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Summary of Regulation 14 representations received

15th March - 27th April and 5th July - 15th August 2021



Summary of Regulation 14 Representations, September 2021

Dates of Reg.14 consultations:15 March to 27th April 2021 and 5th
July to 15th August 2021

Organisation

Response by

Change to NP

Iresident RRB Forum (if any)
Text in this colour
means changes
have been added
to draft plan.
Re-order text, with
policies coming
first, followed by
actions, all with

- o consecutive
Tower Hamlets requested policies come first in each chapter, followed numbers, so no
by actions. Numbers to be consecutive e.g. Policy LE1, Policy LE2, policies and
Action LE3, Action LE4 actions have the
1. High same number.
street and Renumber figures,
local omitting the pre-fix
economy 1.
The document is generally well structured and we are pleased to note
the identification of specific heritage objectives. We would agree that
traffic congestion and the severance of routes into and from Hackney
Wick and the Olympic Park are particular issues which effect the
potential economic and social growth for the neighbourhood. Improving
Historic the publ_ic realm and links over_the A12_v_v9uld hel_p Bow access the
England de\_/elc_)plng c_ultural a_nd educational facilities within the Olympic Pa_rk Comment noted
while improving public access to Roman Road and Bow Market with
the potential to encourage greater activity around local independent
businesses. Opportunities to link creative industries and arts based
facilities within the Roman Road area with facilities and activities in
Fish Island and beyond would also help to support greater cultural
activity.
GLA Culture
and Creative
Industries
Unit response
Policy LE1: Flexible use of existing premises is encouraged, and this supports the

Encouraging

aspirations of the Cultural Infrastructure Plan to increase capacity for

Comment noted

London Plan Policy SD6 sets out the importance of variety within a high
street setting, including night time and evening activities.

Reference
London Plan
policy SD6

Reference London
Plan policy SD6

London Plan Policy E3 supports the aspiration to secure affordable
workspace at rents maintained below the market rate for social and

changes to the Use Class Order which came into effect in September.
This provides the opportunity to use spaces for cultural and community
use including workspace, supporting the GLA’s High Streets for All
Mission which aims to work with London’s diverse communities to
establish new, exciting and experimental uses across London’s high
streets and public spaces.

Comment noted

LBTH
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This is an interesting policy area at the current time, due to something
of a contradiction between local and national policy on this issue. The | Tension
Tower Hamlets Local Plan Policy D.TC2 aims to protect existing retail |acknowledged
in town centres by not supporting conversion to other uses in situations|between
where the amount of retail uses in a town centre frontage would fall national and
below a threshold of 60% or 40%, depending on the area. In essence, |local policy
the policy aims to put some limits on flexibility within town centres in
Policy LE1 |order to try and protect their traditional function as retail centres.
The Forum
welcomes the
greater
emphasis on
However, recent changes to the Use Classes Order have placed a er>t<;]b|I|ty du? o
greater emphasis on flexibility in town centres, moving a number of cha:gfs,ci?]nthe
previously separate uses (including retail, professional services, cafes, Use Class
offices, and some community uses) into a single Class E, meaning that Order. and
planning permission is no longer needed to switch between these believés too

uses.

much emphais
has been placed
on retall as the
anchor for high
streets.

In some respects then, Policy LE1 can be said to be in conformity with
national policy (by encouraging greater levels of flexibility) while not
being in conformity with local policy. In general, we welcome the
neighbourhood forums thoughts on possible responses to the changes
in the Use Classes Order and their potential impacts on planning for
town centres. However, we feel that significantly more detail is needed
in the supporting text and the policy itself to explain what is intended by
this policy and how it can be applied in practice.

We will review
policy and
consider what
further details
might be be
added to policy
and its intended
use. We will
also distinguish
more clearly
between
encouraging
greater flexibility
of existing
employment
space and the
provision of new
flexible and
affordable
space.
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We need to
consider
whether to focus
In particular, the Council’s Enterprise Team have noted that while the on fI_eX|bIe co-
. S - - S working spaces
idea of designing buildings for flexibility of uses seems sensible in .
) 2 . o . . with shared |remove reference
theory, in practice it is often hard to achieve as specific occupiers will o
- L . facilities or  [to 2015 footfall
have specific needs, and these may be quite different between different
. - smaller self- |report report on
class E uses — for example, the needs of a retail space are different :
. e . contained page 35
from those of a café. It may be difficult therefore to design new
. . spaces such as
developments to be inherently flexible between all class E uses.
25-50 sgm
micro-
employment
spaces
The reference to ‘communally-shared facilities’ is also not clear, and it
is not clear whether the policy is aiming to encourage shared
workspace or ‘hot desking’ developments. If this is what the policy
aims to encourage, it should be clearer; and at the same time, we
would be wary of putting such an aim in policy at the moment, as a .
) . - omit reference to
number of workspace providers are looking at moving away from the L
: o shared facilities in
communal hot desking model at this time due to concerns around the arad.2 4
coronavirus pandemic. We note the reference in section 4.2.4 to the P o
Roman Road Footfall Report which recommended the provision of hot-
desking and co-working spaces, but also note that this is from 2015,
and it would be good to understand if the same conditions still prevail
SixX years on.
For new
employment
space, we will
We also note that while some tenants may want “flexible, short term” consider Sh'ftmg
. . . the emphasis of
tenancies, others may want greater levels of certainty — there is a b i b
potential that encouraging specific tenancy models may restrict some | the policy to the
users while providing flexibility for others. It is difficult but not provision of .
. . . . providing Policy LE 1
impossible to control tenancy models through planning conditions, and
affordable changed to

the Council does achieve this through the requirement in Local Plan
Policy D.EMP2 for 10% of employment floorspace on major proposals
to be affordable. The draft Leaside Area Action Plan also contains a
policy (LS6) that would require employment developments in that part
of the borough to provide 10% of employment floorspace as smaller
units between 25-50sgm that would be suitable and more affordable for
smaller businesses and start-ups, and that these units should be fitted
out for such potential occupiers to easily move into. The Leaside AAP
is only at Regulation 18 consultation stage at the time of writing, and
this policy has therefore not been examined, but we would suggest that
something along the lines of D.EMP2 or LS6 could be included in the
neighbourhood plan, with a requirement for a certain percentage of
space to meet particular requirements related to size or perhaps
tenancy requirements.

workspace at less
than market
rates, including
smaller units 25-
50 sgm and a
certain % of
flexible tenancies.
Use planning
obligations to
achieve this. -
London Plan
Policy E3, Local
Plan policy
D.EMP2, draft
Leaside Area
Action Plan LS6

strongly support
proposals to
deliver class E
uses that are
capable of
supporting maker
spaces, cultural or
leisure activities
and social
enterprises.
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The same Leaside AAP policy also contains a clause requiring new
employment developments to provide a Commercial Strategy
Statement, which would include an explanation of why a particular )
design and specification is being proposed, who its intended occupiers _Cons_lder
including a

are, a marketing strategy to attract those occupiers, and an indicative
rent level. The purpose of this is largely to ensure that new
employment space in the Leaside area is not left unoccupied, but it
could also play a role in identifying that new developments are
encouraging a suitable range of employment uses. Again, we stress
that this policy is under consultation and has not been formally
adopted yet, but something similar to this could play a role in the
forum’s thinking.

requirement for
a commercial
strategy
statement in

policy

The supporting text could also usefully contain some detail on the
specific needs of the social enterprises and creative industries, if these
have been identified — what kind of facilities do these industries need
that might not be provided in more conventional employment spaces?

