.~

[ . DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE 26™ June 2025

% Report of the Corporate Director of Classification: Unrestricted
TOWER HAMLETS Housing and Regeneration

Application for Planning Permission click here for case file
Reference PA/24/02227

Site Albert Jacob House, 62 Roman Road, London, E2 OPG

Ward Bethnal Green East

Proposal Demolition of Albert Jacob House and redevelopment of the Site to

provide a mixed-use development of 5 to 9 storeys comprising
commercial (Use Class E) at ground floor level and 53 affordable
residential units (Use Class C3) at ground and upper floor levels,
together with associated landscaping works, relocation of a sub station,
servicing and parking arrangements;

Repaving of the adjoining highway area on Roman Road, north of Albert
Jacob House;

Relocation of vehicular gate on Bacton Street and provision of a new
service bay;

Demolition of redundant garages and pram sheds to the rear of Sleigh
House and provision of a new communal garden and reconfiguration of
existing parking bays;

Re-designed play area to the green space fronting Godley VC House.

Summary Grant planning permission with conditions and planning obligations
Recommendation

Applicant London Borough of Tower Hamlets

Architect/agent Child Graddon Lewis/NTA Planning LLP

Case Officer Catarina Cheung

Key dates - Application registered as valid on 23/12/2024

- Public consultation finished on 28/02/2025

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The proposal at 62 Roman Road, Albert Jacob House, seeks planning permission for
demolition of the existing building and redevelopment comprising the erection of a 5-9 storey
mixed-use building with commercial (Use Class E) on the ground floor and provision of 53 new
affordable rent homes (Use Class C3) at ground and upper floor levels, involving landscaping
works, relocation of a sub station, servicing and parking arrangements. Additionally, the
proposals involve repaving of the adjoining highway area on Roman Road; relocation of the
vehicular gate on Bacton Street and provision of a new service bay; demolition of redundant
garages and pram sheds to the rear of Sleigh House and provision of a new communal garden
and reconfiguration of existing parking bays; and redesigning the play area on the green space
fronting Godley VC House.


https://development.towerhamlets.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=DCAPR_147155

The height, scale and massing of the proposed building has been carefully considered in
response to the local context and the adjacent Globe Road Conservation Area, with no
identified harm to the townscape character or conservation area setting. The proposed
materiality and detailing are high quality, with active and human-scaled frontages contributing
positively to the Roman Road District Centre. Daylight and sunlight assessments show some
shortfalls as assessed against published guidance for the proposed new homes due to site
constraints and design choices, but these are balanced by positive features such as
generously sized homes, dual-aspect layouts and ample external private amenity space for
family dwellings.

Although the scheme results in a net reduction in employment floorspace, this reflects the loss
of now-redundant Council office space, with no associated job losses. The retained ground
floor commercial space is expected to contribute to the vitality of the town centre. Importantly,
the scheme delivers 100% affordable rent housing, including 3 and 4 bedroom family sized
homes. This represents a significant public benefit that outweighs the loss of employment
space and supports the sustainable repurposing of the site.

The development would deliver 53 affordable rent homes, split evenly between London
Affordable Rent and Tower Hamlets Living Rent, alongside 5 ground floor commercial units
providing a total of 349.81sgm of flexible Class E floorspace.

The proposals would not give rise to cause unacceptable overlooking or noise impacts to
neighbouring residential homes. Daylight/sunlight impacts to neighbouring properties are
limited minor, with the more adverse effects primarily effecting rooms that are not treated as
habitable rooms (small kitchens, bathrooms) and to design features of the neighbouring
buildings involving projecting walkways and overhangs. Overall, the development is
considered appropriate for a dense urban context without unduly harming neighbouring
amenity.

In terms of transport, various stopping up proposals on the public highway have been
proposed and are considered acceptable by the Council’s Highways Officer, as they would
overall improve the public realm and facilitate servicing and deliveries on-site and away from
the highway. The stopping up and associated highway works can be managed through
appropriate conditions and obligations. The scheme provides dedicated Blue Bade car parking
provision for all 6 adapted wheelchair accessible homes within the scheme. Cycle parking
provision is adequate too.

The scheme aligns with local and strategic planning policies and objectives; therefore, the
application is recommended for approval with conditions and suitable planning obligations.
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SITE AND SURROUNDINGS

The application site comprises a part two part three storey building located to the southern
side of Roman Road. The building was formerly occupied by Tower Hamlets Council
(Homeless & Housing Advice Services) but was vacated when staff relocated to the
Whitechapel offices. It is currently in temporary use by artists.

The existing building provides approximately 3,764.4sqm of office floorspace, with non-
residential purposed car parking and servicing bays located at the rear.

The wider application site also includes the garages, pram sheds and parking bays to the
rear of Sleigh House (to the east), as well as the green space fronting Godley VC House
(to the south).

The existing building is not listed and is not located within a conservation area, but it
immediately adjoins the Globe Road Conservation Area to the north, with the conservation
area's southern boundary extending along the northern side of Roman Road. Nearby
heritage assets include the Grade Il listed London Buddhist Centre to the northwest and
Sulkin House, also Grade Il listed, to the east along Knottisford Street.

The northern side of Roman Road is characterised by predominantly two storey terraced
buildings with commercial frontages at ground floor level. Nearby buildings include the 7
storey Sleigh House to the northeast, with commercial uses at ground floor and residential
units above; 5 storey residential block Butler House to the southeast; 15 storey 50 Roman
Road to the southwest, comprising commercial ground floor units and residential units
above; and 5 storey residential Godley VC House to the south.

The site is located within the Roman Road West District Town Centre, though it is not in
a primary shopping frontage. However, the Roman Road commercial frontages
immediately to the north and east fall within the Roman Road West Primary Shopping
Area, which includes primary shopping frontages.

The site is also subject to the following designations:
e Green Grid Buffer Zone (200m)

e Central Area Sub Area

e Area of Substandard Air Quality

The site has an excellent Public Transport Accessibility Level (PTAL) rating of 6a (on a
scale from O to 6b) and falls within Control Parking Zone (CPZ) A4.



Fig. 1 — Aerial view of the Site, Roman Road to the north

&

Fig. 2 — Aerial view of the Site, Godley VC House to the south

PROPOSAL

This application seeks planning permission for the demolition of Albert Jacob House and
redevelopment of the Site to provide a mixed-use development of 5 to 9 storeys
comprising commercial (Use Class E) at ground floor level and 53 affordable rent
residential homes (Use Class C3) at ground and upper floor levels, together with
associated landscaping works, relocation of a sub station, servicing and parking
arrangements.
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The proposals also include:
e Repaving of the adjoining highway area on Roman Road, north of Albert Jacob
House;
« Relocation of vehicular gate on Bacton Street and provision of a new service bay;
» Demolition of garages and pram sheds to the rear of Sleigh House and provision of
a new communal garden and reconfiguration of existing parking bays;
 Re-designed play area to the green space fronting Godley VC House.

The building would be arranged as three distinct elements, labelled as Block A, Block B
and Block B Core, to be referred to as ‘the Core’. The Core, positioned centrally, would
have 5 storeys and be flanked by Block A to the east and Block B to the west. Block A
would be 9 storeys, whilst Block B would be 6 storeys.

The 5 storey Core would have a height above the ground level of 17.902m, with Block B
(6 storeys) 20.141m, and Block A (9 storeys) reaching a maximum height of 29.365m. As
such the schemed is not GLA referrable.

RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY

PA/24/01471/NC: Application for Prior Approval under Class B, Part 11 of Schedule 2 of
the Town and Country Planning (General Permitted Development) (England) Order 2015
(as amended) for the proposed demolition of the existing three-storey office building, with
a footprint of approximately 1,490sgm, to facilitate comprehensive redevelopment of the
site. — Prior approval given 19/09/2024.

PA/06/02267: Installation of new entrance doors, disabled ramp, landing and associated
hand railing. — Permitted 05/02/2007.

GT/92/00106: Deemed consent — Proposal to section off part of the existing ground floor
office space for use as a training access centre, with a new public entrance from Roman
Road — Permitted 01/02/1993.

PA/87/00570: Alterations to offices including new entrance — Permitted 30/11/1987.

PUBLICITY AND ENGAGEMENT

728 letters were sent to nearby owners/occupiers to notify them of the development
proposal on 23/01/2025.

A site notice was displayed outside the existing building informing of the development
proposals on 29/01/2025.

The application was advertised in the Local Press on 30/01/2025.

A total of 6 representations were received: 1 in support; 1 expressing no objection to the
principle of redevelopment, welcoming this, but raising concerns; and 4 in objection.

The comments received are summarised as follows:

1x Support

e Supportive of the proposals, but additional comments were made requesting the
planting of more street trees along Roman Road, as well as within the communal
garden and redesigned green space fronting Godley VC House.

1x No objection to the principle of redevelopment, but with concerns:
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Concern over the height of the building; development over five storeys would affect
light to the north/west of the site. This would have an impact on mental health, property
value as well as humidity levels.

Questioned the need for commercial use on the lower floors, noting a high number of
empty retail units in the area. Prioritising this space for more living spaces could be
more beneficial to the community.

Raised issues of social justice, noting the already high presence of council blocks and
social issues such as drug use and rough sleeping in the area. Whilst repurposing the
abandoned building for the creation of affordable homes was welcomed, concerns
were expressed that such a major project could exacerbate these issues and
contribute to the over-concentration of social housing in an area with existing high
risers and council flats, thus creating a ghetto and keeping richer areas free of such
high risers.

4x Objections

Objection to the demolition of an existing shed which is currently used for storage of
a mobility scooter.

Concern over the limited distance between the application site and properties on
Roman Road, leading to potential health impacts such as noise and dust.

Whilst the design approach was not objected to in principle, it was felt the
development should be limited to three storeys, in keeping with the current building.
Concerns were also raised regarding the Heritage Impact Assessment, particularly
its conclusion that the proposals would not harm the local conservation area
streetscape.

Concern about the impact on light to Pepys House.

The material planning considerations raised above are addressed within the main body
of this report.

CONSULTATION RESPONSES

The application was referred to the following consultees:

Internal

LBTH Borough Urban Design — Supportive of the proposals:

The proposals have been subject to extensive pre-application discussions, including
multiple design workshops between Place Shaping and the applicant team.

The scheme largely follows the existing building footprint, with slight reductions that
improve the surrounding urban environment. This is welcomed.

The existing building is approximately 3 storeys facing Roman Road. The proposal
increases height and scale but responds contextually to the buildings to the east and
west of the site as well as the estates to the south, retaining and enhancing Roman
Road’s character with high quality ground floor commercial spaces.

The tallest element is under 30m and less than twice the context height, so it does
not trigger the tall building policy assessment. The increase in height, especially on
the eastern corner, does not harm townscape views and sits comfortably within the
wider context.



5.3

54

55

5.6

57

e The proposals would not cause harm to the adjacent conservation area’s setting.
New active ground floor uses align with Roman Road'’s character, helping to enhance
the character and identity of the street.

e Place Shaping are very supportive of the internal layouts, most units are dual aspect
with logical layouts. The deck access units are welcomed for increasing dual aspect
units and responding to the character and identity of the wider area.

e Concerns remain regarding the south facing ground floor accessible units, which are
single aspect, overshadowed and overlooked by a play space. Details on privacy
measures and sensitive design of the play space can help maintain residents’ privacy.

e The materials palette consists of the use of varied brick tones to add texture and
depth, the variety of colours complement each other and work in harmony to create
visual interest within the wider townscape. A strong basecourse fosters a human-
scale relationship with Roman Road. Place Shaping is comfortable with the proposed
materials and detailing.

e The transformation of the rear service road into a communal amenity and play area
is welcomed.

LBTH Environmental Health Noise — No objection provided suitable conditions are
attached in relation to restrictions on demolition and construction activities, noise
insultation for the residential units and noise from plant.

LBTH Environmental Health Air Quality — No objections on the grounds of air quality
subject to the attachment of suitable conditions.

LBTH Environmental Health Contaminated Land — No objections with conditions

recommended.

