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additional 153 rooms, external alterations to the Osborn Street
elevation, cycle parking facilities, disabled car parking, plant,
demolition of rear buildings within car park and other associated
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
In land use terms the proposed extension of this existing hotel is considered appropriate in
this location, given the principle of a hotel use has already been established on the site and
given the site falls within the Mayor of London’s Central Activities Zone (CAZ), the LBTH
designated City Fringe Sub Area and within the Brick Lane District Shopping Centre.
The applicant has provides satisfactory information there is a need for future hotel supply in
this area and consistent with other hotel demand evidence base the Borough has access to .
The heights, massing and design are considered to appropriately respond to the local
context, safeguarding the character and appearance of nearby heritage assets. The
proposed works to the façade on Osborn Street are considered to be of a visual upgrade
which would complement the immediate street frontage. The proposed infill section of the
proposal on Old Montague Street is considered to provide a sensitive transition between the
conservation area and adjacent apartments.
There would be some impacts to the amenity of neighbouring occupants to the site. The
application is accompanied by a Daylight, Sunlight and Overshadowing Assessment to
which the Council have appointed its own independent Daylight and Sunlight Consultant to
review. It is agreed that there would be some noticeable impacts to neighbours however
these are considered acceptable in the context of this site.

Parking access and servicing are considered to make an improvement compared to the
existing situation including removing the need to service the development from the street.
The application provides a formalised waste strategy. It is considered that there would be no
significant detrimental impact upon the surrounding highways network as a result of this
development.
A strategy for minimising carbon dioxide emissions from the development is in compliance
with policy requirements. Biodiversity enhancements are also proposed with relevant
conditions imposed to protect existing protected species on the site.
The scheme would be liable to both the Mayor of London’s and the Borough’s community
infrastructure levy. In addition, it would provide a necessary and reasonable planning
obligation to local employment and training.
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SITE AND SURROUNDINGS

1.1

The site is currently known as the Arbor City Hotel and is located at 12-20 Osborn Street. It
is situated in the Spitalfields and Banglatown Ward.

1.2

The site comprises a seven-storey hotel building, with a surface parking area and ancillary
outbuildings to its rear. The existing hotel building was originally constructed as an industrial
building in the late 1950s/early 1960s and forms part of a mixed-use terrace which runs
north-south along Osborn Street. The surface car park runs parallel to the hotel and extends
north to Old Montague Street, which provides vehicular access to the car park. To the east
of the car park is Green Dragon Yard, which comprises a residential development, set
around two external courtyard spaces. To the south of the car park, and adjoining the
existing hotel outbuilding, is the Nags Head venue fronting Whitechapel Road.

1.3

The hotel currently accommodates 115 guest rooms set over ground plus 6 upper storeys
and supporting hotel facilities including conference spaces/meeting rooms, dining space and
a bar. The private car park provides approximately 35 spaces and is available to the public,
which includes but is not limited to hotel staff and guests.

1.4

The local area is varied in character, reflecting its location within the Central Activities Zone
(CAZ), the City Fringe Sub Area and Brick Lane District Centre. It accommodates a range of
uses, including retail, business and residential uses, and exhibits various architectural styles
which are indicative of the numerous stages of development that has occurred over the
years.

1.5

The site does not lie within a conservation area but is located immediately adjacent to the
Brick Lane and Fournier Street Conservation Area, and the Whitechapel High Street
Conservation Area. The site does not accommodate any statutory listed buildings, but there
are a number situated within the local area, including four within 250m radius of the site
boundary, comprising Whitechapel Art Gallery (Grade II* Listed); Whitechapel Library
(Grade II Listed); German Catholic Mission, Church of St Boniface (Grade II Listed); and
Tomb in the south east corner of St Mary’s Churchyard (Grade II Listed).

1.6

The site has a PTAL of 6a (Excellent), reflecting its proximity to a number of public transport
services, including Aldgate East London Underground station (Zone 1), which is served by
the District and Hammersmith & City lines.

2.

PROPOSAL

2.1

The application also proposes to carry out internal refurbishments to the existing hotel
building to provide a new entrance and bar/dining space and 119 bedrooms. There will be
external modifications to the existing hotel building including façade and window treatment.

2.2

The application proposes a rear extension to the hotel which will result in the removal of the
existing car park and replaced by an extension varying in height across the site rising from 4
to 6 storeys and constructed to accommodate an additional 153 rooms. The extension will
be faced in varying shades of brick.

2.3

On Old Montague Street, at the northern end of the site, the gap in the existing street
frontage will be infilled by the extension and will provide the access to a new internalised
service yard for the hotel.

2.4

The ancillary outbuildings used for the hotel at the rear are to be demolished to make way
for the new extension.

2.5

New green roofing and photovoltaics will be provided across the extension.

2.6

The existing conferencing spaces and restaurant function will serve as an ancillary function
to the hotel use (Use Class C1).
Figure 1: Aerial View of the Proposed Development
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RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY
Application site

3.1

PA/05/00029: Erection of new four-storey building at the entrance to the existing car park in
connection with its use as 4 residential flats (2 studio units and 2 one-bedroom units) and 1
live/work mixed use unit (mixed B1/C3 use). Permitted: 02/03/2006

3.2

PA/14/01891: External alterations to the front elevation of the building including the
installation of new glazing, cladding and entrance canopy at ground floor level, external
lighting and 'green walling' bands at first to fourth floor level. Permitted: 03/02/2015

3.3

PA/14/01892: Display of 1 x LED back-lit fascia lettered sign, 1 x LED back-lit projecting
fascia sign and 1 x fret-cut, acrylic backed, logo sign adjacent to the main hotel entrance.
Permitted: 03/02/2015

3.4

PA/17/00545: Retrospective advertisement consent for an externally illuminated fascia sign
and an externally illuminated hanging sign, together with a non-illuminated wall plaque and
menu casing. Permitted: 18/05/2017

3.5

PF/18/00225: Pre-application discussions regarding a proposed rear extension to existing
hotel to create an additional 170 rooms. Pre-application closed: 04/04/2019
32-38 Osborn Street

3.6

PA/17/01230: Erection of a roof extension and change of use of the ground floor A2 (money
transfer premises) to A3 (restaurant)and the first-floor A1 (travel agent) unit to C3

(residential); minor demolition works associated with internal and external alterations.
Change of use of one live / work unit to residential and reconfiguration of the existing
building to provide 9 new residential units (15 residential units in total) and associated works.
Permitted: 14/09/2017
3.7

PA/18/00872: Variation of condition 2 (approved plans) and 6 (samples and particulars) of
planning permission PA/17/01230 dated 14/09/2017 for the "Erection of a roof extension and
change of use of the ground floor A2 (money transfer premises) to A3 (restaurant) and the
first-floor A1 (travel agent) unit to C3 (residential); minor demolition works associated with
internal and external alterations. Change of use of one live / work unit to residential and
reconfiguration of the existing building to provide 9 new residential units (15 residential units
in total) and associated works". Amendment sought: Condition 2 - Reconfigured of internal
layouts and associated amendments to the location of proposed fenestration. Condition 6 To be reworded. Permitted: 24/05/2018

3.8

PA/19/00745: Application for non-material amendment to planning permission ref:
PA/18/00872, Dated 24/05/2018 The Non-Material Amendment (s) Sought Adjustment to Lift
Overrun Height. Adjustment to Smoke Shaft Height. Adjustment to Roof Lights to 5th Floor.
Internal layout changes to 5th floor Unit. Permitted: 05/07/2019

3.9

PA/19/00440: Erection of a roof extension and change of use of the ground floor A2 (money
transfer premises) to A3 (restaurant)and the first-floor A1 (travel agent) unit to C3
(residential); minor demolition works associated with internal and external alterations.
Change of use of one live / work unit to residential and reconfiguration of the existing
building to provide 9 new residential units (15 residential units in total) and associated works.
Minor Material Amendment (with respect to Variation of Condition No 2 - approved plans) of
planning permission PA/18/00872 dated 24/05/2018 Amendments to include: Change of use
to basement from restaurant (A3 Use Class) to Gym (D2 Use Class). Permitted: 08/07/2019
42 Osborn Street

3.10

PA/17/01796: Restoration and retention of existing A4 public house and Sui Generis HMO.
Erection of mansard addition and associated third floor extension accommodating Bed and
Breakfast Accommodation Use class C1 with 10 bedrooms. Associated external alterations
including restoration of existing sash windows and original façade. Permitted: 15/09/2017
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PUBLICITY AND ENGAGEMENT

4.1

A total of 220 planning notification letters were sent to nearby properties as detailed on the
attached site plan on 04/07/2019. A site notice was erected on Osborn Street on
15/07/2019 and a press notice was advertised on 11/07/2019.

4.2

Following revisions to the application, including reducing the extent of the proposed sixth
storey and further refinements to the Old Montague Street elevation, re-consultation was
undertaken for a 14 day period. 220 planning notification letters were sent to nearby
properties as detailed on the attached site plan on 03/09/2019. A site notice was erected on
Osborn Street on 04/09/2019 and a press notice was advertised on 12/09/2019.

4.3

The number of representations received in response to notification and publicity of the
application is as follows:
•
•
•

4.4

37 Letters of representation
37 letters of objection
1 petition (60 signatures) of objection

The comments raised in objection to the proposal can be summarised as follows:

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
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Negative impact on daylight and sunlight to neighbouring habitable rooms and amenity
spaces, resulting in an unacceptable loss of daylight and sunlight.
The submitted daylight and sunlight assessment is inaccurate
Corridor lighting will impact residents at night time.
Overlooking from the proposed development and the consequent impact on the
privacy of neighbouring occupiers.
Increased noise arising from additional hotel guests
Increased noise from refuse collections
Increased noise and air pollution arising from the proposed development
Consequent impact arising from the proposed development on the health of
neighbouring residents.
Negative impacts from construction including pollution from noise, dust and other
associated negative construction impacts.
Negative amenity impacts arising from the deliveries to the hotel.
All negative amenity impacts will affect the quality of life of neighbouring residents.
The loss of the existing car park will place stress on the highway.
There will be an increase in the number of vehicles on the highway arising from guests
staying at the hotel.
The proposed hotel will compromise the supply of new homes
Excessive density of the proposed development
Bulk and mass of the development including proposed rear wall having an overbearing
presence and creating an unacceptable sense of enclosure
Concerns that the proposed development will cause the spread of fire to adjacent
buildings and block fire escape routes of adjacent buildings.
The proposal will degrade local biodiversity.

