised that very few 
problems have been brought to their attention on the site and that at a recent ward 
panel meeting no specific issues relating to crime or anti-social behaviour were raised 

He considers that there is insufficient criminal activity to warrant gating the whole 
estate such that it becomes a gated development. Having looked purely at vehicle 
crimes, he considers that these are quite low in comparison to other areas, and any 
need to restrict vehicle access to the development can be adequately covered by 
bollards that rise out of the ground. 

In respect to other incidents he considers that improved security measures aimed at 
specific buildings and units rather than the estate as a whole would be recommended 
rather than full gating of the development given it was designed to be permeable.  

Further comments received: 

A report has been prepared with options to improve security through non-gating 
measures at St David’s Square estate. An analysis of the applicants proposals has 
also been undertaken by the Crime Prevention Officer (Appendix B).  

The reports states that the proposed height of the gates within the application are not 
considered to be sufficient to address the concerns of anti-social behaviour and has 
suggested that the height of these gates needs to be increased to 2metres.  

(Officer Comment: The applicants are not willing to pursue this recommendation (to 
increase the height of the proposed gates and walls) and therefore the applicants 
purpose of installing gates to deter access into the site is considered to be 
compromised.) 

  
 LBTH Aboricultural Officer   
6.5 No comments received 
  
 Transport for London  
6.6 No comments received  
  
 Chapel House Tenants Association 
6.7 No comments received 
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 Burrells Wharf Tenants Association   
6.8 No comments received  
  
7. LOCAL REPRESENTATION 
  
7.1 A total of 541 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: 

  
7.2 No. of individual responses: 12          Against: 4       In Support: 8 

Number of pro-forma responses:167 
 
Total in support : 175 
Total in objection: 4 

  
7.3 Comments of Objections: 

 
-        Application will create a gated community/prison like environment 

  
7.4 Comments in Support (Individual responses) 

- Need to increase security at St David’s Square; 
- Precedents set on the Isle of Dogs including Langbourne Place 

adjoining the site; 
- Anti-social behaviour in the area; 
- Intrusions at the development leading to acts of threatening and anti-

social behaviour, theft, vandalism and dangerous behaviour at the 
developments water feature; 

- Thefts and vandalism in the car park; 
- Use of car park by non-residents; 
- Use of water feature as a bathing pool; 
- Gating will reduce anti-social behaviour and intrusions; 
- Majority of people use the Ferry Street access therefore the provision of 

gates will not hinder public access along the River Thames. 
  
7.5 Comments  of Objection (Pro-forma Responses) 

- Proposal is unnecessary and will encourage inquisitive youths to gain entry into 
the site by erecting gates and associated perimeter walls. 

  
7.6 Officer comment: All of the above comments received are addressed in the main body 

of the committee report under ‘Material Planning Considerations’.  
 
8. MATERIAL PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS 
  
8.1 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The main application has been assessed against all relevant policies under the following 
report headings: 
 
1. Crime 
2. Accessibility/Permeability 
3. Design  
4. Amenity 
5. Transportation 

  
  
8.2 The application proposes no change of use at the site and therefore raises no land use 

implications.  
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 Crime  
  
8.3 The planning application proposes a number of gates and walls around the St David’s 

Square site to restrict access into the site by non-residents. At present access to the St 
David’s Square site is unrestricted. The application has been submitted to seek to address 
concerns raised by residents that the unrestricted access is the cause for anti-social 
behaviour and incidents of crime at the application site.  Full details of the levels of crime 
are detailed below. 

  
8.4 Policy 7.3 of the Adopted London Plan 2011 seeks to create safe, secure and 

appropriately accessible environments where crime and disorder and the fear of crime do 
not undermine quality of life or cohesion. The policy goes on to highlight that developments 
should reduce opportunities for criminal behaviour and contribute to a sense of security 
without being overbearing or intimidating.  

  
8.5 Saved policy DEV1 of the Unitary Development Plan 1998 also requires development 

proposals to be designed to maximise the feeling of safety and security for those using the 
development.  

  
8.6 Policy DEV3 of the Interim Planning Guidance 2007 seeks to ensure accessibility and 

inclusive design is a part of all development proposals, in particular it states that ‘gated’ 
communities will not be supported and the supporting text advocates that use of 
wayfinding, legibility and signage to encourage movement and pedestrian links.  

  
8.7 Policy DEV4 of the Interim Planning Guidance 2007 seeks to provide guidance on creating 

environments that feel safe to use and contribute to the quality of life and economic 
prosperity of an area.  

  
8.8 Policy SP09 (2c) of the adopted Core Strategy 2010 states that gated communities will not 

be supported. The supporting text for policy SP09 highlights evidence from the Urban 
Design Compendium 2 dated 2007 which states that a high quality urban environment and 
layout can help deliver social benefits, including civic pride, increased connectivity, social 
cohesion, reduced fears of crime and improved health and well being. The supporting text 
goes on to state that a poor quality public realm can have severe negative effects on 
communities.  

  
8.9 The principle of providing walls and railings to create a gated community is not supported 

by the London Plan 2011 or Tower Hamlets planning policies. The Crime Prevention 
Officer advises that in exceptional circumstances the Council should consider making an 
exception to the policy position. In order to look at the exceptional circumstances, an 
analysis of the levels of crime experienced at the application site has been undertaken in 
conjunction with the Crime Prevention Officer looking at non-gating options for the 
application site.  

  
8.10 In order to provide a truly comparative profile of crime levels, details of crime have been 

investigated within individual wards of the LB Tower Hamlets as well as that recorded on 
the St David’s Estate. All information below is taken from the Metropolitan Police (website) 
and is therefore a summary of all ’notifiable’ crimes.  The Metropolitan Police website 
defines a notifiable offence as is an ‘incident where the police judge that a crime has 
occurred. Not all incidents that are reported to the police result in a crime’. 

  
8.11 The chart below at Figure 1 shows the total notifiable crime within all of the wards of Tower 

Hamlets. All information is taken from the Metropolitan Police website.  
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8.12 The St David’s Square estate is located within the Millwall ward, however the site is very 

close to the boundary of the adjoining ward of Blackwall and Cubitt Town which lies to the 
east of the site. Figure 1 above shows that the Millwall ward is not an area which currently 
experiences the worst incidents of crime within the LB Tower Hamlets. The Spitalfields and 
Banglatown, Whitechapel and Weavers wards currently experience the worst incidents of 
crime. The Millwall, Bethnal Green South and Bow West wards experience relatively 
similar levels of crime of approximately 2000 incidents over the 2010-2011 period.  

  
8.13 Figure 1 also indicates that crime levels in Millwall are higher than the adjoining Blackwall 

and Cubitt Town ward despite the fact that a majority of gated communities are located in 
the former as can be seen in Map 1 below. Therefore there is an argument to suggest that 
gating a development does not have the perceived benefits of actually reducing crime 
levels. 
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Map 1 
  
8.14 The Councils Crime Prevention Officer was also able to provide a breakdown of notifiable 

crime from the St David’s Square estate from 2007 to April 2011. The information is 
provided below in Figure 2 with a breakdown of the types of crime identified.  

  
 Figure 2 
 Type of Crime 2007 2008 2009 2010 Up to 

April 
2011 

Theft of Vehicle 1 2 1 0 0 

Criminal Damage 0 0 0 0 1 

Theft from Vehicle 0 1 0 0 0 

Criminal Damage to vehicles 0 0 0 2 1 

Assault 4 3 3 6 1 

Thefts 2 2 2 2 0 

Residential Burglaries 2 0 4 0 0 

Theft of Pedal Cycle 0 2 1 4 0 

Non Residential Burglary/Theft of 
pedal cycle) 

4 4 9 13 0 

Other Crimes 3 1 3 2 0 

Total  16 16 23 29 3  

Page 26



  
8.15 The St David’s Square development concierge office also keep a log of all incidents 

experienced at the site. A copy of the log book from January 2009 to April 2011 was 
submitted to the Council and the details of this log book have been analysed and displayed 
in below at Figure 3. A copy of the log book submitted is attached at Appendix B.  
 
Figure 3 
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8.16 From the log book provided by the applicants, it is possible to establish that 22 incidents 

were logged at St David’s Square between January 2009 and December 2009, a total of 
18 incidents were logged from January 2010 to December 2010 and 8 incident have been 
logged between January 2011 and 4 April 2011.  Comparable figures are available from 
the Crime Prevention Officer of total notifiable crimes and these are not substantially 
different to the log book records, Figure 4 shows this information.  
 

Figure 4 2009 2010 

Metropolitan Police 
Information (Total Notifiable 
Offences) 

23 29 

St David’s Square Log 
Book Details 

22 18 

 
  
8.17 It should be noted that some of the incidents/crimes which are within the St David’s Square 

log book were also notified to the police and therefore the total crime experienced at St 
David’s Square should not be taken as the sum of the information provided in Figure 4. 
The concierge office Sample Log book (Appendix D) does state in a number of instances 
that the residents contacted the police regarding certain incidents which occurred on the 
site.  

  
8.18 The Councils Crime Prevention Officer provided further advice (attached at Appendix C) to 

Planning Officers with regard to the interpretation of the crime statistics gathered for the 
Millwall ward and the St David’s Square site. This concludes that following an analysis of 
the levels of crime in St David’s Square, overall, the levels of crime have decreased at the 
site (if analysing a financial year period), showing that there has been a fall of some 55% 
from financial years 2009-2010 compared with 2010-2011.  

  
8.19 Despite the decrease, crime in the area was considered to be higher than expected for a 

site of this size when compared to the overall size of the Millwall ward. However, having 
taken this into account, the Crime Prevention Officer considered the crime to be localised 
and that levels of crime were not significant when compared to the borough as a whole. 
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8.20 An analysis of the charts showing Metropolitan Police crime statistics for the St David’s 
Square site and the sample log book show that a majority of the crime centres around the 
theft of pedal cycles and the mis-use/anti social behaviour related to the water feature at 
the application site.  

  
8.21 In response to the overall limited levels of crime at the St David’s Square application site, 

the Crime Prevention Officer prepared a report (Appendix B) setting out what he 
considered to be two opportunities to address the concerns raised by the applicants at the 
site. The first and preferred option was the use of other ‘Secure by Design’ measures 
including improved signage and legibility, the use of planter boxes, provision of secure 
cycle storage on site, the installation of rising bollards. The second option, to be used only 
in exceptional circumstances was the use of gates as per the current application.  

  
8.22 The applicants have considered all of the non-gating options suggested for the four 

locations around the application site, however have taken the decision not to accept the 
recommendations of the Crime Prevention Officer at any of the proposed locations. A 
summary of the non-gating options are set out below along with a summary of the 
applicants response (Full response provided at Appendix F): 

  
 Ferry Street Access 
8.23 The Crime Prevention Officer suggested that this entrance could benefit from improved 

signage guiding people to the Thames Walk and the use of raised planters and a low level 
anti bike railing in the proposed location of the wall and gates.  

  
8.24 The applicants have stated that this does not stop non-residents from entering the St 

David’s Square estate. It was considered that this becomes a problem when non-residents 
then find they are unable to exit the estate and climb over the ‘lookout’ railings located 
abutting the Thames Walkway. A further concern was raised with regard to the need to 
have a sign with multiple languages on it to serve to serve the London tourism in the area.  
 

  
8.25 It is considered that adequate signage, which is very poor at the moment, would 

substantially assist in guiding people along the designated Thames Path walkway and 
away from the St David’s Square site. Officers do not support the applicants second point 
with regard to the various languages which would be required for any sign installed, as any 
sign installed would simply be required to say ‘Thames Path’ and provide an arrow in the 
correct direction. 

  
 Thames Walkway Access 
8.26 The Crime Prevention Officer suggested that a motorcycle/moped restriction should be 

implemented across this access point, however the applicant has stated that this measure 
would not deter thefts, anti-social behaviour or members of the public entering the 
application site.  

  
8.27 It is considered that sufficient restrictive barriers will deter members of the public from 

entering the site and if this was aided by additional signage directing residents east west 
along the Thames Path, this is again likely to deter entry into the site. 

