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planning report PDU/0447b, 0447c, 0447d/02  

30 March 2011 

One Tower Bridge (Potters Fields) 
in the London Borough of Southwark  

planning application nos.10-AP-1935; 10-AP-1923; 10-AP-1933; 10-AP-1934  

  

Strategic planning application stage II referral (new powers) 

Town & Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended); Greater London Authority Acts 1999 and 
2007; Town & Country Planning (Mayor of London) Order 2008. 

The proposal 

Main site 

45,075 sq.m. of residential floorspace comprising 356 residential units; 6,554 sq.m. of cultural 
floorspace (Class D1/D2 to accommodate concert hall or gallery or exhibition space; 1,827 sq.m. 
of commercial floorspace to accommodate class A1, A2, A3, A4, A5, D1, D2 and B1 uses, the 
latter not to exceed 500 sq.m.); all accommodated within buildings of up to 11 storeys (45.505m 
AOD) and a residential campanile of 20 storeys, plus roof garden and light box (79.3m AOD), 
together with 6,523.9 sq.m. of communal and private amenity space, including an extension to 
and improvement of Potters Fields Park; 143 parking spaces including two surface level parking 
spaces for car club use; 425 cycle parking spaces; together with associated highway, access and 
landscape works and other associated works and uses. 

Corporation of London site 

The construction of 4,723 sq.m. of residential floorspace comprising 46 affordable units, 379 
sq.m. of commercial floorspace (to accommodate class A1, A2, A3, A4, B1, D1 and D2) and 1,044 
sq.m. of replacement workshop space all accommodated within a building of 8 storeys (34m 
AOD), 10 replacement car parking spaces, 1 motorcycle space, 80 cycle spaces and associated 
highway and access works. The demolition of part of the compound wall and construction of a 
new wall, and creation of a new access at basement level at the Bridgemaster’s house (Listed 
Building consent) 

Access application 

Ground level, rear elevation and access alterations to former Lambeth College building to enable 
the construction of a mixed use development on the neighbouring site. 

The applicant 

The applicant is Berkeley Homes and the architect is Squire and Partners. 

Strategic issues 

The development of this prominent site, adjacent to Metropolitan Open Land with a high 
quality mixed use development including a cultural use is supported and is in line with London 
Plan policy and planning policy designations for the site and the principle established by the 
extant permission. The overall design approach is supported and further information and 
commitments have been given on a number of detailed issues including strategic views, 
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energy, transport, access, children’s play space and affordable housing. London plan 
policies on density, housing quality, climate change adaptation and flooding are also 
relevant to these applications. 

The Council’s decision 

In this instance Southwark Council has agreed a dual recommendation resolving to grant 
permission but giving delegated authority for officers to refuse permission if the Section 106 
agreement is not signed within two months of the Mayor of London and the Secretary of State 
issuing decisions not to call-in the application for their own determination. 

Recommendation 

That Southwark Council be advised that the Mayor is content for it to determine the case itself, 
subject to any action that the Secretary of State may take, and does not therefore wish to direct 
refusal or direct that he is to be the local planning authority. 

Context 

1 On 9 August 2010 the Mayor of London received documents from Southwark Council 
notifying him of a planning application of potential strategic importance to develop the above site 
for the above uses.  Further information providing additional details and amendments to the 
applications were received on 25 and 26 August 2010 and 22 November 2010. This was referred to 
the Mayor under Category 4, 1A, 1B and 1C of the Schedule to the Order 2008: 

“Category 1A: Development which comprises or includes the provision of more than 150 
flats. 

Category 1B: Development in Central London with a total floorspace of more than 20,000 
sq.m.   

Category 1C: Development which comprises or includes the erection of a building of more 
than 30 metres high outside the City of London. 

Category 4: Referable by virtue of a direction by the Secretary of State. In this instance 
the development exceeds the threshold plane of the lateral assessment area of the view 
from Blackheath to St Paul’s.” 

2 On 22 December 2011 the Mayor considered planning report PDU/0447b/01, and 
subsequently advised Southwark Council that the application did not comply with the London 
Plan, for the reasons set out in paragraph 152 of the above-mentioned report; but that the 
possible remedies set out in paragraph 154 of that report could address these deficiencies. 

3 A copy of the above-mentioned report is attached.  The essentials of the case with regard 
to the proposal, the site, case history, strategic planning issues and relevant policies and guidance 
are as set out therein, unless otherwise stated in this report.  Since then, the application has been 
revised in response to the Mayor’s concerns (see below).  On 8 March 2011 Southwark Council  
agreed a dual recommendation resolving to grant permission but giving delegated authority for 
officers to refuse permission if the Section 106 agreement is not signed within two months of the 
Mayor of London and the Secretary of State issuing decisions not to call-in the application for their 
own determination and on 17 March 2011 it advised the Mayor of this decision.  Under the 
provisions of Article 5 of the Town & Country Planning (Mayor of London) Order 2008 the Mayor 
may allow the draft decision to proceed unchanged, direct  Southwark Council under Article 6 to 
refuse the application or issue a direction to Southwark Council under Article 7 that he is to act as 
the Local Planning Authority for the purposes of determining the application and any connected 
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application.  The Mayor has until 30 March 2011 to notify the Council of his decision and to issue 
any direction.   