LBTH Public Health —

e The ground floor units will be overshadowed and directly overlooked by the play
space. Clarification is needed on how privacy will be maintained to allow residents to
open curtains and benefit from daylight. Can the play space be more sensitively
designed or reoriented to improve privacy for these units?

e The community planting bed, located off Roman Road, may not be an attractive
location for communal gardening. How will it be maintained — will it include signage
or be managed by the TRA? Similarly, further details are needed on the communal
garden to the south, which is surrounded by parking and a bin store. Who will use
this space, and how will it be managed?

e Would the proposed artwork on Godley VC House be secured through planning?
Consider working with local mural organisations like Trapped in Zone One to develop
designs with residents. Public realm signage or information could also help explain
and celebrate these features across the estate.

e Kitchens adjacent to bedrooms (e.g. Flat Types B2.1 and B2.2) — Clarification is
needed on how noise transfer between kitchens and adjacent bedrooms will be
mitigated. The layout in Flat A2.4, where these spaces are better separated, is a more
preferable arrangement.

LBTH Housing — This development brings forward a 100% affordable housing scheme,

providing 53 affordable rented housing units.

The scheme provides 6x 2B4P wheelchair units to Part M4(3)2(b) standards. The
proposed unit mix includes: 15% one bed units (policy target: 25%), 25% two beds (target:
30%), 43% three beds (target: 30%) and 17% four beds (target: 15%). There is a slightly
higher provision of family units of 60% habitable rooms, against our policy of 45%. The
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scheme provides two separate cores: Block A delivers 30 units and Block B delivers 23
units.

Ground Floor — Internal lobby doors should be power-assisted to ensure accessibility for
wheelchair users.

First to Fourth Floors —

- Bedroom windows face directly onto the communal deck access. Defensible space
should be provided in front of these windows to prevent users from standing directly
outside.

< A number of private amenity spaces are located directly on the communal walkway
(e.g. 1 bed units). These arrangements are repeated on the upper floors. Design
measures should consider how these spaces are secure and clearly delineated from
the communal route to prevent unauthorised access.

« Doors to the lift lobbies in Blocks A and B will need to be power assisted for
wheelchair users.

« On the second floor, private amenity areas should be appropriately subdivided with
suitable materials to ensure privacy between units.

- Kitchens without windows will need to incorporate adequate ventilation and
extraction.

Wheelchair Units — The proposal includes 2B4P wheelchair accessible units which
exceed minimum space standards. Additionally, the provision of dedicated wheelchair car
parking spaces is welcomed, however, a management plan for allocation and monitoring
of these spaces will be required.

Open Space — This provision is being provided through the upgrading of the existing
surrounding. A clear management strategy is needed to ensure these spaces are
maintained and function effectively. Clarification required to confirm whether the proposed
open spaces meet the requirements for all-age play provision.

LBTH Sustainability —

Key energy reduction principles:

« Energy efficiency measures — thermal fabric performance levels of the residential
proposals are set out to minimise energy loads, with space heating demand for the
residential units improving on emerging local plan target of 15kWh/m2/yr.

- Energy Use Intensity — the anticipated operational energy requirements of the
residential units are 28kWh/m2/C0O2 which is an improvement on the new local plan
target of 35kWh/m2/CO2.

- Efficient space heating and water through communal network fed from single energy
centre with all-electric ambient loop Heat Pump led system.

< Renewable energy generation through installation of PV panels (37.7 kWp).
However, the specification of a biosolar installation should be considered to maximise
the benefits associated with PV installation and green roof space.

CO2 profile:
The proposed scheme has the following CO2 emission profile —
- Residential Baseline — 52.4 tonnes CO2 per annum

- Residential Scheme — 10.7 tonnes CO2 per annum
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- Non-resi Baseline — 3.2 tonnes CO2 per annum

« Non-resi Proposed Scheme — 2.1 tonnes CO2 per annum
- Total Baseline — 55.6 tonnes CO2 per annum

« Proposed Total Scheme — 12.8 tonnes CO2 per annum

The total onsite site wide CO2 emission reduction is anticipated to be 77% against the
building regulation baseline. The proposed carbon offset contribution of £36,355 is
acceptable.

Heat Networks:

Tower Hamlets is anticipated to be designated a heat network zone as part of central
government’'s Heat Network Zoning plans. To facilitate this, the design must include
measures for a connection to future heat networks. Within the local area there is a heat
network operator seeking to expand and correspondence with the DHN operator is
ongoing. The Applicant has noted in the energy strategy that they are committed to
connecting into a district network and the systems proposed is designed to facilitate easy
connection for top up supply. This is supported and should be conditioned for delivery.

Summary:

If the proposals are recommended for approval, it is recommended conditions seek to
ensure —

< PV energy generation maximised with Biosolar roofs installed where feasible — A
detailed roof plan showing maximisation for PV alongside living roofs should be
provided, as we strongly recommend the inclusion of bio-solar installations where
feasible. Bio-solar installations deliver on both objectives for renewable energy
generation and biodiverse habitat are delivered on site.

- The carbon savings are delivered as identified in the Energy Strategy.

- Any non-residential units under 500sgm (GIA) shall achieve compliance with at least
the ‘Very Good’ BREEAM standard. Any non-residential units over 500sgm (GIA)
shall achieve compliance with at least the ‘Excellent’ BREEAM standard. Within 3
months of first occupation of the development the applicant shall submit the final
BREEAM certificates to demonstrate the scheme has achieved a BREEAM Excellent
rating which shall be certified by the awarding body.

- Post completion report (including As Built calculations) is submitted to demonstrate
energy / CO2 savings have been delivered.

- Carbon Offsetting contribution is secured.

Monitoring undertaken in accordance with GLA ‘Be Seen’ requirements.

LBTH Lead Local Flood Authority — No concerns regarding the proposed drainage
strategy or flood risk.

LBTH Waste — The submitted ground floor plan shows two bin locations: one off Bacton
Street and another via the service lane off Globe Road.

The proposed arrangement for Block A (Bacton Street), based on the revised landscaping
strategy and pre-application discussions with officers, can be accommodated.

In relation to Block B (Globe Road), given the additional servicing trips along the service
road for both commercial and residential elements of the building, it would be unfeasible
for a refuse collection vehicle to utilise this shared space. A clear separation is required
to mitigate health and safety risks. Current Health and Safety regulations require
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minimising waste collection activities involving vehicles in shared spaces with other
vehicular movements and service vehicle drivers/pedestrians.

To address this, it is advised that the applicant consider a presentation arrangement in a
safe location, where the operations of the waste vehicle are separate from the activities
of other service lane users and pedestrians. The storage area can remain the same, but
there needs to be presentation arrangements that fully prevent health and safety issues.

Bulky waste arrangements should also be considered.

LBTH Highways — The applicant engaged in comprehensive pre-application discussions
with the highways team, which is welcomed. As a result, there are no areas of
disagreement in terms of the proposals:

The main issue of the development is the requirement of stopping up parts of the existing
highway — specifically, carriageway and footway on Bacton Street and footway on Roman
Road. The current building overhangs the Roman Road footway and encroaches on the
Bacton Street footway, with additional street furniture further obstructing pedestrian
access on Roman Road beneath the overhang. These works were carried out without the
appropriate licences or stopping up orders so effectively it was an illegal obstruction to
the footway.

The proposed development seeks to regularise this by removing the Bacton Street
encroachment, significantly reducing the Roman Road overhang and removing the
obstructive street furniture. Although some footway on Roman Road will still require
stopping up, the changes will improve the public highway by providing a wider, obstruction
free footprint to the public highway.

A further stopping up is proposed on Bacton Street to accommodate a servicing bay and
to relocate the estate gate northwards, which is considered acceptable and can be made
under the Town and Country Planning Act. The plan currently shown in Appendix F of the
transport submission is incorrect. A revised plan clearly identifying public highway areas
should be appended.

Regarding car parking, cycle parking and servicing these items have all been agreed
during the pre-application process.

Should planning permission be approved we expect the following conditions /
informatives:

- A'Permit free' agreement restricting all residents, other than those that qualify under
various Council initiatives, from obtaining parking permits on the surrounding public
highway.

- All blue badge bays and cycle facilities should be retained and maintained for their
approved use only for the life of the development. Blue badge bays should be leased
(preferably free to the end user) and not sold and provided on a needs basis.

- A service management plan.

- In terms of demolition and construction management plans the applicant should be
informed that the Council adopted a new Code of Construction Practice in April 2023.
All submissions in relation to demolition and construction management proposals
should be in the form outlined on the Council's website. This is a paid service, and
the assessment, approval and monitoring of such plans will incur a charge. The fee
scale is shown on the website.

- A s278 agreement showing a scheme of highway works to the public highway will be
required.

- The applicant will be required to fund the work in processing the stopping up orders.
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LBTH Arboriculture — Agreement with the categorisation attributed to each tree and no
objection raised to the proposed facilitation pruning proposed in the Tree Works Schedule.
Also satisfied with all the proposed tree protection measures which will adequately protect
the retained trees and will ensure construction has a negligible impact.

LBTH Economic Benefits — Financial contribution amounts provided, and appropriate
apprenticeship numbers advised for the construction in accordance with the project build
cost.

External

Health and Safety Executive (HSE) — HSE is content with the proposed fire safety design.

Secured by Design — Conditions recommended.

RELEVANT PLANNING POLICIES AND DOCUMENTS

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

In this case the Development Plan comprises:
— The London Plan (2021)
— Tower Hamlets Local Plan (2020)

The key development plan policies relevant to the proposal are:

Land Use:
London Plan — SD8, E1
Local Plan — S.SG2, S.EMP1, D.EMP3, S.TC1, D.TC2

Housing:
London Plan — H1, H4, H6, H7, H10
Local Plan — S.H1, D.H2, D.H3

Design and Heritage:
London Plan — D1, D3, D4, D5, D8, D9, D12, HC1, HC3
Local Plan — S.DH1, D.SG3, D.DH2, S.DH3, D.DH4, D.DH9, D.DH10

Neighbouring Amenity:
London Plan — D3, D14
Local Plan — D.SG4, D.DH8, D.ES9

Refuse:
London Plan - SI 7
Local Plan — D.MW3

Transport:
London Plan — T2, T4, T5, T6, T7
Local Plan — S.TR1, D.TR2, D.TR3, D.TR4

Air Quality:
London Plan —
Local Plan — D.ES2

Biodiversity and Ecology:
London Plan — G1, G5, G6, G7
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Local Plan — D.OWS3, D.ES3

Sustainability:
London Plan—-SI 1, Sl 2, Sl 4,S17,SI8
Local Plan — D.ES7, D.ES10

Sustainable Drainage and Flood Risk:
London Plan - Sl 12, S| 13
Local Plan — D.ES4, D.ES5, D.ES6

Developer Contributions:
London Plan — DF1
Local Plan — D.SG5

Other legislation, policy and guidance documents relevant to the proposal are:

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (2024)

National Planning Practice Guidance (updated 2024)

Globe Road Character Appraisal and Management Guidelines (2009)
National Design Guide

London Plan Housing Design Standards LPG (2023)

Mayor of London Optimising Site Capacity: A Design-led Approach LPG 2023)
Shaping Neighbourhoods Play and Informal Recreation SPG (2012)
London Plan Housing SPG (updated 2017)

Planning Obligations SPD (March 2021)

BRE Guidelines (2022)

LBTH Refuse, Recycling and Waste SPD (2021)

Central Area Good Growth SPD (2021)

Mayor of London Circular Economy Statements LBG (March 2022)
High Density Living SPD (2020)

Emerging Local Plan

The Council has prepared a new draft Local Plan, which is at an advanced stage but
remains unadopted. Following the first Regulation 19 consultation (13 September — 28
October 2024), a further focused consultation on specific policy areas is underway to
address substantive comments received. Subject to Full Council approval, the draft Plan
is expected to be submitted for Independent Examination in late 2025 or early 2026. Until
adoption, the Tower Hamlets Local Plan 2020 (or the LLDC Local Plan 2020 where
relevant) and the London Plan 2021 remain the statutory Development Plan documents
for determining applications. For the purposes of this application, no material weight is

attributed to the draft Local Plan.

PLANNING ASSESSMENT

The key issues raised by the proposed development are:

i.
ii.
iii.
iv.
V.
Vi.
vii.

Land Use

Housing

Design and heritage

Quiality of accommodation
Neighbouring Amenity
Transport, parking and cycle
Refuse
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viii. Sustainability

ix. Environmental matters

x. Fire

xi. Local financial contributions
xii. Equalities and human rights

i. Land Use
Loss of office floorspace

Policy D.EMP3, Part 1, states that development resulting in the net loss of employment
floorspace within Preferred Office Locations, Local Industrial Locations and Strategic
Industrial Locations will not be supported.