Comment noted

The policy should also highlight whether it is aimed at a particular
geographical location. Presumably, this is intended to apply only in the
town centre — if that is the case, the policy should explicitly say this, to
remove any suggestion that development proposals for commercial
activities might be encouraged elsewhere in the neighbourhood area.

new policy
wording adopted
- no locations
specified

T OTUCT TUSUPPOTT
the Bow economy,
proposals to
deliver class E
uses that are
capable of
supporting maker
spaces, cultural or
leisure activities
and social
enterprises will be
strongly
supported. Such
proposals must
ensure that they
do not have a
detrimental impact
on the amenity of
surrounding
occupiers,
particularly

To conclude, we are not able to support this policy as currently written.
The policy needs to be significantly clearer about what it wants to
achieve and how to achieve this through planning policy. Some
suggestions have been given in the above comments about how the
policy might be written to achieve some of the forum’s aims, and we
would be happy to hold further discussions with the forum following the
consultation to help develop this further. It is likely that any policy in
this area would need a significant amount of supporting text to explain
the nuances of how the policy should work in practice and what will be
expected of developers.

Discuss a draft
revised policy
with LBTH
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We also have a couple of more general comments on the text around
this policy. Section 4.2.1 identifies some potential causes of the Market area
number of vacant business premises on Roman Road, but doesn’t 12/120 vacant Include numbers of
provide any evidence that these are indeed the causes. In section 4.1 St. Stephens - vacent units
where percentages of vacant units are uses, it would be useful to also Grove Rd
know the absolute numbers of vacant units. 19/101 vacant
draft policy page
35. replace figure
The key to figure 1.14 says ‘proposed town centres’ although this We will replace |1.14 with map on
shows the designated town centre for Roman Road East - this is figure 1.14 with [p.56 of Tower
presumably because the map has been taken from a Tower Hamlets a more recent |Hamlets High
evidence base document from before the new Local Plan was adopted. map. Streets & Town
Centres Strategy
2017 - 2022
We are generally supportive of this proposal. However, we would be
interested to know whether the forum has been in communication with
the owner of this site, and their opinion on the proposal — as the .
agreement of the owner will obviously be key to implementing any Follow up with
changes. We appreciate that this is listed as an ‘action’, and therefore owners of Bow
Action LE1 |represents a community preference rather than a strict planning policy, | BUSiness Centre
but it is likely that an inspector of the neighbourhood plan will also want (Mike Pho”eo!
to know what engagement has taken place with the owner of the site. If| 2nd sent email
the owner was in agreement with the proposal, then there is no reason on 13/05/2021)
why this could not become a formal site allocation, with some
additional detail added around what is expected from the site.
We are supportive of this proposal. The Council’s Enterprise Team has
noted that there are existing programmes (WorkPath, Young include a reference
WorkPath, and Tower Hamlets Education Business Partnership) that | Comment noted |to the different
can support this objective, and these could be referenced in the programmes
Action LE2 ([supportive text.
We are supportive of this proposal, and have no further comments on it
Action LE3 |at this time. Comment noted

Local resident

Roman Road is ugly, even many of the units with businesses have
shopfronts signs that are shabby, missing altogether or badly
maintained. We need to enforce a responsibility of business owners to
maintain their shopfronts. To help with this maybe loans and grants
should be made available to facilitate this?

Comment noted

To encourage the night time economy during the summer months
maybe the eastern section of Roman Road could be closed to traffic
with restaurants cafes and bars able to put outside tables and chairs on
the street. If it doesn’t exist already a local business association should
be set up up for businesses on Roman Road enabling the set up of a
Business Improvement District in a similar way to InStreatham say
https://www.instreatham.com/ In any plans for Roman Road we should
make sure that accessibility for disabled residents is considered and
prioritised.

Liveable Streets
programme will
make market
area pedestrian-
only during
daytime.
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Local resident

| personally find Bow House Business Centre ugly and uninviting | feel
for it to be a reasonable solution to the objectives in the report
substantial investment would be need to clean and renovate the
property. Perhaps other alternative sites should be considered.

Comment noted

I have lived on Lichfield Rd now for over 27 years and not much has
changed. The market and immediate Roman Rd area really needs to
be addressed and there are a lot of people who feel that this area isn’t
being utilised properly.

Comment noted

Local resident

Two ideas here: the empty retail spaces should be used as pop up
shops to increase interest and drive footfall to the area. There are too
many real estate agents and nail bars (who only take cash. Is that
legal?). This however isn't as simple as it should be, as | have tried
myself. There is resistance from the council and local estate agents
marketing these sites. | have been told several times by the agents at
Look that several properties | enquired about were now 'taken'. This
was about a year ago and they are still empty. There is also a shop
opposite Bonner Square that has been empty for years and is
supposedly for rent by the council. When we enquired, the person at

Evidence noted
of challenges
experienced by
local people
who try to find
meanwhile use
for empty retail

the council was very evasive and said it wasn't for rent anymore. It has units
since been witnessed that someone is using the locked up premises to

store goods. Meanwhile, it continues to be an eyesore.

My second plan is to open up Roman Rd market on a Sunday to sell

vintage, food, books, etc. A bit like Broadway market or how Spitalfields

market used to be. This would really support small business owners Noted and
and artisans, plus offers a variety we currently don’t have. The local informed
school could be approached to hire out their playground and parking resident about
space as a parking site. This would be a great way of encouraging a Roman Road
larger sector of people to the area, provide business to the current Trust

street vendors, plus support expansion and create interest for new
shop holders.

Localresident

Exciting to see the Draft Neighbourhood Plan. | see lots of great
initiatives, ranging from plans to bolster the Roman Road shopping
infrastructure, to developing better cycle routes.