4 The environmental information for the purposes of the Town and Country Planning 
(Environmental Impact Assessment) (England and Wales) Regulations 1999 has been taken into 
account in the consideration of this case. 

5 The decision on this case, and the reasons will be made available on the GLA’s website 
www.london.gov.uk. 

Update 

6 At the consultation stage Southwark Council was advised that the application did not 
comply with the London Plan, for the reasons set out in paragraph 152 of the above-mentioned 
report; but that the possible remedies set out in paragraph 154 of that report could address these 
deficiencies:  

 Housing and affordable housing: The wording for the agreement linking the two 
applications and the proposed review mechanism will need to be received prior to stage II. 

 Child playspace: Further information on local play spaces and the quality of their 
provision should be provided. Contributions to improvements to local facilities may be 
required.  

 Design: Whilst the appearance of the scheme is high quality the applicant should provide 
images of block 1 in each of the shades that are proposed. The changes suggested to the 
western end of the new path to the park and to the tapered steps at the eastern end of the 
path should be dealt with by condition. Whilst the strategic views material submitted 
indicates that the proposal is consistent with the London Plan the view from within the 
Tower of London should be resubmitted so that it is in consistent with the viewpoint set 
out in the Tower of London Local Setting Study. A contribution to future lift provision to 
the north of the Bridgemaster’s House should be provided. 

 Access: Further information and justification of the approach to the lift is needed and a 
commitment to contribute to an additional lift to the north of the Bridgemaster’s House. 
The Council should also ensure that the detailed approach to the eastern end of the path is 
fully accessible. 

 Sustainable development: the applicant should assess the scheme against 2010 building 
regulations. Further information is needed on the integration of the air source heat pumps 
with the CHP and the planned operating temperatures of the heat network and the 
temperature available from the heat pump should be provided. The inclusion of 
photovoltaic cells should be reconsidered. The baseline emissions for the Corporation of 
London application should also be clearly set out. 

 Flooding: the applicant should confirm if surface water is discharged directly into the 
Thames in line with the drainage hierarchy set out in the London Plan.  

 Noise: Further details should be provided prior to Stage II of the design measures that are 
proposed for noise mitigation and the Council should ensure that these mitigation 
measures are conditioned to further minimise noise impact. 

 Transport: Further discussions and commitments are needed in relation to car parking, 
servicing management, cycling and by agreeing to make the necessary financial 
contributions in order to make the development acceptable. These include contributions for 
junction improvement works, way finding, cycle hire scheme and Crossrail.  
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Cultural use 

7 The Stage I report set out that in order to ensure delivery of the cultural space, a clause 
restricting occupation of the residential units until the cultural space has been transferred to 
Southwark Council should be imposed.  

8 The proposed heads of terms set out that the applicant will build out the proposed cultural 
space to an agreed shell and core specification prior to the occupation of the 331st unit on the 
main site. This approach is supported. 

Housing and affordable housing 

9 The stage I report set out that overall 11% affordable housing would be provided on-site 
and an additional contribution was likely to be offered. Further information was sought on the 
approach to affordable housing and further discussions were advocated.  

10 Since the Stage I report further information has been supplied and further discussions have 
taken place.  The Housing SPG and Draft Replacement London Plan states that affordable housing 
provision should normally be provided as an integral element of a residential development except 
where exceptional circumstances justify provision offsite. It also states that consideration will 
normally only be given to offsite provision where an alternative site (or sites) has been identified 
which would enable the required offsite affordable housing provision, as justified by the 
exceptional circumstances, to be delivered prior to the on-site market development being 
completed. At Stage I the applicant was asked to provide further justification as to why 
intermediate units cannot be provided on-site and to provide information of any sites identified for 
off-site affordable housing. The applicant has justified the non-provision of on-site intermediate 
units on the grounds of the cost of the raised service charge level for occupiers of those units and 
because of the recent changes to affordable housing funding, which is considered acceptable in 
this instance. 

11 Notwithstanding that the applicant has demonstrated that, in the current market, the 
scheme viability does not support more than 11% affordable housing the applicant has recognised 
that a site of this quality and value is expected to deliver a higher level of affordable housing. As 
such an affordable housing contribution of £10.51 million pounds has been offered. The following 
clause is included in the section 106 agreement: ‘The Council, shall pursuant to the Local 
Government Act 2003, be at liberty to charge the Contributions to a Council account and, for the 
avoidance of doubt, it is agreed and declared that this shall be without prejudice to the Council's 
right to apply the Contributions or any part or parts thereof to capital purposes in respect of the 
provision of additional affordable housing. The Council covenants with the Developer that it will 
expend and apply the Contributions or any parts thereof for the specific purpose for which the 
contributions are paid.’ 