CONSULTATION RESPONSES
LBTH Transportation and Highways

5.1

The applicant engaged in pre-application discussions with the highways group and took on
the points raised and incorporated these into their final design. The transport assessment
submitted reflects the discussions and I have no objections to the proposals as submitted.

5.2

The proposals remove an existing commercial car park which may cut the number of current
vehicle trips undertaken on the local highway network. This is welcomed. A smaller service
yard, which also incorporates one accessible parking space, is proposed. This will require a
reversing movement to access. Whilst reversing movements are not always desirable they
are considered acceptable here due to the low numbers of vehicles predicted, the use of
banksmen to assist the movement and the preference to have servicing on site rather than
on street where it cannot be controlled as well. In addition there is an existing service bay on
the highway outside the main entrance which can be utilised. The accessible bay will only be
available if booked in advance and a concierge service will be available to park the vehicle.
These staff will be trained to drive modified vehicles.

5.3

Draft DSP and travel plans have been submitted and we will expect a condition for the
applicant to submit final plans if approval is granted.

5.4

Cycle parking - Draft London Plan policy T5 and current London Plan (2016) policy 6.9 table
6.3 requires 1 space per 20 bedrooms for long-stay and 1 space per 50 bedrooms for shortstay. Therefore, there would be a requirement for 8 long-stay and 3 short-stay spaces.

LBTH Waste Policy and Development
5.5

In terms of the proposed development, the waste strategy is acceptable.
LBTH Place Shaping

5.6

The assessment made by the LBTH Place Shaping Team is set out in the main body of the
report.
LBTH Environmental Health (Smell/Pollution)

5.7

As the current kitchen has a high level extract, impacts arising from odour are not
considered to be an issue. As such, no objections are raised to the proposed development.
LBTH Environmental Health (Air Quality)

5.8

The application was accompanied by an Air Quality Assessment. The report stated that the
impact of the development on local air quality would be minimal and that the development
would be air quality neutral as required by the GLA’s Sustainable Design and Construction
SPG. Officers have reviewed the document and concur with their conclusions.

5.9

The air quality assessment states there will be an impact from construction dust and as such
a condition will be necessary to secure mitigation against this.
LBTH Environmental Health (Noise/Vibration)

5.10

The application is accompanied by a Noise Assessment which demonstrates that the
development is in accordance with the relevant British Standards which apply to noise BS4142, BS8233, BS4142: Successful demonstration of rating & assessing the Industrial &
Commercial Noise

5.11

Before commencement of the development, the applicant will be required to submit
documentary evidence of sound insulation measures, details of extraction, ventilation and
external plant equipment. This evidence is suitable to be secured by way of a condition.
LBTH Environmental Health (Contaminated Land)

5.12

The applicant has submitted a Desk Study which contains sufficient information to satisfy the
Council’s standard condition for contaminated land. Before commencement of the
development it will be necessary to secure details of a scheme identifying the extent of
contamination within the site and the measures to be taken to avoid risk to the public,
buildings and environment once the site is developed. As such, this evidence is suitable to
be secured by way of a condition.
LBTH Sustainable Urban Drainage

5.13

A detailed surface water drainage scheme will need to be submitted to LPA prior to works
commencing as such a pre-commencement condition will be necessary to secure this.
LBTH Enterprise and Employment

5.14

Proposed employment/enterprise contributions at construction phase:
6 apprenticeships are due during the construction phase.
The developer should exercise best endeavours to ensure that 20% of the construction
phase workforce will be local residents of Tower Hamlets. The Economic Development
Service will support the developer in achieving this target through providing suitable
candidates through the Workpath Job Brokerage Service (Construction).

To ensure local businesses benefit from this development we expect that 20%
goods/services procured during the construction phase should be achieved by businesses in
Tower Hamlets. The Economic Development Service will support the developer to achieve
their target through ensuring they work closely with the council’s Enterprise team to access
the approved list of local businesses.
The Council will seek to secure a financial contribution of £24,800.00 to support and/or
provide the training and skills needs of local residents in accessing the job opportunities
created through the construction phase of all new development. This contribution will be
used by the Council to provide and procure the support necessary for local people who have
been out of employment and/or do not have the skills set required for the jobs created.
5.15

Proposed employment/enterprise contributions at end-use phase:
The council seeks a monetary contribution of £55,284.00 towards the training and
development of unemployed residents in Tower Hamlets.
Monitoring for all obligations will be discussed and agreed with the developer prior to
commencement of works.
1 apprenticeship due in end user phase
LBTH Biodiversity

5.16

The Preliminary Ecological Assessment (PEA) does not include a full desk study.
Specifically, it does not include a data search from Greenspace Information for Greater
London, the environmental records centre. The justification for this is the low quality of
habitat on the site and lack of connectivity to greenspaces. This might be considered
reasonable as far as the site itself is concerned, but a search for bat records in the
surrounding area should ideally have been done to assist the assessment of bat roost
potential.

5.17

A number of features on the existing buildings, which look highly suitable for roosting bats,
have been assessed as being of negligible potential based entirely on the poor quality of
habitat in the area. I think low potential would be a more appropriate assessment of these
features, requiring an emergence survey to confirm the likely absence of roosting bats. I
recommend that an emergence survey is undertaken. Ideally, this should be undertaken
before the application is determined. If this is not possible, I think it would be acceptable to
condition an emergence survey in this case, as the likelihood of a bat roost of sufficient
importance to lead to refusal of planning permission is extremely low. Alternatively, the
existing ancillary building (B2 in the PEA) could be demolished by “soft” methods in the
presence of a licenced bat worker, to ensure no bats are harmed. If no bat roosts are found,
there will be no significant adverse impacts on biodiversity.

5.18

The proposed plans show green roofs over much of the new extension, in some areas these
are combined with photovoltaics. In principle, this is supported however no exact detail has
been provided of the green roof. These should be biodiverse and bio-solar roofs designed in
accordance with Buglife’s best practice guidance. These enhancements will be secured by
way of a condition.
LBTH Energy Efficiency

5.19

The current proposals have sought to implement energy efficiency measures, CHP heating
and hot water system and renewable energy technologies to deliver CO2 emission
reductions. The current proposals for CO2 emission reductions meet the target for a 45.03%
reduction on-site compared to a building regulation baseline.

5.20

It is considered in the proposals are in accordance with adopted policies for sustainability
and CO2 emission reductions and it is recommended they are secured through appropriate
conditions to deliver:
•
•
•

Submission of a post completion verification report including the as built calculations
(SBEM) to demonstrate the reduction in CO2 emissions have been delivered on-site.
Full details of the proposed PV array including peak output of the system and
delivery of the approved details.
Submission of Final BREEM Certificate to demonstrate an Excellent rating has been
delivered.

Metropolitan Police (Designing Out Crime)
5.21

A Site Specific Security Assessment should be considered. This type of assessment sets out
a number of security considerations including how vulnerabilities can be identified and
mitigates against within the development and how future management can support such
mitigations. The request for such information is considered to be adequately achievable by
the addition of a pre-commencement condition.
London City Airport

5.22

The proposed development has been assessed from an aerodrome safeguarding
perspective. Accordingly, it was found not to conflict with London City Airport’s current
safeguarding criteria. It is advised that a condition is applied which ensures a Bird Hazard
Management plan, in accordance with London City Airport guidance, is submitted as to not
have an adverse impact on the safety of operations at London City Airport.
Officer comment: The proposed development is not a tall building and as such the imposition
of such a condition is not considered to be necessary.
National Air Traffic Services

5.23 The proposed development has been examined from a technical safeguarding aspect and
does not conflict with our safeguarding criteria. Accordingly, NATS (En Route) Public Limited
Company ("NERL") has no safeguarding objection to the proposal.
Crossrail
5.24

The implications of the Crossrail proposals for the applications have been considered and
Crossrail Limited do not wish to make any comments on the applications as submitted.
TfL - London Underground

5.25

London Underground Infrastructure Protection has no comment to make on this planning
application.
TfL – Land Use Planning

5.26

The site is located less than 75 metres from A11 Whitechapel Road which forms part of the
Transport for London Road Network (TLRN). TfL are the Highway Authority for the TLRN
and are therefore concerned with any proposals which may impact on the safety and/or
function of the A11 Whitechapel Road.

5.27

Cycling
a. It is noted that there are 14 long stay and 6 short stay cycle spaces proposed, which is
in accordance with the minimum cycle provision standards set out in the draft London
Plan.

b. Cycle parking provision should meet the London Cycling Design Standards (LCDS) and
be located in an accessible, convenient, secure and sheltered area to comply with draft
London Plan Policy T5 (Cycling).
c. It is noted that proposed access to cycle parking involves three sets of doors as well as
a service lift. Access to indoor cycle parking should involve no more than two sets of
doors, with a recommended minimum external door width of 2 metres. Any door to a
cycle parking area should be automated – push button or pressure pad operated.
d. To accommodate all types of cycle, lifts should have minimum dimensions of 1.2 by 2.3
metres, with a minimum door opening of 1000mm.
e. TfL requests clarification on how cycle parking provision in the proposed development
will adhere to the above conditions.
f.

5.28

It is noted that the short stay cycle parking is located alongside the long stay cycle
parking in the lower ground floor. TfL requests measures to be taken to ensure the
availability of short stay cycle parking is made known to all visitors.

