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DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE 2" March 2023

% Report of the Corporate Director of Place

TOWER HAMLETS

Classification: Unrestricted

Application for Variation of Planning click here for case file

Permission

Reference PA/21/02602

Site Tower Bridge Wharf, 84 St Katharine’s Way, London, E1W 1UR

Ward St Katharine’s and Wapping

Proposal Minor Material Amendments to Planning Permission Ref
PA/03/01493, Dated 03/02/2004. Variation to include amendment
of wording of condition no. 3 to the following:
“The gates hereby permitted shall only be locked shut between
the hours of dusk, or 7pm whichever is later to 6am the following
morning and at the other times shall be locked in the open
position so as to allow public access to the riverside way.”
PA/03/01493 was approved 03/02/2004 for the installation of
gates either side of Tower Bridge Wharf

Summary Refuse planning permission

Recommendation
Applicant

Agent

Case Officer

Key dates

Tower Bridge Wharf Management Company
JLL
Rikki Weir

- Application registered as valid on 01/12/2021

- Letters sent to neighbours on 22/12/2021

- Proposal advertised in the local press on 30/12/2021 and
site notice erected on 14/01/2022

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The application site, Tower Bridge Wharf, is a 6-8 storey residential development, built in the
1980s which fronts the River Thames. The site is within the Tower of London Conservation

Area.

The riverfront is gated to the west and east of Tower Bridge Wharf with the gates having to be
open between 8am and 11pm. The proposal involves restricting the opening of the gates to
opening hours of 6am to 7pm/ dusk (whichever is latest) due to concerns over anti-social

behaviour (ASB).


https://development.towerhamlets.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=DCAPR_136827

The riverfront is an important space for public enjoyment and amenity with excellent views
available of the River Thames, Central London and Tower Bridge. The walkway is officially
designated as part of the Thames Path, a National Trail and is within the Walk London
Network.

Officers consider that the proposal would unduly limit the use and enjoyment of the Thames
riverfront, especially where this part is designated as Publicly Accessible Open Space. The
proposal would restrict access to an attractive footpath with particularly stunning evening
views, used by walkers, cyclists and for general social activities.

This application has been assessed against the Council’'s approved planning policies
contained in the Tower Hamlets Local Plan 2031 (adopted January 2020) as well as the
London Plan (2021), the National Planning Policy Framework (2021) and all other material
considerations, including the City Fringe Opportunity Area Planning Framework (2015), Tower
of London Conservation Area Character Appraisal and Management Guidelines (2008),

Officers recommend the proposed variation of condition of the previously approved
development be refused, for the following reasons:

1) The proposed development would be unacceptable as it would adversely impact on
active lifestyle choices, it would unduly restrict access to Publicly Accessible Open
Space, water spaces, the Thames Path and National Trail, contrary to policies
D.SG3, S.0WS1, S.0WS2, D.OWS4 of the Tower Hamlets Local Plan, GG3, Sl 16,
G4 of the London Plan.

2) The proposed development would be unacceptable as it would adversely impact on
designated heritage assets (the Tower of London Conservation Area) through loss
and restriction of the enjoyment of important riverside views. The proposal would also
result in loss of permeability, legibility, connectivity and accessibility resulting in a
less socially inclusive, less equal and less cohesive neighbourhood, increasing the
perception of a private, gated community, contrary to policies S.DH1, D.DH2, S.DH3,
D.DH4 of the Tower Hamlets Local Plan, D3, D8, HC1, HC3, HC6 of the London
Plan.

3) The proposed development would be unacceptable as it would adversely impact on
the transport network, contrary to policies S.TR1 of the Tower Hamlets Local Plan
and T1, T2, T3 and T4 of the London Plan.
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SITE AND SURROUNDINGS

The application site, Tower Bridge Wharf, is a 6-8 storey residential development of 64 flats
built in the late 1980s, which includes a private landscaped courtyard at first floor level (see
Figure 1) with gates either side, to the west and east. The Thames Path sits beyond these
gates. A public riverfront promenade measuring approximately 1000sgm (80m x 12m) fronts
the River Thames, located to the south.

The riverside walkway forms part of the Thames Path, a National Trail (designated by national
government) and the Walk London Network (designated within the London Plan). The
walkway is accessed through gates to the west and east of Tower Bridge Wharf and is hard
landscaped with block paving. The jetty area to the south, alongside the river, which includes
10 benches for seating, is outside the red line boundary but is designated as a Publicly
Accessible Open Space.

MillersiWharf % *
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Figure 1: Aerial view of application site

The site is located within The Tower of London Conservation Area although it does not contain
any listed buildings or structures. The Grade Il listed Alderman stairs and gate piers leading
down to the river are approximately 10m to the west and the Grade Il listed British and Foreign
Wharves G Warehouse is approximately 15m to the west.

Wide, iconic views across the River Thames are available from the application site with this
being a particularly attractive spot to view the Grade | Tower Bridge, as well as long views of
the Grade | St Paul's Cathedral, the river openness and historic wharves.

In regard to other relevant Tower Hamlets Local Plan policy designations, the site is located
within:
o City Fringe Sub Area

Green Grid Buffer Zone
Floor Zone 3B

Thames Policy Area

South East Inshore Area

Tier Il Archaeological Priority Area (St Katharine’s Docks)

Wapping Neighbourhood Planning Area
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The jetty area to the south is additionally designated as follows:

¢ Publicly Accessible Open Space: Carron Continental Wharf (see Figure 2)
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Figure 2: Publicly Accessible Open Spaces (Green) in locality

The site is located within the Central Activities Zone. Thomas More Neighbourhood Centre is
approximately 212m to the north-east.

In regard to other relevant London Plan policy designations, the site is located within the City
Fringe Opportunity Area and sits in the background of the London View Management
Framework (LVMF) view 11B from London Bridge.

Tower Hill London Underground Station is 640m to the north-east. The site and the adjacent
jetty has a Public Transport Accessibility Level (PTAL) of 1b/0 which indicates very poor
accessibility.

PROPOSALS

Minor Material Amendments to Planning Permission Ref PA/03/01493 (Installation of gates
either side of Tower Bridge Wharf), Dated 03/02/2004. Variation to include amendment of
wording of condition no. 3 to:

“The gates hereby permitted shall only be locked shut between the hours of dusk, or 7pm
whichever is later to 6am the following morning and at the other times shall be locked in the
open position so as to allow public access to the riverside way.”

RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY
Application Site:

PA/15/03098 Application for variation of Condition 3 (hours of gate closure) of Planning
Permission PA/03/01493, Dated 03/02/2004. Variation to allow gates to Tower Bridge Wharf
and Riverside Walkway to close at 6pm instead of 11pm. Refused on 14/07/2016 for the
following reason:
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1) The proposal would significantly harm the role of this riverside location as public
open space and part of the Thames Path. There has been no evidence submitted to
support such an impact. The proposal would be contrary to London Plan policies 7.5,
7.18 and 7.27, Core Strategy (2010) policy SP04, and Managing Development
Document (2013) policies DM10 and DM12

PA/03/01493 — Installation of gates either side of Tower Bridge Wharf. Permitted on
03/02/2004

PA/85/01059 — Erection of 64 flats and construction of riverside walkway. Permitted on
11/06/1986

Pre-Application

PF/21/00016 - To vary the wording of Condition 3 of planning permission PA/03/01493 to
change the times the gates close. Advice provided on 14/05/2021 that the evidence was
considered insufficient to justify the proposal in policy terms

Enforcement

ENF/19/00307 — Breach of condition (Thames Path/ Riverside walkway). Case closed on
12/11/2020 as LBTH Park and Open Spaces team were not opposed to reduction of opening
hours at the time in line with gates closure times at other parks however they have since
adopted a stance of not locking these spaces (apart from Victoria Park and Weavers Fields)
and no longer support the reduction of opening hours

ENF/15/00363 — Restricted access through gates to Thames Path (Walkway) in breach of
Condition 3 hours granted under planning application PA/03/01493. Also Condition 4 - erection
of access information signs not discharged. Case closed on 30/11/2016 as planning
application (PA/15/03098) refused and breach ceased however signs detailing opening times
were not put up