  
 Westferry Road Access 
8.28 The Crime Prevention Officer suggested rising bollards in the current location of the 

proposed railings and the provision of faster closing gates to prevent the theft of pedal 
cycles from the basement car park. During an on-site meeting it was also observed that the 
bike stands provided to residents were upright cycle stands which made the theft of pedal 
cycles easier as only one wheel could be secured. The applicants were advised to provide 
sufficient and secure cycle storage which would lessen the overriding the problem of pedal 
thefts at the site.  
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8.29 The applicants have advised that the St David’s Square site cannot accommodate this 
provision of cycle storage at basement level or surface level as they are unable to release 
private car parking bays which have been purchased by individual owners, or any of the 23 
visitor parking bays which the applicant has advised have a high occupancy rate and 
represent an integral part of the estate essential for the day to day running. The applicant 
also considers that there is insufficient space at ground level to provide cycle storage 
without leading to a loss in landscaping areas and amenity space.  

  
8.30 The rising bollards were also considered to be inappropriate as they did not deter 

motorcycles, cyclists and pedestrians from entering the application site.  
  
8.31 Given the size of the application site, it is considered unreasonable that the applicants 

have not sought to investigate further the provision of secure cycle storage, especially as it 
is a recurring crime at the application site. The applicant has identified that in order to 
accommodate the secure cycle parking, 24 car parking spaces would need to lost or an 
equivalent area of 114sq.m of soft landscaping. Officers consider that there is a solution 
which can be found where some spaces are provided on car parking bays and some cycle 
parking is provided on existing areas of soft landscaping. This would therefore limit the 
overall impact on loss of car parking and landscaping at the site. 

  
 The Central Water Feature  
8.32 The Water feature was identified as a concern by the applicants log book. During the on-

site meeting it was suggested that boundary screening could be applied to the exterior wall 
in a glazing finish to prevent the misuse of the feature, whilst retaining it. It is understood 
that residents who own properties overlooking this feature object to its removal as they 
paid a premium to overlook the feature.  

  
8.33 The applicants advised that the installation of a boundary treatment was not considered to 

be appropriate as it presented a further target to climb over/throw objects at. In addition, 
the maintenance staff currently have unrestricted access to the water feature which would 
be impeded by a boundary treatment.  

  
8.34 Whilst Officers accept the applicants concerns raised on this issue, it is considered that 

there are other options (such as introducing an uneven surface to the top of the retaining 
wall) which could deter people from accessing the water feature which is understood to be 
the key concern to date, whilst not compromising its maintenance. 

  
8.35 It is considered that only in exceptional circumstances should the development plan 

policies be departed from and the creation of a gated community be permitted. Such 
exceptional circumstances could be where there were particularly high levels of crime 
within an area and where all other measures have been exhausted to provide/implement 
security measures which are not overbearing or intimidating. The applicants state that they 
have implemented a number of measures to seek to reduce the incidents occurring at St 
David’s Square, these are detailed at Appendix D. However, the applicants are not now 
willing to implement any of the measures proposed by the Crime Prevention Officers 
report. 

  
8.36 Officers consider that the level of incidents of crime at the application site do not warrant 

the provision of gates and fixed means of enclosure, especially where other less invasive 
measures have been identified to improve the safety and security of the St David’s Square 
development. The proposal is therefore contrary to policy 7.3 of the London Plan 2011, 
saved policy DEV1 of the Unitary Development Plan 1998, policies DEV3 and DEV4 of the 
Interim Planning Guidance 2007 and policy SP09 of the Core Strategy 2010. 
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 Accessibility/Permeability 
  
8.37 Currently the site is not gated and there is unrestricted access through the development 

providing a north-south link from the Thames Walkway to Westferry Road.   
  

8.38 The existing Thames Path walkway runs along the southern boundary of the site and leads 
to the car park located in the south eastern corner of the St David’s Square development.  
The Thames Path runs through the car park and follows the path east adjacent to the 
Grade II listed public house on East Ferry Road which provides access onto East Ferry 
Road itself.  

  

8.39 Whilst this is the adopted Thames Path strategic walkway, the route is not one which is 
easy to navigate due to its limited legibility, this is highlighted within the Crime Prevention 
Officers report attached at Appendix B. The route leads pedestrians into a car 
park/pedestrian path which runs along the ground floor restaurant at the site, although this 
route and its legibility is not considered to be direct, convenient or a safe route (in the 
evenings). The provision of the alternative north-south route through the St David’s Square 
development provides an alternative route linking Westferry Road and the Thames Path.  

  

8.40 The map below shows all existing unrestricted pedestrian links from the Thames Path 
walkway to Westferry Road located around the application site. Travelling west along the 
Thames Path, the next available pedestrian route from the Thames Path leading north to 
Westferry Road is 296 metres to the west of the St David's square access, located at 
Pointers Close. If the existing St David's square access point were to be gated off as a 
restricted access point, the distance between the east ferry access point of the Thames 
path and the Pointers Close access would be increased to 358 metres.  
 

 

 
  

8.41 At present, pedestrians choosing to access Westferry Road through the St Davids Square 
development from the existing St David Square access point only walk 160 metres through 
the unrestricted development to Westferry Road and to reach the bus stop located on the 
northern side of Westferry Road, located directly opposite the application site. Were this 
route to be gated as per the application proposals, pedestrians would be required to travel  
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210 metres to reach Westferry Road and 272 metres to reach the same bus stop 
mentioned above. This is considered to be an unnecessary increase in the distance 
travelled.  

  

8.42 National guidance in PPS1 and PPG13 places great emphasis on the importance of 
encouraging walking through the provision of permeable pedestrian networks which would 
be lost through these proposals.  

  

8.43 Policy DEV65 of the UDP 1998 states that existing walkways will be protected from 
development which would prevent free public access and or harm their character.  

  

8.44 Policy DEV3 of the Interim Planning Guidance (IPG) 2007 states that developments 
resulting in the creation of ‘gated’ communities with no public through linkages, will not be 
supported to avoid segregation and ensure permeability of the public street and footpath 
network. This is further supported by Policy DEV16 of the IPG which seeks to maintain and 
enhance the strategic walkways within the borough. 

  

8.45 Strategic policies within the Core Strategy 2010, policy SO20 seek to deliver a safe, 
attractive, accessible and well designed network of streets and spaces that make it easy 
and enjoyable for people to move around on foot and bicycle. This is supported by policy 
SP09 of the Core Strategy 2010 which specifically states that developments that create 
gated communities which restrict pedestrian movement will be resisted.  

  

8.46 The provision of gates would substantially reduce the permeability through the site which is 
contrary to policy DEV2 and DEV3 of the IPG  2007 and SP09 of the Core Strategy 2010 
which seek to improve the connectivity with the surrounding area, particularly to public 
transport and commercial uses. The link between the Thames Walk and Westferry Road 
through St David’s Square provides the general public with a direct route through to the 
bus stop located outside the St David’s Square development, located outside the existing 
pedestrian gate.  

  

8.47 The Councils Supplementary Planning Guidance ‘Designing Out Crime’ identifies that 
gated communities will result in decreased security as the development turns its back on 
the surrounding area and becomes enclosed.  

  

8.48 Furthermore, the proposals fail to comply with London Plan policy 7.1 which states that 
developments should promote inclusion and cohesion, be accessible, usable and 
permeable for all users and be attractive to look at and Policy 7.2 also states that 
developments should be convenient and welcoming with no disabling barriers, so everyone 
can use them independently without undue effort, separation or special treatment. 

  

8.49 There are some existing examples of ‘gated’ developments on the Isle of Dogs which are 
either historic developments, for example consents issued by the LDDC, or appeals which 
have been allowed following the refusal of planning permission. Whilst Officers are unable 
to comment on each and every case on the Isle of Dogs, it is important to note that many 
of these sites differ to the St David’s Square development as many of the examples are 
enclosed parcels of land which provide no access to other public thoroughfares or routes 
through, whereas the north-south pedestrian route would be lost at St David’s Square 
would lead to the loss of a direct connection to the designated strategic Thames Path 
Walkway. 

  

8.50 Furthermore, each application must be assessed on a case by case and site specific basis 
and consequently, it is not considered that other examples of gates in the area should 
support a departure from the Councils policy to resist gated communities. In addition, it is 
important to note that there are numerous examples of non-gated communities in the Isle 
of Dogs and it is considered that a precedent of approving additional ones would be 
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divisive.  

  

8.51 The applicant has made reference to an appeal from 2009 at Lockesfield Place, located 
adjacent to the application site. However, in the instance of the appeal site, the Planning 
Inspector considered that because the access into the Lockes Field development did not 
lead to or maintain and enhance the permeability of the site, its loss would not be 
disadvantageous to members of the public, given there was no through route. 

  

8.52 The Crime Prevention Officer has looked at the scheme and has advised that he does not 
support the installation of gates as there are other methods to improve security and 
address issues raised by residents. Furthermore he has identified that gates should be a 
last resort and given the level of crime, the creation of a gated community at the site is not 
justified.  

  

8.53 Overall, the proposal would restrict full public access resulting in an unacceptable form of 
development that would fail to achieve an inclusive and permeable environment, create an 
unacceptable level of segregation and lead to the loss of an existing north-south 
pedestrian route to the strategically designated Thames Path walkway. As such the 
proposal is contrary to DEV1, DEV48, DEV65 and DEV66 of the UDP 1998, SO20 and 
SP09 of the Core Strategy 2010, DEV2, DEV3 and DEV16 of the IPG 2007 and policies 
7.1 and 7.2 of the London Plan 2011 which state that developments should promote high 
quality design, be accessible and permeable for all uses. 

  

 Design  
  
8.54 The proposed vehicular gate along Westferry Road comprises of a part brick wall and part 

metal railing along the existing vehicular entrance. The existing vehicular entrance is in 
excess of 5 metres in width allowing access for two vehicles to pass. The existing entrance 
is flanked by two stock brick pillars which provide a feature for the vehicular entrance.  

  
8.55 The gates have been set into the site and have a maximum height of 1.6metres and would 

run along the full width of the existing vehicular entrance. The proposed gates and 
retaining walls, by virtue of the proposed detailed design and use of materials are 
considered to be acceptable as they would be finished in a similar detailed design to the 
existing boundary walls which exist at the application site at present. However, it is 
considered that cumulative impact of the provision of gates at this height and due to their 
imposing nature, in an area which is otherwise open and unrestricted would appear 
visually dominant and further diminish the permeability of this site within its surrounding 
urban environment contrary to DEV1 of the UDP 1998 and DEV2 of the IPG 2007 and 
SP10 of the Core Strategy 2010.  

  
 Amenity  
  
8.56 The proposed development is not considered to give rise to any daylight and sunlight or 

overlooking concerns, by virtue of the works proposed. The proposal is therefore 
considered acceptable in respect of the amenity of adjacent residential occupiers and 
future residential occupiers of the site which is in line with saved policy DEV2 of the 
adopted Unitary Development Plan (1998) policy SP10 of the Councils Core Strategy 2010 
and DEV1 of the Interim Planning Guidance (2007). These policies seek to protect the 
residential amenity of existing and future occupiers 

  
 Transportation  
  
8.57 The site has a Public Transport Accessibility Level (PTAL) of 2/3. The site is close to bus 

routes numbers D7, 135 and D3. The nearest bus stop is located directly outside the 
development, in front of the existing pedestrian access gate into the site. This provides 
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direct pedestrian access down through the site to the Thames Walkway. The closest 
stations to the site are located at Island Gardens and Mudchute. 

  
8.58 The application is supported by a Transport Assessment prepared by Paul Mew 

Associates.  This report details the impact of the proposed gates on Westferry Road and 
the results indicate that the provision of gates would not result in a build up of vehicles onto 
Westferry Road leading to an impact on the local road network. Whilst this is encouraging 
and in accordance with policies for the provision safe transport interventions, the principle 
of the works are not considered in accordance with strategic policies outlined in the 
recently adopted Core Strategy 2010, policy SO20 which seeks to deliver safe, attractive, 
accessible and well designed network of streets and spaces that make it easy for people to 
move around by foot and bicycle, furthermore the proposal is in direct conflict with policy 
SP09 which does not support gated communities.  

  
8.59 Whilst not seeking to re-iterate the comments raised above, the highways team have also 

objected to the proposal as it would retain a single undesirable pedestrian route, that being 
the car park within the south eastern corner of the site. This current route is considered to 
be unsafe, illegible and inconvenient.  

  
8.60 There are no existing rights of way across the application site, and whilst this is capable of 

being treated as a material planning consideration, the lack of existing rights of way should 
not, in this particular case, outweigh the general policy presumption against the formation 
of gated communities and the desire to maintain permeability and inclusive residential 
communities.  