Construction
a. No Construction Logistics Plan (CLP) has been provided. The applicant should prepare
a CLP, prior to planning permission being granted. The CLP should follow TfL
guidance, which requires information on the vehicle number, type and routing provided.
The CLP should also contain information on measures that will be implemented to
reduce the impact the construction of the proposed development will have on
pedestrians and cyclists. TfL’s CLP guidance can be found here:
http://content.tfl.gov.uk/construction-logistics-plan-guidance.pdf
b. The applicant should ensure that the CLP is also in line with the Mayor’s Vision Zero
approach.
c. The CLP should be secured through condition.

5.29

Delivery and Servicing
a. It is noted that 7.5t vehicles will need to reverse into the loading area. In line with Vision
Zero, reversing manoeuvres from the road network should be minimised. The applicant
should review their servicing arrangements; with the aim of ensuring vehicles can
access and egress the site in forward gear, without the need to reverse.
b. Please can the applicant clarify that 7.5t vehicles will be the largest vehicles undertaking
delivery and servicing activity at this site.
c. A full DSP should be secured through condition.

5.30

Car Parking
a. TfL welcomes car-free development and the provision of a disabled parking space in
line with the draft London Plan. However, TfL request the provision of at least one
electric vehicle charging point in line with Policy T6 (E) of the draft London Plan.
b. A Parking Design and Management Plan should be secured through condition in line
with Policy T6 (G) of the draft London Plan.

London Fire Brigade
5.31

Pump appliance access and water supplies for the fire service were not specifically
addressed in the submitted documents however appear adequate. In other respects this
proposal should conform the requirements of part B5 of Approved Document B which will be
addressed at Building Control stage.
National Grid

5.32

No comments received.
Thames Water

5.33

No comments received.
Whitechapel Gallery

5.34

No comments received.
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RELEVANT PLANNING POLICIES AND DOCUMENTS

6.1

Legislation requires that decisions on planning applications must be taken in accordance
with the Development Plan unless there are material considerations that indicate otherwise.

6.2

In this case the Development Plan comprises:

6.3

‒

The London Plan 2016 (LP)

‒

Tower Hamlets Core Strategy 2010 (SP)

‒

Tower Hamlets Managing Development Document 2013 (DM)

The key development plan policies relevant to the proposal are:
Land Use

LP4.5, SP06, DM7

(hotel supply and demand)
Design

LP7.2, LP7.3, LP7.4, LP7.5, LP7.6, SP09, SP10, DM23, DM24,
DM27
(layout, massing, materials, public realm, heritage)
Amenity

LP7.6, SP03, SP10, DM25

(privacy, outlook, daylight and sunlight)
Transport
and Waste

LP5.17, LP6.9, LP6.10, LP6.13, SP05, DM14, DM20, DM23

(sustainable transport, highway safety, car and cycle parking, waste, servicing)
Environment

LP3.2, LP5.1, LP5.2, LP5.3, LP5.10, LP5.11, LP5.13, LP5.17,
LP7.14, SP11, DM9, DM11, DM13, DM29,
(biodiversity, energy efficiency, air quality, drainage)
6.4

In this case emerging policies comprise:
‒

The Draft London Plan (DLP)

‒

Managing Growth and Sharing the Benefits - Tower Hamlets Local Plan 2031

6.5

The Planning Inspectorate has on 20/09/2019 confirmed the soundness of the emerging
Local Plan ‘Tower Hamlets 2031: Managing Growth and Sharing the Benefits’; the policies
contained therein now carry very substantial weight, pending formal adoption of the
document by the Council.

6.6

The weight carried by the emerging policies within the Draft New London Plan is currently
generally moderate as the document has been subject to examination in public and main
modifications were published on 15/07/2019. Policies which have not been subject to
substantial objections are considered to have substantial weight.

6.7

The key emerging policies relevant to the proposal are:

Land Use

DLPE10, TC7

(hotel supply and demand)
Design
S.DH1, D.DH2, S.DH3
(layout, massing, materials, public realm, heritage)
Amenity

D.DH8, D.ES9

(privacy, outlook, daylight and sunlight, noise and vibration )
Transport
and Waste

S.TR1, D.TR2, D.TR3, D.TR4, S.MW1, D.MW3,

(sustainable transport, highway safety, car and cycle parking, waste, servicing)

Environment

D.ES2, S.ES1, D.ES3, D.ES5, D.ES7, D.ES8,

(biodiversity, energy efficiency, air quality, drainage)
Other policy and guidance documents relevant to the proposal are:
‒

The National Planning Policy Framework 2019

‒

National Planning Practice Guidance (updated 2019)

‒

BRE - Site Layout Planning for Daylight and Sunlight (2011)

‒

Whitechapel High Street Conservation Area Character Appraisal and Management
Guidelines (2007)

‒

Brick Lane and Fournier Street Conservation Area Character Appraisal and
Management Guidelines (2009)

‒

City Fringe Opportunity Area Planning Framework (2015)

‒

Central Activities Zone Supplementary Planning Guidance (2016)
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PLANNING ASSESSMENT

7.1

The key issues raised by the proposed development are:
i. Land Use
ii. Design
iii. Heritage
iv. Neighbouring Amenity
v. Transport and Servicing
vi. Environment
vii. Infrastructure Impact
viii. Human Rights and Equalities
Land Use

7.2

The application is for the extension of an existing hotel with additional hotel accommodation
and therefore the continuation of the same land use is acceptable in principle. There is,

however, a question of whether intensifying the hotel use in this location, to the extent
proposed, is in accordance with current and emerging policy. This is assessed below.
7.3

The existing hotel has 119 rooms and the 153 rooms proposed would take the total to 272
rooms. This is more than doubling the existing capacity and is therefore a step-change in
quantum.
London Plan Policy

7.4

London Plan (2016) Policy 4.5 ‘London’s Visitor infrastructure’ broadly supports visitor
accommodation and recognises the contribution it makes to supporting the economy and
stimulating growth. The policy seeks to ensure visitor accommodation is in appropriate
locations such as: town centres; in areas with good PTAL; the CAZ fringe; and near to major
visitor attractions of regional or sub-regional importance. Specifically it seeks to achieve
40,000 net additional hotel bedrooms by 2036, with at least 10% wheelchair accessible.

7.5

Draft London Plan policy E10 broadly re-iterates the existing policy albeit it updates the
demand for additional rooms. The evidence for increased demand is from the GLA Working
Paper 88 which outlines projections for demand and supply until 2050. The estimate is
58,000 additional rooms will be required by 2041. The policy also expands upon the options
for providing accessible rooms, which seeks to allow for greater flexibility in how the rooms
are designed, an overall figure of 15% but with 4% easily adaptable. The policy goes into
detail as to what types of rooms would be suitable for specific users.

7.6

The location of the hotel and the extension would support the aims of both the emerging and
current London Plan policies for visitor accommodation by virtue of its location within the
CAZ and its high public transport accessibility (PTAL level 6).

7.7

The proposal provides 18 wheelchair accessible rooms out of the 153 proposed. This would
represent 12% of the new rooms and 7% of the total rooms within the hotel. This would be
acceptable given the policy applies to new hotel accommodation only and cannot be applied
retrospectively.
Local Policy

7.8

Policy SP06 of the Core Strategy (2010) part 4 states the requirement to “concentrate hotels,
serviced apartments and conference centres, to attract visitors and promote tourism in the
borough, in the following locations:
• Central Activities Zone (CAZ)
• City Fringe Activity Area
• Canary Wharf Activity Area
• Major and district centres”

7.9

Policy DM7 of the Managing Development Document (2013) states that development of
visitor accommodation will be supported in the locations identified in the Core Strategy and
where:
a. the size is proportionate to its location within the town centre hierarchy;
b. there is a need for such accommodation to serve visitors and the borough’s
economy;
c. it does not compromise the supply of land for new homes and the Council’s ability to
meet its housing targets;
d. it does not create an over-concentration of such accommodation or cause harm to
residential amenity;

e. there is adequate road access and servicing for coaches and other vehicles
undertaking setting down and picking up movements.
7.10

The site is within the Brick Lane District Centre and the Central Activities Zone (CAZ)
therefore it meets part a. There is a demonstrable need for hotel accommodation (see GLA
working paper 88) within inner London, the site’s proximity to the City, Liverpool Street Train
Station and other transport connections means the site is suitably located to serve both
leisure and business visitors. Thus complying with part b. The site is not in an area allocated
for housing and is currently functioning as parking space to the hotel. It would therefore not
compromise the ability of the council to meet its housing targets, and thus complies with part
c.

7.11

There are approximately 32 hotels within a 500m radius of the site; however these are
relatively evenly dispersed spatially and in the context of growing demand the extension is
not considered to result in an over-concentration. Furthermore Osborn Street serves as a
southern continuation of Brick Lane and as such already experiences a high level of
pedestrian footfall and evening time activities and as such it is not considered the hotel
extension would significantly contribute to any amenity issues that associated with high
numbers in the area. The design of the building are carefully considered to safeguard
impacts on residential amenity, which is discussed later in this report. Thus the proposal
complies with part d. Part e is assessed by the LBTH Highways Team as to the adequacy of
servicing and road access which is discussed later in this report.

7.12

The draft policy TC7 of the Local Plan repeats the existing policy that in locations such as
the CAZ, Major Centres, Activity Areas, District Centres and along primary routes or near to
DLR/railway/underground stations hotel accommodation will be supported. For the reasons
aforementioned the site is in conformity with the draft policy.
Conclusions

7.13

The proposed extension for additional hotel accommodation would support growth and
would help meet the projected demand for additional rooms within London.

7.14

The proposal would be in conformity with the London Plan emerging policy E10 and current
policy 4.5. As well as meet policies SP06, DM7, of the Core Strategy (2010) and Managing
Development Document (2013) respectively, and TC7 of the draft Local Plan. In land use
terms the proposal would be acceptable.
Design

7.15

Development Plan policies require high-quality designed schemes that reflect local context
and character and provide attractive, safe and accessible places that safeguard and where
possible enhance the setting of heritage assets.