Neighbouring Sites:
Miller’s Wharf House, 78 St Katharine’s Way

PA/87/01142 — Conversion and extension of existing warehouse to form 22 residential units
involving partial demolition of a listed building and alterations to the listed Alderman Stairs.
Permitted on 31/03/1988

Hermitage Riverside, Wapping High Street

PA/11/01628 — New gates and alterations to railings to increase to 1.6m in height on existing
park. Withdrawn on 05/09/2011

PA/03/01181 — Creation of 'Civilians Remembered Park' with electronic information
pavilion/memorial, public lavatories, extension of riverside walkway including a glass bridge
link to Tower Bridge Wharf and works to Hermitage Stairs. Permitted on 15/04/2004

PA/97/00504 — Redevelopment of site by erection of a four, part five, part six, part eight storey
mixed development scheme comprising residential (96 residential apartments), live/work
accommodation (3 units, approx. 370 sq.metres), retail Class Al (approx. 435 sg.metres),
restaurant Class A3 (approx. 730 sq.metres), Exhibition/Gallery Class D1 (approx. 140
sqg.metres) floor space, Memorial Park, together with associated car parking accommodation,
riverside walkway and public open space. Permitted on 06/03/1998

61 to 91 Cinnabar Wharf East, 28 Wapping High Street
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PA/04/01897 — Construction of stairs and ramp to connect river walkway between Cinnabar
Wharf east and Capital Wharf. Permitted on 08/03/2005

Former 44-60 Wapping High Street

WP/95/00023 — Redevelopment by the erection of part 5/ part 7/ part 9 storey building,
comprising 85 flats, together with car parking and formation of riverside walkway. Permitted
on 29/05/1996

PUBLICITY AND ENGAGEMENT

Upon validation of the application, the Council sent consultation letters to 273 nearby owners
and occupiers on 22" December 2021. The application was advertised in the local press on
30" December 2021 and site notices were erected outside the site on 14™ January 2022.

A total of 91 letters of representation were received.

26 letters of support for the proposal were received (comprising 19 residents of Tower Bridge
Wharf, 3 residents of the wider borough, 1 resident of another borough in London and 4
residents from outside London). A petition of 31 in support of the proposal was received, all
from residents of Tower Bridge Whatrf.

Comments raised in support of the changes to the opening hours of the gates can be
summarised as follows:

e Will reduce the anti-social behaviour late at night and continue to allow plenty of time
for the public

¢ Will improve the security and safety of the neighbourhood

e Thereis a problem of anti-social behaviour (including drug/nitrous oxide/alcohol taking,
drug dealing, groups of intimidating youths, play-fighting, sexual activity, urinating,
littering and loud noises) after dark on the Wharf. This is very stressful, living in the
building directly above the Wharf

e The police need every help in minimising such anti-social behaviour

e The anti-social behaviour prevents other users from accessing the area

e The area is out of sight and attracts such ASB

o Will provide a quieter environment for residents including better quality of life

e Wil help to prevent nuisance

e Changing the hours is the best way to make it attractive to locals, visitors and residents

o Area has become a ghetto

e The location is not part of the normal Thames Path route and requires a diversion to
access

e Good views of the river and bridge can be sought elsewhere

e The proposal is necessary and needed for many reasons
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64 letters of objection to the proposal were received from residents of the surrounding area
and wider borough (only 11 received from outside the borough or provided no address).
Objection letters were also received from the Turks Head Charity, River Thames Society,
Thames National Path Trail and ‘Reclaim our River’ society.

4.1 Comments raised in objection can be summarised as follows:

Public Realm/ Inclusive Design

¢ Objection to the gates being closed at the latest 7pm when London is such a vibrant and
thriving night time city. Path is used by photographers, dog-walkers, couples, runners,
fitness classes, commuters and for social purposes providing views of one of the
country’s greatest treasures

¢ The Thames is for everyone and there should be no restrictions earlier than the current
times. The land is owned and maintained by LBTH and is a public right of way without
traffic. Privatisation of public land by stealth. Infringement of public rights to enjoy the
walk and evening river views.

¢ Unacceptable that only a small number of wealthy people will have exclusive access to
the area in the evenings rather than the whole community. An attempt to shut out the
general public

e Shutting the gates at dusk robs the local community of the opportunity to enjoy this
stretch of the Thames Path and its views in the evenings

e Working people finish at 5 or 6 pm, so 7pm leaves no time to reach home and go for a
walk if the place is closed, effectively slashing access to weekends only. This includes
those with childcare commitments

o Attempting to restrict access is elitist, creates a class divide and is not promoting mixed
and balanced communities. The proposal is not considerate to Wapping residents and
poorer people in the borough who cannot afford to live by the river and often walk and
exercise along the Thames Path

e Council/owners should be working to provide more access to the Thames, not less.
Would set a precedent for other buildings to restrict access to the river resulting in the
walkways being closed for most of the year

¢ Will take away a public asset, a hidden gem of tranquillity in London

e The jetty area and lighting are maintained at public expense by LBTH. The proposal is
effectively privatising that public asset

e Access to the active river frontage in Docklands has been a hard-fought battle from the
1970s onwards and one that remains incomplete along many stretches including in
Tower Hamlets. This was also the basis for the Public Inquiry in 1998 for the Hermitage
Memorial Park and its last surrounding areas to remain open for public use and
enjoyment, people’s health and well-being and for elderly East End and Wapping
residents, who went through and survived WWII

¢ River views and space to walk/sit are beautiful and calming for mental health, especially
with the Covid lockdowns. Loss of this would affect quality of life. This part of the
Thames Path is an escape from traffic corridors If approved, there would be very little
of the north bank of the Thames accessible

e Approval of this application would bring us one step closer to a London which is just a
sea of high walls and gates where the rich can enjoy the city while the rest of us just
work in it

¢ The hours of access will never increase back again if permission is granted

e Unfair, unjust and not in keeping with the objective of Tower Hamlets, and that of the
Mayor of London, to provide greater access to open space, and in particular the
Thames Path. Access should be for all

e Have lived in Matilda House since the 1980s and enjoyed a stunning view of the river
before Tower Bridge Wharf was built. Before the gate restrictions, fireworks displays
over the river could be viewed here. The Wharf is a much-loved public amenity




Causes unnecessary harm and location is of historical importance and significance

Anti-social Behaviour (ASB)

Closing the gates earlier will only move the ASB to Matilda House and other locations
including neighbouring stretches of the Thames Path and doesn’t solve the cause of
the problem

If closing off routes for ASB was the solution then the whole of the streets and canals in
the surrounding area will need to be shut off too. Casual ASB exists in most parts of
London. Most ASB is in summer, not in winter, when gates would be closed the longest

Other locations such as Shadwell Basin, which suffers from some ASB, would not close
to the public

Cannot shut everyone out because of the odd little bit of noise or ASB just for own benefit
and exclude the majority of people who are simply going about their business.

There is limited ASB in this location. Wapping overall is one of the safest areas in the
inner city area and has a wonderful diverse community. Lived in Wapping since the
1990s and the only ASB that has gotten worse is young people in cars using nitrous
oxide, nowhere near the waterfront. This is a ruse

Why is ASB being prioritised on Tower Bridge Wharf as opposed to estates around
Wapping?