12 The Council has set out that at a habitable room unit cost of £120,000 the sum would 
secure an additional 88 habitable rooms of affordable housing. The sum will be paid in a single 
instalment on the first occupation of blocks 3 and 4 (when 21% of the scheme’s private dwellings 
have been occupied). Whilst a site has not been identified for the delivery of affordable housing 
the Council has set out that there are a number of sites with extant permissions that need funding 
to kickstart them and given that the contribution is conditioned to be used for additional 
affordable housing this is acceptable in this instance.  

13 It has been argued by the applicant that the cost of the cultural facility should be treated as 
a payment in lieu of affordable housing and that as such the scheme secured the equivalent of 
25% affordable housing. Although the provision of the cultural facility is a policy requirement, 
given the exceptional nature of the location and the cultural facility, Southwark Council has agreed 
the principle of treating the contribution in this way. 
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14 The Corporation of London application will now be in phase 1 of the scheme and as such 
the early delivery of affordable housing is supported. The Section 106 agreement will restrict 
occupation of units on the main application site beyond 61 units until the affordable housing on 
the Corporation of London site has been completed. 

15 The stage I report raised the issue that ‘it is understood that the Corporation of London is 
making a financial contribution towards the provision of affordable housing on its site, which 
would mean that the private residential development is making little or no contribution towards 
affordable housing in its own right. It is also possible that the Corporation of London contribution 
has been derived from off-site affordable housing contributions from other developments within 
the City of London area and therefore it is important that the affordable housing provision is not 
double counted’. 

16 Further discussion has taken place with the applicant on this point. The Corporation of 
London is making a £2m contribution towards a build cost of over £10m for block 9. The private 
residential development is therefore contributing £8m towards the provision of on-site affordable 
housing. There is also an overage provision within the development agreement with the 
Corporation of London whereby the £2m will be reimbursed to the Corporation in the event that 
the income from the private residential accommodation on the main site increases over that 
assumed in the viability assessment. 

17  It is likely that some of the £2m contribution is derived from off-site affordable commuted 
sums paid through section106 funding from other schemes within the City of London. However, 
given that the proposal will deliver 43 social rented units, without the need for housing grant 
together with the fact that the viability assessment demonstrates that in the current market the 
scheme is not viable even with only the on-site provision proposed, this is acceptable in this 
instance.  

18 The affordable housing offer is acceptable and is, on balance, in line with the exceptional 
circumstances set out in the London Plan. 

Child playspace 

19 The Stage I report set out that using the methodology set out in the Child Play space SPG 
the development generates 105 children and the consequent need for 1,050 sq.m. of child 
playspace. A 235 sq.m area of designated  children’s playspace is provided on-site and there are 
also a number of play opportunities in the remainder of the open space provided on-site. A 
contribution of £460,580 is committed to in the section 106 agreement for upgrades to local open 
space within 1000m of the site. Given this contribution, and the fact that the development is 
adjacent to a park, this is acceptable in this instance. 

Design 

20 The Stage I report set out that the proposal was a well designed scheme of the quality that 
is demanded by its prominent location however further information was needed before it could be 
confirmed that the applications were fully in line with London Plan policy. The applicant was asked 
to provide images of Block 1 in each of the shades that are proposed and to submit an additional 
view from the Scaffold Site within the Tower of London.  

21  The applicant has not provided images of Block 1 in each proposed shade but the materials 
are to be agreed by condition with panels to be displayed on site and the GLA will be consulted on 
the discharge of this condition. This is sufficient to ensure that the appearance of this important 
facade will be of the high quality required. 

22 The applicant has provided an additional verified view from the Scaffold Site in the Inner 
Ward of the Tower of London.  From this location the proposal would occupy a gap between the 
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buildings on the southern side of the Inner Ward.  The mature trees in the foreground filter the 
view through the gap and it is therefore most noticeable in the winter months. 

23 At present the view through this gap is to clear sky as the application site has been cleared, 
although for the majority of the last century it would have been partially occupied by the upper 
parts of wharf buildings on the opposite bank of the Thames.  These would have been viewed as 
Butler’s Wharf and other buildings in Shad Thames are currently seen from this location and readily 
understood as part of the industrial city beyond the Tower of London complex.  The proposal 
would reintroduce built form on the opposite bank of the river and, together with Tower Bridge 
and buildings in Shad Thames in the left hand region of the view, reinforce the existing sense of 
the city beyond.  It would not harm the setting of the Tower of London World Heritage Site and 
would be consistent with London Plan Policy 4B.14. 

24 The stage I report also stated that the changes to the western end of the new path to the 
park and to the tapered steps at the eastern end of the path should be dealt with by condition. The 
plans have been amended to address GLA concerns and the landscaping works are subject to a 
condition.  The retention of the landscape architect responsible for the current design of Potters 
Fields is positive in ensuring a suitable degree of continuity between the landscaping in the 
scheme and the existing park. 