Comment noted

Local resident

| applaud the commitment to flexible use of retail space on Roman
Road, and urge you to go further if possible.

support for
flexible use of
retail use noted

Local resident

Rejuvenating the market. It strikes me that a concerted effort is need to
relaunch the market. Can we attract a greater diversity of stalls? Can
we tidy up the look of the current stalls? Could more food/drink
provision be brought in? How can we/the council support this? Better
market = more visitors = more customs for shops = more shops open
too.

support for
rejuvenating the
market noted

Local resident

Empty units. 100% agree on all steps to get them back into use. But
while note in use, what can be done to tidy them up. Colourful posters
by local students? Use for art projects? Some creative thinking here
could lead to cheap, effective action to cheer these up!

support for
meanwhile use
of empty units
noted
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4.2 does discuss implementing flexible use class. However it should go | plea for shifting
further or make a bigger point to allow for more cafes and restaurants balance away
onto roman road. | believe there is a restriction at planning level, about from, retail

Local resident

the % of retail vs cafes/restaurants, and this % should shift based on
changing demands of Londoners. Most high streets in the city have
changed this skew, but roman road seems to have been left behind,
leading to the many empty retail units and high volumes of nail salons
and declining importance of the street as a hub.

towards other

uses, including
cafes and

restaurants on
the Roman

Local resident

Objective 1: Thriving High Street and Local Economy

night time economy as we remember the problems caused to local

NOTTEU UTat

dovial nt ~f

Local resident

further or make a bigger point to allow for more cafes and restaurants

NUTET, -

oo +

Local resident

shops in the Roman Road. There is nothing we can’t buy except

Comment noted

resident

residents’. We include ourselves in ‘some resident’. The market is

NOEuU ridt A

lnaal vmavlzat

TTIE FIdIT U TETTUVE UTE TATl PATR TTUOMT UTE TTIATRET IS d StdD TIT UTE UdUR

tod ne A Tovaine Lia lote sanda

fov n vnaviiat that ic and angld ha vnen

relevant issue of

SAITTE TuTdl

placements is great. Need more workplaces to back this up. It isn’t

Comment noted

vocidant
streets
LBTH
The aims of this policy are very strongly SUpported, and are n e with
a number of strategies prepared by the Council in recent years around
the need to improve connectivity in the borough, particularly for those
walking and cycling, and for disabled people. As mentioned in the
general comments, we think there is an opportunity for the supporting
text _to set out more detail of how the policy might be applied. In Comment noted
particular, the policy needs to be clearer about how developer
contributions are expected to be used to deliver these improvements,
as noted above in the section of general comments. In some cases,
this will be possible through direct developer S106 or S278
. contributions; but for wider changes to the area, these may be more

Po“Cy GSs1 annrnnriate ac nriaritv clinnactinne far ClI
further, which are set out below: CeT et s
to specify (perhaps in supporting text) what kind of contributions are | Comment noted|” "> .
routes for improvements to cycle lanes? If so, this should be said more | Comment noted
to help emphasise the need for sites to enable connections to existing Comment noted t”d' "%{iﬂjvm o
* Clause 4 — presumably this refers to “new public bicycle stands”. Comment noted wd”gc‘ Lﬁﬂ'fi\’n%
Tower Hamlets Local Plan, which set out what an appropriate level of | Comment noted|” ") = "7
‘appropriate width’ is, or how this could be assessed when an a minimum of 2
application comes forward. It may also be possible to specify that this Comment noted metres wide to allow
might require frontages of developments to be set back from the plot 2 wheelchair users
edge where existing pavement widths are inappropriate. to pass.. (have
words “where needed” — this would set an expectation that pedestrian | Comment noted L:ff:fﬂlvv' e
T e T SO g X o o™ | Comment noted [ 77 T
from the addition of “where needed”, as the provision of new bus Comment noted |add ‘where needed'
TTCCSSTOITY s e TETOTeTCS 10 TSIV TSt STer SO 991 G omment noted |~~~ -~
mentioned in the policy — St Stephen’s Road and Grove Road (Grove | Comment noted TL:UCLL::':':'E

Action GS1 |presented as a policy (or combined with the existing Policy GS1). Comment noted |~ > " E

P T 2l
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The Council’s Transport team have asked if the reference to a ‘segregated’
cycle lane on Grove Road be changed to say ‘high-quality’, on the basis that a
segregated track may not be feasible on Grove Road, but that other options
can be explored to achieve an inclusive cycling facility. They have also asked if
the reference to blue badge parking on Roman Road be changed to say ‘in
the Roman Road area’, as options are being explored for how access to
facilities on Roman Road can be maintained at times when the road itself is
pedestrianised. They have also asked if the reference to a ‘proper cycle
network’ in the objective itself can be changed to ‘high-quality’, as this
language is more easily definable in terms of transport planning.

Comment noted

1. High quality cycle
route along Grove
Road should....

2. Proposals for
School Streets for all
schools in the area
will be supported

3. ...parking
provision in the
Roman Road area....
4. 'proper’ replaced
by high quality in the
wording of the

abhiective

Local resident

and 5 you refer to 'bicycle’, this should be changed to 'cycle' as it is deemed

Comment noted

CTTarige air
vofavanmans

o

cycle stand outside Tesco in Gladstone Place.

Comment noted

Have added text

Local resident

Road/A12 junction. | have raised this on numerous consultations over

Comment noted

Local resident

Walking: We are frustrated by cyclists and pedestrians classified
together. They often have conflicting interests e.g. cycle lanes behind
bus stops. on park paths, the use of pavements and zebra crossings.
Canal towpaths have become a no-go area for many pedestrians,
including people who have used and valued the towpaths all their lives
who say they do not go there now because of the aggressive cyclists
who see it as their personal cycling path. When the towpaths were
officially opened to the public in the 1970s, signs at entry points stated:
‘Please do not cycle in this park’, British Waterways stated that the
towpath was not suitable for cyclists and that ‘cycling would conflict with
the interests of existing users’ i.e., pedestrians. Now that there is an
extensive cycle paths network developing, the Plan should press for the
Canal and River Trust to ban and prevent cycling on the towpath, so
they can again be used without constant interruption and for quiet
contemplation and nature rambles by pedestrians. There is also an
issue about diesel pollution from canal boats. This should be discussed

Comment noted

CIETUTC STUUTETS TTC. TTIE FIAIT IMTTARES TTU TTTETIUOTT UT ETETUITT NOEU, put
volhilinol clzataboanvde atovnhicokh ava on tho inaranca ~n A Ao N alantein tove

CIECUTC TIATYITyY. VIoTE drnma OUre"VETIITIES dre daria Wit e etecuic € 155UE Ul

Assvinne thn ind ~Afthin Dlan Alvandvs svain cnn aAlantvia abhavaine vasivan al duvin Ablhaveines

seems to be contradicted by ‘well signed footpaths’. It is certainly'

Comment noted

streets and open spaces do not pay enough attention to what happens

Mile End Station: Step free access at Mile End would be wonderful.

public

Environment
Agency

We aim to reduce flood risk, while protecting and enhancing the water
environment and together with Natural England, English Heritage and
Forestry Commission we have published joint advice on neighbourhood
planning which sets out sources of environmental information and ideas

Comment noted

on incorporating the environment into plans. This is available at:
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||LLP TTWeEDAICITvVE. TIatuTaidarLriive s . yuv.UR/ ZU LU S ZOUGHU ZZ/TTUY./TCUTT.E C d
nnnnnnnnnn + acoanons ceon AL IT CEDA TAANDO0A nAf Omment nOte
LBTH
Policy PS1 |on the policy itself. Again, the supporting text could include a ‘how this |~ > == =P E™ =0 91 PIFEIES
- TTIE SUPPUTUTTY T€X1 SE1S UL UTE CUTTIEXT Aruuriu e uesIiyriatorm Ul e 1ocdr cverIin
Po“cy PSZ |l noal O CQrnaonoc wain T E3P°N