The anti-social behaviour issue is at Hermitage Park, not the jetty

As a woman, feel safe there with CCTV and good lighting

Have seen young people there and never had issues with them. Maybe the residents
don't like the fact that the kids are not white. ASB should be tackled by those who are
paid to keep our streets safe. Offenders could easily be apprehended on the jetty,
should the police or THEOs make patrols a priority and find out who the perpetrators
are

Minimal effort has been made to attempt alternative solutions, such as animating the
space or providing better CCTV, security patrols and lighting. If there are issues then
there should be more police funding for patrols and other initiatives

The Council/owners should put preventative measures to address ASB. To close the
space will not stop anti-social behaviour in the area and will negatively impact law-
abiding citizens

In all the many and regular times having sat, walked and simply enjoyed the space over
the past 10 years as a nearby resident, during daylight or otherwise, have never seen
any ASB. The only times it has been less enjoyable is when occupants of Tower Bridge
Wharf flats above, who are proposing the earlier closure, have had extremely loud
music playing with their windows/doors open, so it hasn’t been members of the public

There is a marked difference between the number of complaints of ASB and the volume
of tickets or police action. The actual hard evidence collected by law enforcement is
that a mere 8 ASB warnings have been issued (for people committing or “likely” to
commit ASB) and only 2 fixed penalty notices for littering in an 8 month period in 2021
from 132 patrols
ASB data does not specify exactly where the ASB has taken place and is vague in its
location. Some of it was outside the walkway opening hours and seems to have been
outside of the site and is not directly attributed to Tower Bridge Wharf

Reporting of ASB

Reporting of ASB issues by Tower Bridge Wharf is not reflective of the actual severity.
It is notable that reports of ASB from Tower Bridge Wharf increased following the pre-
application meeting in early 2021 when the applicants were told their evidence base
was weak. Residents have been fastidiously reporting ever since

Tower Bridge Wharf residents are already considerably protected from ASB with
windows and residences at first floor and above and a concierge service




Tower Bridge Wharf already has its own private security that are threatening to members
of the public passing through

The applicants do not make clear that most of those reports were from their own
employee (the building's porter). There is clearly a risk of reporting bias

¢ Residents bought the neighbouring flats knowing that they overlooked a public space

This claim is disingenuous, and they are in truth far more concerned with establishing
as far as possible exclusive enjoyment of the Wharf and the effect this would have on
the value of their flats

JLL, who were commissioned by Tower Bridge Wharf to write their proposal is a global
commercial real estate and investment management company with offices in 80
countries. In living directly opposite Tower Bridge Wharf, it is apparent that there are a
large number of apartments that are not occupied and would appear to be acquired as
additional housing or as an investment

Turk’'s Head Charity: The St Katharine and Wapping Neighbourhood Ward Panel,
reactivated in 2017, has encouraged reporting of ASB to the Police and Council and
probably accounts for the increase in crimes reported by the guards at Tower Bridge
Wharf

The walk is sometimes locked closed without permission and planning enforcement had
to warn Tower Bridge Wharf to keep it open

There are no signs asking to limit noise or informing the public about their rights of
opening hours — a breach of the planning consent

Other

It is a public asset and an asset for all

Proposal is discriminatory

The original plan shows a bridge across the inlet and into the Hermitage Memorial
Gardens. This design would have achieved greater use of the space. As it stands, it's
a bit hidden. The middle gate has somehow been gated without planning consent at
some point since 1993

Utterly contrary to the intention of the original Planning Obligation Agreement to allow
the general public to enjoy the benefits of the walkway for most of the day and into the
evening.

Consider it unlikely the original planning application would have been given consent if
7pm/dusk was proposed as the closing time

The previous application was refused on the grounds of lack of evidence

No alternative measures proposed such as landscaping benefits

Access to cleaner river air would be taken away

Proposal fails to take note of the LBTH Community Cohesion Strategy and would be a
divisive action in the local community.

Proposal does not align with Strategic Plan, wider council policies and policing policies
nor does it align with the London Charter 2021

10pm of 11pm could be acceptable but when walking at 9pm or 10pm have not seen
any problem after work. Earlier opening in the morning is supported but should be open
until midnight

Proposal is disproportionate - opening earlier in the morning does not compensate for
closing earlier in the evening

There is the matter of what "dusk" means and which measure of dusk will apply? This
would result in unpredictable hours and could not be enforced against

What would Tower Hamlets Council do to ensure compliance and to impose sanctions
where the gates may be locked (or not unlocked) at the agreed times?

Will negatively impact on mental health and wellbeing of local residents who have flats
without a garden

Public comments should be made available to view online
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Notices not put up in time and in the wrong place/not visible

Lack of notification

24 hour access which is controlled should be encouraged rather than less hours
Reason that individuals moved to the local area

View is protected in the LVMF (2012)

Agree with points made by officers at pre-application stage and comments made by TfL

CONSULTATION RESPONSES

Internal Consultees

LBTH Community Safety

There already is white LED lighting at the location (which is recommended) and further
improvements to the lighting are unlikely to appropriately tackle the issue at hand. Similarly,
any CCTV would have an offender identification purpose rather than prevention therefore
closing the gate earlier is considered the preferred and more effective option. Looking at
official statists on Police.uk there have been 21 ASB instances in December 2021 in the
vicinity of Tower Bridge Wharf.

The data from police.uk goes through data anonymisation process which complicates any
efforts to pin down exactly where the ASB occurs. Similarly, the Council data does not contain
the exact location of each incident, so it isn’'t possible to identify how many incidents occurred
outside of Tower Bridge Wharf or at the jetty area. This is due to the Council’'s ASB database
being linked to the Local Land Property Gazetteer (LLPG), but the jetty is absent from the list.

Nevertheless, the number of ASB occurrences can be assessed as high in the vicinity of the
location. This would warrant the earlier closures of the gates. Earlier closure of the gates is
the most effective solution to the issue at the location. The solution would limit access,
removing the means to commit crime. It is likely the closures would displace the ASB to other
areas in the Borough, however that is balanced by the diffusion of benefits, meaning an
intervention bringing positive effects to nearby locations outside the target area. It is unknown
whether there were unauthorised entries when the gates were locked.

The Community Safety Tower Bridge Wharf Report identifies that around 10% of all ASB
instances in the Ward originated from Tower Bridge Wharf over the past 5 years. The data
suggests that incidents occur between 18:00 and 02:00, with the busiest period being between
18:00 and 23:00. The police data also suggests that 18% of 4,500 reports in a five year period
related to the jetty area of Tower Bridge Wharf.

Officer response: As detailed further in section 7 of this report, the definition of ASB occurring
around Tower Bridge Whairf is vague and cannot be specifically identified as having originated
on the jetty or the adjacent walkway.

LBTH Heritage and Design

Views of the Thames and Tower Bridge are part of the experience of the Tower of London
Conservation Area and as such part of its special character. It is important that access to the
river and the public views this offers are not privatised. Dusk is not a clearly defined time and
would result in the opportunity for public enjoyment of the space at sundown in the summer,
or indeed the winter to be curtailed. This reduction in the opportunity to enjoy the special
character and appearance of the conservation area is not supported.

LBTH Parks and Open Space
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Should not reduce the opening hours for Tower Bridge Wharf and residents should be able to
maximise use of the Thames walk.

LBTH Transportation and Highways (LBTH T&H)

This section of the Thames Path accessing Tower Bridge Wharf is to the rear of the
development at 84 St Katherine’s Way. The applicant has acknowledged that this is used by
members of the public. There are currently two gates installed; one on the eastern end of the
site and one on the western end of the site, which are locked in an open position between the
hours of 07:00 and 23:00 as per planning Condition 3 associated with application
PA/03/01493. This application proposes to amend the permitted opening times of the east and
west gates, thereby limiting access to Tower Bridge Wharf for all residents and visitors to the
wharf (other than those living at the addresses fronting the wharf), to the hours between ‘dusk’
(or 7pm) and 6am.

Transportation & Highways has no objection to the gates opening at 6am, thereby affording
earlier access to the wharf but do not support the closure of the gates any earlier than is
currently permitted. LBTH T&H would like to clarify: Tower Bridge Wharf is managed by LBTH
Parks and Open Spaces and forms part of the Thames Path walkway which is a Public Right
of Way. Public access should be retained and not limited to only certain residential addresses
(those living at 84 St Katherine’'s Way). The walkways around Tower Bridge Wharf are all
subject to public rights of way under the Walkway Agreement 1973 granting access to the
waterfront for public access.

The ASB data is not site specific and does not show that the ASB is taking place at Tower
Bridge Wharf itself. It mentions various incidents of cars playing loud music and 7.5 tonne
vehicles driving where they are not permitted. These would likely be Highway enforcement
issues and would not be addressed by changing the gate closure times for Tower Bridge
Wharf. The ASB report also mentions the use of nitrous oxide but does not specify where —
regardless, this or any illegal activity would be a police enforcement issue and would not be
remedied by closing the community facility of Tower Bridge Wharf to all members of the public
(other that residents of St 84 Katherine’s Way). One of the police reports provided stated the
design of the gates would not necessarily alleviate ASB due to the design of the gate have a
stepped feature / horizontal lines. Therefore, if ASB were to be a concern then the perpetrators
could potentially scale the gate.