25 The GLA welcomes the fact that current architect has been retained by condition to 
continue with the project through to implementation. 

26 The design issues raised at Stage I have been addressed and the proposed development 
would now be consistent with the London Plan. 

Access 

27 The Stage I report set out that further information and justification of the approach to the 
lift was needed and a commitment to contribute to an additional lift to the north of the 
Bridgemaster’s House before it can be said that the applications fully comply with the London Plan 
in this regard. A parking management plan should also be conditioned. 

28 Further discussions have taken place with regard to the lift access from Tower Bridge Road. 
The lift currently proposed will be large enough for two wheelchairs and justification has been 
given as to why it is not possible for it to be full passenger lift, as traditionally defined, because of 
the workings of Tower Bridge. However the applicant has provided assurances that the 
specification will be such that it will effectively operate as a full passenger lift and that the 
maintenance of the lift will be exemplary. The details and specification of the lift are conditioned. 
A cycle channel is now included on the adjacent stair and as such will reduce demand for the lift 
from cycle users. 

29 It has not been possible to move the lift north of the Bridgmaster’s house or provide an 
additional lift in this location because this would necessitate reconfiguring the Tower Bridge 
experience and Bridgmaster’s yard and there are no current plans to do this work. In addition the 
Corporation of London is progressing plans to provide an additional lift to the south-east side of 
the Bridge on the river walk. As such an additional lift to the north of the Bridgmaster’s House has 
not been pursued. 

30   The approach to access is now acceptable. 

Sustainable development 

31 At Stage I the applicant was asked to provide further information regarding the proposed 
air source heat pumps, the potential for photovoltaic cells and a schematic showing all building 
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uses connected to the network as well as the phasing and location of the energy centre together 
with confirmation of the baseline emissions for the Corporation of London site.  

32 The applicant has demonstrated that the air source heat pumps are compatible with the 
combined heat and power plant proposed and the approach to the sizing of the plant has been 
confirmed. The applicant is now providing 197 sq.m. of photovoltaic panels on block 7 resulting in 
a further 0.6% reduction in carbon emissions. The phasing and location of the energy centre has 
been confirmed together with the baseline emissions for the Corporation of London site.  The 
climate change mitigation proposals are in line with London Plan policy. 

33 The applicant has explained the reasoning behind not providing rainwater harvesting and 
grey water recycling and given the circumstances of the site and the limited opportunities for water 
storage this is acceptable.  

Flooding 

34 The applicant has confirmed the details for surface water discharge and these are 
acceptable and in line with London Plan policy. 

Noise 

35 Since Stage I further details have been provided of the mitigation measures proposed as 
well as further discussions regarding the methodology of the noise assessment. Enclosed balconies 
are proposed to Tower Bridge Road together with the incorporation of enhanced glazing.  
Appropriate conditions relating to the design of units to achieve appropriate noise levels are 
included on the decision notice. This approach is acceptable. 

Transport for London’s comments 

36 At consultation stage, Transport for London (TfL) highlighted a number of issues. These 
included the need to: clarify disabled car parking; contribute towards a pedestrian crossing scheme, 
wayfinding system and the Strategic Walk Network; the provision of space and funding for a cycle 
hire docking station; the inclusion of a bus driver toilet facility within the site; facilities for visitor 
coach parking; improvements to servicing access and a commitment to submit a delivery and 
servicing plan and construction management plan together with a contribution towards Crossrail. 

37  As requested by TfL, two disabled parking spaces will be provided at surface level for the 
use of the employees/visitors to the commercial/cultural space. 

38 The applicant has agreed to mitigate the impact of the developments cars on the 
environment through the payment of a commuted sum of up to £25,000 to the Council. This will 
be based on the development exceeding the anticipated car movements and will fund measures to 
take existing car journeys off the road. Such measures could include cycle training, 'Doctor Bike' 
sessions, pedestrian or cyclist wayfinding information (on top of that immediately surrounding the 
site), 'smarter choices' publicity or campaigns and school or workplace travel plan initiatives. 

39 The submission of a parking management plan prior to the first occupation of units is 
conditioned. Residents are also prevented from the sale or rental of car parking spaces to non-
residents and will be excluded from obtaining parking permits for the surrounding streets. 

40 The applicant has agreed to provide car club parking spaces on Potters Fields Lane. In 
addition, the travel plan will include three years discounted car club membership for all residents of 
both the One Tower Bridge scheme and the Corporation of London site. 
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41 As a condition, the applicant has committed to submit a pedestrian and vehicle signing 
strategy for each phase of the development prior to its occupation. This will be approved by the 
Council and maintained by the applicant. 

42  The scheme will provide a minimum of 425 cycle spaces (356 for residents, 36 for 
residential visitors, 7 for commercial uses and 26 for the cultural space). TfL acknowledges several 
visitor cycle parking spaces originally proposed were removed in order to make space available for 
a cycle hire docking station. However, the provision remains above London Plan standards. The 
applicant has agreed to pay a maximum of £132,500 within the Section 106 agreement to TfL for 
the provision of a 25 space cycle hire docking station. 