Although the site is not within these designated employment areas, Part 2 of the policy
applies. It states that outside of those areas, development should not result in the net loss
of viable employment floorspace except where they:

a) provide evidence of active marketing over a continuous period of at least 24 months at
a reasonable market rent which accords with indicative figures, or

b) provide robust demonstration that the site is genuinely unsuitable for continued
employment use due to its condition; reasonable options for restoring the site to
employment use are unviable; and that the benefits of alternative use would outweigh
the benefits of employment use.

As the proposed development does involve a net loss of employment floorspace, it must
be justified under one of these two criteria.

The Planning Statement sets out the context that since 2015, the Council has been
working towards a strategic relocation of services, bringing desk based Council functions
where possible into the new Town Hall at Whitechapel rendering Albert Jacob House
surplus to needs.

A 2018 review concluded that service delivery from Albert Jacob House was inefficient,
and that residents increasingly expected digital, 24/7 access to Council services. A
phased transition plan was introduced, and the building was subsequently vacated.
Importantly, the closure of Albert Jacob House did not result in job losses as backoffice
support was being accommodated within the Council’s main Whitechapel premises.

Whilst the proposal results in a net reduction in floorspace (from 3,764sgm to 349.81sqm),
this is understood as a loss of office floorspace, not a loss of active employment use,
given that Council functions have been relocated or updated in line with digital strategies.

The retained 349.81sgm of flexible Class E commercial space at ground floor level will
help support the vitality of the Roman Road West District Centre. The loss of upper floor
commercial space must be weighed against the benefits of the scheme, including 100%
affordable housing provision.

Therefore, whilst the scheme does result in a net loss of employment floorspace, it does
not constitute a loss of active employment use. The previous function of the site had been
made redundant through strategic reorganisation, and the benefits of redevelopment,
particularly the delivery of an all-affordable rent housing scheme and retention of active
ground floor use, are considered to be positive material considerations to outweigh the
loss of the upper floor office use and the conflict with Policy D.EMP3.

Flexible commercial ground floorspace

Local Plan Policy S.TC1 requires development to support the role and function of the
borough’s town centre hierarchy. Within this, the function/role of District Centres are
described as vibrant hubs containing a wide range of shops, services and employment;
and to direct a new civic centre for the borough to Whitechapel District Centre. Supporting
text at paragraph 11.12 notes that District Centres generally meet more local needs, with
catchments of around 800m and provision of convenience goods and services.
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Local Plan Policy D.TC2 states that development will not be supported where it would
have a negative or potentially negative impact on the vitality and viability of Primary
Frontages and Columbia Road and Redchurch Street Neighbourhood Centres as well as
the health and well-being of local people. Outside of Primary and Secondary Frontages
within the District Centres, uses that do not require high levels of footfall (e.g. offices) and
supporting town centre functions will be supported alongside retail uses.

The proposal includes 349.81sgm of flexible Class E commercial space (across 5 units)
at ground floor level. Although the site is not located within a Primary Shopping Area or
Frontage, it lies within the Roman Road West District Centre. The proposed use is
therefore appropriate in principle.

The existing ground floor office use already falls within Class E. Under the broader Class
E definition, a range of uses (including retail, cafés, creche/nursery services) are
permitted without the need for a change of use application. This reflects a shift towards
more adaptable and flexible commercial space that can respond to market and community
needs.

The flexible Class E units proposed are of a smaller scale, more suitable to the needs of
local businesses, and would contribute positively to the vibrancy of the area. They are not
considered to compete with existing Primary Frontages, but instead complement the
function of the District Centre.

ii. Housing

Affordable housing

London Plan Policy H1 sets the 10 year targets for net housing that each local planning
authority should plan for. Additionally, London Plan Policy H4 sets out the strategic target
is for 50% of all new homes delivered across London to be genuinely affordable. To
secure this aim, public sector land should seek to deliver at least 50% affordable housing
on each site and public sector landowners with agreements with the Mayor delivering at
least 50 per cent affordable housing across their portfolio. Affordable housing should be
provided on site, and provision off-site or as cash in lieu will be acceptable in exceptional
circumstances.

Local Plan Policy S.H1 sets out that to secure the delivery of at least 58,965 new homes
across the borough between 2016 and 2031. Development will be expected to contribute
to towards the creation of mixed and balanced communities that respond to local and
strategic need, achieved through:

a) setting an overall target for 50% of new homes to be affordable through requiring the
provision of a minimum 35% affordable housing on sites providing 10 or more new
residential units.

b) Requiring a mix of unit sizes and tenures to meet local need

c) Supporting a variety of housing products in the market and affordable tenures which
meet local need; and

d) Complying with our duty to support local demand for self-build.

Local Plan Policy D.H2 requires development to maximise the provision of affordable
housing in accordance with a 70% rented and 30% intermediate tenure split, to maximise
the delivery of affordable housing onsite. The 70% rented element should be 50% London
affordable rents and 50% Tower Hamlets living rent.

All 53 homes within the development would be delivered as affordable rent housing. This
comprises a split of 50% London Affordable Rent and 50% Tower Hamlets Living Rent.

The 100% affordable provision far exceeds policy minimums, and the proposed rental
mix conforms with adopted Local Plan housing policy requirements.

Housing mix
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Local Plan Policy D.H2 requires the provision of a mix of unit sizes (including larger family
homes) in accordance with local housing need.

The proposed housing mix as follows:

Unit type Unit numbers | % by unit D.H2 Policy
numbers requirement (% by
unit numbers)

1 bed 8 15.1 25

2 bed 13 24.5 30

3 bed 23 43.4 30

4 bed 9 17 15

Total 53 100 100

The proposed unit mix would not align with the Local Plan’s policy targets, as it is skewed
toward the provision of 3 and 4 bedroom family units. However, when considering the
borough’s housing context and the acute need for larger affordable family sized
accommodation, this departure from policy is considered acceptable. Therefore, the
provision of 100% affordable housing, combined with the focus on larger family units, is
considered acceptable.

iii. Design and Heritage

Local Plan Policy S.DH1 requires development to meet the highest standards of design,
layout and construction which respects and positively responds to its context, townscape,
landscape and public realm. To achieve this, development must be of an appropriate
scale, height, mass, bulk and form in its site and context; provide coherent building lines,
roof lines and setbacks and complement the streetscape rhythm; and ensure the
architectural language (such as scale, compaosition, articulation of building form, detailing
and materials choices) complements and enhances their immediate and wider
surroundings.

Local Plan Policy S.DH1 and London Plan Policy D3 states proposals should use high
quality design, materials and finishes to ensure buildings are robust, efficient and fit for
the life of the development.

London Plan Policy D3 sets out that all development must make the best use of land by
following a design-led approach that optimises the capacity of sites. Optimising site
capacity means ensuring that development is of the most appropriate form and land use
for the site.

Local Plan Policy D.DH2 requires developments to positively contribute to the public
realm. This includes optimising active frontages toward public streets and spaces;
providing clear definitions and enclosure through building frontage and massing, and
connection and continuity of pedestrian desire lines and street activities, at a human scale;
resisting the creation of gated communities; locating entrances in visible, safe and
accessible locations; and creating opportunities for natural surveillance.

In relation to heritage assets, Local Plan Policy S.DH3 and London Plan Policy HC1 states
that proposals must preserve or where appropriate enhance and conserve the borough’s
designated and non-designated assets in a sympathetic manner appropriate to their
significance. Policy S.DH3 specifies that proposals affecting a heritage asset’s setting
must safeguard its significance, including its setting, character, fabric, and identity. They
must also align with the local context in terms of design, height, scale, form, detailing, and
materials, enhance or reveal the asset's significance or setting, and preserve strategic
and locally important views and landmarks.
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This proposal has been informed by a rigorous, design-led approach to site optimisation,
in accordance with Policy D3 of the London Plan. Throughout the extended and
constructive pre-application engagement with Development Management and
Placeshaping Officers, the height, scale, massing, layout and quantum of development
were robustly tested. The scheme that has emerged from this process represents the
optimum form of development for the site, striking a careful balance between maximising
the number of new homes and achieving high quality design outcomes — ensuring a high
standard of accommodation for future occupiers; responding appropriately to the site's
context; respecting the adjacent conservation area; and avoiding undue amenity impacts
on neighbouring properties.

Height, scale and massing

The existing building is 3 storeys in height fronting Roman Road. Whilst the proposal
introduces an increase in height and scale, it responds appropriately to the surrounding
context, including neighbouring buildings to the east and west, and the estates to the
south. Importantly, the character of Roman Road would be retained and enhanced
through the introduction of high quality commercial spaces at ground floor level.

Fig. 3 — Massing view of the existing and proposed building from Roman Road, looking east (with
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50 Roman Road to the right of the building)

The tallest element of the proposed development is under 30m in height from the existing
site ground level and is not more than twice the prevailing context height. As such, it does
not meet the threshold requiring assessment against tall building policy objectives. The
increased height at the eastern corner is not considered to result in harm to the townscape
and sits comfortably within the wider context.

The building form incorporates upper level setbacks, which help to reduce the perceived
bulk of the building. Elevational articulation, including deck access and recessed corner
balconies, introduces depth and visual variation, helping to break down the massing and
avoid a monolithic appearance.
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Identity and character

The deck access aligns with the character and identity of the wider area, but this design
also aids the ability to design dual-aspect units.

The rear facade addresses the communal space and Godley VC House, providing a
distinct and carefully considered identity separate from the front Roman Road elevation,
and offering a welcoming entrance for residents accessing the building from this side to
ensure it does not read as a neglected back elevation but instead serves a clear purpose
and function. Both elevations have been thoughtfully designed.

The taller bookend blocks exhibit an appropriate vertical emphasis, reinforced by their
window arrangements and brick column details that align neatly with the ground floor
shopfront pilasters. In contrast, the central block emphasises a more horizontal
expression with the deck access; however, the posts dividing the deck access provide
breaks to the horizontality, which also correspond with the shopfront pilasters on the
ground floor. Overall, whilst the ground floor maintains its own distinct identity, it
successfully integrates with the upper levels.

Fig. 4 —Visualisation of the proposed front elevation from Roman Road, looking east



Fig. 5 — Visualisation of the proposed rear elevation of the building showing the landscaped play
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and communal space

Materials and detailing

The proposed materials respond appropriately to the wider context, incorporating a variety
of brick tones to provide texture and depth. The range of colours complement each other
and contribute to a visually engaging composition within the wider townscape. The use of
varied brick tones and finishing materials creates a dynamic visual expression, animating
and articulating the elevations. This quality of detailing and attention to the material
articulation of the facades is important in ensuring this scale of development sits
comfortably in its context and provides a sympathetic architectural/ townscape
relationship to the conservation area opposite and to residential neighbours.

The defined basecourse in the design helps establish a more human scale and responds
positively to the immediate character of Roman Road.

Landscape design and public realm

The conversion of the ground floor rear car parking spaces into soft landscaping to provide
play and communal areas is greatly welcomed. This change significantly improves the
urban condition to the rear of the building, transforming a service road into a shared space
for amenity and play between buildings.

A new area of public realm is proposed between 50 Roman Road and Block B, forming a
soft landscaped frontage along Roman Road. This intervention is welcomed, as it creates
a more inviting entrance to the site, softens the street edge and helps activate the area
around the shopfronts and otherwise inactive frontages such as the bin store and plant
room.

The provision of residential entrances from both Roman Road and the rear offers flexibility
in access and improves connectivity to the amenity space. The arrangement also allows
for natural surveillance of communal areas from entrance lobbies and residential units.
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Conclusion on design and heritage

Whilst the development introduces an increase in height, scale and bulk compared to the
existing situation, the proposed massing is contextually appropriate and reflects the scale
of surrounding buildings to the east, west and south. It would not result in harm to the
setting of the adjacent conservation area. The proposed ground floor uses are in keeping
with the character of Roman Road, supporting an active frontage, contributing positively
and enhancing the character and identity of the street.

The Placeshaping Officer has reviewed the proposals and is greatly supportive of the
scheme with the attention to detail in the form of the building and architectural expression
found in the careful articulation of the facades, including choice of facing materials and
detail in relation to balconies and the treatment of the ground storey facing Roman Road.

iv.  Quality of accommodation

London Plan Policy D6 requires housing development to be of a high quality and provide
adequately-sized rooms with comfortable and functional layouts which are fit for purpose
and meet the needs of Londoners without differentiating between tenure, should
maximise the provision of dual aspect dwellings and should provide at least the gross
internal floor area and built-in storage area set out in Table 3.1. Local Plan Policy D.H3
echoes the requirements of the London Plan space standards.