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

permission should be refused 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. 
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Your reference: 

Our reference: 

Date: 
 

 

 

6
th
 May 2011   

 

 

 

 

METROPOLITAN POLICE SERVICE 

Ila Robertson  Isle of Dogs Police Station 

CRIME PREVENTION OFFICE 

160-174 Manchester Road 
Isle of Dogs 
London 
E14 2BN 

Direct ( : 020 7275 4265 
   

 

 

Dear Ila, 

Please find enclosed the report based on the security survey I carried out recently. 

If you have any queries about the report or need further advice please do not hesitate to contact 
me on the above telephone number. 

Yours sincerely, 

 

 

 
Mark Jones, CPDA 
Tower Hamlets Police 
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METROPOLITAN POLICE CRIME PREVENTION SECURITY SURVEY   

St David’s Square, Westferry Road, London, E14 3WA 

6
th
 May 2011

I have been asked to carry out this survey/report by the Planning Department at the 
London Borough of Tower Hamlets with regards to a planning application for the estate 
at St David’s Square, Westferry Road, E14. 
There appear to be two opposing views with regards to the security/safety of the 
estate, the view of the local authority planning department who’s policy it is to refuse 
gated communities and promote permeability and public use/routes, and the view of 
the applicant who wishes to secure the estate against concerns over Anti-social 
behaviour and crime whilst not compromising public access to the Thames Walkway 
via Ferry Street.  
 
There are two options which cover both of these views but which would seem to not be 
acceptable by the opposing group’s views policy. 
 

1. A range of Crime Prevention measures to reduce the reported and perceived 
levels of crime and ASB on the estate. 

2. Gating of the estate to prevent access to non-residents whilst not restricting 
public access to the Thames Walkway via Ferry Street. 

 

Observations  
The entry to the Thames Walkway at Ferry Street (next to the public house) is currently 
gated at both vehicle and pedestrian level. I understand the gates are controlled by the 
nearby Restaurant but that the pedestrian gate is never closed and the vehicle gate 
very rarely. Once through these gates the road/path splits into two, the first turns to the 
left into a public car park for use of patrons of the restaurant, with a slightly set back 
pedestrian path that runs adjacent to the car park and runs into the Thames Path. From 
this location the public can access the Thames path in an Easterly direction, the path is 
blocked immediately to the West, access to the west would be via the Ferry Street 
entrance/exit. 
 

 
Figure 1 - Ferry Street entrance looking West 

Page 48



Crime Prevention advice is given free and without the intention of creating a contract. Neither do the Home 
Office nor the Metropolitan Police Service take any other legal responsibility for the advice given. 

2 

The split road/path from the Ferry Street entrance leads as a second option into the 
estate which them offers options to go through the estate in an easterly direction and a 
second route joining up with the Thames Path, or a vehicular and pedestrian route 
through the estate in a Northerly direction towards Westferry Road, which has a vehicle 
and pedestrian entrance to/from the estate.  
The Westferry Road entrance has no vehicle gates, but has a pedestrian gate that is 
not secured at present. 
The second route from the estate onto the Thames walkway currently has a number of 
trees planted and some small raised planters which reduce the routes accessibility by 
about 80%. 
There are also two further non-permeable routes North-South from the estate to the 
Thames Walkway which finish in viewing areas overlooking the Thames Walkway and 
the Thames. These areas have low level railings preventing easy access to the estate 
but not difficult to climb over from the Thames Walkway. 
 

 
Figure 2 - SDS looking towards Ferry Street entrance 

 
 

Option 1. 
A range of CP measures to reduce/mitigate crime/ASB 
problems/concerns. 

 
 
The route from Ferry Street should have better signage indicating the preferred route 
for pedestrians to access the Thames Walkway, and better signage indicating that the 
car park is for the use of the restaurants patrons – with additional signage on Ferry 
Street itself and also at the entrance to the pedestrian path and the car park, this 
should make it more obvious to the public what route/s is/are available, and will reduce 
public use of the estate routes without excluding them. 
 
In addition, the use of raised planters and a low level anti bike railing across the 
‘entrance’ into the estate would deter most motorbikes/mopeds but should not deter the 
public or cyclists/pram users who do wish to access the estate, again reducing the use 
of the estate and informing decisions by those wishing to access the Thames walkway. 
Improved signage in the estate showing a safe pedestrian route to the Thames 
walkway would also assist this problem. 
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The existing public route that is a permeable link to/from the Thames Walkway has 
presently been partially blocked with trees and raised planters. I would suggest that a 
similar motorcycle/moped restricting railing across this route that would not prevent 
access by the general public but would restrict access to/from the estate by 
motorcyclists etc. 
 

 
Figure 3 - Existing public route from Thames Walkway into estate 

 
The entry from Westferry Road could have some rising bollards as a method of access 
control, this would prevent motor vehicles from accessing the estate but not 
motorcycles or mopeds or indeed cyclists or pedestrians, although this part of the 
estate entrance is a vehicle only route.  
 
There are a high number of cycle thefts currently being committed from within the 
secure car parks at ground floor level under the buildings in the estate. Whilst cycle 
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racks are present, they are scattered over the parking area and combined with what 
appears to be a slow moving entry gate, allows pedestrian access into the car park by 
tailgating (following on) residents arriving or leaving. I would suggest that the gated 
entrances to the car parks have the speed and timing of opening reduced to lessen the 
amount of available access to non-residents, always taking into consideration the 
safety of all concerned. In addition I would group the cycle racks into separate secure 
storage areas, with access control, within the car parks or the buildings (space 
allowing), this would offer a secondary level of security for the protection of the bikes 
and may either be an additional room or a caged area, and then CCTV could be added 
specifically to cover these spaces. 
 

 
Figure 4 - Vehicle entrance to car park 

 
I would also look at making the entry from the lobby into the car parking areas fobbed, 
it is currently a simple push button access and anyone having already gained entry into 
the building would be able to currently access the car parks, making this fobbed, which 
should not cause any problems with fire exits/evacuation, would add a level of security 
from this part of the building into the car park. 
Further security patrols with additional officers at peak problem times, both in the car 
park and outside, and extra monitored CCTV would also help to reduce any Anti-social 
behaviour problems/concerns in the estate. 
 

 
Figure 5 - Looking north towards water feature 
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Figure 6 - Looking South towards Water feature 

 
The water feature in the centre of the estate is another problem, with groups regularly 
using the feature to gather and cause disturbances, but also innocent members of the 
public taking advantage of shallow water in warm conditions to paddle. I would suggest 
that this is relatively easy to gate at either end which can be secured permanently 
closed with fobbed access for residents only, or can be a part time system that is 
perhaps open during the day but closed off at night, this would reduce disturbances 
during these hours. 
 

 
Figure 7 - Top of stair access, looking South towards Water feature 

 
 
I think these measures could mitigate the need for a completely gated estate, however 
that option still remains if these measures are instigated and do not resolve the 
problems/concerns of the residents. 
I would also say that signage is very important as a measure on its own, some will 
always ignore signs but generally if they are robust and obvious and clear they will help 
to reduce confusion and guide the public and residents alike. 
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Option 2.  
Measures to securely gate the development from public/non-
residents/vehicular use. 
 
This measure is favoured by the applicant. To exclude non-residents and groups 
causing ASB or crime, to reduce the thefts of pedal cycles, noise by 
vehicles/motorcycles/mopeds and generally keep the development for residents use 
only. 
 

 
Figure 8 - Westferry Road vehicle and pedestrian entrances 

 
The entrances between the restaurant car park and the estate at Ferry Street and the 
tree lined public route between the estate and Thames Walkway would have to have 2 
metre high railings with access controlled gates on the Ferry Street entrance into the 
estate. In addition, to keep the public out of the estate the areas to either side of the 
public route (tree-lined) PLUS the viewing areas would have to have the 2 metre high 
fences added also – in a similar fashion to those on the neighbouring development. It 
may be possible to have low level fencing at these entrances and side areas, but these 
would probably be easily climbed by those seeking to enter the estate anyway, whilst 
still deterring non-residents who would not wish to climb over low level railings. 
 

 
Figure 9 - Westferry Road vehicle entrance from SDS 

The entry at Westferry Road would need large access controlled vehicle gates, and the 
existing pedestrian gate here would have to become access controlled, although I am 
not 100% sure about the height or design of the boundary treatment here and this may 
have to change if not seen to be sufficient to prevent access, there is no doubt though 
that gates of any design would deter most casual members of the public, but the wrong 
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height gates/fencing will not deter those wishing to enter the estate for mischievous 
reasons.. 
All of these measures would keep most of the problems now causing concerns to the 
residents out of the estate but it has no guarantee of completing stopping the problem. 

 
 
 
 
Reported Crime figures and recorded ASB calls. 
 
Police analysts have carried out a number of investigations on reported crime and Anti-
social behaviour recorded incidents at St David’s Square, in comparison to the ward 
and borough figures. 
 
 

St David's Square Crime 
 
For the purpose of this analysis the following crime types were considered:- 
Residential and Non residential Burglary, Theft from and Theft of Motor Vehicle, GBH, 
ABH and Common Assault (MapInfo down load) 
 
The two financial years 2009/10 and 2010/11 were used to compare the crime levels in 
the St David's Square (SDS) boundary area and compared to crimes levels in the 
Millwall SNT ward (this is the ward where SDS is located), and the borough as a whole 
(HT) 
 
As the table below shows where as crime has increased in the borough as a whole 
over these 2 time periods, crime has actually fallen in both Millwall ward and SDS.  The 
reduction is crime is more marked in the case of SDS. 
 

Crime FY2009/10 
FY 
2010/11 Difference 

% 
change 

HT 8727 9407 680 8% 

Millwall 525 468 -57 -11% 

Boundary 22 10 -12 -55% 

 
 

St David's Square Crime per 1000 residents 
 
The population of Tower Hamlets according to the 2001 census was 196106 (Office for 
National Statistics - ONS).  Millwall SNT ward population was 12892.   
 
Unfortunately we do not have population figures for the St David Square boundary area  
 
If we look at crime by per 1000 residents then the figure again show that where as 
crime has increased for the borough as a whole it has decrease for Millwall ward.   
 
Given a fixed population and reduced crime figures for SDS in 2010/11 compared to 
2009/10 we can say that crime per 1000 residents in SDS would also have shown a 
decrease. 
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Crime per 1000 residents 2009-10 2010-11 

HT 45 48 

Millwall 41 36 

Boundary n/a n/a 

 
 

St David's Square Crime by sq km 
 
Tower Hamlets borough is approximately 20 sq km.  Millwall ward is 2.4 sq km in area.  
The St David's square boundary is 0.031 sq km. 
 
The SDS boundary is 0.16% of the boroughs surface area.  The SDS boundary 
represents 1.29% of Millwall wards surface area. 
 
If we look at crime in the boundary area and compared it with crime in HT and Millwall 
by size of the area we see that crime in the SDS area was higher in 2009/10 compared 
to 2010/11 for both HT and Millwall. 
 
In terms of relative area size there was more crime per sq km in SDS compared to 
Millwall, even in 2010/11 (low crime year); where SDS showed a large reduction in 
crime compared to 2009/10  
 
So for Millwall ward the small SDS area represents a reasonable crime concentration in 
2010/11 (the low crime year) and even more so in 2009/10.  However, when the figure 
for SDS is compared to HT for 2010/11 crime in SDS is actually lower per sq km then 
what would be expected (actual crime in SDS 0.11% - expected 0.16%). 
 

  HT Millwall 

Boundary as % of 0.16% 1.29% 

2009/10 Crime in 
boundary as % of 0.25% 4.19% 

2010/11 Crime in 
boundary as % of 0.11% 2.14% 

 
 

St David's Square ASB CAD calls 
 
The table below show ASB CAD calls per 1000 residents.  Again we do not have figure 
for the St David's square area, but as the figures show ASB is less of an issue in 
Millwall ward compared to the borough as a whole. 
 