4+ Al + lovial ~Af An nt b
MTrteETrTrmsS UI LIIC STLES PTUpPUSEU ds> LULdI UIECII .)'Jdl.l:b, dirT o1 LIIC STLES LIEdTTy

oottt cwitoio of bioie o i clece veciieniti oo Sbo ccvnn it o d ool te

TTTE af ey

VWETIUTE Al PUINTY D.UVVSS TIT UTE LUTATN F1dIT PTOVIUES SIYTIIITCAr Tt

neatantion o cnannc in tha b o land not ot thaoo that ava

GIVEIT TITE TACK

of lanal citone far

been consulted and are supportive of their sites being designated, we

Comment noted

proposed could meet the test of being demonstrably special and locally|

I'Tins COUTmneTs

hd lellllg Vde — dS diT dred Ul dlllUlllly QIUUII bpdbU duiduliieu o d

ho nointc manda
VWeE uisdyree, dsS

thic in o

& I—IUIy T IIIIIly bllulbllydlu - gIVUII Llre IIDLUU bldlub o bllulbll dllu e

\ LUbI’\lUII \JICCII = db d allldTl ared UI pldy bpdbU WIlIIIII d IIUubIIIg

o ninuld nat aovsthaot _thin cita bhoo conaniab ocianificanan

TS SPALe 1S UIT

mmmuauwu 0 d

hovicing actats i aninaald ot covrthot thic cita hoo anoialh cianifinanan

A doaven hicd
e yaraceris dare

v |'|'e1'1TquuaTeAgT‘v’eh‘me"‘SL,a|'Luy Githifafiiose gluwnlg UppUllulIIlIUb

ona nf oy fouag
TTIS STtE Urty
ffnve frn

to hao Ao
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tot snin wainiald vt covsthat thic citn hae Aanavich cicanifinanan

T umn'reu?fy

as chlldren s playspace, and particularly its role as an adventure

Comment noted

hd VVUIIIIIIIgLUII OTecIT = UIns S1ne' 1S dllUde UUblglldlUU e LOtCdr FidiT

DINCTS dIE T1011=

\ VVIL,P\ LdIIU = dsS IIIUIILIUI SO gammeT db pdll UI e UUUIIUdIy IDDUU e
tod in tha 1 1 DO Tho

lond to tha nact Af\Alial, | ana ic antiaalhs |

ototibarm: and
ASTESITE TS
1 tod in tha

RCEVOVE S ST

frowmn tha deaft nlon

as ‘Local Green Spaces’. This should be altered — in the context of

vweE TIeecu o
nnnnnn firviivn

RETTAITTE TTguTe

A 990 'Dasbhlinh,

L | ident| TR METETS & CalSE TUT DETNY TNOTE TaOTCar OfT uTe use ey SUYYESTOTT
ocalresiaen manasaman + nf nvannn an o mihvs cnnanne | vanannths vwnonvind feana tod fav
FPUNCY PST SUYYESIS SPECTNC UPETT SPACE CTEdUUTTTTIPTOVETTTETT, TTTESE TTTE

Local resident

cnnm tn bhovin tha cvnnavt af tha vacidanta affantad and waall ha

OLhonnhala

has settled down and both intended and unintended consequences

in our parks. They are dangerous and too many ignore the ‘slow’ signs

TTIIS 1S d Vdilu

Local resident

hope will be in place before QMUL attempts to build an 8-10 storey line

SUPPOTTToT

Friends of Mile End Park, | am disappointed that FOMEP was not

TTIE RRDNF QUCUITIETTES TTETUITAarngedory UEStTrmue VWETITTITTYTOTT GTeETTT

TTTE SUTVEY Uy

CUOITecrae 1riaime

oo navt nf Mila Tond Davly and o +h ac "adl nt"' tn tha navl, TAav Crinnde ~f MNiln o tho 'Avi Donvsilinn!
is indeed the "Art Pavilion" (with one "I")
much debatable. | think COVID has put change to that (again the
4. Heritage
FISTOUTIC COITSTaeT TTIEeTE AdTt 7

Connland lana

sets out detailed advice and approaches to identifying heritage assets

AAAAAAAAA tinn ~vane

houses identified is clearly set out. As NPPF Policies for locally listed

conservation and enhancement. This could benefit from minor editing

HEVRAT pum,y
Licn



https://www.towerhamlets.gov.uk/Documents/Planning-and-building-control/Strategic-Planning/Local-Plan/Open_Space_Strategy_Appendixes_2017.pdf
https://www.towerhamlets.gov.uk/Documents/Planning-and-building-control/Strategic-Planning/Local-Plan/Open_Space_Strategy_Appendixes_2017.pdf
https://talk.towerhamlets.gov.uk/lsbow/news_feed/scheme-7-school-streets
https://talk.towerhamlets.gov.uk/lsbow/news_feed/scheme-7-school-streets

Summary of Regulation 14 Representations, September 2021

Dates of Reg.14 consultations:15 March to 27th April 2021 and 5th
July to 15th August 2021

Organisation

Response by

Change to NP

Iresident RRB Forum (if any)
Development proposals at Bow Wharf must demonstrate how they| TEVIEW PUILY
reflect the historic character of the area and how they will and consider tk:je
enhance both its heritage significance and cultural vibrancy. new suggeste
Proposed development must therefore submit a comprehensive woraing. . .
- S . Emailed New policy wording
statement of historic significance clearly demonstrating how S
. . hae proposed new |[from Historic
proposals positively reflect and are informed by the existing .
. . . . . wording to England to replace
historic context and how the proposals will enhance the historic . L .
. Canal & River [existing wording.
character of the area. Developers are advised to ensure plans are Trust
developed in consultation with the Council’s conservation team, 13/05/2021
neighbourhood froum and and Fhe Canal and River _Trust_. asking for their
Proposals must demonstrate widespread consultation with local [..inu con halou:
DEVETUPITIICTIU PTOPUSAlS TTTUST Proviue 1uT dit dppPTrupTidaie imimx Ut
nnnnn ot ivaliada loioiiva ond vonveaotkional cntissition and offavdalblo
As a general observation we note that the Draft Plan sets out at length Consider
the relevant Local Plan and national policies relevant to the proposals. | reducing length
We would consider there is potential to reduce this element within the of Icoal and
document in order to allow greater space for neighbourhood analysis, national plan
themes and evidence. In respect of the heritage policies it would be references, and
advantageous to better define the heritage context for the policies giving more
including the location of key assets. Where conservation area emphasis to the
appraisals exist it would be useful to consider whether these are up to | heritage context
date, how well these define local character and whether there are key | and location of
issues arising which can be highlighted in the neighbourhood plan. key heritage
HEAN 11gives further advice in undertaking this type of analysis assets
archaeological interest (Archaeological Priority Areas). An analysis of T
Canal & |The Canal & River Trust Heritage specialist agrees with the comments made Adopted policy
River Trust |by Historic England in respect of the rewording of the draft policy for Bow wording proposed
(Heritage [Wharf. In addition, the Trust would make the following, site-specific, by H_iStOFiC England
_and comments: Support for and mclude_ some
Environment| The Stop Lock has an important role to play in enabling an appreciation of Historic of _the specific
) the history of the HU Canal, and particular issues around water supply. The England's points by_ way of
visibility of the lock chamber from the Stop Lock Bridge gives much proposed exflanatlon of the
opportunity for interpretation and appreciation of the lock itself, albeit rewording of policy
disused. policy.