For amenity space, Local Plan Policy D.H3 requires the following to be provided onsite:

a) a minimum of 5sgm of private outdoor space to be provided for 1-2 person dwellings
and an extra 1sgm for each additional occupant;

b) balconies and other private external spaces to have a minimum width and depth of
1.5m;

c) for developments with 10 or more residential units, the minimum communal amenity
space should be 50sgm for the first 10 units plus a further 1sgm for every additional
unit thereafter

d) major developments should provide a minimum 10sgm of high quality play space for
each child

e) the child yield calculator should be used to determine child numbers in a development.

London Plan Policy D7 and Local Plan Policy D.H3 seek to ensure that at least 10% of
dwellings meet Building Regulations requirement M4(3) ‘wheelchair user dwellings’.

Internal

The proposed schedule of accommodation would be as follows:

Level Flat no. Type | Prop. GIA | Req. GIA | Prop. Req. Met?
(sgm) (sgm) private private
amenity | amenity
(sgm) (sgm)
Ground BO.1 2B4P | 98.67 16
(accessible)
Ground B0.2 2B4P | 98.67 16
(accessible)
First B1.1 4B6P | 110.81 99 9 9 Y
First B1.2 4B6P | 121.26 99 11 9 Y
First B1.3 3B5P | 94.97 86 17 8 Y
First Bl1.4 3B5P | 93.69 86 17 8 Y
First B1.5 3B5P | 95.01 86 17 8 Y
First Al.l 1B2P | 59.72 50 7 5 Y
First Al.2 3B5P | 89.08 86 8 8 Y




First Al.3 2B4P | 95.99 10

(accessible)
First Al4 2B4P | 71.55 70 10 7 Y
Second/ | B2.1 4B6P | 110.81 99 9 9 Y
Fourth
Second/ | B2.2 4B6P | 121.25 99 11 9 Y
Fourth
Second/ | B2.3 3B5P | 94.97 86 9 8 Y
Fourth
Second/ | B2.4 3B5P | 93.69 86 9 8 Y
Fourth
Second/ | B2.5 3B5P | 95.01 86 9 8 Y
Fourth
Second/ | A2.1 1B2P | 59.72 50 7 5 Y
Fourth
Second/ | A2.2 3B5P | 89.08 86 8 8 Y
Fourth
Second/ | A2.3 2B4P | 95.99 10
Fourth (accessible)
Second/ | A2.4 2B4P | 71.55 70 10 7 Y
Fourth
Third B3.1 4B6P | 110.81 99 9 9 Y
Third B3.2 4B6P | 121.26 99 11 9 Y
Third B3.3 3B5P | 94.97 9

(accessible)
Third B3.4 3B5P | 93.69 86 9 8 Y
Third B3.5 3B5P | 95.01 86 9 8 Y
Third A3.1 1B2P | 59.72 50 7 5 Y
Third A3.2 3B5P | 89.2 86 8 8 Y
Third A3.3 2B4P | 95.99 70 10 7 Y
Third A3.4 2B4P | 71.55 70 10 7 Y
Fifth B5.1 3B5P | 93.14 86 10 8 Y
Fifth A5.1 1B2P | 50.63 50 7 5 Y
Fifth A5.2 3B5P | 87.88 86 8 8 Y
Fifth A5.3 3B5P | 95.99 86 10 8 Y
Fifth A5.4 2B4P | 71.55 70 10 7 Y
Sixth/ A6.1 1B2P | 59.72 50 7 5 Y
Seventh
Sixth/ A6.2 3B5P | 89.08 86 8 8 Y
Seventh
Sixth/ A6.3 3B5P | 95.99 86 10 8 Y
Seventh
Sixth/ A6.4 2B4P | 71.55 70 10 7 Y
Seventh
Eighth A8.1 4B6P | 112.47 99 55 9 Y
Eighth A8.2 1B2P | 51.28 50 14 5 Y

Table 1: Schedule of accommodation demonstrating the internal and external space
standards.
7.46 As demonstrated by Table 1, all the units would meet the minimum internal space

standards. In fact, the space standards and floor layouts are ambitious, seeking to align
more closely with the Mayor of London’s Housing Design Standards LPG (2023) best
practice guidance, which encourages developments to exceed minimum requirements in
pursuit of higher residential quality. In this case, the following best practice standards are
achieved:
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« Internal space standards that exceed the minimum and align more closely with best
practice.

e Exceeding the minimum built-in storage requirement by 0.5sgm.

e Provision of at least 2 built-in storage cupboards in every home.

e Provision of an additional bathroom/shower room in homes for 6 or more people.

All the new homes are dual aspect aside from the 3 ground floor accessible units — the
quality of light within these units is discussed further below in ‘Neighbouring Amenity’
section.

A total of 6 fully accessible wheelchair adapted M4(3)(2)(b) homes would be provided,
equating to 10% of the overall housing provision, thereby meeting the policy requirement
set out in Policy D7 of the London Plan and D.H3 of the Local Plan.

Whilst there are no strict minimum space standards for M4(3)(2)(b) units due to the need
to accommodate a range of accessibility needs, it is noted that these units exceed the
baseline internal space standards set out in the London Plan so are considered to allow
for appropriate manoeuvrability and functionality. No objections were raised by the LBTH
Housing Officer in relation to the layout or provision of these units.

In response to queries raised by the LBTH Housing Officer regarding bedrooms facing
the deck access, the design has been developed to ensure privacy without compromising
the internal living environment, while maintaining flexibility for residents. Bedroom
windows that face the communal walkway will be fitted with solid, openable side panels,
allowing natural ventilation (in addition to mechanical ventilation) without the need to open
the main window itself. To further enhance privacy, these windows have also been
designed with 1.1m high sills — higher than elsewhere in the building. Additionally, the
access control strategy will only permit the residents who live in the flats with deck access
to access the walkway, meaning each unit will have only two neighbouring households
able to pass in front of their property. As a result, footfall in front of these windows will be
relatively low.

External

As demonstrated by Table 1, all the units would meet the minimum private external
amenity space standards and would achieve the policy minimum depth of 1.5m.

The proposed communal amenity and play space proposed is as follows, shown in Table
2 and Fig 6:

Location Sgm

Rooftop communal amenity | 305

onsite AJH

GF communal amenity 202+611 =813

space onsite AJH
GF play space onsite AJH 174.5+196 = 370.5
Play space outside Godley | 303

VC House
Communal amenity space to | 122
the south of Sleigh House

Table 2: Schedule of proposed external amenity space.



7.53

7.54

7.95

7.56

7.57

ROMAN ROAD
£ 775 A /AN

==
£l T
!v‘;
i'
I' & Sleigh House
{
== N
1 i
a s
.
-

=
[ N == 1 e -

‘Ame nity Space 3

‘r!!! 122 sq m; ‘_‘I

B = w w :

DIGBY STREET

Fig 6 — Playspace and amenity space proposed within and surrounding the development.

The provision of 53 homes would require 93sgm of communal amenity space in
accordance with policy. The proposal would exceed this requirement, providing an
attractive private roof garden benefiting from good views of 305sgm, a front landscaped
amenity space of 202sgm fronting Roman Road, and a further central ground floor
amenity space of 611sgm. Altogether, the proposals would well satisfy the policy
requirements for communal amenity space.

According to the LBTH Child Yield Calculator, the development would require 942sgm of
playspace: 315sgm for children aged 0-4, 286sgm for ages 5-11, and 341sgm for ages
12-18. Onsite at Albert Jacob House, the proposals would provide 370.5sgm of playspace
for children aged 0-8. This results in an underprovision against policy requirements,
largely due to the site constraints which inhibit full compliance with the required provision.

Distance is a key barrier to children’s play. The Mayor of London adopted Shaping
Neighbourhoods Play and Informal Recreation SPG sets out all children and young
people should have access to play space within reasonable and safe walking distance of
their homes. For 5-11 age that group that actual walking distance should be under 400m
and over 12 no greater than 800m. The supporting landscape statement identifies Meath
Gardens and Bethnal Green Gardens as accessible within a 10 minute walk from Digby
Street — both approximately 320m walking distance. Both open spaces offer amenity
facilities, including sports courts and playgrounds. Access to Bethnal Green Gardens
requires crossing Globe Road, a busy thoroughfare, which may impact ease of access for
younger users. In contrast, Meath Gardens is accessed via Morpeth Street, a quieter
residential road. The surrounding area also benefits from being within a 15 minute walk
from both Mile End Park and Victoria Park. The application site itself is not within an area
of open space deficiency, and is designated in the Local Plan as being within 400m (5
minute walking distance) of publicly accessible open space.

To improve green space closer to the site, the applicant proposes upgrades to nearby
areas, including the playspace fronting Digby Street outside Godley VC House and the
removal of sheds to the south of Sleigh House to convert and upgrade this space into a
communal landscaped area — this also includes the reconfiguration of existing parking
bays, currently 6, with the proposal reinstating all 6. The proposed upgrades would deliver
303sgm of playspace for children aged 6-12 outside Godley VC House, and 122sgm of
new amenity space outside Sleigh House.

Whilst these upgraded spaces would not serve only the future occupiers of the proposed
development, they do provide valuable new outdoor amenity space offering a degree of
public benefit by enhancing neighbouring public spaces and a welcomed increase in
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landscaped planting in the surrounding area. The Council’'s Public Health Officer has
raised a query regarding the neighbouring planting areas and how these will be
maintained over time. This matter will be addressed through the submission of a
management and maintenance plan, secured via a legal agreement. However, it would
be inappropriate to include these upgraded off-site spaces in the playspace calculations
for the development itself. Therefore, the proposal is considered to result in an overall
underprovision of playspace.

To address this, and in addition to securing the improvements at Sleigh House and Godley
VC House, a financial contribution will also be sought via a Section 106 agreement. This
contribution would support new investment, maintenance and enhancement of play
spaces in the wider locality to help mitigate the underprovision on site and within the
immediate surroundings.

V. Neighbouring amenity

Local Plan Policy D.DH8 requires new developments to protect and where possible
enhance the residential amenities of neighbouring occupiers. This includes maintaining
good levels of privacy, avoiding unreasonable overlooking or an unacceptable increase
in the sense of enclosure, and preventing undue noise and disturbance during both
operational and construction phases.

Overlooking
Sleigh House

To the east of the site lies Sleigh House. Block A, of 9 storeys, would be set back
approximately 13-15m from Sleigh House. However, it is noted that the windows on Sleigh
House’s western elevation facing Block A are small bathroom or toilet windows — not
serving habitable rooms.

The side facing windows on Block A, located further to the rear, would be positioned at
an oblique angle toward the rear elevation of Sleigh House, and are therefore not
considered to result in any harmful overlooking.

Butler House

Butler House to the southeast is an asymmetrical U-shaped building, with the western
arm fronting Bacton Street and the slightly longer eastern arm extending toward Butler
Street. The closest part of Butler House, its western arm, would be set back by
approximately 17m. However, this elevation is blank, containing no windows. The eastern
arm would be set back over 34m from Block A.

The London Plan Housing SPG (2016) identifies a separation distance of 18-21m as a
useful guideline for maintaining visual privacy, while the Local Plan seeks to ensure a
minimum separation of 18m between habitable rooms. The proposed development would
comfortably exceed this guidance, and is therefore does not give rise to any overlooking
concerns.

Godley VC House

Godley VC House lies to the south of the site. Block A would be set back approximately
23m, whilst the eastern side of the Core would be set back up to 33m at its furthest point.
The western side of the Core would be set back approximately 19m, and Block B around
13m from Godley VC House.

Whilst the 13m separation between Block B and Godley VC House falls below the London
Plan Housing SPG’s recommended distance of 18-21m for visual privacy, this distance is
measured from the rear elevation of Block B to the deck access of Godley VC House,
rather than directly to its habitable room windows. As such, there is some additional
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setback between Block B and the windows of Godley VC House beyond the 13m
measurement. However, the Housing SPG does acknowledge that strict adherence to
these standards can limit the variety of urban spaces and housing types in the city. The
Local Plan similarly notes that the 18m separation is to be applied as a guideline,
dependent on the design and layout of the scheme. It states that in some instances,
setbacks or buffers can mitigate impacts, particularly where habitable rooms face a public
thoroughfare, street, lane or access deck.