Figure 2: Existing Osborn Street Elevation

Figure 3: Proposed Osborn Street Elevation

Height, bulk and mass
7.16

This part of Osborn Street and Old Montague Street marks the transition in the lower scale
historic buildings leading into Brick Lane and the wider Brick Lane and Fournier Street
Conservation Area. In this location building heights are predominantly 3 to 4 storeys with a
few taller modern infill buildings including the application site itself at 7 storeys. It should be
noted that storey heights are considered from street level at Osborn Street as there are level
changes through and around the site.

7.17

The extended element of the proposal would be 6 storeys at it tallest point, stepping down to
5 storeys to the southern section adjacent to the western boundary of Green Dragon Yard
and 4 storeys to the northern section to the western boundary of Green Dragon Yard.

7.18

The northern section of the proposal is considered to respond well to the prevailing building
height. On Old Montague Street the building infills the entrance of the existing car park,
effectively filling the gap left in the street frontage. The building is marginally taller than its
neighbours within the conservation area to the west however the required height of the
servicing yard has meant that the typical three storey height within the row cannot not be
replicated here. Notwithstanding this, the marginal increase in height is not considered to
compete with these buildings and instead provides a transition between the height and
proportions of the building to the east and the conservation area to the west.

7.19

The northern section of the proposal adjacent to the northern courtyard serving the
residential properties in the adjacent housing development Green Dragon Yard is proposed
at 4 storeys in height. The southern section of the proposal adjacent to the southern
courtyard of Green Dragon Yard is proposed at 5 storeys in height stepping down from a
setback 6th storey which backs on to the existing 7 storey hotel building fronting Osborn
Street. Green Dragon Yard itself is 5 storeys where it faces onto Old Montague Street and 4
storeys as it sets back to the south. Much of the proposed massing is set away from public
views and forms a transition between the building heights it sits between. It is considered
that this transition responds well to its surrounds and does not appear overly dominant when
viewed from the courtyard spaces within Green Dragon Yard or from Old Montague Street to
the north. The impact of these buildings in terms of amenity is discussed in part IV. of this
report.
Appearance and materials

7.20

The application is accompanied with visual illustrations of the proposed development. The
design proposals are considered to provide a positive response to the immediate area and
build upon the positive features fronting Osborn Street of the existing hotel building in a more
contemporary manner.

7.21

The works to the existing hotel façade (facing onto Osborn Street) retain the London stock
brick and blue engineering brick used more widely in the area and will replace elements of
the façade identified for enhancement, such as windows. The application also proposes
banding around openings on this elevation, to emphasise the building’s modernist style. This
is considered appropriate given the buildings existing characteristics and would provide a
more refined frontage which would relate well to the existing streetscene.

7.22

The proposals for the Old Montague Street elevation respond to the materiality, proportions
and scale of the row of properties immediately to the west and within the Brick Lane and
Fournier Street Conservation Area. The proposed façade has a clear base, middle and top,
achieved by changes in materiality and shade at each storey. The ground floor utilises dark
bronze metal cladding at the base, darker brick at first floor level and a lighter brick at
second floor level. Window reveals have been set deep within the façade to increase texture.
The proposal will create a unified street frontage utilising a brick which responds well to its
neighbours whilst employing the use of simplified openings which clearly mark that the
building is a contemporary addition.

7.23

In terms of the elements of the extension which are not immediately visible from either street
frontage the proposal is considered to be well detailed. The extension is entirely faced with
brick but contains a hierarchy of shades as it increases in height. Darker brick is used on
lower levels with the brick becoming lighter on upper floors. The window reveals are
chamfered on one side with deep recesses on opposite sides. This provides the facades
with a depth which breaks up their mass and bulk and provides visual interest. To create a

more varied and textured façade different types of brickwork and course have been used to
articulate the various levels and roof lines of the proposed building. Where there are flank
elevations recessed brickwork has been introduced to create further variance in the façade.
This is evident in the Old Montague Street frontage which is a blank frontage however given
that there is a highways requirement for a service yard the efforts to detail this frontage are
acceptable.
7.24

Overall the proposed appearance and materials are appropriate within the context of the
application site and would be in accordance with policy objectives for high quality design.
Secure by Design

7.25

Policy 7.3 of the London Plan (2016) and policy DM23 of the Managing Development
Document (2013) seek to ensure that developments are safe and secure.

7.26

Comments have been received by the Metropolitan Police – Designing Out Crime team who
have requested that a Site Specific Security Assessment should be considered. This type of
assessment sets out a number of security considerations including how vulnerabilities can
be identified and mitigated against within the development and how future management can
support such mitigations.

7.27

The request for such information is considered to be adequately achievable by the addition
of a pre-commencement condition. Subject to a condition, it is considered that the proposed
development would provide a safe and secure environment in accordance with policy.
Inclusive Design

7.28

Policy 7.2 of the London Plan (2016), policy SP10 of the Core Strategy (2010) and policy
DM23 of the Managing Development Document (2013), seek to ensure that developments
are accessible, usable and permeable for all users and that a development can be used
easily by as many people as possible without undue effort, separation or special treatment.

7.29

The proposed development will provide 1 accessible car parking space which is reserved for
use by disabled visitors.

7.30

The proposal provides 18 wheelchair accessible rooms out of the 153 proposed. This would
represent 12% of the new rooms and 7% of the total rooms within the hotel. This would be
acceptable given the policy applies to new hotel accommodation only and cannot be applied
retrospectively.

7.31

It is considered that the proposal would result in a scheme that would be well connected to
its surroundings and would provide hotel accommodation that can be used safely and easily
and with dignity for all regardless of disability, age, gender, ethnicity or economic
circumstances in accordance with policy.
Heritage

7.32

Development Plan policies require development affecting heritage assets and their settings
to conserve their significance, by being sympathetic to their form, scale, materials and
architectural detail.
Strategic Views

7.33

The development does not affect any strategic views.

Archaeology
7.34

The site is located within an archaeological priority area with potential to contain Roman
burials and post-mediaeval industrial archaeology. The scope of the proposed basement
would have a comprehensive effect on buried remains and these should be managed in
advance of the development commencing, under a staged condition. The Greater London
Archaeological Advice Service (GLAAS) have provided comments and are satisfied that the
proposal could be dealt with by an appropriately worded condition.
Surrounding Conservation Areas

7.35

The existing car park is considered to possess no heritage or townscape value of merit. The
site does not accommodate any statutory listed buildings, but there are a number situated
within the local area, however the application is not considered to affect their setting

7.36

The site does not lie within a conservation area but is located immediately adjacent to the
Brick Lane and Fournier Street Conservation Area, and the Whitechapel High Street
Conservation Area.

7.37

The massing at the southern end of the scheme would not incur a visual impact into the
Whitechapel High Street Conservation Area. Views have been provided from the southern
side of Whitechapel Road looking towards the Nags Head public house. This location is
considered to be the only place within the conservation area from which the proposal can be
seen. While part of the proposed extension would be visible from this view, views of the
extension are very limited and not imposing and it is considered that this would not result in
any harm to the setting of this conservation area.

Figure 4: Existing Old Montague Street Elevation

Figure 5: Proposed Old Montague Street Elevation

7.38

With regards to the northern end of the scheme which fills the current gap on Old Montague
Street, the proposal would step down to provide a building frontage with the access to the

service yard at ground level and two floors above. The buildings immediately to the west of
this part of the proposal are located within the Brick Lane and Fournier Street Conservation
Area.
7.39

The infill building proposed is marginally taller than its neighbours within the conservation
area. This is due to the requirement to provide an entrance sufficient enough in height to
provide access to servicing vehicles. This marginal increase in height however is not
considered to compromise the scale and proportions of the row of buildings within the
conservation area. This row of buildings is faced with red brick whilst the infill building would
be faced in two shades of brown brick with banding between each level and minimal window
openings. The contrast in colour and simplified window openings are considered to provide a
sensitive transition which clearly distinguishes between old and new whilst respecting the
overall appearance of the adjacent conservation area.

7.40

Where there are flank elevations recessed brickwork has been introduced to create further
variance in the façade. This is evident in the Old Montague Street frontage which is a blank
frontage however given that there is a highways requirement for a service yard the efforts to
detail this frontage are acceptable.

7.41

Overall, the proposal is considered to preserve both the Brick Lane and Fournier Street
Conservation Area and the Whitechapel High Street Conservation Area.
Neighbouring Amenity
Daylight and Sunlight

7.42

Guidance relating to daylight and sunlight is contained in the Building Research
Establishment (BRE) handbook ‘Site Layout Planning for Daylight and Sunlight’ (2011).

7.43

A number of residential properties surround the site which can be impacted by the
development, these have been tested as part of the application, and the results have been
independently reviewed on behalf of the Council, these are discussed below.

7.44

For calculating daylight to neighbouring residential properties affected by the proposed
development, the primary assessment is the vertical sky component (VSC) method of
assessment together with the no sky line (NSL) assessment where internal room layouts are
known or can reasonably be assumed. These tests measure whether buildings maintain
most of the daylight they currently receive.

7.45

BRE guidance in relation to VSC requires an assessment of the amount of daylight striking
the face of a window. The VSC should be at least 27%, or should not be reduced by more
than 20% of the former value, to ensure sufficient light is still reaching windows. The NSL
calculation takes into account the distribution of daylight within the room, and again, figures
should not exhibit a reduction beyond 20% of the former value.

7.46

A 3D model of the proposals and surrounding properties has been produced which is based
on a photogrammetric 3D model, proposed scheme drawings provided by the architects, site
photographs, aerial photography and an OS Map. Assumptions have been made regarding
the internal layouts of the rooms as access was not requested to the adjoining properties in
Green Dragon Yard. The applicant advises that they have sourced partial layouts for 22
Osborn Street, 24 Osborn Street and 32-38 Osborn Street. It is noted that when an
assessment has been based on estimations and assumptions, a tolerance should be applied
as there is potential for inaccuracies to occur.