Restoration of the Stop Lock, including at least one pair of its gates, would
enable its historic function and heritage significance to be better understood.
The site would benefit from interpretation panels explaining the rich heritage
of this waterway.

Development should look to retain, where possible, important waterway
operational facilities. includine workboat and berths

Additional site-
specific points
noted.

OLA CUIUTE

ond Neantihin
ACUUITCFZ.
~

it

enhance their cultural offer.

SUPPOTTToT
onhbhanandd

TTTECUTtUTAT TIITT aSTruttur® Fidrm LIS UTT TUTAT dUTTITOTTUES TU UTVETUD TUTTE=TETTIT

PR T SRRy T SRR -JAgUY |- P

SUPPort 10T
1 DTLI

London’s cultural ecology. Officers support the suggestion made in the

TTTCTOUT CUNUTE &

Ovnntivin lindiintviann
. . . MTTTPOTTArCeE Ul
infrastructure such as rehearsal space was in high demand. pdmm
studios in London, but only 13% have secure freeholds. Preservation of| Comment noted| " o = "

LBTH



https://historicengland.org.uk/content/docs/planning/apa-tower-hamlets-pdf/
https://historicengland.org.uk/content/docs/planning/apa-tower-hamlets-pdf/

Summary of Regulation 14 Representations, September 2021

Dates of Reg.14 consultations:15 March to 27th April 2021 and 5th
July to 15th August 2021

Organisation

Response by

Change to NP

Iresident RRB Forum (if any)
REVISE Plall arnd
mao to show the
correct status of
pubs: Nationally
listed Grade Il :
The Crown, Lord

Three of the heritage assets identified in this policy are already either Egceieggrr{ $Iillrgcal
listed by Historic England or locally listed - consequently, there is no list. Eleanor Arms

Policy HE1 |need to include them as locally designated heritage assets in the Litt.le Driver. Lord '

neighbourhood plan, as this provides no additional protection to that Moroeth Vi’ctoria
which they already benefit from. The pubs in question are: petn, '
Proposed as
heritage assets:
The Albert, Coborn
Arms, Green
Goose, Morgan
Arms and Young
Drincao
» The Crown — Grade |l listed by Historic England Comment noted [ 7" =TT
v TTIE UITETTY = 10UdIy TISIeU Uy TOWET T1diTnets LUUTICIT UTTUeT pPrevious bllblly dlITad LTIE
Tho Novwve, Olaba o Tha l ittla DNeivine 1 M Lictand by Tovaine Comment nOted Deiviny vonnons oo
Local Plan policy S.DH3, “significant weight will be given to the Comment noted
provide is not just the aesthetic qualities of the buildings, but their I
Action HE1 |currently written it is an ‘action’ rather than a policy. However, the T
Action HE2 |this time. Comment noted
. vWwE dic SUppuoruve Ur umns propusdl, ditrmouyrT uTe TOTurTT STTOUTU TTTdRE drdr drma XTVeET
Po“Cy HE2 aloanvaaibhathar thonrbhovin bhad avvi cancnanaoman #aanth than ~vammar of tha Tvisnt sninvn

Localresident

particular The Lord Tredegar seems a glaring omission. I'm not sure

Local resident

DESIYNAUTTyY FUDne TTOUSES 4S5 FUUNT ASSET TINMTS 1S d glCdl acd, out

DI CACC nan tha O e s b addad lthaeo an avanoine hictnw,

e Ierrace Ul
hasildinecie vashink

and should be prioritised. It is historic with links to the Spitfire propeller

Comment noted

Local resident

must specifically include the full protection of local Conservation Areas

TTIE TITpuUTtdarice

SET TOP UT T

b e oo obio o

disappear. Including pubs, so their designation as local heritage assets

nf Dovasde
RUOITIAIT RUAdU

AMoviiat ic o

state of the chimney in Bow Wharf should be included. The fibreglass

Comment noted

memories of the area.

Comment noted

9. AIMMOTUdOTE




Summary of Regulation 14 Representations, September 2021

Dates of Reg.14 consultations:15 March to 27th April 2021 and 5th
July to 15th August 2021

Organisation

Response by

Change to NP

Iresident RRB Forum (if any)
TS S It
In reference to Objective 5 on High Quality Affordable Housing of the Paton Close
draft Neighbourhood Plan and key issues identified by the Forum such | was considered
as the scarcity of land for housing and the affordability of rents, Optivo, for housing
one of the UK’s largest housing providers allocation in the
(https://www.optivo.org.uk/about-us.aspx) and Transport for London plan and
TFL Commercial Development are proposing to bring forward a key assessed by
., |opportunity site opposite Bow Church DLR station in the near future. It | AECOm in their
Commercial |. . .
is currently envisaged that the proposed development provides new Dec 2020 report
Development . : . . S e .
(see homes, including a high proportion of affordable homes that will give Site Options
local residents a choice to continue to live in the neighbourhood. and
document . - . . ,
Alongside this, ground floor business and retail space, as well as Assessment’,
folder) . : . .
improved public realm and new area of play space are also being which gave the
considered. It is intended that the development coming forward site an amber
provides high quality design all round with architectural details inspired rating and
by the character of the Fairfield Road Conservation area.TfL CD looks | concluded 'The
forward to engaging with the neighbourhood forum as the scheme site is potentially
develops. suitable and
oaonhinyiabhla !
LTSS TApril 2018, and which are set out above, we would request that a Comment noted | 777U TP SHEE
Policy SI 13 Sustainable drainage of the London Plan 2021. Typically, | " "= 7 -
FUONMCY ITL CUOTTIETTS. TTIETE Aare d TTUImiueT UT TTIAINTTES vWwadleT dSSTTS 1T e duvice
Water (See tho Naoainkbhbhaiivh A Dlan avan ln navticular Thamaoaeo \Alatar cvamn land RII%’C‘:I\T IJII’V‘Lm’I‘IG
If building over or close to a public sewer is agreed to by Thames \
Lo o ) over or near to
Water, it will need to be regulated by a ‘Build over or near to .
. . . agreement if
Agreement in order to protect the public sewer, and/or apparatus in g
B . . building over or
guestion. It may be possible for public sewers to be moved at the -
. . near to a public
applicants request so as to accommodate development in accordance |~ " T F .
LBTH
In theory, this allocation for housing is supported. In practice, as Noted, along
mentioned towards the beginning of this document, we have now with the need to
Policy H1  |found that this site appears to be partially inside the LLDC planning work with LBTH
authority area. This complicates the situation, as the neighbourhood an LLDC to
plan cannot allocate sites outside of its boundary, and the boundary resolve the
Forurm to use Site pouriaary