This section of the Thames Path is a facility for all residents, the community as a whole and
for visitors wishing to use the Thames Path. It is a particularly picturesque viewing spot for
Tower Bridge. The installation of limited access would extinguish a public right of way and is
not supported by LBTH T&H. Having had discussions with colleagues in TfL they have
confirmed that they do not support the closure of the gates on the Thames Path as this is a
strategic river walkway. LBTH T&H does not support the amendment of the condition for a
change of closure times proposed for the reasons outlined above.

External Consultees:

Metropolitan Police (Designing Out Crime):

Whilst in principle we have no objections to the proposal, we would recommend that the
applicant ensures our concerns are taken into consideration. From a Designing out Crime
position and Secured by Design any location where access is formally controlled this will
always help to prevent and reduce incidents of crime and anti-social behaviour. Reduced
permeability limits the potential for incidents to occur and can also reduce the fear of crime for
surrounding residents. Appendix2 highlights the high number of ASB related incidents within
the ward of St Katharine’s and Wapping.
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There are also positives to permeability in that if pathways and communal areas are provided
with ongoing natural surveillance, and these are appropriately lit/ covered by CCTV, this can
help in return to provide these locations with an increase in foot fall and therefore provide the
area, as a whole, with good natural surveillance. The Metropolitan Police have been unable
to fully establish how and when these gates are to be locked, and whether access is then only
provided to residents.

The Metropolitan Police are concerned about whether closing and locking these gates will
actually have the desired effect as some of the existing gate designs do appear to support
climbing rather that frustrating it. Whilst a closed and locked gate will highlight the restriction
to access, if a gate is easily scaled, or bypassed, this could cause unexpected issues as no
legitimate users will be within this space leaving only unauthorised users at the location.

Port of London Authority
No objection.
River Thames Society

Urge the Council to reject the application. The jetty, which the Council maintains, is a
marvellous viewing platform for Tower Bridge and nearby area, and an intrinsic and valued
part of the Thames Path, greatly welcomed by residents and visitors alike. We welcome the
proposals to open the gates at 6am but feel that the earlier evening closure is unwarranted.

Thames Path, National Trail

For the following reasons we recommend the application be refused.

e The Thames Path is a National Trail for all to enjoy and that use should not be restricted.
Restricting the access hours in the evening would not be in accord with London Plan Policy
T3 which requires the safeguarding of London’s walking and cycling networks.

e The earlier opening time is a benefit to users but the earlier closing of the gate in the
evening to reduce anti-social behaviour is too early and would significant restrict evening
use of the National Trail. This location has iconic views of Tower Bridge which is an
attraction to users of the Thames Path both in day and night time.

e London Plan Policy SI 16 (Waterways — use and enjoyment) states the following:
Development proposals should improve and expand the Thames Path and the towpaths,
improve alignment with the waterway where relevant, enhance them as walking routes,
and provide better linkages to the transport network. This will require collaboration with
relevant partners including London boroughs, the PLA, the Canal and River Trust, the
Environment Agency and Natural England, as well as landowner, developer and
community representatives.

These paths will be public and not private spaces. The early closing of the gates in the evening
will in part make the Thames Path at this location feel like a private space and not a ‘National
Trail’ for all to enjoy and therefore this application should be refused.

Transport for London (TfL):

The Thames Path is part of the Strategic Walking Network and therefore should not be closed
to public access longer than was originally agreed and ideally restrictions to public access
should be reduced not increased. This is to be in line with London Plan Policy T2, Healthy
Streets.

TfL does not agree that restricting public access to strategic walking routes or public paths
would be in accord with London Plan Policies D3, D8 and D11 to create an inclusive
environment. TfL would recommend an approach to reducing anti-social behaviour should not
be at the cost of restricting the wider public access to the riverside. —
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Access to the Thames Path is also a contributor to public wellbeing of visitors and local people
beyond the development itself. In this location, this a significant local view of Tower Bridge
after dark as well as during daylight. Policy D8 of the London Plan identifies the importance of
creating a sense of place during different times of day and night. Policy HC6 refers to the need
to improve access, inclusion and safety at night. Limiting further the public access to the
strategic walking conflicts with this policy. For reasons outlined above, TfL recommend refusal
of the application.

Turk’s Head Charity

Object to the request for the gates at Tower Bridge Wharf to be locked from 7pm or dusk until
6am on the grounds it will deny access to a riverside public place owned by Tower Hamlets
Council. The application states that Tower Bridge Wharf Management tried to change access
times to the Thames Path in 2016, but refused because of a lack of evidence of ASB and
failure to seek alternative measures. Since then the St Katharine and Wapping Neighbourhood
Ward Panel, reactivated in 2017, has encouraged reporting of ASB to the Police and Council
and probably accounts for the increase in crimes reported.

The applicant's covering letter names two documents in support. One is a Tower Hamlets
Community Safety Report, dated October 2021, but which does not state who commissioned
it and does not include the appendices. The second is an ASB report compiled by the St
Katharine and Wapping Safer Neighbourhood Ward Panel ASB subgroup. Neither of these
reports are robust enough to justify the changes.

The Community Safety Report is unclear on the percentage of ASB reports that come from
Tower Bridge Wharf. For instance on page 3 it states: "Around 10% of the ASB complaints in
the Ward came from residents or security staff of Tower Bridge Wharf." On page 6 it states:
"The incident location for the Police data is slightly more accurate than that held by the Council.
A large proportion of the data for Tower Bridge Wharf was identified based on telephone
numbers reporting rather than location of incident. However it was possible to identify 18% of
ASB complaints where the jetty area of Tower Bridge Wharf was specifically mentioned." What
does "telephone numbers reporting” mean? How has the previous stated figure of 10% risen
to 18%7? On page 7-8, this figure rises to 35%. "Between July 2021 and September 2021, the
ASB complaints in Tower Bridge Wharf accounted for 35% of all ASB complaints made in the
St Katharine’s & Wapping Ward." It goes on in its conclusion to say: "To date 8 ASB warnings
(ASBWs) for people committing or likely to commit ASB in the area. THEOs have also issued
2 Fixed Penalty Notices (FPNs) for littering offences.” and “Due to the volume of ASB
complaints in the area, Tower Hamlets Council and the Police have regularly tasked resources
to Tower Bridge Wharf and the surrounding area since October 2020. Between February 2021
and September 2021, the THEOs have undertaken 132 patrols, supported by visits from the
police Safer Neighbourhood Team". This means on average just one ASBW was issued per
month.

The St Katharine and Wapping Neighbourhood Ward Panel ASB report concluded that: 2 "All
Thames Path and riverfront steps/walkways from Tower Bridge Wharf along to the west end
of Narrow Street are ASB hotspots.”" What data is this based on? Has this statement been
tested, challenged or questioned? If this application is successful, the logical conclusion would
be that as magnets for ASB, public riverside areas swallow too many resources and instead
of Council control should come under the network of management companies in charge of
running riverside residential blocks. Access to the river is already limited and further limitations
run contrary to the Council's policies on contact and connection with water spaces. ASB is an
endemic problem throughout Tower Hamlets and the strategy to deal with it requires borough-
wide solutions instead of piecemeal insidious privatisation.



6. RELEVANT PLANNING POLICIES AND DOCUMENTS

Development Plan

6.1 Planning decisions must be taken in accordance with relevant policies in the Development
Plan, unless there are material considerations which indicate otherwise.