ASB CAD calls 2010/11 
Per 1000 
residents 

HT 30627 156 

Millwall 1583 123 

 
ASB CAD calls per sq km shows that ASB is less of an issue for this area compared to 
the rest of the ward, and is not significant when compared to the borough as a whole 
 

ASB CAD 
calls  2010/11 

Per sq 
km 
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HT 30627 1531 

Millwall 1583 660 

Boundary 9 290 

 
FY = Financial Year 
ASB = Anti-Social Behaviour 
SDS = St David’s Square 
HT = Tower Hamlets Police Borough  
Boundary = St David’s Square Boundary 
SNT = Safer Neighbourhood Team 
CAD = Computer Aided Despatch Police despatching system 
 

St David’s Square Incident/Crime log/figures - (supplied by Management 
services at SDS) 
 
In addition, I have been supplied with copies of the incident log from the management 
of the estate, with details of incidents on the estate between January 2009 and April 
2011. There are 48 incidents broken down as follows:- 
 
Anti-Social behaviour by groups of youths (including water feature use/play) – 13 
Motor cycle reported driving around estate or through estate to Thames Walkway – 2 
Motor cycle stolen from estate or secure car park – 4 
Criminal Damage (including graffiti) – 5 
Theft of Pedal Cycles (or parts thereof) mainly from car park - 15 
Burglary – Residential – 2 
Burglary – non-residential (not a dwelling) – 1 
Criminal Damage to a motor vehicle -= 4 
Theft of a Motor Vehicle – 1 
Other crime – 1 
 
These incidents have been those reported to the management/concierge office of the 
estate, and may or may not have been reported to Police. The main two offences 
appear to be ASB and Pedal Cycle theft (which is normally reported as a non-
residential burglary when it is from the car park). The ASB incidents appear to be 
groups of youths making some sort of noise disturbance on the estate, in/near the 
water feature or gaining or attempting to gain entry to the buildings, with ensuing 
intimidation of residents and some crime. The pedal cycle problem seems to relate to 
the ease with which non-residents can gain entry to the car park. 
I have outlined in Option 1 my recommendations for reducing these problems by use of 
CCTV/Staff/blocking off of the water feature for the ASB problem, or changes to vehicle 
entrance gates/CCTV/Staff and cages/secure cycle stores for the Pedal cycle problem, 
though it is true to say that both problems would also be reduced by Option 2. 
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Committee:  
Development 
 

Date:  
14 September 2011 
 

Classification:  
Unrestricted 
 

Agenda Item No: 
7.2 

Report of:  
Corporate Director of Development and Renewal 
 
Case Officer: Ila Robertson  
 
 

Title: Planning Application for Decision 
 
Ref No: PA/09/02576 & PA/09/02577 
 
Ward(s): St Dunstan’s and Stepney 
 

 
1. APPLICATION DETAILS 
  
 Location: British Prince Public House, 49 Bromley Street, London, E1 0NB 

 
 Existing Use: Vacant public house. 

 
 Proposal: Works to a Listed Building and change of use from public house (Use 

Class A4) to retail (Use Class A1) on front ground floor and conversion 
of rear ground floor and first floor to form one x one bedroom flat and 
one x three bedroom flat. 
 

 Drawing Nos: 09021 PD 101; 09021 PD 102; 09021 PD 103; 09021 PD 104; 09021 
PD 201b; 09021 PD 202b; 09021 PD 203; 09021 PD 204b; 09021 PD 
301; 09021 PD 302; 09021 PD 303; 09021 PD 304b; 09021 PD 305a; 
09021 PD 306a; 09021 PD 307a; 09021 PD 308a; 09021 PD 311; 
09021 PD 312; 09021 PD 321a; 09021 PD 322a; 09021 PD 323a; 
09021 PD 324; 09021 PD 325; 09021 PD 326; 09021 PD 327; 09021 
PD 328 and 09021 PD 329. 
 

 Supporting 
Documents: 

Planning Impact Statement (Version 2)  
Schedule of Works to Listed Building (Version1.2) 
 

 Applicant: Mr Kiran Malde 
Global Centre Limited 
205 Mile End Road 
London 
E1 4AA 
 

 Owner: Mr Kiran Malde 
 

 Historic Building: Grade II 
 

 Conservation Area: York Square 
 

 
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 Plan (2011), the 
Council’s Core Strategy (2010), the London Borough of Tower Hamlets Unitary Development 
Plan (1998), the Council’s Interim Planning Guidance (2007), associated supplementary 
planning guidance and Government Planning Policy Guidance and has found that: 
 

• The loss of the A4 use Public House and conversion to two C3 use residential units 
and a small A1 use retail unit is acceptable, due to the 8 year period of vacancy of 
the public house, the proposed retention of a portion of the ground floor in A class 
use, the adequate provision of other public houses in the area and the contribution to 

Agenda Item 7.2
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the provision of additional housing within the Borough, in accordance with policy 3.3 
of the London Plan, policy SP01 and SP02 of the Core Strategy, saved policy ART2 
of the UDP and policy RT6 of the IPG. 

 

• The design and scale of the development is on balance acceptable, due to the listed 
building status of the existing building and the retention and repair of the historic 
fabric of the listed building, which will appropriately maintain the appearance and 
historic character of the building, in accordance with the guidance in PPS5 and the 
policies 7.1, 7.4, 7.5,7.6, 7.8 and 7.9 of the London Plan, policies SP02, SP10 and 
SP12 of the Core Strategy, policies DEV1, DEV2, DEV3, DEV27 and DEV37 of the 
UDP and policies DEV1, DEV2, CON1 and CON2 of the IPG. 

 

• The development adequately protects the amenity of future and neighbouring 
occupiers, due to appropriately maintaining daylight to adjoining residents, 
appropriate separation distances to maintain privacy, appropriate unit and room sizes 
for future occupants and by condition in respect of hours of operation of the shop, in 
accordance with policy 3.5 of the London Plan, policies SP02 and SP10 of the Core 
Strategy, saved policies DEV2, HSG13 and HSG16 of the UDP and policies DEV1 
and DEV2 of the IPG. 

 

• Parking and servicing provisions are considered to be appropriate, due to the listed 
building status of the development, servicing provisions adjacent the site and the 
condition of consent imposed to restricting vehicle parking on the highway, in 
accordance with policies 6.1, 6.11, 6.13 and 6.14 of the London Plan, policies SP08 
and SP09 of the Core Strategy, saved policies T16 and T26 of the UDP and policies 
DEV17 and DEV19 of the IPG. 

 
 
3. RECOMMENDATION 
  
3.1 That the Committee resolve to GRANT planning permission and Listed Building Consent 

subject to: 
  
3.2 That the Head of Planning and Building Control is delegated power to impose conditions 

[and informatives] on the planning permission to secure the following: 
  
 Conditions on Planning Permission 
  
 1) 3 year Time Period 

2) Development to be carried out in accordance with the approved plans 
3) Hours of operation of A1 (07:00-22:00) 
4 Level Accesses to all new entrances and maintained where existing 
5) Car Free Development 
6) Lifetime Homes where it does not conflict with Listed Building Consent requirements 
7) Waste and Recycling Storage to be retained as shown on drawings 
8) Cycle Storage to be retained as shown on drawings 
9) Any other condition(s) considered necessary by the Corporate Director Development & 
Renewal. 

  
 Informatives on Planning Permission 
  
 1) Linked to Listed Building Consent 
  
3.3 That the Head of Planning and Building Control is delegated power to impose conditions 

[and informatives] on the Listed Building Consent to secure the following: 
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 Conditions on Listed Building Consent 
 1) 3 year time period 

2) New joinery work to match existing joinery  
3) External works and finishes to match the existing adjacent work 

4) New windows shall be single-glazed  
5) Sash windows to be constructed without external horns 

6) Historic iron sign armature shall be retained and repaired  
7) Details of all paint finishes to external joinery 

8) Details of all new handles, numbering or other door furniture to all external doors. 
9) Detail of Shop Front Changes 
 

 Informatives on Listed Building Consent 
  
 1) Linked to Full Planning Permission 
 
4. PROPOSAL AND LOCATION DETAILS 
  
 Proposal 
  
4.1 The applicant proposes the removal of the existing outbuildings to the rear of the site and the 

consolidation and conversion of the remaining rear extension to create a 70sqm two 
bedroom single storey residential unit, with a 27sqm courtyard amenity space.  The existing 
non self contained residential accommodation on the first floor is proposed to be converted 
into an 88sqm three bedroom flat.  The applicant also proposes the use of the ground floor 
premises 60sqm for a class A1 retail unit.   
 

4.2 The basement, which was formerly used as part of the public house for storage, will continue 
to be used for storage in conjunction with the ground floor retail use. 
 

4.3 The main access to the ground floor retail unit will be gained from Bromley Street with a 
service entrance to Chudleigh Street.  Access to the two residential flats will be provided 
from two entrances along Chudleigh Street. 

  
 Site and Surroundings 
  
4.4 The subject site is located on the west side of Bromley Street, approximately 160m north of 

Commercial Road, at the intersection of Bromley Street and Chudleigh Street.  The site is 
occupied by a two storey end of terrace property, which is a vacant public house with a rear 
extension.  The site is within a predominantly residential area and is currently vacant and in a 
poor state of repair, having been vacant for at least 6 years. 
 

4.5 The property lies within the York Square Conservation Area and is also a grade II listed 
building.  The building forms part of a terrace of grade II listed properties (Nos. 9-47 (odd) 
Bromley Street).  The properties at 18-88 (even) Bromley Street are also grade II listed.   
 

4.6 The surrounding area consists of a mix of building types and design, including terraced 
houses and blocks of flats.  However, the majority of Bromley Street (south of the junction 
with Chudleigh Street) is characterised by two storey terraced houses designed as flat 
fronted buildings with front parapets and facing brickwork.   
 

4.7 The homogeneous design and layout of the buildings, particularly in this part of the 
conservation area, including the adjoining Westport Street and Old Church Street, represents 
the main characteristic feature of this part of the conservation area. 
 

4.8 The wider area includes a range and mix of uses, including local schools, nurseries, 
community centres, public open space and a range of local shopping facilities. 
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4.9 Due to the property having been squatted on at least two occasions over the past few years 
the internal fabric of the building has been significantly damaged and altered.  The property 
is currently vacant and in a poor state of repair. 

  
 Planning History 
  
4.10 PA/74/00549 – Advertising consent granted for the display of two illuminated lantern signs on 

2 August 1974. 
 

4.11 PA/87/00830 – Planning permission granted for the erection of a ground floor rear extension 
on 12 October 1987. 
 

4.12 PA/8700829 – Listed building consent granted for the erection of a ground floor rear 
extension on 29 October 1987. 
 

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

Determination” agenda items. The following policies are relevant to the application: 
  
 The London Plan Spatial Development Strategy for Greater London (July 2011) 
  
  3.3 Increasing housing supply 
  3.4 Optimising housing potential 
  3.5 Quality and design of housing developments 
  3.8 Housing choice 
  3.9 Mixed and balanced communities 
  6.9  Cycling 
  6.11 Smoothing traffic flow and tackling congestion 
  6.12 Road network capacity 
  6.13 Parking 
  7.1 Building London’s neighbourhoods and communities 
  7.2 An inclusive environment 
  7.3 Designing out crime 
  7.4 Local character 
  7.6 Architecture 
  7.8  Heritage Assets and Archaeology  
  7.9 Heritage Led Regeneration 
  
 Core Strategy 2025 Development Plan Document (September 2010) 
  
  SP01 Refocusing on our Town Centres 
  SP02 Urban Living for Everyone 
  SP05 Dealing with Waste 
  SP09 Creating Attractive and Safe Streets and Spaces 
  SP10 Creating Distinct and Durable Places 
  SP12 Delivering Placemaking  
  
 Unitary Development Plan 1998 (as saved September 2007) 
  
  DEV1 Design Requirements 
  DEV2 Environmental Requirements 
  DEV3 Mixed Use Developments 
  DEV27 Demolition in Conservation Areas 
  DEV28 Development Adjacent to Conservation Areas 
  DEV31 Rear Extensions 
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  DEV37 Alterations of Listed Buildings 
  DEV50 Noise 
  DEV55 Development and Waste 
  DEV56 Waste Recycling 
  HSG6 Accommodation Over Shops 
  HSG7 Dwelling Mix and Type 
  HSG13 Standard of Converted Dwellings 
  HSG16 Housing Amenity Space 
  T16 Traffic Priorities for New Development 
  
 Interim Planning Guidance for the purposes of Development Control (October 2007) 
  
  DEV1 Amenity 
  DEV2 Character and Design 
  DEV3 Accessibility and Inclusive Design 
  DEV4 Safety and Security 
  DEV10 Disturbance from Noise Pollution 
  DEV15 Waste and Recyclables Storage 
  DEV16 Walking and Cycling Routes and Facilities 
  DEV19 Parking for Motor Vehicles  
  RT6 Loss of Public Houses 
  HSG7 Housing Amenity Space 
  HSG9 Accessible and Adaptable Homes 
  CON1 Listed Buildings 
  CON2 Conservation Areas 
  
 Supplementary Planning Guidance/Documents 
  
  Residential Space – SPG 1998 
  Shop Front Design – SPG 1998 
  
 Government Planning Policy Guidance/Statements 
  
  PPS 1 Delivering Sustainable Development 
  PPS 3  Housing 
  PPS5 Planning and the Historic Environment  
   Draft National Planning Policy Framework – July 2011 
  
 Community Plan – One Tower Hamlets 
  
 The following Community Plan objectives relate to the application: 
  A Great Place To Be 
  Healthy Communities 
  Prosperous Communities 
  Safe and Supportive Communities 
   
6. CONSULTATION RESPONSE 
  
6.1 The views of the Directorate of Development and Renewal are expressed in the MATERIAL 

PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS section below. The following were consulted regarding the 
application:  
 

 LBTH Environmental Health 
 

 Daylight and Sunlight 
6.2 As there is no change in the footprint or height in respect to the existing situation there will be 

no sunlight or daylight impact experienced. 
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 Noise and Vibration 
6.3 Environmental Health has concerns in relation to the proposed use of the development as a 

class A3, A4, A5 or D1 establishment as this would cause noise and odour nuisance.  There 
is no indication of opening hours.  Application lacks detail with respect building noise break-
out. 
 