7.47

Window maps have been also been supplied by the applicant which allows cross reference
of the locations with the results for the Vertical Sky Component and Annual Probable

Sunlight Hours tests. Following a request at pre-application stage, the applicant also
provided No Sky Line/ Daylight Distribution contour drawings.
Impact on neighbouring properties
7.48

The technical analysis within the applicant’s report demonstrates that 13 residential
properties were assessed and 3 of those properties will fall below the BRE guidelines,
therefore the report focuses on these properties and the assessment results in greater detail.

7.49

For the avoidance of doubt, the properties at 22 Osborn Street, 26 Osborn Street, 28 Osborn
Street, 30 Osborn Street, 40 Osborn Street, 3 Old Montague Street, 4 Old Montague Street
5, Old Montague Street, 6 Old Montague Street and 21 Whitechapel Road have been found
to comply with BRE guidelines in relation to daylight and sunlight impacts.

7.50

The Council’s appointed independent Daylight and Sunlight consultant has reviewed the
applicant’s Daylight/Sunlight Report and has used the following significance criteria banding
when summarising the overall daylight and sunlight effects to the surrounding buildings;
•
•
•
•

Negligible; 0-20% loss against existing
Minor adverse; 20-30% loss against existing
Moderate adverse; 30-40% loss against existing
Major adverse; >40% loss against existing

24 Osborn Street

Figure 6: 24 Osborn Street

7.51

The applicant’s Daylight and Sunlight report states that the internal arrangements have been
based on reasonable assumptions as the applicant has not been able to source precise
layout information. The assumed layouts have been reviewed by the Council’s consultant
who is satisfied that the layouts are reasonable.

7.52

7 windows have been assessed for VSC, with 5 windows demonstrating BRE compliance
and thus negligible impacts. The 2 windows that fall below the BRE guidelines will have
reductions of 28.4% and 27.5%, which are considered minor adverse impacts.

7.53

7 rooms have been assessed for NSL with 5 rooms demonstrating BRE compliance. The 2
rooms that fall below the BRE guidelines will have reductions of 41.4% which is considered a
major adverse impact and 36.7% which is considered a moderate adverse impact. The 2
rooms that fall below BRE guidelines for NSL correspond to those windows which fall below
the VSC guidelines. It is noted however that that these two rooms retain in excess of 50%
NSL subject to fully accurate room layouts.

7.54

As explained within the applicant’s daylight and sunlight report, the windows to this property
do not face within 90° of due south and therefore in accordance with the BRE guidelines
they do not require sunlight testing.

32-38 Osborn Street
Figure 7: 32-38 Osborn Street, Current Aerial View (Left) and Consented Rear Elevation

7.55

The applicant’s report notes that there is a consented scheme for this property which is
currently under construction (approved under planning application ref: PA/17/01230 as
amended by PA/18/00872). The assessment has been undertaken using the consented
schemes approved drawings which are appended to the submitted report.

7.56

The BRE Guidelines state within Appendix F; “Use of the ADF for loss of light to existing
buildings is not generally recommended...However, there are some situations where meeting
a set ADF target value with the new development in place could be appropriate as a criterion
for loss of light: (ii) as a special case of, where the existing building is proposed but not built.
A typical situation might be where the neighbouring building has received planning
permission but not yet been constructed.” Therefore, the applicant’s report completed the
ADF test for this property as the building is not occupied.

7.57

19 out of the 21 rooms tested will either exceed their respective ADF target or retain their
former value. The 2 rooms that fall below the BRE guidelines are both bedrooms and are
both located on the first floor. The first bedroom achieves 0.9%, which is marginally below
the 1% target, and the second bedroom does not achieve the ADF target within existing
conditions, changing from 0.7 to 0.6%..

7.58

31 windows have been assessed for VSC with 27 windows demonstrating compliance with
BRE standards. The 4 windows that fall below the BRE guidelines will have reductions
ranging between 22.7% and 49.2%, with one window experiencing a minor adverse impact,
another window experiencing a moderate adverse impact and the remaining 2 windows
experiencing major adverse impacts.

7.59

21 rooms have been assessed for NSL with 19 rooms demonstrating BRE compliance and
thus negligible impacts. The 2 rooms that fall below the BRE guidelines are located on the
first floor and will have reductions of 22.6% and 28.8%, which are both minor adverse
impacts. It is worth noting these rooms are located on the first floor.

7.60

The applicant’s report states “In relation to sunlight, GIA consider there to be four rooms
within this property that face within 90° due south of the development site. When assessed
against the Annual Probable Sunlight Hours (APSH) methodology, all four rooms will meet
the BRE criteria for APSH.” The methodology for APSH explained in the Introduction section
of the applicant’s report states:
“The BRE provides one methodology for sunlight assessment: Annual Probable Sunlight
Hours (APSH). The APSH assessment considers any surrounding receptors that face within
90°due south of the development to be relevant for assessment. The BRE provide that for
existing buildings, a window may be adversely affected if a point at the centre of a window
receives:
- Less than 25% of the APSH during the whole year, of which 5% APSH must be in
the winter period; and
- Receives less than 0.8 times its former sunlight hours in either time period; and
- Has a reduction in sunlight for the whole year more than 4% APSH.”

7.61

The 4 rooms that have been analysed for sunlight hours would achieve in excess of the BRE
target value for annual sunlight and winter sunlight hours.
Green Dragon Yard
Figure 8: Green Dragon Yard

7.62

The applicant states that they were not able to source internal layouts for this property and
as such made a series of reasoned assumptions when assessing the impacts on these
properties. The Council’s appointed Daylight and Sunlight consultant has reviewed the
assumed layouts which have been assessed for this property, and are satisfied that the
layouts are reasonable.

7.63

149 windows have been assessed for VSC with 143 windows demonstrating compliance
with the BRE guidelines. The 6 windows that fall below the BRE guidelines will have
reductions ranging between 21.7% and 33.8%. 5 of these windows would experience minor
adverse impacts and 1 would experience a moderate adverse impact.

7.64

149 rooms have been assessed for NSL with 142 rooms demonstrating compliance with the
BRE guidelines. The 7 rooms that fall below the BRE guidelines will have reductions ranging
between 22.1% and 56.2%. %. 5 of these rooms would experience minor adverse impacts, 1
would experience a moderate adverse impact and 1 room would experience a major adverse
impact.

7.65

Of the 6 windows which fail to meet BRE guidelines for VSC impacts, 3 of these serve rooms
which would also fail to meet BRE guidelines for NSL. Of these, one of the affected rooms
(on the second floor of the building) would retain an NSL of 76.3%. The other two (both on
the first floor) would have retained NSL figures below 50%.

7.66

The remaining 4 rooms which would fail to meet the BRE guidelines for NSL would all be
located on the ground floor and would all meet the BRE guidelines for VSC, experiencing
losses between 5.4% and 9.2%.
Table 1: VSC impacts of proposed development
Green Dragon
Yard
24 Osborn St
32-38 Osborn St

Negligible (020% loss)
143

Minor
(20-30%)
5

Moderate
(30-40%)
1

Major
(40% +)
0

Total
windows
149

5
27

2
1

0
1

0
2

7
31

Table 2: NSL impacts of proposed development
Green Dragon
Yard
24 Osborn St
32-38 Osborn St

7.67

Negligible (020% loss)
142

Minor
(20-30%)
5

Moderate
(30-40%)
1

Major
(40% +)
1

Total
rooms
149

5
19

0
2

1
0

1
0

7
21

The sunlight results demonstrate that all of the 95 rooms tested will meet the APSH
requirements. It is worth noting that 95 rooms were tested as these face 90 degrees due
south of the development site in line with the methodology set by the BRE Guidance.
Overshadowing

7.68

The two courtyards within Green Dragon Yard have been assessed using the Sun Hours on
Ground test. The results demonstrate that in the existing condition the areas will receive
21.52% and 45.5% which is below the BRE guidelines, but as neither area will reduce by
more than 20% the alteration is considered to be acceptable in accordance with the BRE
guidelines.

7.69

Following the GIA Report dated 31 May 2019, officers raised the point that there are 5
private amenity spaces to individual flats within Green Dragon Yard. Therefore, GIA have
updated the sun hours on ground analysis to include these 5 private amenity spaces.

7.70

The results demonstrate that in the existing condition 4 out of the 5 amenity areas will be
below the BRE guidelines recommendation of 50% lit area. With the 1 remaining amenity
area receiving sunlight to 53.61% of the area. The lowest results are to the amenity areas
A1, A4 and A3 which have very poor existing lit areas of 0.00%, 1.13% and 8.40%
respectively. The amenity area A5 has a better result with 31.00% of the existing area being
lit. The BRE guidelines recommend that a reduction of less than 20% the former value would
be considered acceptable, however in the proposed condition 4 of the 5 areas will
experience reductions greater than 20% their former value, with the areas not receiving two
hours of sunlight to any of the space. The 1 remaining amenity area A5 will experience a
reduction of 13.72% which is in accordance with the BRE guidelines, therefore is considered
to be acceptable.

7.71

These impacts are acknowledged to worsen the conditions of these private amenity spaces
at Green Dragon Yard. However, these private amenity spaces are small areas which are
largely shielded by the Green Dragon Yard massing to both the north and south. The
existing results demonstrate that the amenity areas are currently receiving very limited levels
of sunlight, therefore any reasonable development adjacent to these spaces would likely
result in a considerable impact in numerical terms. On balance, this impact is considered
acceptable given the constraints of the site.
Conclusions on Daylight, Sunlight and Overshadowing .

7.72

The methodology used for the assessment has been completed in accordance with the
principles and tests as explained within the BRE Report 209 Site Layout Planning for
Daylight and Sunlight: A Guide to good practice (2011).