If this allocation is retained, a map of the site boundaries should be
provided. The allocation could also identify further details of what
would be acceptable on the site. It is good to identify that housing is an

provide map of
site boundary

shown in planning
application by

appropriate land use for this site, but are there any other requirements taking into |Place Lid,
anccniint tho DA/21/011689D
In section 8.2.3 there is a quote taken from the emerging Central Area Noted, along

Good Growth SPD about the ‘unclear and fragmented character’ of
Bow. It should be made clear that this sentence in the SPD referred
specifically to one particular housing typology found in Bow, the ‘21st
Century Urban Housing Growth’ typology, and does not refer to the
character of Bow as a whole. Followina this. the neiahbourhood plan

with the need to

work with LBTH
an LLDC to
resolve the

boundary issue.

Link quote from
Central Area Good
Growth SPD to '21
Century Urban
Housing Growth'.




Summary of Regulation 14 Representations, September 2021

Dates of Reg.14 consultations:15 March to 27th April 2021 and 5th
July to 15th August 2021

Organisation

Response by

Change to NP

Iresident RRB Forum (if any)
Consider
including
In section 8.2.4 a reference is made to well-designed homes and the refence to good
climate emergency, but it's not clear what role these play in relation to design and
the policy, as the text seems to talk about them only in general terms. | implications of
If these are elements that should be reflected in the housing on the site | climate change
allocation, this should be made clear (although also consider that in in design
some cases, these may already be required by Local Plan policies). principles to be
followed on the
site.
This is another instance where adding more detail to the supporting text
could be very useful. In particular, it would be an opportunity to define Need to define
very clearly what is meant by a ‘community led housing group’, and to community led
specify that these groups will need to be registered affordable housing housing, and
Policy H2 providers. The Council's Affordable Housing Team have noted that itis | comment noted mention this needs

usually the case that one provider would take on all of the affordable
housing in a development — that is, both the intermediate housing and
the social rented housing — whereas this policy currently only
encourages community-led housing groups to take on the intermediate

haoucina  ronunirinn annthar ranictarad nravidar tn talza an tha encial
=4

to be provided by
registered

affordable housing
providers.

Local resident

too many new developments claiming to be affordable are way beyond
the means of people most in need. The measures are laudable, but
many more powers are needed — we recognise this is a national issue.

Comment noted

sell off their ‘valuable’ housing stock, i.e., houses in Victorian terraces.

Comment noted

FTUITIETESSTTESS T BDUW TS TOU UIETT TITUUETT. VIOTE TTOUSITTY 1S AT UDVIUUS RECETITTTOuUsny
ancwninry Dot on o idavatinn ~nf neonsiod for lossihan ava cinala P~

and Well-

Sport buildings and land, including playing fields, should not be built on Comment noted

Sport England works with local authorities to ensure their Local Plan is
underpinned by robust and up to date evidence. In line with Par 97 of
the NPPF, this takes the form of assessments of need and strategies
for indoor and outdoor sports facilities. A neighbourhood planning body
should look to see if the relevant local authority has prepared a playing
pitch strategy or other indoor/outdoor sports facility strategy. If it has
then this could provide useful evidence for the neighbourhood plan and
save the neighbourhood planning body time and resources gathering
their own evidence. It is important that a neighbourhood plan reflects
the recommendations and actions set out in any such strategies,
including those which may specifically relate to the neighbourhood
area, and that any local investment opportunities, such as the
Community Infrastructure Levy, are utilised to support their delivery.

We have
considered the
Council's Sports
Facilities for the
Future 2017-
2027 report, but
it is completely
unrealistic to
expect most
young people
from Bow to
travel to the
Olympic Park to
access venues
such as the
Copper Box, as
suggested by
the local

VVTTETE SUCTTT EVIUETICE TUUES TIOT AITEAUY EXISTUUTETT TETEVATTT PIaririmy

1 HEZ-N inhin 129 A nlan chasld ha hacad An o i +

Section 12,

ATTY TTEW TTUUSITTY UEVETUPTITETTIS WIT YJETTETAlE aUUTiuriar UeTrarma 1ot
h thhe

onnvt 1 Aok e fnnilitina Ao ot havin thn nananihidn ol

SUPPOTTTOT UTE
idan that ! 1£




Summary of Regulation 14 Representations, September 2021

Dates of Reg.14 consultations:15 March to 27th April 2021 and 5th
July to 15th August 2021

Organisation

Response by

Change to NP

Iresident RRB Forum (if any)
Planning Practice Guidance (Health and wellbeing section), links
LBTH
- vweE dit yericrdiny SUppuortuve ur s proposdl, ditrmouyit ture text imdy RKEVIEW IS
ACtIon CFl o v avidi £for alavity, thon tovdt aevoanths vofave o “hn Onvinaill antinn naint ac it
Action CF2 |proposal, and does not support the proposal of a transfer of assets | Comment noted| [~
and says “local authorities are permitted to dispose of local authority | Comment noted| 07 ™% 0T
. TTIE At Ur umns pulity 15 SUPPUTteu. rTOweveT, we dre COTICETTIEU Tiat 1t vwe Souyrit tu
Po“cy CFl A bt add eniinkh dn tha et |l nonl Dian Licn, D LID Alaiioan B idantifis avictine
Policy CF2 |around the need for clarity about how improvements will be provided. | "7 == ¥'= [T 7=y =0 =
Policy CF3 |for the maintenance of community centres should be listed as an e s
Action CF3: |at this time. Comment noted
= ATE WE PIarmmyg U auUUpt a ToLdr UEsSIgrT COUT 10T TOLAT UEVETOPTTIETIU? VVE UU TTUT PIATT
Local reSIdent Tho O nt haeo ths intvadiinnd o nlane in thic vacnae Al tn adant dacicn

Lcal resident

any need or scope for including other housing measures, to the extent

VIUST UT TITESE

tinne nen

Local resident

a neighbourhood that feels safe for all residents, particular focus should

Comment noted

Local resident

Road to give the school and the community some well thought out

Comment noted

Local resident

Chisenhale industrial buildings and wharf is very welcome, as is the

SUPPOTTToT

vonovintinn of

organisations are run by volunteers. They do not have the time or

Comment noted

Local resident

CITISETINTAIE ydiieTy = TOVeE UnS Prupusdl, TETS TIARE UTS TIapPpPeTT!