 Officer’s Comments 
6.4 The applicant has clarified an initial inconsistency in the application regarding the proposed 

uses.  The application is for a change of use to an A1 Use Class retail unit on the ground 
floor and would not permit A2, A3, A4, A5 or D1 Use Class uses.  Conditions of consent are 
recommended to control hours of operation in the residential area and building regulations 
would adequately deal with noise between the uses within the building.  
 

 English Heritage 
6.5 Do not wish to offer comments and consider the application should be determined in 

accordance with national and local policy guidance and on the basis of Council’s specialist 
conservation advice. 
 

 LBTH Transportation and Highways 
6.6 Cycle provisions can reasonably be conditioned to comply with standards.  Details of 

servicing required.  Development should be Car Free due to high PTAL.   
 

 Officers Comments 
6.7 Although the end user is not known, servicing can be undertaken directly outside the site.  

This matter is discussed in Section 8 below. 
 

 
7. LOCAL REPRESENTATION 
  
7.1 A total of 142 neighbouring properties within the surrounding area 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 responses: 3 Objecting: 3 Supporting: 0  
 Petitions: 1 (Objection to the scheme with 50 signatures) 
  
7.3 The following issues were raised in representations: 

 
 Representation Comments 
7.4 • Concerns proposal includes a fast food outlet which would be noisy, have amenity 

impacts late into the evening, result in anti-social behaviour and provide inadequate 
refuse provision and opposition to the provision of any food outlet near sir John Cass 
School 

 
 Officer’s Comments 
7.5 The application seeks a change of use from the existing vacant A4 Public House to an A1 

retail unit and two C3 residential flats.  The application documents originally listed in the 
planning statement that a range of uses was proposed for the ground floor commercial unit.  
However the applicant has amended the document and the planning application only seeks 
permission for the use of the unit as an A1 retail unit.  No restaurant or fast food takeaway 
use would be permitted by the granting of this application.  It is therefore considered no 
further discussion on the objections related to such uses is relevant to this application. 
 

7.6 A1 Use Class allows a range of retail outlets, from a local store to clothing shop or sports 
store.  It does not allow business type uses such as banks, betting stores or real estate 

Page 160



agents, nor does it allow cafes, takeaway stores or restaurants. 
 

 Representation Comments 
7.7 • Due to notification of application over 2009 Christmas period not long enough to make 

representations, requesting extension 

• No public notice visible 
 

 Officer’s Comments 
7.8 The application was originally consulted in December 2009 and site notices were erected on 

sites.  There has been an extended period of delay in reporting this matter to committee due 
to matters related to providing further information on the listed building matters and reviewing 
and receiving specialist comments on the listed building matters.  During this time any 
representations received have been included in the consideration and assessment of this 
application. 
 

 Representation Comments 
7.9 • Oversupply of the same A1 retail usages in the immediate area 

 
 Officer’s Comments 
7.10 As detailed in section 8 of this report, the change from the existing vacant A4 use class to an 

A1 use class is a permitted activity.  It is therefore considered that the change of use to A1 in 
this location does not cause any significant detrimental effects on the area. 
 

 Representation Comments 
7.11 • Oversupply of one and two bedroom accommodation in the immediate area 

 
 Officer’s Comments 
7.12 Comment has also brought up that there is an oversupply of one and two bedroom housing.  

The scheme proposes one 1 bedroom unit and one 3 bedroom unit.  This provides for a 
family dwelling and is considered an acceptable mix.  This is discussed in section 8.    
 

 Representation Comments 
7.13 • Inaccuracy of submitted planning documents 

• Inaccuracy of planning statement 

• Developer has already altered the listed building 

• Public House unit would be focus for anti social gatherings 

• Retail unit would cause disruption in terms of Sir John Cass student using it 

• Bromley Street would experience increase in traffic from deliveries 

• Inappropriate location for A1 

• Difficult to understand how development can contribute to re-generation 

• More appropriate to develop as live-work units or affordable meeting place  

• While desirable for building to be brought back into beneficial uses 
redevelopment should respect historic character with appropriate high standard 
of living accommodation and should contribute not detract for the economic 
regeneration of the area. 

 
 Officer’s Comments 
7.14 It is noted that objections have been raised in relation to alterations that have already been 

carried out to the Listed Building.  These matters a subject to ongoing enforcement action. 
 

7.15 Officers consider that the proposed scheme would bring back into use a vacant building and 
protect the listed building, which has previously been subjected to squatting and has suffered 
considerable damage to the listed building qualities as a result. 
 

7.16 While the representation made details other uses that the objector considers appropriate, the 
consideration of this application must be limited to the acceptability of the proposed scheme 
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and not alternatives. 
 

7.17 Traffic matters are addressed in section 8 of this report. 
 

 Representation Comments 
7.18 • Lack of bin storage area for flats 

• No access to ground floor flat 

• Plans suggest the windows of ground floor flat face south when they face north facing 
making very dark flat with a narrow courtyard 

• Bedroom window very low facing onto pavement. 
 

 Officer’s Comments 
7.19 Design related matters are discussed in detail in section 8 of this report. 
  
 
8. MATERIAL PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS 
  
8.1 The main planning issues raised by the application that the committee must consider are: 

 
1. Principles of the Land Uses 
2. Impact on the Amenity of Adjoining Occupiers and the Surrounding Area 
3. Traffic and Servicing Issues 
4. Design and Layout of the Development 

  
 Principle of the Land Uses 
  
 Loss of Public House 
8.2 The property is currently occupied by the vacant British Prince Public House.  The site, 

formally owned by the Council for between 15-20 years, has been vacant for approximately 
the last 8 years.  During this time it has been squatted and substantial damage has been 
done to the interior of the listed building.  The building currently remains boarded up and 
vacant. 
 

8.3 Saved policy ART2 of the UDP states planning permission will not normally be granted for 
development that involves the loss of arts and entertainment facilities without suitable 
replacement.  While it could be argued that this policy relates to D class uses, public houses 
also serve a purpose as an entertainment venue also. 
 

8.4 Policy RT6 of the IPG seeks to prevent the loss of public houses unless it can be 
demonstrated that the loss will not create a shortage in the area and that there is no 
reasonable prospect of reuse or refurbishment for an appropriate A class use, particularly on 
the ground floor. 
 

8.5 The area is considered fairly well serviced by existing Public Houses, with The White Swan 
being located within a 300m walk of the site, The White Horse a less than 350m walk, The 
Royal Duchess approximately a 400m walk, The Old Ship approximately a 450m walk and 
The Peacock approximately a 500m walk.  Given that the British Prince Public House has 
not been in operation for a number of years, it is considered that the loss of the Public House 
on this site would not severely impact on the social and community functioning of the 
surrounding community. 
 

8.6 While the applicant has provided no marketing evidence, as they are a recent purchaser of 
the site, the property remained vacant for a period of 6 years whilst the Council’s was owner 
of the site.  Furthermore, the applicant does seek to retain a portion of the ground floor in an 
A class use.   
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8.7 On the basis of the 8 year period of vacancy, the proposed retention of a portion of the 
ground floor in A class use and the adequate provision of other public houses in the area, the 
proposed loss of the public house use on the site is considered to be acceptable in terms of 
saved policy ART2 of the UDP and policy RT6 of the IPG. 
 

 Principle of Residential Use 
8.8 The provision of additional housing is supported at the national, regional and local level. 

PPS3 states that “A flexible, responsive supply of land – managed in a way that makes 
efficient and effective use of land, including re-use of previously-developed land, where 
appropriate.” should be applied to the provision of housing. Within the London Plan policy 3.3 
sets out targets for each Borough and requires Local Authorities to seek the maximum 
provision of additional housing possible. At the local level this is supported by policy SP02 of 
the Core Strategy. 
 

8.9 Given the site is located outside a town centre and within an area dominated by other 
residential properties, the inclusion of residential units within the redevelopment proposal is 
considered acceptable and would contribute to the provision of additional housing within the 
Borough, in accordance with policy 3.3 of the London Plan and policy SP02 of the Core 
Strategy.   
 

8.10 Council Policy only requires provision of affordable housing once a scheme exceeds 10 or 
more units, as noted in Policy SP02 of the Core Strategy and policy HSG3 of the IPG. 
Therefore, given the scheme only provides two residential units, these policy are not 
triggered and no further regard need be given to this matter.  
 

 Principle of A1 Retail Use 
8.11 The General Permitted Development Order allows for a change of use from the A4 Use 

Class (Public Houses) to the A1 Use Class (Retail) without requiring planning permission, as 
permitted development.  It is therefore considered that the change of part of the floorspace to 
an A1 Use Class is acceptable.  Furthermore, policy RT6 seeks to retain the floorspace 
within an A class use.  

  
8.12 Notwithstanding, the above given the residential nature of the area it is recommended that 

the hours of operation for the retail unit are limited to ensure adjacent residents amenity is 
protected.  

  
 Housing Provision 
  
 Housing Mix 
8.13 Policy SP02 of the Core Strategy requires an overall target of 30% of all new housing to be 

of a suitable size for families (3 bedrooms or more).  This is in accordance with saved policy 
HSG7 of the UDP, which expects a mix of unit sizes including a proportion of dwellings with 
between 3 and 6 bedrooms, and policy HSG2 of the IPG which requires a minimum 25% of 
market housing to comprise of 3 or more bedrooms.   
 

8.14 The applicant is seeking to provide one 3 bedroom and one 1 bedroom dwellings as part of 
the proposed development.  It is therefore considered that the proposal has an acceptable 
provision of family housing and would accord with policy SP02 of the Core Strategy, saved 
policy HSG7 of the UDP and policy HSG2 of the IPG. 
 

  
 Impact on the Amenity of Adjoining Occupiers and the Surrounding Area 
  
 Daylight and Sunlight 
8.15 Policy SP10 of the Core Strategy, saved policy DEV2 of the UDP and policy DEV1 of the 

IPG seek to protect the amenity of surrounding existing and future residents, as well as the 
amenity of the surrounding public realm, including sunlight and daylight.     
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8.16 The proposed development does not provide any additional height or bulk to the existing 

building elevations.  As such, there is no additional mass to block sunlight or daylight.  
Therefore in terms of the matters of daylight and sunlight to surrounding properties the 
proposed development will not alter the current situation and would be considered to have no 
impact.   
  

8.17 It is therefore considered that the proposed development would accord with policy SP10 of 
the Core Strategy, saved policy DEV2 of the UDP and policy DEV1 of the IPG, in terms of 
daylight and sunlight. 
 

 Privacy 
8.18 By seeking to protect the amenity of surrounding existing and future residents, policy SP10 

of the Core Strategy, saved policy DEV2 of the UDP and policy DEV1 of the IPG also seek to 
protect neighbouring occupiers from the effects of overlooking from new developments and 
reduction in terms of privacy. 
 