43  Following discussions with the Council and TfL, the applicant has agreed to provide a 15m 
coach parking bay on the eastbound carriageway of Tooley Street. This will require the 
repositioning of an existing bus cage and associated works, which will be included in a Section 278 
agreement. The applicant has also enabled coaches up to 12m to access and drop off on the site. 
These movements will be managed through a coach management strategy, which is included within 
the Section 106 agreement. 

44 TfL welcomes the proposal to locate a bus driver toilet facility in the concierge office 
(within 50 metres of the 343 bus stand). Delivery of the facility is to be secured through condition 
and the maintenance and management is secured through the Section 106 agreement. 

45 Travel Plans for the residential, commercial and cultural elements of the development have 
been secured as part of the Section 106 agreement, including £120,000 towards the cost of 
appointing a sustainability manager whose role will include monitoring compliance with the Travel 
Plans. 

46 Within the environmental construction management plan, a construction logistics plan has 
been secured alongside a delivery and servicing plan by way of planning conditions. Both must be 
approved by the Council, in consultation with TfL, prior to the implementation of works.  

47 As requested by TfL, within the Section 106 agreement, the applicant has agreed to pay to 
TfL £103,000 towards the provision of Crossrail in line with the Mayor’s Supplementary Planning 
Guidance (SPG) ‘Use of planning obligations in the funding of Crossrail’ (July 2010), and £27,800 
towards a signalised crossing on Tower Bridge Road/Queen Elizabeth Street junction to mitigate 
the impact of increased pedestrian movements. 

48 As such the issues raised at Stage 1 have been satisfactorily resolved, either through 
provision of further information, planning condition or Section 106 agreement. Therefore, the 
scheme is considered to be in accordance with the London Plan and acceptable in strategic 
transport terms.  

Other comments 

49 English Heritage, City of Westminster, Lewisham Council, City of London, the Civil Aviation 
Authority, the Royal Parks Agency and Camden Council made no comments relating to the 
application and Natural England made no objection and confirmed that the proposal does not 
affect any priority interest areas for Natural England. The Historic Royal Palaces was consulted on 
the application but has not provided a response. The Port of London Authority asked that 
consideration be given to bringing construction materials by river. The Council for British 
Archaeology felt that the campanile was inappropriate in its relationship with Potters Fields. 

London Borough of Greenwich 

50 London Borough of Greenwich objected to the height of the southwestern part of the 
development and the detrimental impact on the protected vista from Blackheath point. This is 
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dealt with in the Stage I report which sets out as follows: ‘It would not interrupt or crowd the 
view of St Paul’s, including that to the western towers, and would preserve the ability to 
recognise and appreciate the landmark.  It would therefore be consistent with the London Plan 
and the London View Management Framework.’ 
 
CABE 
 
51 Comments were received from CABE in October 2010 and February 2011 following internal 
review.  CABE expressed a fundamental concern regarding the expression of the cultural element 
of the brief and it does not believe that the scheme will present a powerful enough presence in 
views across the river. CABE feel that the campanile should be omitted as it is detrimental to the 
site layout and appearance in distant views. Concerns are also expressed relating to the residential 
quality of the units in the campanile and its effect on adjacent blocks. The Stage I report sets out 
that the height of the campanile is acceptable. The point relating to the expression of the cultural 
element is dealt with in the committee report and GLA officers concur with the view expressed 
therein that the large element of glazing to the park will provide an opportunity for the cultural 
user to express the use and the campanile will act as an identifier in longer views.  

Potters Fields Park Management Trust 

52 The board objects to the planning application on the ground that the scheme does not 
provide sufficient protection to the grassed areas of the park from people entering or exiting the 
cultural space which directly opens onto the park. This issue was raised by the GLA in terms of 
path widths and the details are to be conditioned. 

Team London Bridge 

53 Support is stated for the increased permeability of the area given the links from Queen 
Elizabeth Street to the river. Concern is expressed over the impact to the park and regarding the 
viability of the cultural space. The loading bay to Tower Bridge Road and the desire for more active 
frontage (this has been addressed). The Tooley Street/Queen Elizabeth Street frontage should be 
more active. The junction of Queen Elizabeth Street and Tower Bridge Road should be improved. 