In this case, the separation between Block B and Godley VC House is mediated by a
decked access corridor, which provides a visual buffer and reduces the perception of
overlooking, thereby assisting with mitigating potential impacts on privacy.

50 Roman Road

50 Roman Road, located to the southwest of the site, would be set back approximately
12m from the proposed development. The existing building on site is currently set back
by around 3m at ground level and approximately 9m at the upper levels, with a first floor
roof terrace positioned close to the windows of 50 Roman Road. The proposed scheme
has therefore taken an opportunity to increase the separation distance and removes the
upper level terrace and relocating the amenity space to ground level. These adjustments
responds to the increased scale of the new building and the additional windows introduced
on the western elevation of Block B.

Whilst the proposed development would be taller, the increased setback is considered to
offer a more appropriate spatial relationship between the buildings in this urban context.
This arrangement is not untypical in a dense town centre location and as such is
considered on balance acceptable and would not result in an unacceptable level of
overlooking or loss of privacy.

Roman Road terraces

The terraces to the north are currently set away from the existing building by
approximately 13-15m. Notably, the upper levels of the existing building project forward
and overhang Roman Road. The proposed development would remove this overhang and
set the building further back from Roman Road, resulting in an increased separation
distance of around 2-3m — the Core being slightly stepped back from the front elevations
of Blocks A and B. In addition, the Core would feature a decked access, providing a further
2m buffer to any habitable windows. As such, windows along the Core would be set back
by approximately 18m from the terraces opposite.

Whilst the overall building height would increase, the enhanced separation distance
represents an improvement spatially between the development and neighbouring terraces
and at 18m separation distance would not introduce unacceptable levels of overlooking.

Daylight, sunlight and overshadowing — internal daylight within the proposed development

In order to ascertain the levels of daylight within the proposed development, a Daylight
and Sunlight report for the new homes accompanied the planning application. All
habitable rooms have been assessed for daylight quantum using the illuminance method.
The Building Research Establishment (BRE) guidance sets out target levels of 100 lux for
bedrooms, 150 lux for living rooms and 200 lux for kitchens, each to be achieved across
at least 50% of the reference plane.

Block A

Of the 182 windows tested, 25 do not meet the relevant BRE daylight targets —
approximately 13%. However, 11 of these are kitchens measuring 8-9sgm. BRE
guidance. A kitchen of this small size is too small to generally serve as a dining area and
the accepted practice is to treat the kitchen as a non-habitable room for the purpose of
daylight assessments..
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For the remaining rooms that fall below BRE targets, such as a small number of bedrooms
and living areas, it is noted that they face onto private amenity balcony spaces. As such,
the shortfall is offset by the benefit of good outlook, amenity and light from the balcony. In
one example, a bedroom falls slightly below the target at 48% (Window 34, Flat A.2.2);
however, the remainder of this dual aspect 3 bed homes performs well, with other
windows comfortably exceeding targets. As a result, the overall daylight levels within this
new home within the block are acceptable.

Block B

Of the 155 windows tested, 90 do not meet BRE daylight targets — approximately 58%.
However, as with Block A, 14 of these windows serve kitchens measuring between 9-
12sgm. These kitchens are modest in size and are accompanied by separate dining
areas, so they again would fall into the category of a non-habitable room though they have
been tested.

Several of the affected living room windows also face onto private balconies, which
benefits from good outlook and access to good natural light level. A number of bedroom
windows are located beneath projecting balconies or face onto deck access walkways.
Although these design features can limit daylight to these rooms, they serve important
functions, the balconies provide valuable private amenity space for the family units, help
reduce solar gain and contribute positively to the architectural expression of the rear
elevation. The use of deck access also enables more homes to benefit from dual aspect,
which is a strong positive in terms of benefits from direct sunlight, natural ventilation and
general internal living quality, even if it slightly compromises daylight illuminance in some
instances.

It is also noted that daylight levels on levels 1-3 are lower, which is a direct result of the
building’s orientation and its proximity to neighbouring properties, including 50 Roman
Road to the west and Godley VC House to the south. The positioning of Block B is more
constrained than Block A due to this context. However, from the fourth floor upwards,
there is a noticeable improvement in daylight levels, with many rooms more closely
approaching and exceeding BRE guidance targets. This is due to the block rising above
the level of the adjacent buildings and benefiting from increased access to unobstructed
light.

Whilst there are a number of rooms across both blocks that do not fully meet BRE
guidance targets, these breaches of guidance need be contextualised. Many of the rooms
included in the figures are kitchens which would not accurately be treated as habitable
rooms under BRE guidelines due to their size and function. In other cases, the marginal
shortfalls are offset by good design principles, such as dual aspect layouts, generously
sized room layouts and provision of private balconies.

On balance, the internal daylight levels across both blocks are considered acceptable
when assessed against BRE guidance and in the context of the site’s constraints and the
overall high design quality of the scheme.

Ground floor accessible units

LBTH Placeshaping and Public Health raised comments regarding the adapted
wheelchair accessible units, requesting further information on daylight, privacy and
potential overlooking from the adjacent playspace. The landscape design would provide
a defensible green buffer, comprising dense hedging set around the relevant homes front
private amenity areas and in front of bedroom windows. This would offer an appropriate
level of screening and separation from the central green space.

In terms of daylight, the bedrooms in Unit BO.2 would receive adequate daylight to at least
50% of the room, meeting the recommended BRE target. The bedrooms in Unit BO.1
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would fall short of the target by 1%. Whilst this is not ideal, it is a marginal shortfall and is
primarily due to the inclusion of full-width balconies above, serving the first floor 3 bed 5
person family homes. These balconies provide valuable private amenity space for larger
households, and in this context, the minor shortfall is considered acceptable.

The wheelchair accessible homes would benefit from generously sized private amenity
areas, comparable to those of the family units. Although these units are single aspect and
located on the ground floor, they would face onto a communal green space to the rear of
the building rather than the public highway, contributing to a quieter and more private
outlook. The Council’'s 120 Occupational Housing Therapy Team recognises the
considerable benefits of providing ground floor accessible affordable rent housing units
that possess their own at grade external amenity spaces, as these units do.

Whilst the accessible units are single aspect and one bedroom marginally
underperforming in daylight terms, the overall quality of accommodation is acceptable.
The prioritisation of family amenity and the generous provision of private outdoor space
for the accessible homes is seen as a valuable mitigating factors.

Daylight, sunlight and overshadowing — impacts to neighbouring properties

Guidance relating to daylight and sunlight is contained in the Building Research
Establishment (BRE) handbook ‘Site Layout Planning for Daylight and Sunlight’ (2022).

The handbook provides suitable methods for assessing daylight for residential
accommodation to existing neighbouring homes. The method tested in the submitted
Daylight and Sunlight Report are the Vertical Sky Component (VSC) and where room
layouts are known daylight distribution (NSL).

VSC measures the amount of visible sky at a specific point on a vertical surface, such as
a window, and is used to assess the potential for daylight entering a room. Daylight
distribution refers to how daylight spreads within a room.

For the above methods, the BRE guidance suggests that the existing daylight may be
noticeably affected by new development if windows achieve a VSC of below 20% and are
reduced to less than 0.8 times their former value, or daylight distribution within rooms are
reduced to less than 0.8 times their former values.

For sunlight, the Annual Probable Sunlight Hours (APSH) test calculates the percentage
of probable hours of sunlight received by a window or room over the course of a year. In
assessing sunlight effects to existing properties surrounding a new development, only
those windows orientated within 90 degrees of due south, and which overlook the site,
require assessment.

The BRE Guidelines suggest that the main living rooms within new buildings should
achieve at least 25% of annual sunlight, with 5% during the winter period. For
neighbouring buildings, the guide suggests that occupiers will notice the loss of sunlight
if the APSH to main living rooms is both less than 25% annually (with 5% during the
winter) and that the amount of sunlight, following the proposed development, is reduced
by more than 4%, to less than 0.8 times its former value.

The below table sets out LBTH numerical classifications that are required to be applied
for Negligible, Minor Adverse, Moderate Adverse and Major Adverse bandings for daylight
(VSC and NSL).

Reduction to daylight (VSC & NSL) Effect classification
and Sunlight (APSH)

0 — 20% reduction Negligible

20.1 — 30% reduction Minor Adverse

30.1 — 40% reduction Moderate Adverse
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| Above 40% reduction | Major Adverse

Table 3: Daylight and Sunlight effect classification.
The following properties were tested, and these are identified in Fig 6 below:

e Sleigh House

e Butler House

e The Tramshed

e Godley VC House

50 Roman Road

e Roman Road — properties to the north, nos. 57-95 (odd numbers)
e Peary Place

V.
?
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Fig. 7 — Model showing the neighbouring properties tested for impact on their daylight and sunlight
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Sleigh House

Windows on the western elevation serve bathrooms/WCs and are therefore non-
habitable. Whilst there would be some reduction in light, the VSC values remain above
20%, apart from Window 5 on the first floor, which is slightly below at 19.8%. This is
nonetheless considered acceptable in this context and would result in negligible effects

On the southern elevation of Sleigh House, no windows would experience any significant
loss of daylight. All VSC results remain comfortably above the BRE target, and several
windows would see no change at all.

In relation to sunlight to the southern elevation of Sleigh House, it is noted that 3 windows
would receive less than 0.8 times their former annual probable sunlight hours (APSH).
However, with retained ratios of 0.75 and 0.78, and percentage reductions in the range of
18-20%, the impacts are marginal and would not result in a noticeable or significant loss
of sunlight. The effect is therefore considered negligible.

Butler House

Altogether, 151 windows were tested; however, this total includes windows serving
hallways, bathrooms/WCs. BRE guidance states that windows to non-habitable rooms —
such as bathrooms, stairwells, garages and storage areas — do not have a set
requirement for daylight. Therefore, excluding these, there are 86 relevant domestic
windows. Of these, 22 (approximately 25%) fall short of the VSC test, with before/after
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ratios of less than 0.8. Further, among the 22 affected windows, 6 would experience
minor adverse effects, 1 moderate adverse and 15 major adverse effects.

The BRE guidance acknowledges that windows with balconies above them typically
receive less daylight, and that a larger relative reduction in VSC may be unavoidable if a
window is recessed or has projecting wings on one or both sides of it. Balconies obstruct
light from the top part of the sky, even a modest obstruction opposite can result in a
significant reduction in VSC and in the area receiving direct skylight. The guidance
suggests that in such cases, an additional calculation can be undertaken to assess the
VSC and area receiving direct skylight, for both the existing and proposed situations,
without the balcony in place.

This alternative assessment was undertaken for the windows that fall short of the standard
VSC test due to obstruction by the projecting deck access. The results show that, without
the decked access in place, these windows would all meet the BRE guidelines. This
indicates that the proposed development would have only a limited impact, with most of
the light reduction attributable to the existing building’s design.

Two windows (Windows 60 and 91), which are not overshadowed by the existing
projecting walkway, have proposed ratios of 0.77 and 0.79. Given these minor adverse
marginal shortfalls and the fact that the windows are set back approximately 34m from
the proposed building, the loss of light is not considered to be unduly significant.

The loss of daylight to the majority of affected windows is largely attributable to the existing
building features, with only minor additional impact from the proposed development.
Given that most affected windows already fall below BRE standards due to the deck
access, and the marginal shortfalls for the windows not impacted by the existing structure
are minimal and unlikely to be significant, the overall loss of daylight is considered
acceptable.

The Tramshed — community hub along Knottisford Street

This building does not serve a residential use but has nonetheless been assessed
notwithstanding the BRE published guidance and application of policy D.DH8 relates only
to residential amenity in terms of daylight impacts. The northern (front) windows facing
the development would experience reductions of less than 2.1%, with some as low as
0.5%. These changes are minimal and would not result in a material loss of daylight.

Godley VC House

On the eastern elevation of Godley VC House, 7 windows were assessed. All would
experience no change in daylight levels from the proposed development, with the
exception of the uppermost window, which would experience a minimal reduction of 0.1%,
retaining a high VSC of 35.7%. Therefore, no concerns are raised regarding daylight
impacts to this elevation.