8.19 The proposed development would not seek to introduce any additional window openings 
within the upper level of the building.  This level, previously occupied by the bedrooms 
associated with the public house, has two existing windows facing to the west, and one to 
the south.     
 

8.20 Given the bedroom use of these rooms associated with the public house, the change in the 
floor space to bedrooms associated with the change in use to residential dwelling houses is 
not considered to cause any new privacy impacts.  In any case, the windows looking to the 
west would be separated from habitable windows of the residential properties to the west by 
a distance greater than 18m, the distance that the Council’s UDP states reduces inter-
visibility to a degree acceptable to most people.  In relation to the window looking to the 
south, this would not look directly into any habitable windows in the adjacent building and 
any overlooking is limited to the rear garden area. 
  

8.21 It is therefore considered that the proposed development would not result in any 
unacceptable impacts in terms of overlooking or privacy and would accord with policy SP10 
of the Core Strategy, saved policy DEV2 of the UDP and policy DEV1 of the IPG, in terms of 
overlooking and privacy. 

  
 Traffic and Servicing Issues 
  
 Trip Generation 
8.22 Policies 6.1 and 6.3 of the London Plan, policy SP09 of the Core Strategy, policy T16 of the 

UDP and policy DEV17 of the IPG seek to restrain unnecessary motor-vehicle trip 
generation, integrate development with transport capacity and promote sustainable transport 
and the use of public transport systems. 
 

8.23 The subject site is located within an area of high public transport accessibility with a PTAL of 
5 (very good).  This indicates that the public transport is easily accessible to future occupiers 
and that the development is appropriately situated to encourage occupiers and users to use 
the public transport options in the area, rather than less sustainable modes of transport, such 
as private cars.  

8.24 Limehouse DLR and railway station are located only 350m walk south of the site and there 
are bus routes on Commercial Road, 180m walk, and Stepney Way, 200m walk. 
 

8.25 The proposed A1 class retail and two residential dwellings are not considered to significantly 
increase the level of trip generation from that which would be expected if the lawful existing 
A4 public house use was established.   
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8.26 It is therefore considered that the development is well serviced by public transport and the 
scale of development and proposed uses are appropriate for the transport capacity of the 
area.  The development is considered to accord with policies 6.1 and 6.3 of the London Plan, 
policy SP09 of the Core Strategy, policy T16 of the UDP and policy DEV17 of the IPG in 
terms of integrating development with transport capacity. 
 

 Parking 
8.27 Policies 6.1, 6.11 and 6.13 of the London Plan seek to reduce traffic congestion and vehicle 

use by minimising vehicle parking within developments and promoting use of public 
transport.  This is supported by policy SP09 of the Core Strategy and policy DEV19 of the 
IPG. 
 

8.28 In order to minimise the use of private motor vehicles, reduce motor vehicle traffic, prevent 
increased stress on the permit parking bays and promote sustainable transport use, it is 
considered that the future occupants should be prevented from obtaining parking permits for 
on-street parking.  In order to achieve this, it is recommended a condition restricting the 
issuing of parking permits to the future occupiers be imposed on any approval.  
 

8.29 With the imposition of a condition of consent restricting the issuing of on street parking 
permits and that there is no parking provided onsite, it is considered that the development 
would appropriately reduce traffic congestion and vehicle use by minimising vehicle parking 
within developments and promote the use of public transport and would accord with policies 
6.1, 6.11 and 6.13 of the London Plan, policy SP09 of the Core Strategy and policy DEV19 of 
the IPG. 
 

 Cycle Parking and Facilities 
8.30 Policy 6.9 of the London Plan, policy SP09 of the Core Strategy and policy DEV16 of the IPG 

seek to provide better facilities and a safer environment for cyclists.   
 

8.31 The proposed development provides cycle storage for each of the two residential units, as 
well as the retail unit.  The proposed cycle storage is located in secure, sheltered areas on 
the ground floor level of the development. This provision is in accordance with Council’s 
standards and therefore considered to provide adequate cycle storage.  A condition of 
consent is recommended to ensure the cycle storage is retained within the development for 
the lifetime of the use. 
 

8.32 Given that the development provides adequate cycle storage provision, it is considered that 
the development would be acceptable in terms of policy 6.9 of the London Plan, policy SP09 
of the Core Strategy and policy DEV16 of the IPG. 
 

 Deliveries and Servicing 
8.33 Policies 6.1, 6.11 and 6.14 of the London Plan, policies SP08 and SP09 of the Core 

Strategy, policies T16 and T26 of the UDP and policy DEV17 of the IPG seek to minimise the 
impacts on the highway network and promote efficient and sustainable arrangements for 
deliveries and servicing.  
 

8.34 Directly outside the property on Chudleigh Street the road is marked with a single yellow line.  
According to the Highway Code, a single yellow line means you may stop to load or unload 
(unless there are loading restrictions shown on signage) or while passengers board or alight.  
The signage shown at the location restricts stopping of trucks weighing 5 tonne or more and 
buses between the hours of 6:30pm to 8am.  Therefore, during the day vehicles would be 
able to load and unload in this location.  
   

8.35 The location of a loading directly outside the site would provide appropriately for deliveries 
and servicing of the development, without causing significant impacts on the highway 
network.  It is considered that the provisions for servicing and delivery would be acceptably 
in terms of policies 6.1, 6.11 and 6.14 of the London Plan, policies SP08 and SP09 of the 
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Core Strategy, policies T16 and T26 of the UDP and policy DEV17 of the IPG. 
   
 Design and Layout of the Development 
  
 Mass and Scale 
8.36 Policies 7.1, 7.4, 7.5 and 7.6 of the London Plan, policies SP02, SP10 and SP12 of the Core 

Strategy, policies DEV1, DEV2 and DEV3 of the UDP and policies DEV1 and DEV2 of the 
IPG seek to ensure developments are of appropriate mass and scale to integrate with the 
surrounding environment and protect the amenity of the surrounding environment and 
occupiers.  
 

8.37 The proposal for alterations to the listed building and to change the use of the existing vacant 
A4 public house into an A1 retail and two C3 residential dwellings does not add additional 
mass to the height of the building.  A small area of the rear ground floor extension is to be in-
filled, but a much larger area of existing sheds is to be removed.  In any case the infill portion 
does not add substantially to the area of the building. 
 

8.38 As such the scale and mass of the building remains substantially the same and the small 
alterations would not be perceivable from the street or any other public area.  As previously 
stated, the scale and mass of the development would not impact on the amenity of 
neighbouring occupiers or the public realm.  Therefore, it is considered to accord with 
policies 7.1, 7.4, 7.5 and 7.6 of the London Plan, policies SP02, SP10 and SP12 of the Core 
Strategy, policies DEV1, DEV2 and DEV3 of the UDP and policies DEV1 and DEV2 of the 
IPG, in terms of the scale and mass being appropriate and protecting the amenity of the 
surrounding environment.  
 

 Impact on Listed Building and Conservation Area 
8.39 PPS5 states that the “Governments overarching aims are that the historic environment and 

its heritage assets should be conserved and enjoyed”. It also recognises that heritage assets 
are non-renewable resources.  

  
8.40 Policy HE7.1 of PPS5 sets out that in decision making LPA’s should seek to identify and 

assess the particular significance of any element of the historic environment that may be 
affected by the relevant proposal. Consideration should be given the significance of the 
heritage asset and value that it holds. 

  
8.41 Policy HE9.1 clearly states that “there should be a presumption in favour of the conservation 

of designated heritage assets”. It continues to state that “once lost, heritage assets cannot 
be replaced and their loss has a cultural, environmental, economic and social impact.” As 
such, “loss affecting any designated heritage asset should require a clear and convincing 
justification”. 

  
8.42 Policies 7.8 and 7.9 of the London Plan, policy SP10 of the Core Strategy, policies DEV27 

and DEV37 of the UDP and policies CON1 and CON2 of the IPG, seek to protect and restore 
heritage assets. 

  
8.43 The British Prince Public House is a Victorian corner public house ranged over two floors 

with a particularly fine neo-Classical pub frontage with pilasters with Corinthian capitals and 
a strikingly radiused corner door. The building forms part of a street of uniform two storey 
Georgian houses, built between 1829 and 1843.  The building is Grade II Listed and on the 
English Heritage Buildings at Risk Register, having been empty for some time. The site also 
lies in the York Square Conservation Area. 

 
8.44 The interior of the building on the ground floor retains part of an historic staircase of some 

interest, probably dating from the original construction of the building.  Beyond that it is 
devoid of significant historic interior fittings. The historic staircase is incorporated into the 
scheme and the drawings show acceptable historic detailing.  
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8.45 There is minimal alteration proposed to the external envelope of this building, and where this 

is proposed, it is shown in an appropriate historic style. 
 

8.46 Although it is regrettable to see the loss of the traditional pub use, the reuse of this space for 
retail purposes allows the pub frontage to be incorporated into the scheme. The detail 
around its reuse will need to be carefully handled to give this part of the scheme real historic 
integrity and to protect the appearance of the building.  For this reason it is recommended a 
condition of consent should be imposed on any approval, in order to control the detail of any 
changes to the shopfront.   

 
8.47 Overall the proposed development retains much of the remaining historic fabric of the 

listed building.  The exterior primarily remains unaltered. Where the new doors are 
proposed, they are located in existing openings and the historic detailing of the doors is 
considered acceptable.   
 

8.48 Possibly of most importance to the protection of the historic asset of the listed building is 
that the proposed scheme will bring this currently vacant building back into use, with 
uses which allow the historic pub frontage to be retained.  By bringing the building back 
into use, the development would protect the historic assets from further damage on a 
building which is currently listed on the English Heritage Buildings at Risk Register. 

 
8.49 Given that the exterior of the building is mostly unaltered and that where new doors are 

proposed the historic detailing is appropriate, it is considered that the proposed 
development would not significantly impact on the appearance of the conservation area. 
 

8.50 Overall it is considered that the scheme would appropriately protect and restore the 
historic assets of the listed building and conservation area and would generally accord 
with policies 7.8 and 7.9 of the London Plan, policy SP10 of the Core Strategy, policies 
DEV27 and DEV37 of the UDP and policies CON1 and CON2 of the IPG. 

 
 Appearance and Materials 
8.51 Policies 7.1, 7.4 and 7.6 of the London Plan, policies SP02, SP10 and SP12, policies DEV1, 

DEV2 and DEV3 of the UDP and policies DEV1 and DEV2 of the IPG, also seek to ensure 
development is high quality in design, including materials and appearance. 
 

8.52 As discussed above the development makes minimal alterations to the exterior of the 
building.  In retaining the external appearance of the building, the development ensures that 
the exterior appearance of the development is in keeping with the local context and character 
and appropriate for the conservation area.     
 

8.53 The Council’s Conservation and Design Officer has reviewed the proposals and considers 
them acceptable, subject to conditions of consent covering aspects of materials and 
appearance.  Therefore it is recommended conditions of consent are imposed on any 
consent granted covering the following matters: 
 

 • New joinery work to the existing pub frontage shall match the existing joinery work 
adjacent in respect of method of construction, materials, dimensions and profile. 

• All external works and finishes and works of making good to the retained external fabric 
of the building, including pointing and brickwork, shall match the existing adjacent work. 

• All new windows shall be single-glazed to match the character of the glazing to the 
adjacent listed buildings and the sash windows shall be constructed without external 
horns.  

• The historic iron sign armature to the first floor pub frontage to Bromley Street, shall be 
retained and repaired as part of this listed building consent. 
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• Details of all paint finishes to external joinery; and new handles, numbering or other door 
furniture to all external doors shall be submitted to the LPA prior to the commencement 
of this part of the works. 

 
8.54 If the recommended conditions of consent are imposed, it is considered that the proposed 

appearance and materials of the development would be appropriate and that the 
development would be acceptable in term of policies 7.1, 7.4 and 7.6 of the London Plan, 
policies SP02, SP10 and SP12, policies DEV1, DEV2 and DEV3 of the UDP and policies 
DEV1 and DEV2 of the IPG with reference to high quality design. 
 