Response to consultation 

54 A joint consultation was carried out for all the applications and over 1,263 properties were 
consulted together with public exhibitions and planning surgeries. 64 letters or emails of objection 
were received by Southwark Council and four have been received directly by The Mayor. The 
following planning matters were raised in these letters: 

 the impact on the park in terms of shading and increased use 

 level and location of affordable housing 

 loss of the small hill, trees and hedging  

 lack of consultation with schools and the wider community- more play spaces, social 
seating, picnic areas wanted together with an education centre with a Thames view  

 roof top amenity areas should be open to the public 

 design is out of keeping with the historic surroundings and is too dense; impact on views 

 The campanile is too tall and is a security risk 
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 Materials are not of sufficient quality 

 The impact of the development on local transport 

 The scale of the overall development 

 The number of parking spaces 

 The design is not appropriate in this context, is insensitive to the site and has no coherent 
style 

 The cultural space should be bigger and higher up the building 

 The buildings should be more sustainable 

 There should be no access from the park to the residential units in the campanile 

 A sensitive approach should be taken to the hoarding to Potters Field Park during 
construction 

 Additional residential not needed 

 The removal of one of the cafes 

 The loss of metropolitan open land  

 The proposal will limit the ability to hold corporate and community events in the park 

 Failure to recognise the park as a significant local heritage asset as required by PPS5  

55 All of the strategic issues set out above are dealt with in the Council’s committee report or 
in the Stage I report. 

Article 7: Direction that the Mayor is to be the local planning authority 

56 Under Article 7 of the Order the Mayor could take over this application provided the policy 
tests set out in that Article are met. In this instance the Council has resolved to grant permission 
with conditions and a planning obligation, which satisfactorily addresses the matters raised at stage 
I, therefore there is no sound planning reason for the Mayor to take over this application.  

Legal considerations 

57 Under the arrangements set out in Article 5 of the Town and Country Planning (Mayor of 
London) Order 2008 the Mayor has the power under Article 6 to direct the local planning authority 
to refuse permission for a planning application referred to him under Article 4 of the Order.  He 
also has the power to issue a direction under Article 7 that he is to act as the local planning 
authority for the purpose of determining the application  and any connected application.  The 
Mayor may also leave the decision to the local authority.  In directing refusal the Mayor must have 
regard to the matters set out in Article 6(2) of the Order, including the principal purposes of the 
Greater London Authority, the effect on health and sustainable development, national policies and 
international obligations, regional planning guidance, and the use of the River Thames.  The Mayor 
may direct refusal if he considers that to grant permission would be contrary to good strategic 
planning in Greater London.  If he decides to direct refusal, the Mayor must set out his reasons, 
and the local planning authority must issue these with the refusal notice. If the Mayor decides to 
direct that he is to be the local planning authority, he must have regard to the matters set out in 
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Article 7(3) and set out his reasons in the direction. The Mayor must also have regard to the 
guidance set out in GOL circular 1/2008 when deciding whether or not to issue a direction under 
Articles 6 or 7. 

Financial considerations 

58 Should the Mayor direct refusal, he would be the principal party at any subsequent appeal 
hearing or public inquiry.  Government guidance in Circular 03/2009 (‘Costs Awards in Appeals 
and Other Planning Proceedings’) emphasises that parties usually pay their own expenses arising 
from an appeal.  

59 Following an inquiry caused by a direction to refuse, costs may be awarded against the 
Mayor if he has either directed refusal unreasonably; handled a referral from a planning authority 
unreasonably; or behaved unreasonably during the appeal.  A major factor in deciding whether the 
Mayor has acted unreasonably will be the extent to which he has taken account of established 
planning policy. 

60 Should the Mayor take over the application he would be responsible for holding a 
representation hearing and negotiating any planning obligation.  He would also be responsible for 
determining any reserved matters applications (unless he directs the council to do so) and 
determining any approval of details (unless the council agrees to do so). 

Conclusion 

61 The development of this prominent site, adjacent to Metropolitan Open Land with a high 
quality mixed use development including a cultural use is supported and is in line with London Plan 
policy and planning policy designations for the site and the principle established by the extant 
permission. The overall design approach is supported and further information, discussions and 
commitments have been provided on a number of detailed issues including energy, transport, 
access, strategic views, children’s play space and affordable housing. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

for further information, contact Planning Decisions Unit: 
Colin Wilson, Senior Manager – Planning Decisions 
020 7983 4783    email colin.wilson@london.gov.uk 
Justin Carr, Strategic Planning Manager (Development Decisions) 
020 7983 4895     email justin.carr@london.gov.uk 
Emma Williamson, Case Officer 
020 7983 6590   email emma.williamson@london.gov.uk 
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planning report PDU/0447b, 0447c, 0447d  

22 December 2010 

One Tower Bridge (Potters Fields) 
in the London Borough of Southwark  

planning application nos.10-AP-1935; 10-AP-1923; 10-AP-1933; 10-AP-1934  

  

Strategic planning application stage 1 referral (new powers) 

Town & Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended); Greater London Authority Acts 1999 and 
2007; Town & Country Planning (Mayor of London) Order 2008 

The proposal 
 
Main site 
45,075 sq.m. of residential floorspace comprising 356 residential units; 6,554 sq.m. of cultural 
floorspace (Class D1/D2 to accommodate concert hall or gallery or exhibition space; 1,827 sq.m. 
of commercial floorspace to accommodate class A1, A2, A3, A4, A5, D1, D2 and B1 uses, the 
latter not to exceed 500 sq.m.); all accommodated within buildings of up to 11 storeys (45.505m 
AOD) and a residential campanile of 20 storeys, plus roof garden and light box (79.3m AOD), 
together with 6,523.9 sq.m. of communal and private amenity space, including an extension to 
and improvement of Potters Fields Park; 143 parking spaces including two surface level parking 
spaces for car club use; 436 residential cycle parking spaces and 104 visitor cycle parking spaces 
at surface level; together with associated highway, access and landscape works and other 
associated works and uses. 
 