On the northern elevation, a larger number of windows would be affected. Of the 263
windows tested, 163 serve non-habitable rooms and as such can be discounted. Of the
remaining 100 habitable windows, 21 would meet the BRE guideline for daylight, whilst
79 would fall below the recommended before/after VSC ratio of 0.8. Of these 79 affected
windows, 41 would experience major adverse effects, 13 moderate adverse, 14 minor
adverse and 1 negligible.

Additionally, of these 79 windows, 18 are not obstructed by the projecting access decks
and achieve before/after ratios between 0.74 and 0.79, which are marginal shortfalls and
are of the windows which would experience minor adverse effects, thus generally
considered acceptable in dense urban environments.
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61 obstructed by the projecting access decks. For these, the alternative ‘without
balconies’ assessment was undertaken. This shows that 34 windows would achieve
before/after ratios of 0.8 or higher, or fall just short at values of 0.72 and above.

Additionally, a number of oversailed windows (14) achieve retained VSC values close to
target, 0.61 to 0.78 which amount to 8 experiencing moderately adverse effects and 6
experiencing minor adverse effects., So, although not strictly meeting the BRE target, are
considered reasonable given the presence of external obstructions designed as part of
the building itself.

There are however a number of windows that fall more noticeably short of the BRE
guidelines, even under the alternative assessment. These include ground floor windows
such as 279 (kitchen: major reduction from 16.7% to 4.2%), 280 (bedroom: major
reduction from 17% to 4.1%), 284 (major reduction from 17.3% to 3.9%), 285 (bedroom:
major reduction from 17.4% to 3.9%), and 289 (kitchen: major reduction from 14.2% to
3.2%). First floor windows affected include 334 (kitchen: major reduction from 19.3% to
6.8%), 335 (bedroom: major reduction from 19.5% to 6.8%), 339 (bedroom: major
reduction from 19.6% to 6.6%), 340 (bedroom: major reduction from 19.6% to 6.6%), and
344 (kitchen: major reduction from 16% to 5.5%). These reductions are largely attributed
to the existing building’s design — including projecting deck accesses, stairwell placement
and the lower-level positioning of windows.

The majority of the affected windows within Godley VC house are not serving habitable
rooms (i,e. serving larger kitchens, living rooms or bedrooms). Indeed, it is understood
none are serve living rooms. An explanation for the degree of impact to those habitable
rooms that are affected is derived from the architectural features of the building namely
the deck access with the decks oversailing the windows. Understood in this context and
mindful these individual homes each benefit with other habitable rooms including main
living rooms and bedrooms unaffected by the proposed development (as these room
windows do not face Albert Jacob House and gain their light from the south) on balance,
the adverse impacts do not warrant refusing the scheme that is delivering significant
guantum of affordable rent housing including large number of family sized homes.

50 Roman Road

The ground floor of 50 Roman Road is in retail use, so the windows at this level are not
relevant for daylight assessment.

The first floor eastern windows facing the proposed development would achieve VSC
ratios between 0.65 and 0.79, with retained VSC values ranging from 18.3% to 19.9%.
This corresponds to 4 windows experiencing moderate effects and 2 with minor effects.
These impacts are considered acceptable, being only marginally below BRE guidance.

The 6 second floor eastern windows would also fall slightly below the 0.8 ratio but retain
VSC values between 23.5% and 26%. Of these, 5 would experience minor effects and 1
moderate.

Overall, the proposed development is not considered to result in an undue impact on
daylight to 50 Roman Road.

Roman Road — properties to the north, nos. 57-95 (odd numbers)

A total of 154 windows were assessed; however, this includes windows serving retalil,
office and café spaces, as well as non-habitable areas such as hallways, staircases and
entrance halls. Excluding these, there are 74 relevant habitable windows comprising
kitchens, living rooms and bedrooms. Of these, 42 fall below the 0.8 VSC ratio. However,
most are only marginally below this threshold, with overall retained VSC values above
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15%. This results in 8 windows experiencing minor adverse effects and 34 experiencing
moderate adverse effects.

Overall, most affected habitable windows experience only minor to moderate daylight
reductions, with retained VSC levels remaining adequate. Therefore, the impacts are
considered acceptable.

Peary Place

The proposed southern elevation of 6, 8 and 10 Peary Place (including their rear windows
and rooflights) have been tested. These properties are located to the north of the Roman
Road terrace buildings.

The retained VSC values remain comfortably above 20%, in line with BRE guidance,
resulting in negligible impacts on the 15 windows tested. Therefore, these small losses
are not considered to result in a material loss of daylight and are unlikely to be perceptible
to occupants.

Overshadowing to neighbouring gardens and open spaces

The overshadowing assessment within the BRE guide recommends that at least 50% of
each outdoor space should receive a minimum of 2 hours sunlight on 21st March. The
surrounding amenity spaces were testing including the hardstanding amenity spaces
fronting the western arm of Butler House, the gardens to the ground floor homes to the
west of the eastern arm of Butler House and ground floor gardens to the north of Godley
VC House. The assessment shows that all these spaces meet this requirement, with no
material reduction in sunlight hours before and after the development.

Noise

A Planning Noise Assessment, prepared by Suono, was submitted to support the
application. The Environmental Health Noise Officer reviewed the information and raised
no objections in relation to noise or vibration. However, if the application is approved,
conditions are recommended in relation to demolition and construction activities, noise
insultation for the residential units and noise from plant.

Conclusion on the neighbouring amenity impact

In terms of overlooking and noise, the proposals would not have an unacceptable impact
provided suitable conditions are secured in relation to noise.

With regard to daylight and sunlight, both internal daylighting and the impact on
neighbouring properties have been assessed in line with BRE guidelines.

For neighbouring residential homes, the identified impacts upon tested windows and
rooms in respect of VSC (and NSL where possible to assess) are generally limited in
terms of both the number of windows affected and the degree to which these windows
are adversely affected , being minor or moderate adverse impacts.

The more significant adverse impacts are centred around Butler House and Godley VC
House. In both these residential blocks, the moderate and major adverse reductions that
do occur to habitable rooms (as opposed to smaller kitchens, hallways and bathroom &
WOC) are a factor of the particular design and configuration of the neighbouring buildings
themselves, involving projecting deck access and communal stairwells. In such cases,
BRE guidance recognises that larger relative reductions may be unavoidable, and this
has been appropriately considered through supplementary ‘without balconies’
assessments where relevant which demonstrate that many of the affected windows would
meet the BRE guidelines were it not for these existing obstructions. In Godley VC House,
of the 30 habitable room windows facing the development and not obstructed by access
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decks, 18 would experience minor adverse daylight effects, while the remainder would
meet BRE targets with retained VSC values between 20% and 30%.

Taking into account the site context, the architectural design of neighbouring buildings,
the recognition any proposed residential building sought on this site will have relatively
tight relationships to neighbouring properties. It is concluded the proposed development
does not result in an undue or unacceptable degree of impact overall on the amenity of
neighbouring occupiers, particularly when these impacts are balanced against the public
benefits of the scheme, including the delivery of a significant number of affordable rent
homes including large proportion of family sized homes.

vi. Transport, parking and cycle

Local Plan Policy D.TR3 sets out that residential development is required to be permit-
fee in terms of on-street car parking. All parking associated will be required to be located
off-street. London Plan Policy T6 states that car-free development should be the starting
point for all development proposals in places that are well-connected by public transport.
Car-free development has no general parking but should still provide disabled persons
parking.

On accessible parking, London Plan Policy T6.1 states that disabled persons parking
should be provided for new residential developments. Residential development proposals
delivering 10 or more units must, as a minimum: 1) ensure that for 3% of dwellings, at
least 1 designated disabled persons parking bay per dwelling is available from the outset,
2) demonstrate as part of the Parking Design and Management Plan, how an additional
7% of dwellings could be provided with 1 designated disabled persons parking space per
dwelling in future upon request as soon as existing provision is insufficient.

Local Plan Policy D.TR3, with Local Plan Policies S.TR1, further requires development to
promote sustainable travel choices and to ensure developments prioritise space for cycle
parking. London Plan Policy T5 seeks to secure adequate levels of cycle parking which
should be fit for purpose, secure and well-located. It should be designed and laid out in
accordance with the guidance contained in the London Cycling Design Standards and
demonstrate how facilities will cater for larger cycles, including adapted cycles for disabled
people.

Local Plan Policy D.TR4 requires development that generates a significant number of
vehicle trips for goods and materials during its construction and/or operational phases is
required to demonstrate how impact to the transport network and amenity will be avoided
and how delivery of goods and servicing will be provided within the site to encourage
shared arrangements and timing of deliveries, unless demonstrated it can take place on-
street without affecting highway safety or traffic flow.

Car parking

The development will be permit free, which will prevent residents from obtaining on-street
parking permits, other than those who qualify under specific Council car parking permit
transfer initiatives set outside planning policy. This restriction is in line with the Council’s
sustainable transport objectives and aims to reduce pressure on local parking
infrastructure.

The scheme would provide 6 on site Blue Badge parking bays. This equates to the full
10% provision being delivered upfront, rather than the alternative approach of providing
3% initially with the remaining 7% secured via a management plan. This is a positive of
the scheme and provide an opportunity for all 6 fully adapted accessible homes to have
their own allocated car parking bay if required.
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Stopping up of the highway

The proposal will require the stopping up of parts of the existing public highway. This
includes sections of both the carriageway and footway on Bacton Street, as well as part
of the footway on Roman Road.

It is noted that the current building unlawfully overhangs the Roman Road footway and
encroaches onto the Bacton Street footway. In addition, street furniture has been installed
along Roman Road beneath the overhang without the necessary consents, further
obstructing pedestrian movement and effectively constituting illegal obstructions to the
footway.

The proposed development seeks to regularise this situation through a series of
interventions. The encroachment on Bacton Street would be removed entirely, the
overhang on Roman Road would be significantly reduced and the obstructive street
furniture would be removed, and the highway repaved. Although a section of the Roman
Road footway would still need to be stopped up to accommodate the amended building
footprint, the development would nonetheless be much improved through the creation of
a wider, unobstructed footway that enhances pedestrian safety and accessibility.

A further stopping up on Bacton Street is also proposed to facilitate a new on-street
servicing bay and the repositioning of the estate access gate further north. This is
considered acceptable by the Council’s Highways Officer.

In the event that planning permission is granted, the applicant will be required to fund the
full costs associated with the processing of the necessary stopping up orders.

Cycle parking

Long stay

For the residential occupiers, 102 long-stay cycle parking spaces are proposed for the 53
flats, including 6 spaces for larger or accessible cycles. The remainder will be provided
via a mix of two-tier racks and Sheffield stands. For the commercial units, long-stay cycle
parking will be accommodated within the individual units.

Short stay

The residential element will include 4 short-stay cycle spaces (2 Sheffield stands) within
the landscaped rear courtyard.

The proposed commercial floorspace falls within Class E, which is a broad use class
encompassing a range of services. Whilst the final use is known to be within Class E, the
London Plan does not provide a single short-stay cycle parking standard for this class as
a whole. Instead, it sets out different requirements for the various potential uses within
Class E. For example, a non-food retail use over 100sgm requires 1 short-stay space per
60sgm, resulting in a requirement for 6 short-stay spaces for the proposed 349.81 sqm of
floorspace. For food retail above 100sgm, the standard is 1 space per 20sgm, equating
to a need for 18 spaces. Alternatively, for office use, the requirement is significantly lower,
1 short-stay space per 500sgm, so only 1 space would be required.

To help meet potential short-stay demand, the applicant’s Transport Statement notes that
there is already a good provision of short-stay cycle parking in the immediate area,
including along Roman Road and Globe Road. Furthermore, the existing building footprint
includes 14 short-stay cycle spaces currently located beneath the oversailing section of
Roman Road; these can be re-provided within the proposed new public realm if deemed
necessary.
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Overall, the proposed approach to short-stay cycle parking is considered acceptable and
supports the Council’'s and London Plan’s sustainable transport objectives. To ensure
policy compliance, a condition will be attached requiring the provision of short-stay cycle
parking in accordance with the most onerous applicable London Plan standard for Class
E use.

A condition will be secured to ensure full details of both residential and commercial cycle
parking provision are submitted for approval by the Council and retained for the lifetime
of the development.

vii. Refuse

Local Plan Policy D.MW3 requires that all new development include sufficient accessible
space to separate and store dry recyclables, organics and residual waste for collection,
both within individual units and for the building as a whole.