 Internal Amenity 
 Flat Sizes 
8.55 Policy 3.5 of the London Plan, policy SP02 of the Core Strategy, policy HSG13 of the UDP 

and policy DEV2 of the IPG seek to ensure that adequate dwelling sizes and room sizes are 
provided to ensure appropriate living conditions for future occupiers.  The London Plan 
provides minimum standards for overall dwelling sizes, while the Council’s “Supplementary 
Planning Guidance Note – Residential Space” provides both minimum dwelling sizes as will 
as minimum room sizes.  
 

8.56 The proposed room sizes and overall flat sizes are considered generous, exceeding the 
minimum standards provided by both the London Plan and the Council’s Supplementary 
Planning Guidance.  
 

8.57 It is therefore considered that the proposed development provides acceptable internal space 
for the amenity of the future residents in accordance with policy 3.5 of the London Plan, 
policy SP02 of the Core Strategy, policy HSG13 of the UDP and policy DEV2 of the IPG. 
 

 External Amenity Space 
8.58 Policy 3.5 of the London Plan, policy SP02 of the Core Strategy, policy HSG16 of the UDP, 

and policy HSG7 of IPG and promote the good design and the provision of amenity spaces 
within developments.   
 

8.59 The existing building on site generally covers the whole of the site, with the exception of the 
small courtyard area to the rear.  This area of approximately 27sqm is shadowed by the 
building and would provide no quality external amenity space.  Given the nature of the 
building coverage and the listed building status of the building it is not possible for the 
development to provide any quality onsite amenity or play space.  Any alteration to the 
building to provide amenity on roof space would be unlikely to be acceptable, due to the 
listed building status and overlooking issues. 
 

8.60 It is considered, due to the listed building status of the existing building and the close 
proximity to a range of open spaces and play facilities, that on balance the development 
would have adequate access within the area for external amenity provision and play 
facilities. 
 

 Access and inclusivity  
8.61 Policies 3.8 and 7.2 of the London Plan, policy SP02 of the Core Strategy, policy DEV1 of 

the UDP and policies DEV3 and HSG9 of the IPG seek to ensure the development is 
accessible and that housing is appropriate for changing needs of residents. 
 

8.62 The Council’s Access Officer has reviewed the application and confirmed that they have no 
objection to the development.  They have recommended that level access is provided to all 
entrances and exits and that accommodation is built to Lifetime Homes Standards.  It is 
therefore recommended that conditions of consent requiring that the development is built to 
Lifetime Homes Standards and that level accesses are provided to all entrances and exits, 
where levels permit. 
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8.63 With such conditions imposed it is considered that the development would provide adequate 
access and would be appropriately inclusive, adaptable to the changing needs of residents, 
in accordance with policies 3.8 and 7.2 of the London Plan, policy SP02 of the Core 
Strategy, policy DEV1 of the UDP and policies DEV3 and HSG9 of the IPG. 
 

 Waste Storage 
8.64 Policy 5.17 of the London Plan, policy SP05 of the Core Strategy, policy DEV56 of the UDP 

and policy DEV15 of the IPG require developments to make suitable waste and recycling 
provision within the development. 
 

8.65 Both of the residential units, as well as the retail unit, have separate waste storage area 
provisions within the development.  It is important that waste storage areas are incorporated 
within a development so that occupiers have an appropriate place to store waste and it is not 
stored on the street.   
 

8.66 As the site is occupied by a listed building it is not considered appropriate to create additional 
openings in the exterior of the building.  As such, the waste storage points would not be 
accessible to Council waste collection teams.  Waste would have to be moved out to the 
street for collection by the occupants on waste collection days.  This is a common 
occurrence throughout the borough and given the constraints as a result of the listed building 
nature of the site it is considered acceptable. 
  

8.67 To ensure that the waste storage areas are retained it is recommended a condition of 
consent is imposed if permission for the development is granted. 
 

8.68 With such a condition imposed ensuring that the waste storage facilities are retained for the 
lifetime of the development, it is considered that appropriate provisions for waste and 
recycling facilities are provided within the development in accordance with policy 5.17 of the 
London Plan, policy SP05 of the Core Strategy, policy DEV56 of the UDP and policy DEV15 
of the IPG. 

  
 Conclusions 
  
8.69 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. 
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8.1 
 

Report of:  
Corporate Director of Development 
and Renewal 
 
Case Officer: Nasser Farooq 

Title: Town Planning Application  
 
Ref No: PA/11/00400  
 
Ward: Bow West 

 
1. 

 
APPLICATION DETAILS 

  
 Location: Phoenix School, 49 Bow Road, London, E3 2AD 
   
 Existing Use:  Phoenix special needs mixed school 

 
 Proposal: Internal remodelling and refurbishment of Grade II listed 

building, including removal of internal partitions.  
External works comprising of the installation of three air-
conditioning units, an extract duct and two ventilation louvers. 
 

 Drawing Nos: SEC 200121 A,  ELV  200030 B,  ELV 200130 D,   
GA 000001 D,    GA  000002 E,   GA  200011 C,   
GA  200012 C,   GA  200013 B,   GA  200050 F,   
GA  200051 F,   GA  200052 A,   GA  200060 B,   
GA  200061 B,  GA  200100 N,    GA  200101 N and  
GA  200102 B. 
 

 Applicant: Bouygues UK and Nathaniel Lichfield and Partners on behalf 
of LBTH Children Services Directorate. 

 Owner: LBTH 

 Historic Building: Grade II* Listed.  

 Conservation Area: Adjoining Tredegar Square Conservation Area. 

 
2. SUMMARY OF MATERIAL PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS 
  
2.1 The local planning authority has considered the particular circumstances of this 

application against the Council's approved planning policies contained in the London 
Borough of Tower Hamlets adopted Core Strategy (2010) Unitary Development 
Plan, the Council's Interim Planning Guidance (2007), associated supplementary 
planning guidance, the London Plan and Government Planning Policy Guidance and 
has found that: 

  
2.2  Subject to the imposition of conditions, the proposed internal and external alterations 

are considered acceptable in terms of design, scale and siting, as they relate 
satisfactorily to the listed school building. As such, the proposal would preserve the 
character and appearance of the adjoining Tredegar Square Conservation Area and 
the character, historic fabric and identity of the listed building. This proposal 
therefore meets the requirements outlined in PPS5, Policy SP10 of the adopted 
Core Strategy (2010) and saved policies DEV1 and DEV37 of the Unitary 
Development Plan (1998) as well as policy DEV2, CON1 and CON2 of the Council's 

Agenda Item 8.1
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Interim Planning Guidance (2007). 
  
 RECOMMENDATION 
  
3. That the Committee resolve to refer the application to the Government Office for 

London with the recommendation that the Council would be minded to grant Listed 
Building Consent subject to conditions as set out below. 

  
3.1 1. Three year time period. 

 
2. The development in accordance with the approved plans. 

3 Full details of the Timber Screening to the proposed air conditioning unit. 
  
4 Full details of the proposed ventilation lourves. 
  
5 Full details of the construction of the proposed mezzanine floor including its 

attachment to the listed school. 
  
6 Full details of the following: 

a) Movable partition 

b) Plasterboard ceiling between existing beams 

c) Additional set of glazed double doors.  
  
7 Full details of the demolition of the existing mezzanine at the eastern 

elevation of the sports hall and details of any works to the 'Bulls Eye 
Window'.  

  
8. Safe storage on site of the rail to the Juliet balcony.  

   
4. PROPOSAL AND LOCATION DETAILS 
  
 Proposal 
  
4.1 Internal remodelling and refurbishment of Grade II listed building, including removal 

of internal partitions and external works comprising of the installation of three air-
conditioning units, an extract duct and two ventilation louvers.  The detailed works 
are discussed further within the material planning considerations section of this 
report (section 8.0) 

  
4.2 The council is prohibited from granting itself listed building consent.  Regulation 13 

of the Planning (Listed Building and Conservation Areas) Regulations 1990 requires 
that such applications are referred to the Secretary of State, together with any 
representations received following statutory publicity. 

  
 Site and Surroundings 
  
4.3 
 

Phoenix School is located at the northern end of Bow Road, adjacent to Bow Road 
Station. The site itself is fairly concealed by properties from Alfred Street to the east 
and Harley Grove to the west. 

  
4.4 The school was constructed in 1952 and was listed in 1993.  The listing is based on 

the main spine plan running north-south with series of attached two storey pavilions 
to east and west, forming open courtyards.  A new extension was constructed in the 
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late 1990’s, enclosed the courtyards.   
  
4.5 The school consists of a concrete frame with stock brick infill and low pitched copper 

roofs, with large windows and painted metal frames.  
  
4.6 The western, southern and part of the eastern curtilage of the site forms the 

boundary of the Tredegar Square conservation area. The full site itself is not located 
within the conservation area. 

  
4.7 To the north is Byas House accessed from Benworth Street 
  
 Relevant Planning History 
  
4.8 The site has an extensive planning history, with the earliest application in 1971.  Of 

these applications the following applications are considered the most relevant to this 
application: 

  
4.9 PA/10/02291 – Planning permission granted on 19/01/2011 for the ‘Erection of a 

new school building up to five storeys in height (including a basement level) and 
associated works.’ 

  
4.10 The above Building Schools for the Future application is on course to be completed 

by August 2013.   
  
4.11 PA/11/00918 is a full planning application for the external works proposed within this 

listed building application.  It is currently under consideration. 
  
5. POLICY FRAMEWORK 
  
5.1 For details of the status of relevant policies see the front sheet for “Planning 

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

  
5.2 Government Planning Policy Guidance/Statements 
  
  PPS5 - Planning and the historic Environment. 
  Draft National Planning Policy Framework – July 2011 
  
5.3 Adopted Core Strategy (2010) 
  
  SP07 -  

SP10 -  
Improving education and skills  
Creating distinct and durable places 
 

 
 
 

5.4 Unitary Development Plan (UDP)(as saved September 2007) 
 

 Policies: DEV1 Design Requirements 
  DEV27 Impact of minor alterations in conservation area on the 

building in question and the conservation area 
  DEV37 Alterations to listed buildings to preserve special 

architectural or historic interest of the building, repair 
original features and replace missing items, traditional 
materials 
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5.5 Interim Planning Guidance for the purposes of Development Control (IPG)(Oct 
2007) 

  
 Policies DEV 2 Design 
  CON 1 Listed Buildings 
  CON 2 Conservation Areas 
  
6. CONSULTATION RESPONSE 
  
6.1 The views of the Directorate of Development and Renewal are expressed in the 

MATERIAL PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS section below. The following were 
consulted regarding the application: 

  
 English Heritage  
  
6.2 It is proposed to remove the existing, rather ad hoc, accommodation at the eastern 

end of the School Hall.  English Heritage welcome this aspect of the proposal which 
would remove a discordant element and fully reveal the original internal elevation 
including a bold circular window and a handsome commemorative plaque. 

  
6.3 English Heritage previously raised concerns with regard to the proposal to construct 

additional accommodation at the eastern end of the hall.  The proposal has however 
been subject to some revision in order to increase visibility of original architectural 
elements. 

  
6.4 Should the scheme be approved, we would stress the importance of attaching 

enforceable conditions securing the necessary level detailed information.  We would 
also recommend that the any permission should secure the safe storage on site of 
the rail to the Juliet balcony. 

  
6.5 Removal of walls in existing reception 

 
The original axial plan is an important feature of the school and the proposal to 
discontinue use of the main entrance at the western end of the central axis is 
regrettable although, in our view, understandable, given the recent permission for 
more convenient reception facilities within a new entrance block.  On balance we do 
not object to this element of the proposal.  Retention of the original entrance door 
and the scope of the works proposed in this area mean that, at some point in the 
future, it would be possible, should the need arise, to reinstate the original plan and 
original functioning entrance. 

  
6.6 Air condition units 

 
We are content with this aspect of the proposal following discussions and changes 
to the original proposal. 

  
6.7 Notwithstanding the above, it is, in our view, essential that suitable conditions are 

attached to any permission with regard to each aspect of the proposal in order to 
preserve the special architectural and historic interest of the building and in 
particular to ensure that the changes are indeed reversible. 

 
7. LOCAL REPRESENTATION 
  
7.1 A total of 100 neighbouring addresses were consulted by letter in relation to the 

application, a site notice was erected on 28th March 2011 and a press notice 
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published 28th March 2011. No responses have been received in relation to the 
listed building application. 

  
8.0 MATERIAL PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS 
  
 Land Use 
  
8.1 
 

There are no land use issues. The proposals are to upgrade the school facilities in 
line with national, regional and local policies.   