The Development Plan comprises:
- Tower Hamlets Local Plan 2031 (2020)
- London Plan (2021)

The key Development Plan policies relevant to the proposal are:

Land Use and Environment (open space, water space, health)

Local Plan: S.SG1, D.SG2, S.OWS1, D.OWS3, D.OWS4, D.ES4
London Plan: G4, Sl 14, Sl 16, SI1 17, GG3, HC6

Design (layout, appearance, permeability, public realm, safety)

Local Plan: S.DH1, D.DH2
London Plan: D3, D5, D8, D11

Heritage (conservation area, views)

Local Plan: S.DH3, D.DH4
London Plan: HC1, HC3, HC4

Amenity (privacy, noise)

Local Plan: D.DH8, D.ES9
London Plan: D3, D14

Transport (sustainable transport, connectivity, walking, cycling)
Local Plan: S.TR1
London Plan: T1, T2, T3, T5

Other policies and guidance

6.5 Other policy and guidance documents relevant to the proposal are:

National Government
- National Planning Policy Framework (2021)
- National Planning Practice Guidance (updated 2021)
- National Design Guide (2019)

Greater London Authority
- City Fringe Opportunity Area Planning Framework (2015)
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- Character and Context (2014)

London Borough of Tower Hamlets
- Planning Obligations SPD (2021)

- Tower of London Conservation Area Character Appraisal and Management
Guidelines (2008)

Other
- Thames Estuary 2100 (Environment Agency) (2022)
- Thames Vision 2050 (Port of London Authority) (2022)
- South East Inshore Marine Plan (HM Government) (2021)
- The Case for a River Thames Cultural Vision (Mayor of London) (2019)

- Thames River Basin District River Basin Management Plan (Environment
Agency) (2015)

PLANNING ASSESSMENT

The key issues raised by the proposed development are:
i. Land Use and Open Space
ii. Heritage and Design
iii. Neighbouring Residential Amenity
iv. Highways and Transport
v. Equalities and Human Rights

LAND USE AND OPEN SPACE

Background

Tower Bridge Wharf, the residential building and public riverside walkway, gained planning
permission to be built in 1986. The 1986 planning legal agreement secured the riverside
walkway to be constructed by the developer with opening hour conditions for members of the
public from 8am to 11pm, however there were no gates to the walkway at this time.

Subsequently in 2003, planning permission was granted to install gates on either side of Tower
Bridge Wharf in order to physically enforce the same 8am to 11pm opening hours. The 2003
consent did not approve any increased restrictions to the public access legal agreement. The
2003 consent also stated that the gates ‘would remain open on special occasions, such as
celebration fireworks, outside these hours,” however it is unclear if the Wharf still operates as
per the decision notice.

In 2016, a planning application to reduce opening hours to 8am to 6pm was refused. Riverfront
public walkways in this area have been secured piecemeal from three neighbouring,
interconnecting planning permissions, namely Tower Bridge Wharf (consented in 1985),
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Cinnabar Wharf (consented in 1998) and Capital Wharf (consented in 1996), now forming a
adjacent sections of the public riverside walkway/ Thames Path.

Publicly Accessible Open Space

The jetty promenade area is designated as Publicly Accessible Open Space in the Local Plan,
referred to as Carron Continental Wharf. The Local Plan states that open space will be
considered to be publicly accessible, where access for the public is secured by virtue of legal
agreements and formal arrangement; whether it is in public or private ownership. It is
understood that the jetty area is owned by Tower Bridge Wharf but managed by LBTH. Access
to the Thames Path and jetty open space were secured by legal agreement in the original
planning permission in 1986. The legal agreement specifically states that access to the public
is between 9am and 6pm and a deed of variation to the legal agreement would be required in
order to give effect to this application, should it be granted. The change in closing hours to
7pm/ dusk (whichever is later) could also prove to be uncertain for members of the public
planning a journey, given the ambiguity of the word “dusk.”

Policy D.SG3 (Health impact assessment) states that applicants for development involving
such spaces are required to submit a health impact assessment to outline how the
development could positively or negatively impact on the wider determinants of health and
should identify actions to enhance the positive impacts and mitigate the negative impacts.
London Plan objective GG3 (Creating a healthy city) also supports the above aims in
promoting active and healthy lives. Designs of spaces that promote healthy lifestyle choices
are intrinsically linked with open space policies (later in this section), as well as design policies
(in ‘Heritage and Design’ section) and transport policies (in ‘Highways and Transport’ section).

Further to the above, policy D.SG2 (Delivering sustainable growth in Tower Hamlets) states
that “Development will be supported and is considered to contribute towards delivering the
Local Plan vision and objectives and to be sustainable where it: shares the benefits of growth,
through: i. contributing to creating healthy environments - encouraging physical activity,
promoting good mental and physical wellbeing and reducing environmental factors which can
contribute to poor health, including poor air quality.”

The restriction of evening opening hours would negatively impact on the wider determinants
of health for borough residents, as it would make walking and cycling less attractive by
restricting access to this visually cherished waterfront and sitting space. Mitigation has been
proposed in the form of increasing morning opening hours, however this would not be
sufficient to outweigh the evening losses when more people would be able to use the space.
Therefore, the proposal would be contrary to policy D.SG3 of the Local Plan and objective
GG3 of the London Plan.

Policy S.OWSL1 (Creating a network of open spaces) states that “proposals will be required to
provide or contribute to the delivery of an improved accessible, well-connected and
sustainable network of open spaces, ”including through:

o 1(a) - Protecting all existing open space to ensure that there is no net loss

e 1 (c) - Improving the quality, value and accessibility of existing publicly accessible
open space across the borough and neighbouring boroughs, in line with the Green
Grid Strategy, Open Space Strategy, Local Biodiversity Action Plan and Sport
England’s Active Design Guidance.

e 1(d) - Delivering an improved network of green grid links in line with the Green Grid
Strategy to enhance access to key destination points (town centres, community
facilities and publicly accessible open spaces) and to and along water spaces, as
well as provide ecological corridors for wildlife
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e 1(e) - Maximising the opportunities to create/increase publicly accessible open space
(including playing pitches and ancillary sporting facilities) with a range of sizes and
for a range of users

The proposed increased restrictions would be contrary to the above policy S.OWS1 points
(1(a) — 1(e)), as the application seeks to reduce access, would not improve the quality, value
or accessibility of the space, would not help deliver improved green grid links to publicly
accessible open space and water spaces, even though the application site is located in the
Green Grid Buffer Zone and would result in users having to navigate existing roads around
the site when the gates are closed.

Supporting paragraph 13.19 lists areas in the borough where this will be especially promoted
and includes the “Thames Path — maintaining and expanding the Thames Path to provide
continuous public access to the river.” The proposal would not maintain or expand access to
the Thames Path. For the reasons above, the development would be contrary to policy
S.OWS1.

London Plan policy G4 specifies that development should not result in the loss of protected
open space. The supporting text in paragraph 8.4.1 notes that all types of open space,
regardless of their function, are valuable in their ability to connect Londoners to open spaces
at the neighbourhood level. Connectivity across the network of open spaces is particularly
important as this provides opportunities for walking and cycling. Turning back to the Council’s
Local Plan policies, policy D.OWS3 states that development should not adversely impact on
the public enjoyment, openness, ecological and heritage value of the borough’s publicly
accessible open spaces. The development would also therefore be contrary to policy D.OWS3
as it would adversely impact on the public enjoyment and openness of the borough’s publicly
accessible open spaces.

Water Spaces/ Thames Path
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Figure 3: Publicly accessible riverside areas (Red), secured by planning permission

Both the London Plan and the Local Plan recognise the role of the Thames Path, which is also
designated as a National Trail (part of Thames Path North Bank Section 3, Tower Bridge to
Greenwich). National Trails are long distance walks through some of Britain’s best
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landscapes. Features of this part of the Thames Path are its stunning river views, including
historic wharfs and Tower Bridge.

Figure 3 shows the parts of riverside open space which are currently available. Wapping is
built up around the River Thames with numerous historic buildings up against the water’s edge
without a footpath or setback. Since the 1980s, the Council and London Docklands
Development Corporation have permitted residential developments along the riverfront, as
long as public riverside walkways were secured by condition or legal agreement.

Figure 3 has been numbered to show the planning permissions secured, which will be detailed
further below with information on riverside walkway access:

1. Miller's Wharf House, 22 flats consented in 1988 (PA/87/01142). Riverside frontage
to be open to the public 9am to 11pm everyday by legal agreement

2. Tower Bridge Wharf, 64 flats consented in 1986 (PA/85/01059). Riverside frontage
to be open to the public 8am to 11pm everyday by legal agreement

3. Hermitage Memorial Park and Cinnabar Wharf, 96 flats and park consented in 1998
(PA/97/00504). Riverside frontage and park to be open to the public 24 hours
everyday by legal agreement

4. Capital Wharf, 85 flats consented in 1996 (WP/95/00023). Riverside frontage open
to the public 24 hours everyday

Policy D.OWS4 is tasked with responding to development within or adjacent to the borough’s
water spaces and sets out a specific list of requirements for development within these
locations. The proposed development would be contrary to point 1(f) of this policy, as it would
not provide increased opportunities for continuous public access. The proposal would also be
contrary to point 3 of the policy as it would fail to enhance (it would actually reduce) the area’s
links with the water space and contribute to the delivery of continuous walkways, canal
towpaths and cycle paths (e.g. completion of the Thames Path).