7.73

13 neighbouring properties have been analysed with 3 of the properties experiencing
transgressions from the BRE guidelines, these are discussed within the applicants report in
more detail.

7.74

24 Osborn Street will have 2 windows that would experience moderate adverse impacts in
terms of VSC. These rooms are located on the first floor which is the section of the building
that is in closest proximity to the development site. The remaining 5 windows’ VSC reduction
in the proposed condition is less than 0.8 times the existing condition and thus can be
considered negligible impacts. 2 out of the 7 rooms assessed for NSL will fall below the BRE
guidelines, experiencing 1 moderate adverse impact and 1 major adverse.

7.75

32-38 Osborn Street has a consented scheme which is currently under construction.
Appendix F of the BRE guidelines notes that where the existing property is proposed but not
built, ADF methodology is an appropriate criterion to consider. 19 out of the 21 rooms tested
will either exceed their respective ADF target or retain their former value. With regard to the
VSC, out of the 31 windows analysed there are 4 windows that will fall below the BRE
guidelines, these windows are located on the first floor. 2 of these windows will suffer a
major adverse impact, 1 will suffer a moderate adverse impact and the remaining window
will suffer a minor adverse impact. In terms of NSL, there are 19 rooms which would comply
with BRE guidelines, the remaining 2 rooms that do not adhere to the guidelines will have
reductions ranging between 22.8% and 28.8%, both will suffer minor adverse impacts. There
are 4 rooms that have windows facing within 90° of due south, these will meet the BRE
assessment criteria as they will continue to achieve in excess of 25% for the annual test.

7.76

Green Dragon Yard has been assessed with 143 windows demonstrating adherence to the
BRE guidelines with regard to the VSC. Only 6 windows will fall below the guidelines, 5 of

these experiencing minor adverse impacts and 1 experiencing a moderate adverse impact.
(3 of these windows are located on the first floor and 3 are on the second floor). There are 7
out of 149 rooms that will not adhere with the BRE guidelines in respect to the NSL, of those
there are 5 rooms that will have minor adverse impacts, 1 room is moderate adverse, and 1
room will experience a major adverse impact. The sunlight results demonstrate that all 95
rooms tested will meet the APSH requirements.
7.77

The relevant amenity areas surrounding the proposed development site are the two
courtyards within Green Dragon Yard. The sun hours on ground test demonstrate that in the
existing condition these areas will receive less than 50% which is below the BRE guidelines
recommendation, however as the reduction will be less than 20% in the proposed condition
this is acceptable in accordance with the BRE guidelines.

7.78

In summary, the results demonstrate that the majority of the surrounding properties will not
be adversely affected by the proposed development. There are however a small number of
habitable rooms within residential dwellings that will experience noticeable reductions in the
daylight levels as specified in detail above.

7.79

Having regard to this, it is noted that Part 1(d) of Policy DM25 of the Managing Development
Document requires that new developments should not result in an unacceptable material
deterioration of the daylighting conditions of surrounding development including habitable
rooms of residential dwellings. This requirement is also reiterated in Part 1(d) of Policy
D.DH8 of The Tower Hamlets Local Plan 2031: Managing Growth and Sharing the Benefits.

7.80

In assessing the proposals against the above policy context, the existing site conditions and
location of the proposals are also of relevance. In this regard it should be noted that the
application site is largely undeveloped and neighbouring sites are developed up to, or in
close proximity to the site boundary, with a number of windows orientated towards or
receiving daylight from the application site. It is therefore considered that any substantial
above ground development on the application site would result in daylighting implications to
surrounding properties.

7.81

Further to the above, it is noted that application site is located in a central location, within the
City Fringe OAPF Core Growth area and the CAZ, where planning policies promote
optimisation of underutilised sites and a variety of land uses.

7.82

When taken in the context of the small proportion of transgressions from BRE guidance, the
wider benefits of the proposed development and the existing site conditions, it is considered
that the proposed development would not result in an unacceptable impact on daylighting
conditions to surrounding properties.
Overlooking

7.83

As the application is for a hotel, there is no policy requirement to ensure that such
developments have windows with outlook akin to residential developments.

7.84

All windows that are visible to Green Dragon yard will feature opaque windows which allow
light into the guestrooms but prevent local residents and guests from viewing outside/inside.
This is to protect the privacy of both guests and the neighbouring residents. Details of these
windows including relevant samples will be secured by way of a condition.

7.85

It is not considered that the proposal introduces any further instances of overlooking which
would be detrimental to the amenity of any other neighbouring residents. As such, the
proposal is acceptable in this regard.

Sense of Enclosure and Outlook
Green Dragon Yard
7.86

With regards to the northern courtyard of Green Dragon Yard (see below Figure 1), the
height of the proposed extension is lower than the existing buildings within Green Dragon
Yard. This section of the proposed development responds well to the prevailing building
height and, due to this, does not result in a building which is over dominant when viewed
from the majority of properties in this part of Green Dragon Yard.

7.87

The largest degree of impact will be to the amenity space directly adjacent to the application
site at first floor level which serves the westernmost apartment of Green Dragon Yard. The
proposal will have a small degree of impact on the quality of this amenity space, with small
changes to outlook and a marginally increased sense of enclosure However, this is
considered to be a minor degradation of amenity due to the relatively modest proposed
height of the development.
Figure 9: Green Dragon Yard - Northern Courtyard

7.88

With regards to the southern courtyard of Green Dragon Yard (see below Figure 2), the
proposed extension is a storey taller in this location, matching the height of the buildings
which form Green Dragon Yard itself. The inclusion of a number of opaque windows in this
location is considered to break down the building’s mass and could conceivably be part of
Green Dragon Yard itself due to its height.
Figure 10: Green Dragon Yard - Southern Courtyard

7.89

Outlook would be more affected within the southern courtyard of Green Dragon yard than
within the northern courtyard. Currently, residents on upper floors are able to see to the rear

of the existing hotel façade across the surface car park which will no longer be possible with
the addition of the proposed extension. However, given that the proposed extension does
not exceed the height of buildings within Green Dragon Yard this impact is not considered to
be unreasonable and is found within typical courtyard spaces where all four sides are
flanked by buildings. As such, outlook in the southern courtyard is not considered to be
severely compromised.
7.90

The closest windows of the proposed development’s rear elevation to the residents’ windows
at Green Dragon are approximately 4 metres apart. However, it is important to re-iterate that
no overlooking will be possible from the hotel guests into the apartments within Green
Dragon Yard due to the inclusion of opaque glazing.

7.91

Views to the sky have been reduced in places however the proposed development does not
exceed the height of the general height within the buildings that form the majority of Green
Dragon Yard and as such these views are even throughout the courtyards.

7.92

In addition to this officers note that Green Dragon Yard does not lend itself well to any kind
of extension on its boundary due to these amenity areas. It is thus very difficult to propose
any sort of development which would not pose a negative impact here.

7.93

Overall, the proposed development is considered to cause limited impacts to sense of
enclosure and outlook and, given the constraints of the application site, is considered to be
reasonable.
22-30 Osborn Street

7.94

22-30 Osborn Street neighbours the existing hotel to the north and benefits from a fairly
traditional building line, which is some distance from the proposed extension. Impacts on
sense of enclosure and outlook are considered to be relatively minor due to a significant
separation distance. As such, the impact to sense of enclosure and overlooking in this part
of the scheme are considered to be acceptable.
32-38 Osborn Street

7.95

Adjacent to 22-30 Osborn Street are nos. 32-38 Osborn Street. There are residential
properties on the upper floors of the row of properties of this site. The rear boundaries of the
upper floors of these properties are not consistent, and so there are varying separation
distances between the proposed extension and existing upper floor windows of these
properties.

7.96

32-38 Osborn Street benefits from planning consent for an extension accommodating a total
of 15 residential units on its upper floors (application ref: PA/17/01230 amended by
PA/18/00872). The rear elevation of this consented scheme is adjacent to the boundary of
the proposal. The majority of the consented scheme will be taller than this element of the
proposal and it is only the first floor which will suffer from an impact on both outlook and
sense of enclosure. This part of the proposal has been designed to leave an approximate
8.5m separation distance between the proposal and the first floor of the consented scheme.
There will be some impact on sense of enclosure and outlook however, due to the modest
height in this part of the scheme and the site constraints, such impacts are considered to be
acceptable.

7.97

Overall, the impacts to neighbouring occupiers in terms of sense of enclosure and outlook
are considered to be acceptable.
Noise and Vibration

7.98

The application is supported by a Noise Assessment which has been reviewed by the
Council’s Environmental Health (Noise) Team. The assessment states that in order to
enable an assessment of the baseline ambient noise levels in the area, environmental noise
measurements have been carried out which demonstrates compliance with the following
British Standards. BS4142, BS8233, BS4142: Successful demonstration of rating &
assessing the Industrial & Commercial Noise.

7.99

The hotel extension should not cause unacceptable noise for neighbouring residents.
Subject to a recommended condition, noise from mechanical plant should be managed to
acceptable levels and the proposals should not worsen the noise environment for existing
residents.
Construction Impacts

7.100 Demolition and construction activities are likely to cause some additional noise and
disturbance, additional traffic generation and dust. In accordance with relevant Development
Plan policies, a number of conditions are recommended to minimise these impacts. These
will control working hours and require the approval and implementation of Construction
Environmental Management and Logistics Plan.
Transport and Servicing
7.101 Development Plan policies promote sustainable modes of travel and limit car parking to
essential user needs. They also seek to secure safe and appropriate servicing.
Car Parking and Access
7.102 The proposals remove an existing commercial car park which is liable to cut the number of
current vehicle trips undertaken on the local highway network which is welcomed by the
Highway Authority.
7.103 A service yard, which also incorporates one accessible parking space, is proposed. This will
require a reversing movement to access. Whilst requiring a reversing movement is not
preferable in this instance it is acceptable given (a) the low numbers of vehicles movements
involved, (b) given the agreement to employ a banksmen to assist the movement and (c) the
scheme would bring existing on-street servicing to off-street which is altogether preferable. .
In addition, an existing service bay on the highway outside the main entrance will remain in
situ . The accessible bay will only be available if booked in advance and a concierge service
will be available to park the vehicle. These staff will be trained to drive modified vehicles.
Servicing and Deliveries
7.104 An off-street service yard has been provided at ground floor level to facilitate servicing for
the hotel which is directly accessible from Old Montague Street as per the existing situation.
The existing hotel, on average, takes 3 deliveries per day. The proposed hotel is expected to
generate an average of 4-5 deliveries per day when complete.
7.105 Whilst this does represent a small increase in the number of servicing trips it is considered in
the context of an improved arrangement and the removal of trips from the existing car park
represents an improvement on the existing on-site trip generation which is considered to be
a benefit of the scheme.
7.106 A draft Delivery and Servicing Plan has been included as part of the planning application and
includes initiatives and mitigation measures. The Highway Authority are satisfied with its
scope and will secure further details by way of a condition.