The Council's Waste Officer has reviewed the proposals and considers the strategy for
refuse collection from Bacton Street, following alterations to the building line, highway and
proposed stopping up, to be feasible. A new off-street service bay is proposed, which can
accommodate refuse vehicles and also allow vehicles to stop or load alongside if the bay
is occupied.

In relation to refuse collection for Block B, due to the proposed service access area
immediately outside Block B, intended for use by both commercial and residential
deliveries, as well as for access to the substations, it is proposed that a waste presentation
strategy be adopted. This will require management to present refuse in a suitable
alternative location onsite for collection. The refuse store is in a suitable location for
residents; however, the Waste Officer requires that refuse collection for Block B not take
place in a highly shared service access space, as this raises health and safety concerns.
Accordingly, a Refuse Management Plan condition will be applied to any approval to
ensure a suitable strategy is put in place to ensure appropriate locations for (a) the storage
of bulky waste for residential occupiers, (b) for dealing with the appropriate presentation
of the refuse for collection set away from other functions and to (c) avoid the blocking of
access to bin stores.

viii.  Sustainability

Local Plan Policy D.ES7 seeks to ensure that new residential and non-residential
development should be zero carbon, achieved through a minimum 45% reduction in
regulated carbon dioxide emissions on-site and the remaining regulated carbon dioxide
emissions to 100% — to be offset through a cash in lieu contribution.

The proposed development incorporates several energy efficient and sustainable design
features, including high performance thermal fabric, efficient heating and hot water
systems and onsite renewable energy generation through the installation of solar panels.
The scheme is projected to significantly reduce carbon emissions, achieving a 77%
reduction against the building regulation baseline, and demonstrates future commitment
to connect into district heat networks. Additionally, the proposed carbon offset contribution
is deemed acceptable.

Overall, the scheme is supported from a sustainability perspective subject to relevant
conditions and securing the necessary carbon offset contribution.

In relation to the circular economy, it is acknowledged that the building is being
demolished to enable redevelopment. London Plan Policy SI 7 requires that referable
applications promote circular economy outcomes and aim to achieve net zero-waste,
including the submission of a Circular Economy Statement. Although the proposal is not
referable to the GLA and therefore Policy Sl 7 is not directly applicable, it is noted that
prior approval for the demolition was granted in 2024, confirming that the principle of
demolition has already been accepted under the relevant legislation. However, as part of
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the prior approval process, a Circular Economy Statement was submitted, outlining how
the development would minimise environmental harm during the demolition and
construction phases and embed some degree of circular economy principles — such as
reusing materials, recycling and incorporating materials with recycled or reused content.

It is understood that the applicant remains committed to these principles. They are
participating in a Romulus pilot project, through which they are documenting the existing
building materials to track opportunities for reuse, either within the proposed development
or elsewhere, thereby supporting the circular use of materials.

iX. Environmental matters

Air quality

An Air Quality Assessment, prepared by Logika Group, was submitted to support the
application. The Environmental Health Air Quality Officer has reviewed the information
and considers the assessment satisfactory.

The Dust Risk Assessment within the submitted Air Quality Assessment evaluates four
construction sub-phases: demolition, earthworks, construction and trackout. The
demolition and construction phases have been classified as presenting a medium dust
risk, whilst the earthworks and trackout phases are considered low risk in terms of dust
generation.

The Air Quality Neutral Assessment is considered satisfactory. The proposed
development is air quality neutral from both building and transport emissions.

Therefore, no objections have been raised subject to the attachment of appropriate
conditions.

Biodiversity, ecoloqy, landscaping and BNG

Ecology

The submitted Preliminary Ecological Appraisal confirms that the site does not support
the presence of bats. However, Godley VC House to the south is considered to have low
potential for supporting roosting bats. Should renovation or demolition of this building be
proposed, a bat survey would be required. However, as no works are proposed to this
building within this proposal, such a survey is not applicable. Other ecological surveys for
other protected species were not considered necessary for this proposal.

A number of biodiversity enhancements are recommended in the Appraisal and will be
secured via condition to ensure these measures are incorporated into the landscaping
plans.

Trees

An Arboricultural Survey, Impact Assessment & Method Statement Report accompanies
the application and has been reviewed by the Council's Arboricultural Officer. The Tree
Works Schedule proposes the pruning of 7 trees to facilitate demolition and the erection
of scaffolding. A Tree Protection Plan is also included, setting out protection measures.
No objections have been raised in relation to these works. Accordingly, these measures
will be secured via condition to ensure implementation in accordance with the submitted
report.

Urban Greening Factor (UGF)

London Plan Policy G5 requires boroughs to develop a UGF to identify the appropriate
level of urban greening for new developments. Whilst this should be tailored to local
circumstances, the Mayor recommends a target score of 0.4 for predominantly residential
developments and 0.3 for predominantly commercial schemes (excluding B2 and B8
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uses). The proposed development achieves a UGF score of 0.382 which is considered
acceptable and a meaningful contribution to urban greening.

Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG)

The Biodiversity Net Gain Assessment confirms that the scheme would deliver a 605.7%
net gain in habitat units and a 0.21 unit gain in hedgerow habitats.

This uplift is attributed to the inclusion of biodiverse green roofs, new tree planting,
species-rich hedgerows and a diverse mix of grasses and shrubs. No off-site measures
are required to achieve compliance.

Consequently, the proposal maximises onsite planting and greening measures,
demonstrating compliance with both national and local biodiversity policies. To ensure
that the biodiversity net gain uplift is delivered and maintained in accordance with the
submitted assessment, it is recommended that this be secured and monitored through an
appropriate legal agreement.

Flood risk and sustainable drainage

The Lead Local Flood Authority Officer has reviewed the proposed development and
confirms the site lies within Flood Zone 1, indicating a low risk of fluvial or tidal flooding.
Surface water flood risk on-site is also low, although surrounding roads have a higher
classification, with potential flood depths of 30 to 60cm. However, no concerns have been
raised regarding surface water flooding on the site itself, as it is not located within a known
critical drainage area. As such, the overall flood risk is considered low.

The proposed drainage strategy retains existing sewer connections but limits the surface
water discharge rate to match the site’s greenfield runoff rate. This would reduce pressure
on the local drainage network, delivering a 94% betterment over current conditions, and
is supported by the Lead Local Flood Authority Officer. The scheme incorporates
sustainable drainage features such as green roofs, permeable paving and underground
storage tanks, which are welcomed.

Overall, the proposals are considered acceptable in relation to flood risk, sustainable
drainage, water supply, and sewerage.

X. Fire

A Fire Safety Strategy has been submitted as part of this application and referred to the
Health and Safety Executive (HSE) for review. The HSE sets out that Block A includes a
firefighting shaft with a firefighting lift, stair and dry/wet riser, while Block B is served by a
protected escape stair with a dry riser. The commercial units are fully separated from the
residential areas, and both blocks (including commercial spaces and residential
accommodation) have been designed in accordance with Approved Document B
guidance. Overall, HSE is content with the fire safety design as is relevant at this stage in
relation to determination of the planning application.

Xi. Local financial contributions

The development will be liable for Mayoral and Borough CIL payments. Affordable
housing will be eligible for relief from CIL under Regulation 49. Accordingly, the final CIL
amounts will be confirmed following approval of the application.

Development Plan policies seek financial contributions to be secured by way of planning
obligations to offset the likely impacts of the proposed development on local services and
infrastructure.

The applicant has agreed to meet all of the financial contributions that are sought by the
Council’s Planning Obligations SPD, as follows:
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£20,284.40 towards construction phase employment skills training
£6,196.98 towards end-use phase employment skills training
£5,649.81 towards development Coordination and Integration
£36,355 toward carbon emission off-setting

£TBC towards offsite playspace contribution

Xii. Equalities and human rights

The proposal does not raise any unique human rights or equalities implications. The
balance between individual rights and the wider public interest has been carefully
considered and officers consider it to be acceptable.

The proposed residential accommodation would provide the policy requirement for
wheelchair accessible units, delivering 6 high quality wheelchair units. In addition, the
proposed units are 100% affordable and would be of particular benefit in contributing
towards the Borough’s affordable housing need.

For the wider community, the proposal includes opportunity to upgrade neighbouring
green spaces, enhancing the quality of open space around the site and for adjacent
residential occupiers.

The application has been subject to the appropriate level of consultation with the public
and Council consultees. The applicant has also carried out engagement with the existing
residents of the surrounding area. Details of the community engagement undertaken are
set out in the Statement of Community Involvement (included within the Design and
Access Statement), which summarises the feedback received during the public
consultation events.

The proposed development would not result in adverse impacts upon equality or social
cohesion.

CONCLUSION

The proposed development has been assessed against the relevant Development Plan
policies, taking into account consultation responses and other material considerations.

The scheme would deliver 53 self-contained affordable rented units, including 6 fully
adapted wheelchair accessible homes, providing a good standard of accommodation and
directly addressing the borough’s need for larger 3 and 4 bedroom family housing. It would
make efficient use of a currently vacant site, which follows the decanting and strategic
relocation of former Council services to the Whitechapel offices and more accessible
online platforms. The loss of employment floorspace is considered acceptable, given the
significant public benefit of delivering a 100% affordable rent housing scheme that
addresses an identified acute pressing local need for affordable rent homes.

The design, scale and massing of the proposed building respond appropriately to the
site’s context and would not harm the character or appearance of the adjoining Globe
Road Conservation Area. The architectural detail submitted provides confidence that the
quality of the scheme can be delivered and secured by condition.

Whilst some daylighting impacts to the proposed units have been identified, these have
been mitigated as far as possible through the provision of high-quality private amenity
space and a high proportion of dual-aspect homes

Although the scheme does not deliver policy compliant levels of onsite child play space,
this shortfall is mitigated by a financial contribution towards offsite play provision in the
local area, plus the scheme enhances existing and provides some new communal



8.6

9.2

9.3

9.4

amenity to VC Godley House that will be of benefit to local residents and occupants of the
proposes development

Notwithstanding the scheme involves a loss of some employment space and incurs some
adverse impacts in relation to daylight and sunlight to neighbouring residents the scheme
is considered acceptable given the public benefits weighing in favour of the scheme as
assessed against the Local Plan and the London Plan through the delivery of 53 new
affordable rent homes, including the provision of family sized homes and have regard to
the high design quality of the scheme both to future occupants of the development and to
the neighbouring context including through the form and attention to detail in the
articulation of the elevation and palette of material chosen and the improvements to public
realm and residential amenity spaces.

RECOMMENDATION

Conditional planning permission is GRANTED subject to the following conditions and
prior completion of a legal agreement to secure the following planning obligations:

Financial obligations

a) Carbon offset contribution of £36,355.

b) Proposed employment/enterprise contributions at construction phase of
£20,284.40.

C) Proposed employment/enterprise contributions at end-use phase of £6,196.98.

d) Development coordination and integration contribution £5,649.81.

e)  Monitoring fee £TBC.

f) Playspace offsite contribution £TBC.

Non-financial obligations

a) Affordable housing (53 units)
- 100% affordable rent provision
- 6 adapted Wheelchair accessible units (M4(3) (2) (b) compliant)

b)  Transport matters
- Highways improvement
- Stopping up of Bacton Street and Roman Road
- Car free development (residential)
- Provision of 6 accessible parking spaces

c) 6 apprenticeships during the construction phase.

d) Reasonable endeavours to ensure 20% of the construction phase workforce will be
local residents of Tower Hamlets.

e) Reasonable endeavours to ensure that 20% of the end-user phase workforce will
be local residents of Tower Hamlets.

f) It is expected that 20% of goods/services procured during the construction phase
should be achieved by businesses in Tower Hamlets.

g) Maintenance of public realm areas.

h)  Monitoring of BNG.

Conditions

Compliance Condition
3 years deadline for commencement of development.

2. Development in accordance with approved plans.
3. No roller shutters compliance condition.
4.  S61 restrictions on demolition and construction activities compliance condition:
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10.

11.

12.
13.

a. All works in accordance with Tower Hamlets Code of Construction
Practice

b. Standard hours of construction and demolition

c. Air quality standards for construction machinery

d. Ground-borne vibration limits

e. Noise pollution limits
Opening hours of operation for the commercial units.
Carbon savings to be delivered as identified in the Energy Strategy.
Monitoring undertaken in accordance with GLA ‘Be Seen’ requirements.

Tree works to be carried out in accordance with the Arboricultural Survey Impact
Assessment & Method Statement Report.

Lighting provided in accordance with the ‘Luminaries’ and ‘Isolux Light Levels’
plans.