SUppuUrt iur iuea

Cobaslaiie natontial in that hasildina Antinn Ao ta b talion o bhafava of covanaiiniig
topics
LBTH Corporation (LLDC) that there is a problem with the designated
oUTHEY P INeighbourhood Area as designated by the London Borough of Tower
designated in these areas by Tower Hamlets — designating
TTIETE are unmee paracurdr nrpacits U uns Siuatiornt uidat Sriourta e T1uteyd. TTTE FOUTUTTI
Civeth: tha citn allonantion in Dalicn s L1141 aAf the naicnbhaiivhand vnlan annonte nave ~F

actions

document, as suggested in the Planning Practice Guidance on

Comment noted



https://talk.towerhamlets.gov.uk/goodgrowthspd
https://talk.towerhamlets.gov.uk/goodgrowthspd
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July to 15th August 2021

Organisation
/resident

Response by
RRB Forum

Change to NP
(if any)

» Within each chapter, the ‘actions’ should all be placed after the
policies — in the chapters on objectives 4 and 6, the actions are
currently interspersed with the policies.

Comment noted

Switch 7.4 and 7.5
so the Bow Wharf
policy is 7.4 and
heritage trail action
7.5. Policy
sections 9.4, 9.5.
and 9.6 to become
9.2,9.3and 9.4
respectively.
Action sections
9.2,9.3and 9.7 to
become 9.5 and
9.6.

9.7 action remains
the same

numbering of the policies — for example, there is currently a Policy LE1

Comment noted

AUUPTCOITSETUNVE

misnmalhavinas fayv

SUPPOTy

Ttk and

nuances of how policies will be applied. At the moment, policies are

NETU TOT greatet

P THEOY

DEVETUPET

anntvilhiitinnes

developer contributions. It is useful that the plan recognises that these

comment noted

contributions that are made a condition of the planning permission and

comment noted

development on the basis of the amount of floorspace delivered. This

comment noted

in which direct developer contributions will be required, particularly on

Comment noted

TTIE PiadiT artu
L2011

examination stage in Tower Hamlets (Isle of Dogs and Spitalfields)

CUITSIUET STUTY

nt thoe TCaviie'e

A TISU UL LIE

Covion'c nviavit:

such a list of CIL priorities in a single place, although a number of

Comment noted

RETETETICES U

nlannineo

should now date it from 2021, as the final version of the plan was

Comment noted

UpPuUatc TeTeETeTILES

totha | ndaon Dlan

Formatting |footnotes would be a better choice, as it allows the reader to more Comment noted
no figures labelled 2.[x]', there appears to be no reason for the use of | Comment noted|” .~
as bullet-pointed lists, but are not showing in this way — for example,
rrtrouucuvurt, TTIC PHITIAry 135Ut 1S dlUUliu LNic USSLINTPLIUTT UT LHE Presuttipuurt i ravour vl AUUPL UIC SUEETSLEU
= + + UL bt'.'L:LIUII‘IIJ. 41 IUIILIdIILy ‘{IIC“)CLG‘IIU ﬁdf&fglglpll §‘IIULUIL| cau L‘IIIC L Comment nOted LII‘idIISCLLU IIIC‘J‘
Dloiclls L. = Dl <l ol HI i i of 4l Comment nOted Dol Lo LDl

LBTH

1. This document forms the response of the London Borough of Tower
Hamlets (“the Council”) to the second Regulation 14 consultation the
second Regulation 14 consultation on the Roman Road Bow
Neighbourhood Plan, as the second Regulation 14 consultation on the
Roman Road Bow Neighbourhood Plan, as prepared by the Roman
Road Bow Neighbourhood Forum (“the Forum”), held between 5 July
and 15 Auaust 2021




Summary of Regulation 14 Representations, September 2021

Dates of Reg.14 consultations:15 March to 27th April 2021 and 5th
July to 15th August 2021

Organisation
/resident

Response by
RRB Forum

Change to NP
(if any)

(Response to
impact of
boundary
changes)

2. We recognise thaf this second round of consultation IS specifically in
response to a boundary change that was made on 30 June 2021. This
change was in response to the realisation, during the first Regulation
14 consultation, that the original designation of the Roman Road Bow
Neighbourhood Planning Area had inadvertently included land that is
within the London Legacy Development Corporation (LLDC) planning
area. The Council did not have the authority to designate land in this
area for planning purposes, and did not intend to do so. This
designation of LLDC land was recognised by the Council as a mistake
once it was brought to our attention, and was corrected. In discussion
with the Forum and the Council’s legal team, it was felt necessary to
run a second round of Regulation 14 consultation on the
neighbourhood plan to invite representations on the impacts of the
hoiindarv chanoe

comment noted

3. The boundary change moves the boundary slightly to the west of
where it was originally designated, and removes a small but significant
area of land from the Roman Road Bow Neighbourhood Planning Area,
and has effects on two policies. As the issue of the boundary mistake
had been brought to the Council’s attention before we submitted our
response to the original Regulation 14 consultation, we included a
discussion of its impact in that response. However, for the sake of
comprehensiveness, we will briefly reiterate our position here. This
document should be read in conjunction with our original regulation 14
consultation resnonse.

comment noted

4. We understand that an update to the draft neighbourhood plan has
not been made at this stage, so our response relates to the content of
the draft neighbourhood plan that was consulted on in the first
Regulation 14 consultation.

This
understanding is
correct

5. The land to the east of Wick Lane was included in neighbourhood
plan policy PS2 as a potential Local Green Space. This land has now
been removed from the neighbourhood planning area, and should no
longer be included in policy PS2.

comment noted

Land to the east of
Wick Lane
proposed as a
Local Green Space
withdrawn from the
draft plan.

6. A portion of land on the western bank of the ATZ, o the rear of
Candy Street and Wendon Street, has been removed from the
neighbourhood planning area. This land was included as part of policy
H1, a housing site allocation for the “site between the rear gardens of
Wendon St E3 2LW and the A12”. The change to the neighbourhood
planning area boundary means the boundary of the site allocation will
also need to be changed, and the area of land that can actually be
allocated will need to be reduced. This may have an impact on how
viable the allocation is. However, from discussions with the Forum and
the LLDC, we understand that it may be the case that enough land
remains in the neighbourhood planning area for a housing allocation,
with land in the 1 | DC area actina as a buffer from the A12 \Whether

comment noted

The site proposed
for housing to the
rear of Candy
St.and Wendon St.
has been reduced
in size. The land
along the western
edge of the A12
within the LLDC
has been removed
from the site.




Summary of Regulation 14 Representations, September 2021

Dates of Reg.14 consultations:15 March to 27th April 2021 and 5th
July to 15th August 2021

Organisation
/resident

Response by
RRB Forum

Change to NP
(if any)

7. In paragraph 60 of our response to the original consultation, we
stated that “in theory, this allocation for housing is supported”, and this
is still the case, if the neighbourhood plan can provide a convincing
case that housing on this site is feasible. We also noted, in paragraph
61, that a map of the site boundaries should be included, and that
requirements related to design, access and infrastructure should be
considered as part of the allocation. These comments would be
relevant to any site allocation, but are particularly important for such a
tightly constrained site as this.

comment noted

The revised site
boundaries will be
those in the
planning
application
PA/21/01162/A1
submitted in June
2021 by Place Ltd
and LBTH.