Cycle Parking
7.107 Draft London Plan policy T5 and current London Plan (2016) policy 6.9 requires 1 space per
20 bedrooms for long-stay and 1 space per 50 bedrooms for short-stay. Therefore, there
would be a requirement for 8 long-stay and 3 short-stay spaces.
7.108 Cycle parking, both long and short term, will be provided for the entire hotel and is to be
provided at lower ground floor level. This will be in the form of cycle racks with a security
locking loop. The proposed cycle provision and specification is considered to be safe and
secure and as such acceptable.
7.109 The proposed access to cycle parking involves three sets of doors as well as a service lift.
Transport for London have advised that access to indoor cycle parking should involve no
more than two sets of doors, with a recommended minimum external door width of 2 metres.
Any door to a cycle parking area should be automated – push button or pressure pad
operated. Due to the site’s constraints, including the need to provide a servicing yard which
would remove servicing and deliveries from the public highway in addition to Building
Regulation requirements, three sets of doors within these corridors are required. However,
the applicant has confirmed that they will be push button operated as to allow easy
movement through the corridors and into the cycle storage,
7.110 Overall, the proposed cycle storage is considered to be acceptable.
Trip Generation
7.111 A multi-modal assessment has been undertaken and is considered acceptable by LBTH
Highways officers and TfL.
Demolition and Construction Traffic
7.112 Should the application be approved, the impact on the road network from demolition and
construction traffic would be controlled by way of conditions requiring the submission and
approval of Demolition and Construction Management Plans. The Demolition and
Construction Management Plan will need to consider the impact on pedestrians, cyclists and
vehicles as well as fully considering the impact on other developments in close proximity.
Other
7.113 TfL’s Land Use Planning Team have also requested that the applicant review the proposed
servicing arrangements, with the aim of ensuring vehicles can access and egress the site in
forward gear, without the need to reverse. The LBTH Highways Team have previously
reviewed this possibility and consider it unfeasible to provide a service yard of this type
given the constraints of the site. Furthermore the LBTH Highways Team do not consider that
reversing manoeuvres would be detrimental to highways safety in this location.
7.114 TfL’s Land Use Planning Team have also requested the provision of one electric vehicle
charging point. Again, this has been reviewed by the LBTH Highways Team who have
considered the size of the service yard and the need to provide a blue badge (disabled)
parking bay in this space. Given the size of the service yard and the priority to provide a blue
badge bay this has not been possible. The LBTH Highways Team do consider this to be
acceptable.
7.115 It should be noted that LBTH is the Highway Authority for both Old Montague Street and
Osborn Street.

Summary
7.116 Subject to the above it is considered the proposal would be acceptable in terms of
supporting sustainable modes of transport, and will have no significant impacts on the safety
or capacity of the highways network, in accordance with NPPF (2012) policy 6.1, London
Plan (2015) policy 6.3, Core Strategy (2010) policies SP08 & SP09, and Managing
Development Document (2013) policies DM20 & DM22.
Environment
Energy Efficiency and Sustainability
7.117 At a national level, the National Planning Policy Framework sets out that planning plays a
key role in delivering reductions to greenhouse gas emissions, minimising vulnerability and
providing resilience to climate change. The NPPF also notes that planning supports the
delivery of renewable and low carbon energy and associated infrastructure. At a strategic
level, the climate change policies as set out in Chapter 5 of the London Plan 2015, London
Borough of Tower Hamlets Core Strategy (SO24 and SP11) and the Managing Development
Document Policy DM29 collectively require developments to make the fullest contribution to
the mitigation and adaptation to climate change and to minimise carbon dioxide emissions.
7.118 The London Plan (2016) sets out the Mayor’s energy hierarchy which is to:
• Use Less Energy (Be Lean);
• Supply Energy Efficiently (Be Clean); and
• Use Renewable Energy (Be Green)
7.119 Policy DM29 includes the target to achieve a minimum 50% reduction in CO2 emissions
above the Building Regulations 2010 through the cumulative steps of the Energy Hierarchy.
From April 2014 the London Borough of Tower Hamlets have applied a 45 per cent carbon
reduction target beyond Part L 2013 of the Building Regulations, as this is deemed to be
broadly equivalent to the 50 per cent target beyond Part L 2010 of the Building Regulations.
7.120 The submitted Energy Statement (BPP – May 2019) sets out the applicant has sought to
meet the CO2 emission reduction policy requirements through energy efficiency measures,
integration of a CHP engine (30kWth) for space heating and hot water and integration of a
PV array. The report notes that the following CO2 emissions:
• Baseline – 362.34 tonnes CO2 per annum
• Lean Scheme – 347.39 tonnes CO2 per annum
• Clean Scheme – 221.62 tonnes CO2 per annum
• Proposed Scheme – 199.19 tonnes CO2 per annum
The CO2 emission reduction is anticipated to be 45.3% against the building regulation
baseline which is compliant with policy requirements. It is recommended that the delivery of
the CO2 emission reductions is secured via Condition.
Sustainability
7.121 Policy DM29 also requires sustainable design assessment tools to be used to ensure the
development has maximised use of climate change mitigation measures. At present the
current interpretation of this policy is to require all non-residential to achieve BREEAM
Excellent. The applicant has submitted a BREEAM Pre-Assessments which shows the
scheme is designed to achieve a BREEAM Excellent Rating with a score of 73%.
7.122 The proposal for the scheme to achieve a BREEAM Excellent should be secured via
condition.

Summary and Securing the Proposals
7.123 The current proposals have sought to implement energy efficiency measures, CHP heating
and hot water system and renewable energy technologies to deliver CO2 emission
reductions. The current proposals for CO2 emission reductions meet the target for a 45.3%
reduction on-site compared to a building regulation baseline.
7.124 It is considered that the proposals are in accordance with adopted policies for sustainability
and CO2 emission reductions and it is recommended they are secured through appropriate
conditions to deliver:
•
•
•

Submission of a post completion verification report including the as built calculations
(SBEM) to demonstrate the reduction in CO2 emissions have been delivered on-site.
Full details of the proposed PV array including peak output of the system and
delivery of the approved details.
Submission of Final BREEM Certificate to demonstrate an ‘Excellent’ rating has been
delivered.

Air Quality
7.125 Development Plan policies require major developments to be accompanied by assessments
which demonstrate that the proposed use(s) are acceptable and show how development
would prevent or reduce air pollution.
7.126 The application is accompanied by an Air Quality Report. The report states that the impact of
the development on local air quality would be minimal and that the development would be air
quality neutral as required by the GLA SPG on sustainable design and construction. The
LBTH Environmental Health (Air Quality) Team have reviewed this report and concur with
these conclusions. Air Quality measures will be secured by way of a condition requesting a
Construction Environmental and Logistics Management Plan.
Waste
7.127 Development Plan policies require adequate refuse and recycling storage alongside
combined with appropriate management and collection arrangements.
7.128 The LBTH Waste Team have reviewed the proposal and are satisfied with the refuse storage
arrangements within the service yard fronting Old Montague Street and the submitted Waste
Strategy.
7.129 The proposal would have an impact on the waste arrangements consented within the
neighbouring scheme at 32-38 Osborn Street. The officer delegated report for this
application (application ref: PA/17/01230) states that residential bins would need to be taken
from the bin store (within the building) onto Old Montague Street for collection, as refuse
vehicles cannot access the existing private car park and the distance from the street
exceeds the 10m carrying rule. A residential waste management plan is secured by
condition (8) and this will detail the arrangement for taking bins on/off the street. This
condition does not yet appear to have been discharged.
7.130 The delegated report notes that commercial waste for the ground floor unit will be stored
outside the property at the rear. Whilst the space at the rear is technically within the car park,
the owners of 32-38 Osborn Street have a right to use it for waste storage and this is
acknowledged in the report. Like residential waste, the commercial bins would need to be
taken out to the highway for collection, and again this is noted in the report.