Supporting paragraph 13.56 emphasises that improved public access to and along the
borough’s water spaces will be promoted, particularly where it is currently restricted, partially
restricted or fragmented (e.g. along the River Thames).

Policy S.OWS2 is tasked with supporting the creation of a network of high quality, usable and
accessible water spaces network. The development would be contrary to part 1(c) of this
policy as it would reduce accessibility and wayfinding to and along water spaces to maximise
opportunities for public use and enjoyment. It would also fail to promote water spaces for
cultural, recreational or leisure activities (such as walking and cycling) for public use and
enjoyment, contrary to point 1(d). Point 1(f) of the policy directs development to support the
aims of the following related documents:

European Union Water Framework Directive

South East Inshore Marine Plan

Thames Estuary 2100

Thames Vision 2050

Thames River Basin District River Basin Management Plan

Part of the Vision for the South East Inshore Marine Plan includes facilitating “‘improved
access’ to the ‘Tidal Thames.” The Marine Plan includes a policy (SE-ACC-1) which states
that proposals are to demonstrate ‘appropriate enhanced and inclusive public access to and
within the marine area, including the provision of services for tourism and recreation activities,’
to be supported. Policy SE-TR-1 states that ‘proposals that promote or facilitate sustainable
tourism and recreation activities, or that create appropriate opportunities to expand or diversify
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the current use of facilities, should be supported.” The proposal would impose increased
restrictions on recreation activities beside the Thames.

One of the three key themes of the Thames Vision 2050 is listed as “Destination Thames, A
place to live, visit, play and enjoy.” One of five key priorities listed is “Access & Inclusion, An
inclusive river, accessible to all.” Within the associated Action Plan, ‘“improved
access, diversity and inclusion,”is listed. The proposal would reduce opportunities for access,
diversity and inclusion to the River Thames. For the reasons above, the development would
be contrary to the South East Inshore Marine Plan, the Thames Vision 2050 and policy
S.OWS2 overall.

London Plan policy SI 16 (Waterways — use and enjoyment) specifies that development
proposals along waterways should; protect and enhance inclusive public access to and along
the waterway front and explore opportunities for new, extended, improved and inclusive
access infrastructure to/from the waterways; improve and expand the Thames Path and the
towpaths, improve alignment with the waterway where relevant, enhance them as walking
routes, and provide better linkages to the transport network.

Conclusion

The proposed development would be unacceptable as it would adversely impact on active
lifestyle choices, it would unduly restrict access to Publicly Accessible Open Space, water
spaces, the Thames Path and National Trail, contrary to policies D.SG3, S.OWS1, S.OWS2,
D.OWS4 of the Tower Hamlets Local Plan, GG3, Sl 16, G4 of the London Plan.

HERITAGE AND DESIGN

Impact on Heritage Assets and Views

Tower Bridge Wharf falls within the Tower of London Conservation Area. The riverside walk
at Tower Bridge Wharf affords peaceful, unrestricted views towards the Grade | listed Tower
Bridge (which sits within the Local Setting of the Tower of London World Heritage Site) as well
as long views of the Grade | listed St Paul’s Cathedral. The Tower of London Conservation
Area Character Appraisal and Management Guidelines state that “the openness of the river,
and the clear views to Tower Bridge and to the Tower of London, are important parts of its
character.” It is therefore clear that the unique public views of iconic heritage assets from
Tower Bridge Wharf are important to the character of the conservation area.

The proposal would result in an additional unwelcome restriction of opening hours and access
to the Wharf, along with evening views and enjoyment of the openness of the river. In addition
to this, the proposed dusk closing would likely result in gate security workers waiting to usher
members of the public away directly around sunset, impinging on the peaceful enjoyment of
users. Evening views of Tower Bridge from the application site are especially valuable. The
loss of evening views and overall restriction in access to views of the river and Tower Bridge
would be unacceptable, contrary to policy S.DH1 (Delivering high quality design).

Policy S.DH3 (Heritage and the historic environment) states that “Proposals must preserve or,
where appropriate, enhance the borough’s designated and non-designated heritage assets in
a manner appropriate to their significance as key and distinctive elements of the borough’s 24
places.” Significantly, in relation to the current application, “Proposals to alter, extend or
change the use of a heritage asset or proposals that would affect the setting of a heritage
asset,” are required to “safeguard the significance of the heritage asset, including its setting,
character, fabric or identity” and “enhance or better reveal the significance of assets or their
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settings d. they preserve strategic and locally important views and landmarks, as defined in
Policy D.DH4.”

London Plan policy HC1 (Heritage conservation and growth) states that “Development
proposals affecting heritage assets, and their settings, should conserve their significance, by
being sympathetic to the assets’ significance and appreciation within their surroundings.”

The proposal would adversely impact on the setting of the conservation area by way of the
loss/ restriction of important views (see Figure 4) of Tower Bridge and the river, failing to
safeguard the setting, character and identity and further covering up (as opposed to better
revealing) locally important heritage views and landmarks, contrary to policy S.DH3 of the
Local Plan and HC1 of the London Plan.

Figure 4: Evening view towards Tower Bridge

In regard to local views, policy D.DH4 (Shaping and managing local views) states that
development will be required to demonstrate how it

e Preserves or enhances the prominence of borough-designated landmarks

e Preserves or enhances local views identified in conservation area appraisals and
management guidelines

¢ Preserves or enhances visual connection of the public realm with water spaces



7.28

7.29

7.30

7.31

7.32

7.33

7.34

e Preserves or enhances townscape and views to and from the site which are important
to the identity and character of the place

London Plan policy HC3 states that “Strategic Views include significant buildings, urban
landscapes or riverscapes that help to define London at a strategic level. They are seen from
places that are publicly-accessible and well-used.” The proposal would fail to preserve any of
the above types of views related to Tower Bridge and the River Thames, within the Tower of
London Conservation Area, therefore it would be contrary to policy D.DH4. The proposed
scheme would not enhance any of the views; it would actually diminish the possibility of these
views.

Mixed and Balanced Communities

Policy S.DH1 (Delivering high quality design) states that “Development is required to meet the
highest standards of design, layout and construction which respects and positively responds
to its context, townscape, landscape and public realm at different spatial scales, including the
character and distinctiveness of the borough’s 24 places and their features,” through,
including: 1(d) protecting important views of and from landmark buildings and vistas; 1(f)
creating well-connected, inclusive and integrated spaces and buildings which can be easily
adaptable to different uses and the changing needs of users.

The restriction of access to this attractive walking and cycling route on the Thames Path would
be contrary to the above policy aims.

Policy D.DH2 (Attractive streets, spaces and public realm) states that “Development is
required to contribute to improving and enhancing connectivity, permeability and legibility
across the borough, ensuring a well-connected, joined-up and easily accessible street network
and wider network of public spaces through:”

e 1(a) - Improving connectivity to public transport hubs, town centres, open spaces,
water spaces, social and community facilities and surrounding areas

¢ 1(b) - Maintaining existing public routes or appropriately re-providing access routes
during the construction phases of new development

Furthermore, “development is required to positively contribute to the public realm through:”

e 2(b) - Providing a range of public spaces that can function as places for social
gatherings and other recreational uses

e 2(f) - Resisting the creation of gated communities which do not promote socially
inclusive and cohesive neighbourhoods or connectivity between places

e 2(l) - Creating opportunities for natural surveillance, particularly at ground floor level

The proposal would be contrary to the above policy aims as it would reduce connectivity,
permeability, legibility and accessibility to open spaces and water spaces, failing to maintain
existing access times to public routes. Furthermore, the development would increase the
aspect of the application site being perceived as a gated development, failing to promote
socially inclusive and cohesive neighbourhoods, connectivity between places and reducing
opportunities for natural surveillance at ground floor level.