  
 Design and Impact on the setting of the Listed building.  
  
8.2 PPS5 states that the “Governments overarching aims are that the historic 

environment and its heritage assets should be conserved and enjoyed”. It also 
recognises that heritage assets are non-renewable resources.  

  
8.3 Policy HE7.1 of PPS5 sets out that in decision making LPA’s should seek to identify 

and assess the particular significance of any element of the historic environment 
that may be affected by the relevant proposal. Consideration should be given the 
significance of the heritage asset and value that it holds. 

  
8.4 Policy HE9.1 clearly states that “there should be a presumption in favour of the 

conservation of designated heritage assets”. It continues to state that “once lost, 
heritage assets cannot be replaced and their loss has a cultural, environmental, 
economic and social impact.” As such, “loss affecting any designated heritage asset 
should require a clear and convincing justification”. 

  
8.5 Adopted Core Strategy policy SP10 encourages development that preserves and 

enhances development that the heritage value of the immediate and surrounding 
environment.  This is supported by saved Policy DEV 1 of the Unitary Development 
Plan (UDP) which states all development proposals should take into account and be 
sensitive to the character of the surrounding area in terms of design, bulk, scale and 
the use of materials. 

  
8.6 Policies DEV 27 and DEV37 seek to ensure that development is appropriate to the 

setting of conservation areas and listed buildings.  The policies state that new 
proposals should not have an adverse impact on the character, fabric or identity on 
the historic buildings. 

  
8.7 Policy CON1 and CON2 of the Interim Planning Guidance (IPG) seeks to ensure 

development will not have an adverse impact on the character, fabric or identity of 
the listed building, and that it preserves or enhances the setting of the boroughs 
conservation Areas. 

  
 Internal works 
  
8.8 The approved development (PA/10/02291 see Relevant Planning History) is 

proposed on the southern curtilage of the site in close proximity to Bow Road and 
provides a new reception area at ground floor level.   

  
8.9 As a result, the existing ground floor entrance is no longer required.  The applicant 

is seeking the demolition of a number of internal partitions including a set of non-
original doors at this entrance.  The rooms to which the partitions relate to are 
currently used as offices and waiting rooms, and are to be relocated to the new 
building, as part of the Building Schools for the Future application (PA/10/02291). 
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8.10 In addition, three ground floor condenser units which serve these rooms are also to 

be removed. 
  
8.11 The resulting open area is to be used as a Design Technology Classroom. 
  
8.12 In addition to this, the works are proposed in the main school hall.  These include 

the demolition of a partition and a mezzanine floor on the eastern elevation of the 
school, which subdivided the original sports halls into a main hall, with a smaller 
storage area, behind it. The mezzanine also concealed the ‘Bulls Eye window’ 
located at first floor level. 

  
8.13 To replace the loss of floorspace, a new mezzanine extension is proposed on the 

western elevation of the building.  This would create additional classrooms including 
a resource and music room at ground floor level and a library/community/ ICT space 
at first floor (mezzanine level).   

  
8.14 These works have been discussed with English Heritage on site.  English Heritage 

have raised no objection to the loss of the non-original doors or the demolition of 
the existing mezzanine level.  Concerns were originally raised with regards to the 
alterations on the western elevation of the hall, as they would as submitted have 
resulted in the loss of a significant portion of the Listed Building. In particular, the 
loss of the gabled wall of the hall, with its axial entrance door and first floor 
internal French windows and rail is a distinctive architectural feature. 

  
8.15 In response, to these concerns the applicant has amended the design to retain this 

element with the exception of the railings.  In front of these doors a new set of doors 
and a fire resistant glazed screen set are proposed.   

  
8.16 Given the sensitive nature of the site, English Heritage in conjunction with the 

Councils Listed Building Officer have recommended a number of conditions to 
ensure the final details of these works are satisfactory.  The conditions are listed in 
the Recommendation section of the report. 

  
8.17 Overall, these works are reversible and retain the historic elements of the listed 

building and are therefore considered to be acceptable subject to the imposition of 
conditions.  

  
 External Works 
  
8.18 To the southern façade at ground floor level three air conditioning units are 

proposed with additional timber screening.  This location was agreed on site with 
the case officer and English Heritage, as they would be least visible in this location 
and can be suitably screened.  The details of the screening would be conditioned to 
ensure acceptability. 

  
8.19 At roof level, a new extract is proposed next to an existing duct.  This is relatively 

small scale in appearance and would not have an adverse impact on the listed 
building. 

  
8.20 In addition to this, two louvers are proposed to provide ventilation from the hall on 

the western elevation.  Subject to a condition regarding the final details they are 
considered acceptable in the location proposed. 
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8.21 Given, the enclosed location of the school, the proposed works are not considered 
to adversely impact on the character or appearance of the Tredegar Square 
Conservation Area. 

  
8.22 In conclusion, subject to the imposition of conditions, the proposed internal and 

external alterations are considered acceptable in terms of design, scale and siting, 
as they relates satisfactorily to the listed school building. As such, the proposal 
would preserve the character and appearance of the adjoining Tredegar Square 
Conservation Area and the character, fabric and identity of the listed building. This 
proposal therefore meets the requirements outlined in Policy SP10 of the adopted 
Core Strategy (2010) and saved policies DEV1 and DEV37 of the Unitary 
Development Plan (1998) as well as policy DEV2, of the Council's Interim Planning 
Guidance (2007). 

  
 Amenity: 
  
8.23 The amenity issues are assessed in the concurrent Full Planning Application 

PA/11/00918. 
  
8.24 This application is for listed building consent and it is not necessary to reconsider 

this issue. 
  
9 Conclusions 
  
9.1 All other relevant policies and considerations have been taken into account The 

Secretary of State can be advised that this Council would have been minded to 
grant Listed Building Consent 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. 
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1. PURPOSE 
 
1.1 This report provides details of town planning appeal outcomes and the range of 

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

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

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

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

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

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

reporting period.  
 
Application No:  PA/11/00517 
Site: 91 Harford Street, London, E1 4RL 
Development: Loft conversion involving a full width 

rear roof extension (including 
balcony) and two small windows in 
front roof slope 

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

Agenda Item 8.2
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3.2 The main issue in this case was the impact of the proposal on the character 
and appearance of the area and potential loss of privacy to neighbouring 
residential occupiers. 

 
 3.3 The Planning Inspector felt that as the property was visually distinct from other 

properties in the immediate vicinity (with the proposed extension having some 
similarities with others extensions found elsewhere) the works would not appear 
inappropriate. 

 
 3.4 However, he was more concerned about the further overlooking (from the 

bedroom formed by the proposed loft conversion) across a number of gardens 
in Essian Street and White Tower Way. Therefore, whilst he concluded that the 
proposed development was acceptable from a design point of view, he felt that 
the harm caused by potential overlooking justified the refusal of planning 
permission  

 
3.5 The appeal was DISMISSED. 

 
Application No:  PA/11/00265  
Site: 47 Mile End Road. London, E1 4TT  
Site: Change of use of ground floor from 

travel agents to an A3/A5 restaurant 
Decision:  REFUSE (delegated decision) 
Appeal Method: WRITTEN REPRESENATIONS  
Inspector’s Decision DISMISSED   
  

3.6 The main issue in this case were as follows: 
 

• The effect of the proposed development on the living conditions of 
neighbouring residents (noise and odour) 

• The implications of the proposed development for the character and 
appearance of the appeal property and the surrounding area(including 
whether the development would preserve or enhance the character and 
appearance of the Stepney Green Conservation Area. 
 

3.7 The appeal premises is a three storey property (including basement) situated 
on the north side of Mile End Road and the proposed change of use involved 
part of the ground floor and basement only.  

 
3.8 On the first issue, the Inspector noted that the property was not within a 

recognised town centre where one would expect there to be a relatively high 
level of on street activity at lat hours. He also noted that there was a great deal 
of residential accommodation nearby, including the appeal premises itself. He 
concluded that a restaurant/take-away (with opening hours into the early 
morning) would have had serious potential to disrupt the peace and quiet that 
local residents are entitled to enjoy at night. He found that the intense grouping 
of A3/A5 uses in the immediate vicinity of the appeal premises to indicate that a 
further establishment of this kind, opening well into the early hours, would have 
substantially exacerbated what may already be a  level of commercial activity 
incompatible with residential accommodation. 

 
3.9 As regards the proposed ventilation system, he concluded that in the absence 

of reliable and cogent evidence to the contrary, the proposed ducting 
arrangements would have been harmful to residential amenity by reason of 
noise and smell nuisance. Environmental Health colleagues had previously 
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objected to the proposed arrangements. 
3.10 He was less concerned about the impact of the development on the character 

and appearance of the adjoining Stepney Green Conservation Area. 
 
3.11 Finally, he attached less weight than the Council to heath related concerns with 

a general failure to demonstrate that the concentration of restaurant and take-
away establishments in the locality was so great as to discourage significantly 
the pursuance of a healthy lifestyle. 

  
3.12 The appeal was DISMISSED. 
 
 
4. NEW APPEALS  
 
4.1 The following appeals have been lodged with the Secretary of State following a 

decision by the local planning authority: 
 

Application No: PA/11/01162 
Sites: 341-343 Roman Road   
Development: Retention on an internally illuminated 

fascia sign   
Start Dates  24 August 2011 
Appeal Method WRITTEN REPRESENTATION 
 

4.2 The Council refused advertisement consent on grounds of visual amenity, with 
the sign not in keeping with the appearance of the host building (in terms of the 
size, appearance and proportions of the fascia sign). 

 
Application No: PA/11/01156  
Site: 341-343 Roman Road   
Development: Retention on an aluminium shop front   
Start Dates  24 August 2011 
Appeal Method   WRITTEN REPRESENTATION 

 
4.3 The Council refused planning permission on the grounds that the aluminium 

framed full glazed shop front is of a modern design that is an insensitive 
addition to the host building and the street scene, failing to preserve or enhance 
the character and appearance of the Driffield Road Conservation Area. 

 
Application No: PA/11/01527  
Site: 117-121 Devons Road, London E3 
Development: Erection of a second floor mansard roof 

extension and its use as 1x1 bed and 1x2 
bed flat, with an extension to the tyre 
workshop 

Council Decision: Refuse (delegated decision)  
Start Date  23 August 2011 
Appeal Method   WRITTEN REPRESENTATIONS   

   
4.4 The Council refused planning permission for this proposed development on 

grounds of the inappropriate design and the failure of the development to 
provide adequate refuse storage arrangements for the future residential 
occupiers. 
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Application No: PA/11/01451 
Site: Vacant Site 97-99 Whitechapel High 

Street, London     
Development  Appal against condition (giving 

temporary consent) in respect of a 
proposed Installation of screen hoarding 
incorporating public art and one 
scrolling LED advertisement panel  

Council Decision: Condition Imposed under delegated 
authority   

Start Date  19 August 2011 
Appeal Method   WRITTEN REPRESENTATIONS  
 

4.5 Whilst the Council granted advertisement consent, in view of the vacant nature 
of the site, consent was granted on a temporary basis (until 1 August 2016). On 
or before the end of this period the sign must be removed. The reason for the 
condition was linked to the vacant nature of the site (with the advertisement not 
being suitable to be displayed permanently) 

 
Application No: PA/11/01121  
Site: Land Bounded by Commercial Road, 

Braham Street, Whitechapel High Street 
and Leman Street   

Development: retention of 6 poster advertisements 
(surrounding the site (mixture of 96. 48 
sheet adverts and portrait adverts)       

Council Decision: Refuse (delegated decision)  
Start Date  17 August 2011 
Appeal Method   HEARING   
 

4.6 This application was refused on grounds of visual amenities of the area, failing 
to preserve and enhance the character and appearance of the Whitechapel 
High Street Conservation area (linking with High Street 2012 initiatives).   

 
Application No: PA/11/01571  
Site: Land at corner of Whitechapel High 

Street and St Botolphs Street, Aldgate 
Development:    Display of two illuminated poster panels    
Council Decision: Refuse (delegated decision) 
Start Date  22 August 2011  
Appeal Method   HEARING   
 

4.7 This application was refused on grounds of visual amenities of the area, failing 
to preserve and enhance the character and appearance of the Whitechapel 
High Street Conservation area (linking with High Street 2012 initiatives).   
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