8. The Council does not believe there are any other impacts of the
boundary change on the draft neighbourhood plan. Our comments from
the original Regulation 14 consultation still apply on all other aspects of
the plan.

comment noted

NAUuortar Grma

Lonn

small amount of land directly affected, we are hopeful that a re-run will

NUTET, DUt ad

Local resident

and with a neighbourhood forum, why, then, are you referring to
yourselves as “Roman Road AND Bow Neighbourhood Forum™? This
is inaccurate and misleading for two reasons: 1. There has already
been a name change, quite rightly, from the original proposal of
“Roman Road Neighbourhood Forum” as only half of Roman Road lies
within the Forum area. 2. Bow covers a larger area including in the
south, for instance, parts of other wards such as Mile End, Bromley
North and Bromley South. Furthermore, | believe that the name in itself
is conducive to bias as you will see from the remarks that follow, and |
suggest that “Bow East-West (BEW) Neighbourhood Forum” would be
terrifically accurate and inclusive. [Slogan: BEW is Beautiful!]

Roman Road
Bow' is the
formally
designated
name of the
forum and plan
area.

Town Residents Association Area. It was the Forum which was keen to

Comment noted

there are 38 references to “youth” and 22 references to “child” or

Comment noted

once attracted visitors from across London, but has been in decline in

Comment noted

TfL “to ensure step-free access at Mile End underground” as this would

Comment noted

LU T TIUTIUTO artu DCIITIDS I JST1UTL, Adlllu Sauly, Uic CUINicrit vraie riarr rans

to reflect properly the Neighbourhood Area or its Community.

Comment noted

a neighbourhood that feels safe for all residents, particular focus should

Comment noted
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Response by

Change to NP

Iresident RRB Forum (if any)
Local resident These
Climate emergency: As the document below from the Centre for comments were
Sustainable Energy explains, too many Local Plans fail to address the carefully

enormous changes that are going to have to be implemented within the

timespan of any decade-long plan, such as yours.

Yes, bike routes and car reductions are addressed, but, doesn't the
Local Plan need to go much further into details about intentions for
urgent Carbon Auditing of all property (New build and historic), ramping

up the availability of car charging points, wholesale replacement of gas
boilers etc.
LBTH have pledged to make their operations Net Zero Carbon by 2030,

so all this has to be 'locally planned' now. They aim for the entire
Borough to be Net Zero Carbon by 2050 and again, the dialogue in any

plan about how this will be achieved at a local-level needs to be
advancing right now.

Surely, for the Roman Road Bow Neighbourhood Plan to be relevant,
now, through to 2031, it needs to address all the complex issues
connected to the targeted LBTH goal of reaching Net Zero Carbon?
https://www.cse.org.uk/news/view/2484

considered, but
it proved too late
to introduce
major new
policies at this
point. They
would need a lot
of research and
evidence
gathering, and
would be likely
tolead to a
Strategic
Enviroonmental
Assessment and
furthe rlong
dealy in the plan
making process

Reference to low
carbon homes was
included in the Reg
14 draft plan, and
policy H3 was
added in updated
plan, for significant
renovations of
existing residential
properties.

Local resident

issue that really impacts the character of the area. | live roughly

Comment noted

Local resident

meaningful change!

Comment noted

BOUNDARY CHANGES

Neighbourﬁood Plan poses any likely risk or opportljnity in relation to

é\lnatll;rr?‘lj our statutory purpose, and so does not wish to comment on this comment noted
9 consultation.
National Grid |comment relevant to the boundary change, but a map was sent which | comment noted
viany trarnks 10r COnsuitng e LLoT n reiator Lo e crarge o e
Roman Road Bow Neighbourhood Plan boundary. The LLDC supports
LLDC the proposed changes to exclude the land that falls within the LLDC Comment noted
area from the Plan. We understand that this was an error in the Plan
and we support the approach taken to correct the exact position of the
___'"= _ |revised designation boundary, amended to exclude TfL’s landholding at| ="' " """
TfL Planning [change. We have no comments to make on the proposed change but | Comment noted
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Summary of Regulation 14 Representations, September 2021

Dates of Reg.14 consultations:15 March to 27th April 2021 and 5th
July to 15th August 2021

Organisation
/resident

Response by
RRB Forum

Change to NP
(if any)

Canal & River
Trust

Within the proposed Neighbourhood Plan Area, the Trust owns and
manages the Hertford Union Canal and their respective towpaths. We
also own and manage Skew Bridge, and Parnell Road Bridge, on the
Hertford Union Canal. The canals form a key part of the Blue Ribbon
Network, and provide important areas for cultural activities, a heritage
asset and, increasingly, are a space where Londoners are choosing to
live. Waterways can also provide a resource that can be used to heat
and cool buildings, a corridor in which new utilities infrastructure can be
installed and a way of sustainably draining surface water away from
new developments. In celebrated its 200-year anniversary. The canals
bring a unigue heritage value to the areas they pass through, and
contribute to a strong identity of place.

Comment noted

We have reviewed the proposed changes to the Neighbourhood Plan
area, and have no further comments to make.

We would reiterate our comments on the previous consultation,

Comment noted

Ali MP

correspondence related to the COVID-19 situation and is prioritising

Comment noted

Concerns

We have received your email, thank you!

Comment noted

Dance Space

Thank you for your email.

Comment noted

Local resident

to whom read this | am writing to inform you about the idea of the
liveable streets | am a delivery driver and ever since these liveable
streets have been set in place you have made life a living hell to get to
people's property and on time because we having to walk more further
to get to them instead of being on time for them which is a breach of
health and safety

CUTTMTIETTU TTOTTW,
but no Liveable
Street measures
in Bow had
been
implemented up
to the date of
this
representation

L300 ANNDAN

Local resident

Bow Neighbourhood Plan for the following reasons:

L. TUU TIUt UeETeveE Uidl e LLDUT STTOUTU T1aveE JUTESUTCTUTT UVET TalTu U
tho ot Af tha A19 Dlanlasall Tiinnal

e LT uu

hovin _anthavikg

e T S R T e F6LtR Y tre pruge Wi crosses e
Al2between Old Ford Road and Crown Close into an all-traffic bridge.
This would be a disaster for traffic levels in Bow and completely
contrary to the support of local people for the Liveable Streets

ale far Dosag

A DUS
accessible
bridge was in
the LBTH 2017

£ TIARP-C T

OS. ITTIE LT UPPUSEU PIAalTS TUT dIfuraauie TTuusSITiy UIT UTe DTUWITIeTa

hohind \AI don Citv, + h avicn tha ale thvaantoanad thaie

oit

LDirtaru
Dla 1Lt

bridge between Old Ford Road and Crown Close, oppose the claims of

comment noted

housing on the brownfield site behind Wendon Street.

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT SCOPING

Agency

covering email said 'We have had to prioritise our limited resource and

comment noted

Authority

Authorities. As London Borough of Tower Hamlets is outside the

comment noted
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