London Plan policy D3 (Optimising site capacity through the design-led approach) specifies
that development proposals should; enhance local context by delivering buildings and spaces
that positively respond to local distinctiveness through their layout, orientation, scale,
appearance and shape, with due regard to existing and emerging street hierarchy; encourage
and facilitate active travel with convenient and inclusive pedestrian and cycling routes,
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crossing points, cycle parking, and legible entrances to buildings, that are aligned with
peoples’ movement patterns and desire lines in the area; be street-based with clearly defined
public and private environments; achieve safe, secure and inclusive environments; provide
active frontages and positive reciprocal relationships between what happens inside the
buildings and outside in the public realm to generate liveliness and interest; provide
conveniently located open spaces for social interaction, play, relaxation and physical activity;
achieve indoor and outdoor environments that are comfortable and inviting for people to use;
respond to the existing character of a place by identifying the special and valued features and
characteristics that are unique to the locality and respect, enhance and utilise the heritage
assets and architectural features that contribute towards the local character.

The proposal would fail to correspond with aims for the above policy, resulting in a less active,
less connected, inclusive and more privatised character to the public open space that does
not promote pedestrian and cycle routes and in turn harms the local character of the area.

London Plan policy D8 (Public realm) specifies that developments should; ensure the public
realm is well-designed, safe, accessible, inclusive, attractive, well-connected, related to the
local and historic context, and easy to understand; maximise the contribution that the public
realm makes to encourage active travel; be based on an understanding of how the public
realm in an area functions and creates a sense of place during different times of the day and
night; ensure both the movement function of the public realm and its function as a place are
provided for and that the balance of space and time given to each reflects the individual
characteristics of the area; ensure appropriate management and maintenance arrangements
are in place for the public realm, which maximise public access and minimise rules governing
the space to those required for its safe management in accordance with the Public London
Charter. The proposal would go against the aims of the above policy.

London Plan policy D5 (Inclusive design) specifies that development proposal should; achieve
the highest standards of accessible and inclusive design; be designed taking into account
London’s diverse population; provide high quality people focused spaces that are designed to
facilitate social interaction and inclusion; be convenient and welcoming with no disabling
barriers, providing independent access without additional undue effort, separation or special
treatment. The proposal would provide a less inclusive space and a worse outcome for
London’s diverse population including local Wapping residents.

London Plan policy HC6 (Supporting the night-time economy) specifies that planning
decisions should promote the night-time economy, where appropriate, particularly in the
Central Activities Zone, improve access, inclusion and safety, and make the public realm
welcoming for all night-time economy users and workers, diversify the range of night-time
activities. The policy aims to maintain London as a vibrant 24-hour city. This section of the
Thames Path is frequented during both day and night time (defined as between 6pm and 6am)
hours by a range of people and the proposal would be contrary to this policy.

Security

Policy D.DH2, point 1(c) states that development should incorporate the “principles of ‘secured
by design’ to improve safety and perception of safety for pedestrians and other users.” Policy
D11 of the London Plan states that “Development proposals should maximise building
resilience and minimise potential physical risks.” The policy further states that “Development
should include measures to design out crime... in proportion to the risk.” Furthermore, “These
measures should be considered at the start of the design process to ensure they are inclusive
and aesthetically integrated into the development and the wider area.”

Officers consider that further restricting access (see Figure 5) would be a blunt method of
tackling anti-social behaviour (ASB) on the Thames Path. The Thames Path is a much valued,
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strategic attraction of national significance, designated as a National Trail rather than a private
area of a housing estate with minimal amenity value or footfall. If restricting access was one
of the forefront options to tackle ASB then much of the borough would consist of gated streets
and estates, creating a prevalent architecture of fear.

The Metropolitan Police Secured by Design team have commented on the application to state
that they have no objections to the proposal, however they have raised some concerns. They
recognise that the proposals are solely designed to reduce incidents of crime, disorder and
ASB on the application site. The Metropolitan Police have raised concerns on reduction of
permeability, whether building residents would still have access to the open space and the
easily climbable nature of the gates. They recognise that a more permeable area with
appropriate lighting and CCTV, as well as being a better designed space, would allow more
natural surveillance along with the naturally higher footfall. From a holistic point of view,
officers consider that if gates closing times are increased in this location then ASB will simply
move to another nearby location.

Figure 5: Eastern access gate to Thames Path

LBTH Community Safety have commented on the application and provided a report analysing
crime statistics from the local area recent years. They state that closing the gates earlier would
be the most effective way of tackling potential crime on Tower Bridge Wharf. They have
identified that there is relatively high ASB occurrences in the local area. However, from the
data, they are unable to identify exactly where the ASB has occurred and so it may be outside
of the jetty area, such as on the road. From looking at the St Katharine’s & Wapping ward
crime map on the Police website, it is unclear and data looks to also include the Hermitage
Riverside Memorial Gardens. LBTH Community Safety team have also commented that they
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are unsure if there are unauthorised entries when the gates are closed and that closing the
gates earlier would likely displace the ASB to other areas of the borough.

The LBTH Community Safety team analysed statistics which showed 36 crimes (including 21
ASB incidences) in December 2021 around but not necessarily, specifically, on Tower Bridge
Wharf. It also appears that the crime map analysed was not fully zoomed in to Tower Bridge
Wharf. From looking at December 2022 statistics on the Police website (see Figure 6) and
zooming in further, it can be seen that there were significantly less crimes reported in the local
area with 4 around the general Tower Bridge Wharf area and 5 around Hermitage Riverside
Memorial Gardens.
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Figure 6: December 2022 crime statistics for local area (Police website)

From looking at overall crime reports in the ward from April 2020 to December 2022, it can be
seen that the number of crimes reported is falling (see Figure 7).

Further to the above, officers have had the opportunity to be able to view LBTH Community
Safety reports of ASB from June 2019 to September 2021 which identified 307 complaints
around, but not necessarily, specifically, on Tower Bridge Wharf. This averages out to roughly
11 ASB complaints per month related to the area around Tower Bridge Wharf. Many of the
complaints related to “drug use” or “urination.” Some complaints were related to cars parked
with loud music and nitrous oxide taking. Others included complaints over fitness classes
taking place on the Thames Path and people using the space during Covid lockdown
restrictions.
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Figure 7: Crimes reported in St Katharine’s and Wapping ward

From the LBTH Community Safety report, between February 2021 and September 2021, the
LBTH Enforcement Officers (THEOSs) undertook 132 patrols, supported by visits from the
Police Safer Neighbourhood Team. They state that “To date, Police and the THEOs have
issued 8 ASB warnings (ASBWSs) for people committing or likely to commit ASB in the area.
THEOs have also issued 2 Fixed Penalty Notices (FPNSs) for littering offences.”

Security Conclusion

Officers consider that if ASB was especially problematic in this area of Publicly Accessible
Open Space/ Thames Path, then the jetty space could be redesigned to a more practical and
attractive layout. This could include the provision of more aesthetic furniture, increased
planting, landscaping and green space, as well as play space and exercise areas. A well-
designed space would encourage better use of the riverside frontage, if there was a
recognised problem and would deter ASB. Officers consider that better design should be the
first action rather than closing off the public space. Closing the gates earlier could lead to a
precedent where more valued open spaces, sections of the Thames Path, parks and roads
are gated off and at early times.

Further to the above, if there was a specific problem with the area then it is the duty of the
Metropolitan Police to increase focus and patrols. Nevertheless, recent data shows that there
does not appear to be a significant problem with crime on Tower Bridge Wharf, also evidenced
by the amount of ASBWs and FPNs issued in relation to the high number of patrols. The lack
of specific data related to Tower Bridge Wharf is also an issue and wider borough residents
are concerned that Tower Bridge Wharf residents have over-inflated ASB reporting to induce
early closure and privatisation of the public open space. A planning application to reduce
opening hours to this section of the Thames Path was refused in 2016 and officers do not
agree that there is sufficient justification to further restrict residents of the wider community
from accessing this Publicly Accessible Open Space and National Trail.

Conclusion
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The proposed development would be unacceptable as it would adversely impact on
designated heritage assets (the Tower of London Conservation Area) through loss and
restriction of important views, loss of permeability, legibility, connectivity and accessibility
resulting in a less socially inclusive and cohesive neighbourhood, increasing the perception of
a private, gated community, contrary to policies S.DH1, D.DH2, S.DH3, D.DH4 of the Tower
Hamlets Local Plan, D3, D8, HC1, HC3, HC6 of the London Plan.