Corporation of London site 
The construction of 4,723 sq.m. of residential floorspace comprising 46 affordable units, 379 
sq.m. of commercial floorspace (to accommodate class A1, A2, A3, A4, B1, D1 and D2) and 1,044 
sq.m. of replacement workshop space all accommodated within a building of 8 storeys (34m 
AOD), 10 replacement car parking spaces, 1 motorcycle space, 80 cycle spaces and associated 
highway and access works. The demolition of part of the compound wall and construction of a 
new wall, and creation of a new access at basement level at the Bridgemaster’s house (Listed 
Building consent) 
 
Access application 
Ground level, rear elevation and access alterations to former Lambeth College building to enable 
the construction of a mixed use development on the neighbouring site. 
 

The applicant 

The applicant is Berkeley Homes and the architect is Squire and Partners 

Strategic issues 

The development of this prominent site, adjacent to Metropolitan Open Land with a high 
quality mixed use development including a cultural use is supported and is in line with London 
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Plan policy and planning policy designations for the site and the principle established by the 
extant permission. The overall design approach is supported however further information, 
discussions and commitments are needed on a number of detailed issues including energy, 
transport, access, children’s play space and affordable housing. London plan policies on 
density, housing quality, climate change adaptation and flooding are also relevant to these 
applications. 

Recommendation 

That Southwark Council be advised that while the applications are generally acceptable in 
strategic planning terms the applications do not comply with the London Plan, for the reasons set 
out in paragraph 154 of this report; but that the possible remedies set out in paragraph 156 of 
this report could address these deficiencies. 

Context 

1 On 9 August 2010 the Mayor of London received documents from Southwark Council 
notifying him of three related planning applications of potential strategic importance to develop 
the above site for the above uses (together with a connected Listed Building consent 
application). Further information providing additional details and amendments to the 
applications were received on 25 and 26 August 2010 and 22 November 2010.  Under the 
provisions of The Town & Country Planning (Mayor of London) Order 2008 the Mayor has until 
2 January 2011 to provide the Council with a statement setting out whether he considers that 
the applications comply with the London Plan, and his reasons for taking that view.  The Mayor 
may also provide other comments.  This report sets out information for the Mayor’s use in 
deciding what decision to make. 

2 The applications are referable under Category 4, 1A, 1B and 1C of the Schedule to the 
Order 2008: 

Category 1A: Development which comprises or includes the provision of more than 150 
flats. 

Category 1B: Development in Central London with a total floorspace of more than 20,000 
sq.m.   

Category 1C: Development which comprises or includes the erection of a building of more 
than 30 metres high outside the City of London. 

Category 4: Referable by virtue of a direction by the Secretary of State. In this instance 
the development exceeds the threshold plane of the lateral assessment area of the view 
from Blackheath to St Paul’s. 

3 Once Southwark Council has resolved to determine the applications, it is required to refer 
them back to the Mayor for his decision as to whether to direct refusal; take them over for his own 
determination; or allow the Council to determine them itself. 

4 The environmental information for the purposes of the Town and Country Planning 
(Environmental Impact Assessment) (England and Wales) Regulations 1999 has been taken into 
account in the consideration of this case.  

5 The Mayor of London’s statement on this case will be made available on the GLA website 
www.london.gov.uk. 
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Site description 

Main site 

6 The site comprises three distinct areas of land and covers an area of 1.55 hectares: 

 Land owned by the applicant comprising a vacant piece of land at the junction of Tower 
Bridge Road and Queen Elizabeth Street and to the north of former Lambeth College 
building. 

 Land previously occupied by a coach and car park which is owned by Southwark Council 

 Land within Potters Fields Park (including the cafe at the Tower Bridge end of the park), 
which is owned by Southwark Council but is managed by the Trustees of Potters Fields 
Park (although an equivalent amount of park would be replaced elsewhere in the 
scheme). 

7 The site is bounded by Queen Elizabeth Street to the south and Tower Bridge Road to 
the east. Between Tower Bridge approach and the site lies the Bridgemaster’s House, a Grade II 
listed building. To the north and west lie Potters Fields Park, and beyond, the River Thames and 
the More London development site.  

8 The former Lambeth College building, formerly St Olave’s School, is within the Tower 
Bridge Conservation Area, which also includes the Bridgemaster’s House, and forms the eastern 
boundary of the site. The Tooley Street North and South conservation area lies to the south and 
east of the site. The former Lambeth College building is Grade II listed and has full planning 
permission for conversion to a boutique hotel. 

