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item no 
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no 
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5.2 PA/19/02849  
 

Brune House, 
Bell Lane & 
Carter House, 
Brune Street & 
Bernard 
House, 
Toynbee 
Street, 
London, E1 

Brune Street: Installation of ‘conservation style’ 
iron vehicle gate (height 1,800 mm); Replacement 
of existing railing with ‘conservation style’ iron 
railing resulting in additional 600 mm height 
(height 1,800 mm); Replacement of existing 
double gate with conservation style iron gate 
(height as existing). 
Toynbee Street: Replacement of existing single 
swing arm gate with ‘conservation style’ iron 
vehicular and pedestrian gate (height 1,800 mm); 
Replacement of x3 porous and staggered 
boundary fences with single ‘conservation style’ 
iron pedestrian gate (1,800 mm). (Application is a 
re-submission with additional information 
provided) 
 

 
1.0   NEW CONSULTATION RESPONSE 

1.1 One additional representation from the Holland Estate Residents TRA (representing 
the residents of Brune, Bernard, Carter and Barnet Houses) was received. The 
response was received on 11 March 2020 and supports to the application. The points 
raised can be summarised as follows: 

 

 Further background on the housing stock transfer promises in 2006. The 
programme of works included lifts and perimeter security enhancements. 

 PA/08/02347 granted permission for these works previously. 

 There is reference in the committee report to resolving anti –social behaviour 
though other measures instead of the proposed security enhancements. 
Whilst this may be feasible for new build properties but not in the case of 
existing buildings and the way the buildings/spaces between the buildings 
work in reality.  

 A scheme for gates at nearby Herbert and Jacobson House were recently 
approved by committee members and this has reduced anti-social behaviour. 

 The night time economy has increased in the area which leads to drunken 
anti-social behaviour including street drug use/trade, noise nuisance and 
rough sleeping  

 The recorded anti-social behaviour figures are high already but these figures 
are higher due to underreported of residents to the relevant authorities 

 There has been a higher boundary wall between the street and the estate 
historically. This hasn’t been considered.  

 The new fencing is appropriate to the streetscape and provides a strong 
boundary that has always been there but with a more open and permeable 
feel.  

 The proposed design is sympathetic to the conservation area and would 
enhance the current modern rails. The proposal is not considered to be 
overbearing. 

 The proposal will not have an adverse impact on the accessibility and 
permeability to the local area and there will be no negative impact on equality 
or social cohesion as a result of the proposal. 



 
1.2  Officer response: 

 Paragraph 7.21 and 7.22 of the committee report provide officers comments 
on housing stock transfer promise in 2006. Whilst it is unfortunate that 
promises were not delivered, officers remain of the opinion that these works 
were not submitted as a formal planning submission and do not require 
consideration as part of this planning application presented to committee this 
evening 

 From research in to the planning history, officers understand that conditions 
attached to PA/08/02347 have not all been discharged. This includes 
condition 3 (materials) and condition 7 (boundary treatment details). Given 
this and officers understanding of what has been build out on site, officers 
opinion is that the previous permission has not been fully implemented and 
cannot be fully implemented.  

 Under PA/16/00254, planning permission was refused and later dismissed by 
the planning inspectorate for the erection of a 2.3 metre high metal security 
gate to Herbert and Jacobson House. PA/16/01628 subsequently allowed the 
single gate which was included as part of the variation to the parent consent 
PA/08/02347. Officers are of the opinion that this scheme is different to the 
proposal under consideration given that this is for a single gate down a 
narrower access point rather than gating the entire estate. 

 Officer’s comments regarding the anti-social behaviour matters are included 
in section 7.15 to 7.20 of the committee report. Officers remain of the opinion 
that alternative methods to alleviate anti-social behaviour could be 
considered. There is insufficient evidence provided to demonstrate the 
reduction in anti-social behaviour with the closing of the gates at Herbert and 
Jacobson House.  

 Whilst there has been a wall historically, officers are of the opinion that the 
existing railings are less harmful to the conservation and streetscene 
especially in height and design terms. A simpler solution than currently 
proposed would therefore be beneficial. The previous wall also did not 
enclose the estate, thus not restricting movement within the estate and the 
wider area. 

 Officers detailed comments regarding the impact on the conservation area 
and its setting, the impact of the proposal on the locality and the impact on 
accessible and inclusive communities is provided in the main body of the 
committee report. 

 
1.3   Paragraph 4.2 of the committee report should also be updated to reference:  

 

 32 letters of representation were received in support plus a petition of 81 
signatures. 31 individual representations were received in support (including 
a letter of support from Holland Estate Residents TRA) with 29 of these using 
a template response. 

 
2.0  GROUNDS OF REFUSAL 

2.1 Paragraph 8.1 under the Recommendation sub-heading, the following grounds of 
refusal to be included: 

 
1. The proposed gates and railings would result in an incongruous form of development 

that would harm the local streetscape and would neither preserve nor enhance the 
character and appearance of the Wentworth Street Conservation Area and adjacent 
Artillery Passage Conservation Area. As such, the proposal would be contrary to 



policies LP7.4, LP7.5, LP7.6 and LP7.8 of the London Plan (2016) and policies 
S.DH1, D.DH2 and S.DH3 of the Tower Hamlets Local Plan (2020). 
 

2. The proposed gates and railings would result in a gated community by segregating 
the estate from the public realm. This would negatively affect the social integration of 
the area and be contrary to the promotion of mixed and balanced communities. As 
such, the proposal would be contrary to policies LP3.9, LP7.2 and LP7.3 of the 
London Plan (2016) and policies D.DH2 and D.DH8 of the Tower Hamlets Local Plan 
(2020). 

 
   

3.0    RECOMMENDATION 
 

3.1  Officer recommendation remains that planning permission should be REFUSED for the 
reasons set out above. 

 
 