NEIGHBOURING RESIDENTIAL AMENITY

Policy D.DH8 states that development “is required to protect and where possible enhance or
increase the extent of the amenity of new and existing buildings and their occupants, as well
as the amenity of the surrounding public realm,” and “must not create unacceptable levels of
noise.”

The applicant has proposed increased restrictions to hours of access to the Thames Path in
response to ASB and noisy activities and it is recognised that this may be a positive outcome
for local residents within Tower Bridge Wharf. However, a noise impact assessment has not
been provided to demonstrate that this area suffers from excessive noise. It should also be
noted that no statutory noise nuisances have been recorded by LBTH Environmental Health
team.

HIGHWAYS AND TRANSPORT

Local Plan Policy S.TR1 states that development is expected to: (a) prioritise the needs of
pedestrians and cyclists, (b) be integrated effectively alongside walking and cycling routes to
maximise sustainable travel across the borough, (d) not adversely impact the capacity and
accessibility of the transport network in the borough. The proposed development would
adversely impact on the capacity and accessibility of walking and cycling routes in the borough
and would therefore be contrary to policy S.TR1.

Policy T1 of the London Plan states that development proposals should “facilitate the delivery
of the Mayor’s strategic target of 80 per cent of all trips in London to be made by foot, cycle or
public transport by 2041,” as well as “the proposed transport schemes set out” and that “All
development should make the most effective use of land, reflecting its connectivity and
accessibility by existing and future public transport, walking and cycling routes.” The proposed
development would restrict access to a popular and attractive stretch of the Thames Path
which is used for walking and cycling, therefore going against the above policy objectives.
Furthermore, the Thames Path (within the strategic Walk London Network) falls within the
following proposed improvement transport schemes shown below, identified in the Mayor of
London’s Transport Strategy as being able to accommodate London’s growth sustainably, and
those that can achieve the wider economic, health and environmental objectives of the London
Plan:

Accessibility and inclusivity embedded in planning and design of Healthy Streets
Cycle network development (London-wide)

Walk and cycle wayfinding improvements

Walk London Network enhancements

Walking: improved local routes

The London Plan says that where the transport schemes identified in the Mayor of London’s
Transport Strategy will be affected by a proposal, TfL should be consulted at an early stage.
In their formal consultation response, TfL concluded that they objected to the application, due
to the significant adverse impacts on the Thames Path National Trail, significantly restricting
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evening use of the strategic walking with its iconic views. TfL further stated that the proposal
would make the location feel like a private space and not in the character of a National Trail
which is meant for all to enjoy.

LBTH Highways have also registered their objection to further restriction of opening hours and
have reiterated that the Tower Bridge Wharf jetty space is managed by LBTH Parks and Open
Spaces and that the Thames Path is a Public Right of Way. Therefore access should not be
limited to residents of Tower Bridge Wharf. Furthermore the walk is subject to the Walkway
Agreement 1973 granting access to the waterfront to the public. LBTH Highways have also
queried the ASB data provided in relation to Tower Bridge Wharf, which also includes ASB
unrelated to the jetty space and immediate locality.

London Plan Policy T2 (Healthy Streets) states that “Development proposals should deliver
patterns of land use that facilitate residents making shorter, regular trips by walking or cycling.”
Furthermore, the policy aims to ensure that developments “deliver improvements that support
the ten Healthy Streets Indicators in line with Transport for London guidance” and “be
permeable by foot and cycle and connect to local walking and cycling networks.” The proposal
would reduce permeability and access to an attractive walking and cycling route, which is a
space away from traffic that is relaxing, has clean air, is a place to rest, has things to see and
is not noisy, therefore it would be contrary to policy T2, restricting people from healthy and
inclusive environments.

London Plan policy T3 (Transport capacity, connectivity and safeguarding) states that
development proposals should be “safeguarding London’s walking and cycling networks,” as
well as the schemes outlined in the Mayor of London’s Transport Strategy, which are listed in
bullet-points in para 7.45 (5 objectives relevant to the application site).

Supporting text of London Plan policy T3 states that “A key means of improving the efficiency
of the transport network and unlocking growth potential is to eliminate physical barriers to
movement, including in places where the Thames divides the communities on either side of
it.” The application fails to support this objective and is contrary to policy T3 overall.

London Plan policy T4 (Assessing and mitigating transport impacts) states that “development
proposals should reflect and be integrated with current and planned transport access, capacity
and connectivity.” The policy also describes how negative impacts on the transport network
will need to be mitigated by transport improvements. As the proposed scheme is not integrated
with walking and cycling access, capacity and connectivity in the local area and does not
facilitate improvements, the development is contrary to policy T4.

The proposed development is also contrary to London Plan policy T5 (Cycling) as it would
increase barriers to cycling and creating healthy environments in which people choose to
cycle.

Conclusion

The proposed development would be unacceptable as it would adversely impact on the

transport network, contrary to policies S.TR1 of the Tower Hamlets Local Plan and T1, T2, T3
and T4 of the London Plan.

HUMAN RIGHTS AND EQUALITIES
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In considering this application, the Council has had due regard to the public sector equality
duty created by s149 of the Equalities Act 2010 and the provisions of the Humans Rights Act
1998.

The site is a designated Public Right of Way (as part of the Thames Path, National Trail) and
the proposal would place restrictions on that right of access. In addition, there would be
additional access restrictions to the jetty area, managed and maintained by LBTH Parks and
Open Spaces, which is also enjoyed by the wider public as a designated Publicly Accessible
Open Space known as ‘Carron Continental Wharf.’

The proposal would restrict access to valued public spaces. Only residents who live in the
private riverside flats (Tower Bridge Wharf) would benefit from ongoing access to the open
space and cherished views during times when gates would be closed, whereas others
including local Wapping residents and the wider public would be restricted. The open riverside
space would therefore become less inclusive and accessible, and this would
disproportionately impact on those from less affluent economic backgrounds, contrary to
Development Plan policies (as already mentioned earlier in the report). Notwithstanding the
above, it is considered that the proposal would not disproportionately impact on individuals
within any of the protected characteristic groups (age, disability, gender reassignment,
marriage and civil partnership, pregnancy and maternity, race, religion or belief or sexual
orientation) and therefore an equalities impact assessment is not required.

RECOMMENDATION

That planning permission is REFUSED for the following reasons:

1)The proposed development would be unacceptable as it would adversely impact on
active lifestyle choices, it would unduly restrict access to Publicly Accessible Open
Space, water spaces, the Thames Path and National Trail, contrary to policies D.SG3,
S.O0WS1, S.O0WS2, D.OWS4 of the Tower Hamlets Local Plan, GG3, Sl 16, G4 of the
London Plan.

2) The proposed development would be unacceptable as it would adversely impact on
designate heritage assets (the Tower of London Conservation Area) through loss and
restriction of the enjoyment of important riverside views. The proposal would also
result in loss of permeability, legibility, connectivity and accessibility resulting in a
less socially inclusive, less equal and less cohesive neighbourhood, increasing the
perception of a private, gated community, contrary to policies S.DH1, D.DH2, S.DH3,
D.DH4 of the Tower Hamlets Local Plan, D3, D8, HC1, HC3, HC6 of the London
Plan.

3) The proposed development would be unacceptable as it would adversely impact on
the transport network, contrary to policies S.TR1 of the Tower Hamlets Local Plan and
T1, T2, T3 and T4 of the London Plan.



APPENDIX 1 - Drawings and Documents

Drawings:
Site Plan
002 (Rev B)
West Side
East Side

Documents:

Letter from JLL dated 01/12/2021



APPENDIX 2 — Drawings

Appendix 2.1: Approved plan showing location of gates
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Appendix 2.2: Approved plan showing location of eastern gate
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Appendix 2.3: Approved plan showing western gate

"| Tower Bridge Wharf — Lighting & Camera Plan
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Key:

(O LB Tower Hamlets Lighting

@ TBW Lighting plus 2 x motion activated
lights at both deck entrances

(O TBW CCTV Cameras (covering walkways)

Appendix 2.4: Lighting and CCTV location and ownership



APPENDIX 3 - Further site photographs
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Appendix 3.1: View from public open space looking west
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Appendix 3.2: View from public open space looking east
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Appendix 3.3: View from public open space looking across the River Thames
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Appendix 3.4: View from public open space towards adjacent Thames Path to east



Appendix 3.5: View towards western gate