No access to flat roof — only for maintenance or parts designated as the ‘Communal
roof terrace’.

Active ground floor frontage — control of window transfers and other obstructions to
the commercial unit glazed frontages.

No combining of commercial units.

The residential units shall be implemented in full accordance with the approved
plans and layouts, which have been designed to achieve best practice standards
for internal space.

Prior to commencement

14.

15.

16.

Highways Code of Construction Practice Checklist to be completed and submitted
for approval prior to commencement.

Dust Management Plan and PM monitoring to be provided prior to commencement
of the development.

Non-Road Mobile Machinery details to be submitted prior to commencement of the
development.

Prior to construction of superstructure works

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.
22.

Section 278 agreement to be submitted prior to superstructure works, detailing:
a. Highways improvement works
b. Stopping up orders

Remediation scheme to be submitted prior to any development (save for demolition
works, site preparation, erection of fencing, laying of or provision of any services,
laying of temporary surfaces and erection of temporary site buildings for
construction purposes).

Detail of bio-solar roofs to be submitted prior to commencement of superstructure
works — demonstrating maximisation of PVs alongside living the green living roof.

Details of connection into a district heat network to be submitted prior to
superstructure works.

Details of wheelchair units.

Samples and full particulars of all external materials to be submitted for approval
prior to commencement in accordance with those specified in the ‘Shopfront Bay
with Access Deck Elevation with Materials’; Balcony Bay Elevation and Materials’;
and ‘Shopfront Bay with Balcony Elevation and Materials’ plans.



Prior to completion of superstructure works

23.
24.

Sighage strategy to be submitted prior to completion of superstructure works.

Noise Insulation (Residential Units) — Residential units must achieve suitable
internal noise levels, with post-completion and pre-occupation testing submitted for
approval.

Prior to First Occupation/use

25.

26.

27.

28.
29.

30.
31.
32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.
39.

Permit free development to be secured prior to occupation of the development.

Blue Badge parking bays to be provided in accordance with approved plans prior to
occupation of the development — These should be leased and not sold and provided
on a needs basis.

Cycle parking (residential and commercial) — details to be submitted prior to
occupation of the development.

Refuse management plan submitted prior to occupation

Delivery and Servicing Plan to be submitted and agreed prior to commencement of
the use.

Noise from Plant
Maintained at a suitable level

Post installation verification report submitted prior to operation of mechanical plant
or equipment

Kitchen Extract details for the commercial uses (if relevant) shall be submitted prior
to the occupation.

Post completion report (including As Built calculations) is submitted to demonstrate
energy / CO2 savings have been delivered prior to occupation of the development.

Landscaping Plans, demonstrating incorporation of the Biodiversity Enhancements
set out in the PEA (unless approval in writing obtained as to the inability to deliver
these enhancements), should be submitted prior to first occupation of the
development.

Details of the adoption, monitoring and maintenance of the drainage and SuDS
features to be submitted prior to occupation of the development and thereafter
maintained for the lifetime of the development.

Secured By Design accreditation prior to first occupation of any of the residential
homes

Secures by Design accreditation prior to first occupation of the commercial units

Details of the power assisted doors to the cores and communal areas serving the
adapted wheelchair units to be submitted prior to occupation.

Within 3 months of first occupation

40. Within 3 months of first occupation of the development, submission of BREEAM
certification demonstrating BREEAM Excellent rating has been achieved.
Informatives

1
2.
3.
4

Permission subject to legal agreement.
CMP/code of construction checklist details.
PM210 monitoring.

Air emission flue.



APPENDIX 1
LIST OF APPLICATION PLANS AND DRAWINGS FOR APPROVAL

Existing Drawings

- AJH-CGL-Z0-00-DR-A-000100 Rev P1 (Site Location Plan)

- AJH-CGL-Z0-00-DR-A-010000 Rev P1 (Existing Ground Floor Plan)

- AJH-CGL-Z0-01-DR-A-010001 Rev P1 (Existing First & Second Floor Plan)
- AJH-CGL-Z0-00-DR-A-010010 Rev P1 (Existing Ground Floor Site Plan)

- AJH-CGL-Z0-EL-DR-A-020001 Rev P1 (Existing Front & Rear Elevations)

- AJH-CGL-Z0-EL-DR-A-020002 Rev P1 (Existing Side Elevations)

- AJH-CGL-Z0-SE-DR-A-020003 Rev P1 (Existing Section A-A)

- AJH-CGL-Z0-SE-DR-A-020004 Rev P1 (Existing Section B-B)

Proposed Drawings

- AJH-CGL-Z0-00-DR-A-050008 Rev P1 (Proposed Ground Floor Site Plan)

- AJH-COL-20-00-DR-A-060000 Rev P1 (Proposed GA Plan — Level 00)

- AJH-CGL-Z0-01-DR-A-050001 Rev P1 (Proposed GA Plan — Level 01)

- AJH-CGL-Z0-02-DR-A-050002 Rev P1 (Proposed GA Plan — Level 02 & 04)

- AJH-CGL-Z0-03-DR-A-050007 Rev P1 (Proposed GA Plan — Level 03)

- AJH-CGL-Z0-05-DR-A-050003 Rev P1 (Proposed GA Plan — Level 05)

- AJH-CGL-Z0-06-DR-A-050004 Rev P1 (Proposed GA Plan — Level 06-07)

- AJH-CGL-Z0-08-DR-A-050005 Rev P1 (Proposed GA Plan — Level 08)

- AJH-CGL-Z0-RF-DR-A-050006 Rev P1 (Proposed GA Plan — Roof Plan)

- AJH-CGL-Z0-00-DR-A-050500 Rev P1 (Flat Type 01 — M4(3) Wheelchair User)

- AJH-CGL-Z0-XX-DR-A-050507 Rev P1 (Flat Type 08 — M4(3) Wheelchair User)

- AJH-CGL-Z0-EL-A-060000 Rev P1 (Proposed Front Elevation)

- AJH-CGL-ZO-EL-A-060001 Rev P1 (Proposed Rear Elevation)

- AJH-CGL-Z0-EL-A-060002 Rev P1 (Proposed East Elevation)

- AJH-CGL-ZO-EL-A-060003 Rev P1 (Proposed West Elevation)

- AJH-COL-20-SE-DR-A-060230 Rev P1 (Proposed Section A-A)

- AJH-COL-20-SE-DR-A-060231 Rev P1 (Proposed Section B-B & C-C)

- AJH-CGL-Z0-XX-DR-A-060100 (Shopfront Bay with Access Deck Elevation with
Materials)

- AJH-CGL-Z0-XX-DR-A-060101 (Balcony Bay Elevation and Materials)

- AJH-CGL-Z0-XX-DR-A-060102 (Shopfront Bay with Balcony Elevation and Materials)

- External Facade Material Schedule Rev P1 (Dated 11/06/2025)

- P23-080 Rev P1 (Proposed Area Schedule)

- 1127-GBEC-ZZ-RF-DR-ME-05 (AQV Locations)

- AJH-CGL-Z0-00-DR-A-940000 Rev P1 (Proposed Ground Floor Refuse Collection
Strategy)

- AJH-CGL-Z0-01-DR-A-940001 Rev P1 (Proposed Level 01-04 — Refuse Collection
Strategy)

- AJH-CGL-Z0-05-DR-A-940002 Rev P1 (Proposed — Level 05 Refuse Collection
Strategy)

- AJH-CGL-Z0-06-DR-A-940003 Rev P1 (Proposed — Level 06-07 Refuse Strategy)

- AJH-CGL-Z0-08-DR-A-940004 Rev P1 (Proposed — Level 08 Refuse Collection
Strategy)

- LO1 Rev F (External Realm to Digby Estate)

- LO2 (Roofscape)

- LO3 Rev A (Planting Plan)

- LO04 (UGF)

- LO5 (Sections)

- LO6 (Sections)

Proposed Technical Drawings:




1127-GBEC-Z2Z-00-DR-ME-06 (Proposed Plant Room Layout)
1127-GBEC-ZZ-02-DR-ME-01 (MEP Layout — Flat Type — Part 1)
1127-GBEC-ZZ-02-DR-ME-02 (MEP Layout — Flat Type — Part 2)
1127-GBEC-ZZ-02-DR-ME-03 (MEP Layout — Flat Type — Part 3)
1127-GBEC-2Z-02-DR-ME-04 (MEP Layout — Corridor)

P200 (External Realm to Digby Estate)

EDS 07-3102.17 Version C (Freestanding Brick-Built Substation for Two
Transformers up to 1000kVA Each, with ACB and LV Boards — Earth Ring Civil
Layout)

EDS 07-3102.17 Version A (Freestanding Brick-Built Substation for Two
Transformers up to 1000kVA Each, with ACB and LV Boards — Earth Ring Earthing
Layout)

EDS 07-3102.17 Version A (Freestanding Brick-Built Substation for Two
Transformers up to 1000kVA Each, with ACB and LV Boards — Earth Ring Small
Power & Lighting)

1127-GBEC-ZZ-ZZ-DR-YL-9601 Rev P1 (Luminaries)
1127-GBEC-ZZ-ZZ-DR-YL-9602 Rev P1 (Isolux Light Levels)
1127-GBEC-Z2Z-ZZ-DR-YL-9603 Rev P1 (Calculation Surfaces)

Schedule of Documents

Planning Statement (Dated December 2024)

Fire Statement Form (Dated 19/12/2024)

Design & Access Statement (Dated December 2024)

Shopfront Design Guide (Dated December 2024)

Heritage Impact Assessment (Dated December 2024)

Townscape and Visual Impact Assessment ref NU2414RE01.3 (Dated December
2024)

Daylight and Sunlight Report (Neighbouring Properties) (Dated 13 May 2024)
Daylight and Sunlight Report (Within Development) (Dated 16 December 2024)
Transport Statement (Dated December 2024)

Travel Plan Statement (Dated December 2024)

Flood Risk Assessment and Surface Water Drainage Strategy Version 1.1 (Dated 19
December 2024)

Air Quality Assessment (Dated 16/12/2024)

Arboricultural Survey Impact Assessment & Method Statement Report ref
AIA/MF/0174/24 (Dated December 2024)

Biodiversity Net Gain Assessment (Dated January 2025)

Desk Study & Ground Investigation (Dated July 2024)

Fire Safety Strategy Rev 02 (Dated 19/12/2024)

London Plan Fire Statement ref 30733-HYD-XX-ZZ-RP-FE-002 (Dated 19/12/2024)
Planning Noise Assessment ref 2934.RP.1.3 (Dated 20/12/2024)

GLA Carbon Emissions Reporting Spreadsheet

Summary Reuse, Recycle and Waste Plan

Energy Strategy Rev 02 (Dated December 2024)

Health Impact Assessment V1.0 (Dated 07/11/2024)

Landscape Statement Ref P200_PS1 (Dated December 2024)

Lighting Lux Level Survey for the Pedestrian Pathways and Roadway Lighting ref
1905/ajh (Dated 13/11/2024)

Outline Construction Management Plan (Dated December 2024)

Preliminary Ecological Appraisal (Dated December 2024)

RIBA Stage 3 Mechanical and Electrical Services Rev 01 (Dated November 2024)

APPENDIX 2

SELECTION OF APPLICATION PLANS AND IMAGES
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Drawings 1 and 2: Existing and proposed site plans.
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Drawings 3 and 4: Existing and proposed ground floor plans.
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Drawings 5 and 6: Existing and proposed first floor plans.
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Drawings 7 and 8: Proposed fifth (top) and sixth/seventh (bottom) floor plans.
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Drawings 9 and 10: Proposed eighth (top) and roof (bottom) floor plans.



Drawings 11 and 12: Existing and proposed front elevations.



Drawings 13 and 14: Existing and proposed rear elevations.



Visualisations 1 and 2: Bay study of front elevations, showing the deck access on the
left and the corner balconies on the right



Visualisation 3: Bay study of rear elevation



Visualisation 4: Proposed front elevation from Roman Road, looking east

Visualisation 5: Proposed rear elevation of the building showing the landscaped play
and communal space.



Visualisations 6 and 7: Existing and proposed rear elevation views from Bacton Street,
looking north

APPENDIX 3




SITE IMAGES

Aerial view of the existing site, view toward the front northern elevation

Fig. 2 — AesiatView of the Site, Godley V&House to the south

&

Aerial view of the existing site, view toward the rear southern elevation