7.131 No condition has been attached to the permission to secure the details of the commercial
collection however, as both the commercial and residential storage is within the same area
and same arrangement, it is considered a similar strategy will be pursued.
7.132 The proposed arrangement would be the same, the only difference being that the storage
space for the bins and the route to Old Montague Street is internalised by the proposed
development.
7.133 Overall, it is not considered that the proposed development compromises the waste strategy
at 32-38 Osborn Street as the approved arrangements would not be significantly changed by
the new proposals for the hotel apart from being internalised. It is considered that the
proposals offer an opportunity for a better waste arrangement from a 32-28 Osborn Street
refuse management perspective, as there is potential for the loading bay to be used rather
than bins being left out on the street.
Biodiversity
7.134 Development Plan policies seek to safeguard and where possible enhance biodiversity
value.
7.135 The Preliminary Ecological Assessment (PEA) has been reviewed by the Council’s
Biodiversity Officer. This does not include a full desk study. Specifically, it does not include a
data search from Greenspace Information for Greater London, the environmental records
centre. The justification for this is the low quality of habitat on the site and lack of
connectivity to greenspaces.
7.136 A number of features on the existing buildings, which look highly suitable for roosting bats,
have been assessed as being of negligible potential based entirely on the poor quality of
habitat in the area. It is considered that low potential would be a more appropriate
assessment of these features, requiring an emergence survey to confirm the likely absence
of roosting bats. As such, and as per the comments received from the LBTH Biodiversity
Officer, the existing ancillary building (labelled B2 in the Preliminary Ecological Assessment)
could be demolished by ‘soft’ methods in the presence of a licensed bat worker, to ensure no
bats are harmed.
7.137 The proposed plans show green roofs over much of the new extension, in some areas these
are combined with photovoltaics. In principle, this is supported however no exact detail has
been provided of the green roof. These should be biodiverse and bio-solar roofs designed in
accordance with Buglife’s best practice guidance. These enhancements will be secured by
way of a condition.
Flood Risk & Drainage
7.138 Development Plan policies seek to manage flood risk and encourage the use of Sustainable
Urban Drainage.
7.139 In relation to surface water run-off, the site is already built upon and therefore, subject to a
planning condition to ensure the scheme incorporates Sustainable Drainage Measures in
accordance with the London Plan’s hierarchy, the proposal is considered acceptable in
accordance with policies 5.12, 5.13 of the London Plan (2016), Policies SP04 of the Core
Strategy (2010) and DM13 of the Managing Development Document (2013).
Land Contamination
7.140 The proposal is accompanied by a Desk Study of the land conditions. The LBTH
Environmental Health (Contaminated Land) Team have reviewed this report and are

satisfied that it adequately addresses the history of the site and a proposal to undertake an
intrusive investigation of the site based on the desk study findings.
7.141 Subject to standard conditions, the proposals are acceptable from a land contamination
perspective and that any contamination that is identified can be satisfactorily dealt with.
Infrastructure Impact
7.142 It is estimated that the proposed development would be liable for Tower Hamlets Community
Infrastructure Levy (CIL) payments of approximately £67,417.30 and Mayor of London CIL of
approximately £40,180.00. It is important to note that these figures are approximate. This will
likely change given indexation is linked to the date planning permission is granted.
7.143 Alongside CIL, Development Plan policies seek financial contributions to be secured by way
of planning obligations to offset the likely impacts of the proposed development on local
services and infrastructure.
7.144 The applicant has agreed to meet all of the financial contributions that are sought by the
Council’s Planning Obligations SPD, as follows:
•
•

£24,800.00 towards construction phase employment skills training
£55,284.00 towards end-user phase employment skills training

Human Rights & Equalities
7.145 The proposal does not raise any unique human rights or equalities implications. The balance
between individual rights and the wider public interest has been carefully considered and
officers consider it to be acceptable.
7.146 The proposed provision of the hotel meets inclusive design standards and over 10% of the
new rooms would be wheelchair accessible and 1 disabled car parking space provided.
These standards would benefit future employees and visitors, including disabled people,
elderly people and parents/carers with children.
7.147 The proposed development would not result in adverse impacts upon equality or social
cohesion.
8

RECOMMENDATION

8.1

That conditional planning permission is GRANTED subject to the prior completion of a
legal agreement to secure the following planning obligations

8.2

Financial Obligations
a. £24,800.00 towards construction phase employment skills training
b. £55,284.00 towards end-user phase employment skills training

8.3

Non-Financial Obligations
a. Access to employment
‒
‒
‒
‒

20% local procurement
20% local labour in construction
6 construction phase apprenticeships
1 end-user phase apprenticeship

b. Transport

‒
‒
‒
‒

Car free development (commercial)
Approval and implementation of Travel Plan
No coach bookings
Crossrail top up (formula)

c. Carbon Offset obligation in the event the scheme cannot deliver a 45% reduction
d. Compliance with Considerate Constructors Scheme
e. 90 Day Lets
8.4

That the Corporate Director of Place is delegated the power to negotiate the legal
agreement. If within three months of the resolution the legal agreement has not been
completed, the Corporate Director for Place is delegated power to refuse planning
permission.

8.5

That the Corporate Director of Place is delegated the power to impose conditions and
informatives to address the following matters:

8.6

Planning Conditions
Compliance’ Conditions:
1. Permission valid for 3 years;
2. Development in accordance with approved plans;
3. Restrictions on Demolition and Construction Activities (including hours of working)
4. Provision of cycle stores for the life of the development;
5. Cycle Parking;
6. Waste Strategy;
7. Provision of 18 wheelchair accessible units;
8. Obscure glazed windows on elevation;
9. Extraction equipment to terminate at roof level only
Prior to Commencement’ Conditions:
10. Plant Noise
11. Construction Environmental Management and Logistics Pan – Including Dust and
Emissions Management Plan
12. Site wide drainage scheme in consultation with Thames Water including sustainable
drainage measures;
13. Ground contamination remediation and mitigation
14. Air Quality and Air Quality Neutral Assessment
15. Archaeological Investigation (in consultation with GLAAS);
16. Details of demolition (including the presence of a licensed bat worker).
17. Site Specific Security Assessment
Prior to Completion Of Superstructure Works Conditions:
18. Biodiversity mitigation and enhancements including bird/bat/insect boxes
19. Details of all external plant and machinery and PV panels
20. Details of all external facing materials including samples
21. Typical elevation details and ground floor elevations at 1:50 scale
22. Scheme of highway works surrounding the site (Section 278 agreement)
23. Secure by Design Accreditation

Prior to Occupation Conditions:
24. Details of extraction, ventilation and external plant equipment
25. Refuse Stores
26. Surface water management system
27. Full Delivery, servicing and management plan (including the employment of banksmen)
28. Travel Plan
29. Delivery of BREEAM Excellent
30. Submission of post completion verification report including as built calculations (SBEM)
to demonstrate the reduction in CO2 emissions have been delivered on site
31. Full details of proposed PV array
32. Air quality ventilation scheme
33. Lets of 90 days
8.7

Informatives
1. Permission subject to legal agreement.
2. Development is CIL liable.
3. Thames Water – proximity to assets.

APPENDIX 1 – List of Plans for Approval
Schedule of Drawings
A-000-001 REV P0 – Existing Site Location Plan
A-025-099 REV P0 – Existing Lower Ground Floor Plan
A-025-100 REV P0 – Existing Ground Floor Plan
A-025-101 REV P0 – Existing First Floor Plan
A-025-102 REV P0 – Existing Second Floor Plan
A-025-103 REV P0 – Existing Third Floor Plan
A-025-104 REV P0 – Existing Fourth Floor Plan
A-025-105 REV P0 – Existing Fifth Floor Plan
A-025-106 REV P0 – Existing Sixth Floor Plan
A-025-121 REV P0 – Existing South East Elevation
A-025-122 REV P0 – Existing North Elevation
A-025-123 REV P0 – Existing South West Elevation
A-025-124 REV P0 – Existing South East Elevation
A-025-131 REV P0 – Existing Section AA
A-025-132 REV P0 – Existing Section BB
A-100-099 REV P1 – Proposed Lower Ground Floor Plan
A-100-100 REV P0 – Proposed Ground Floor Plan
A-100-101 REV P0 – Proposed First Floor Plan
A-100-102 REV P0 – Proposed Second Floor Plan
A-100-103 REV P0 – Proposed Third Floor Plan
A-100-104 REV P0 – Proposed Fourth Floor Plan
A-100-105 REV P1 – Proposed Fifth Floor Plan
A-100-106 REV P1 – Proposed Roof Floor Plan
A-110-001 REV P0 – Proposed South East Elevation
A-110-002 REV P1 – Proposed North Elevation
A-110-003 REV P1 – Proposed North East Elevation
A-110-004 REV P0 – Proposed South East Elevation
A-110-005 REV P0 – Proposed North East Elevation
A-500-001 REV P0 – Proposed Façade Details
A-120-001 REV P1 – Proposed Section AA
A-120-002 REV P1 – Proposed Section BB
A-120-003 REV P1 – Proposed Section BB
Schedule of Documents
Planning Statement (CBRE)
Design and Access Statement (Dexter Moren Associates);
Energy Statement (Caldwell Consulting);
BREEAM Pre-Assessment (Caldwell Consulting);
Built Heritage and Townscape Statement (CgMs Heritage);
Daylight and Sunlight Report (GIA);
Statement of Community Involvement (Kanda);
Transport Assessment (Pell Frischmann);
Draft Delivery and Service Plan (DSP) (Pell Frischmann);
Framework Travel Plan (Pell Frischmann);
Noise Planning Assessment (Hydrock);
Air Quality Assessment (Hydrock);
SUDS Assessment (Hydrock);
Phase 1 Desk Study Report (Hydrock);
Preliminary Ecological Appraisal and Preliminary Bat Roost Assessment (Hydrock);
Archaeology (CgMs Heritage);

- Desk Based Assessment
- Written Scheme for Investigation
- Watching Brief
Hotel Market Demand Assessment (Knight Frank).

APPENDIX 2 – Relevant Plans
Figure 11: Proposed Ground Floor Plan

Figure 12: Proposed Osborn Street Elevation

Figure 13: Proposed Old Montague Street Elevation

Figure 14: Proposed Elevation/Section from Green Dragon Yard

Figure 15: Visual - Osborn Street

Figure 16: Visual - Old Montague Street

Figure 17: Visual - Aerial View from North-East

APPENDIX 3 – SITE PHOTOGRAPHS
Figure 18: Osborn Street Elevation

Figure 19: Old Montague Street Elevation

Figure 20: Old Montague Street Elevation

Figure 21: Looking north-west from Green Dragon Yard (Northern Courtyard)

Figure 22: Looking west from Green Dragon Yard (Northern Courtyard)

Figure 23: Looking west from Green Dragon Yard (Southern Courtyard)

Figure 24: Existing hotel car park