9 There are numerous listed buildings and structures in the vicinity. The site is adjacent to 
Tower Bridge, Grade I listed and one of the most internationally recognised structures in 
London. On the opposite side of the river is the Tower of London, Grade I listed and a World 
Heritage Site. A Grade II listed bank lies opposite the former Lambeth College building, as does 
a Grade II listed statue and three listed bollards.  

10 The site is broadly flat although there is a slight incline towards the west. Tooley Street 
and Queen Elizabeth Street to the south sit at approximately the same level as the majority of 
the site however Tower Bridge Road to the east rises by approximately 5.3m from the southern 
boundary to the northern boundary of the site.    

11 The site is above the water level of the adjacent River Thames but the water table sits at 
0.3 to 0.5 m AOD. As the site is immediately adjacent to the river there is a risk of flooding 
across the site and therefore to any accommodation on the site beneath the 5.3m AOD level.  

12 The site is within the London Bridge and Bankside Opportunity Area, the Central 
Activities Zone, the Strategic Cultural Area, The Thames Special Policy Area, an Archaeological 
Priority Zone, a district town centre and part of the site is Metropolitan Open Land, within a 
Strategic Views Protected Viewing Corridor and within the Tower Bridge Conservation Area. The 
Southwark Plan designates the site as one where the Council will seek a comprehensive mixed-
use scheme including large arts and/or cultural use (s) of London or nationwide importance and 
maximisation of residential development. The Southwark Plan indicates that the site has a 
capacity of approximately 381 units and that uses classes D1, A and B1 would also be 
appropriate for this location. 
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13 The site has a public transport accessibility level of 6a, which is the highest level on a 
scale of 1-6. Seven bus services serve the site. London Bridge mainline and underground station 
is 780m from the site and Tower Hill and Tower Gateway stations are located under 1km away. 
The site therefore has access to Jubilee, Northern, District and Circle line services as well as the 
DLR. Two rover boat piers are also located close to the site and there are a number of existing 
coach parking facilities close by.   

Corporation of London site 

14 The site is located on the south side of the River Thames and on the west side of Tower 
Bridge. The site covers an area of 0.10 hectares and is accessed from Tower Bridge Road. It is 
currently used as an entrance to the servicing area for Tower Bridge and the Tower Bridge 
Experience including the car parking spaces and garages/storage arches and was the access to 
the coach/car park.  
 
Details of the proposal 

15 Whilst three applications have been submitted by the applicant, relating to the different 
landholdings, and referred to the GLA the development is conceived as one scheme and all the 
applications are intrinsically linked together. It is understood that they will be linked together in 
the section 106 agreement. 

Main site 
16 44,976 sq.m. of residential floorspace comprising 356 residential units; 6,554 sq.m. of 
cultural floorspace (Class D1/D2 to accommodate concert hall or gallery or exhibition space; 
1,707 sq.m. of commercial floorspace to accommodate class A1, A2, A3, A4, A5, D1, D2 and B1 
uses, the latter not to exceed 500 sq.m.); all accommodated within buildings of up to 11 storeys 
(46.1m AOD) and a residential campanile of 20 storeys, plus roof garden and light box (77.8m 
AOD) together with 8007 sq.m. of communal and private amenity space, including an extension 
to and improvement of Potters Fields Park; 142 parking spaces including one surface level 
parking space for car club use; 436 residential cycle parking spaces and 104 visitor cycle parking 
spaces at surface level; together with associated highway, access and landscape works and other 
associated works and uses. 

Corporation of London site 
17 The construction of 4,723 sq.m. of residential floorspace comprising 46 affordable units, 
379 sq.m. of commercial floorspace (to accommodate class A1, A2, A3, A4, B1, D1 and D2) and 
1,044 sq.m. of replacement workshop space all accommodated within a building of 8 storeys 
(34m AOD), 10 replacement car parking spaces, 1 motorcycle space, 80 cycle spaces and 
associated highway and access works. The demolition of part of the compound wall and 
construction of a new wall, and creation of a new access at basement level at the Bridgemaster’s 
House. 

Access application 
18 Ground level, rear elevation and access alterations to the former Lambeth College 
building to enable the construction of a mixed use development on the neighbouring site. 
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Case history 

Main site 

19 There is a history of industrial wharf uses on the site, however the site has been empty 
for approaching 30 years. 

20 In March 1988 the former London Docklands Development Corporation granted outline 
planning permission for the redevelopment of the site to accommodate 272 residential units. 
The permission was renewed in May 2000 but was never implemented and consequently 
expired. 

21 A planning application was made in May 1994 for the redevelopment of the site for 135 
flats in a 9 storey building. This building was designed by Alsop & Stormer and was dubbed the 
‘worm on stilts’. Shortly after this an application was made for a building to be used as a 
temporary base for the Royal Opera House. The Secretary of State called in the Alsop & Stormer 
application but the decision was deferred pending a decision on the Royal Opera House Scheme. 
The Royal Opera House Scheme was subject to a public inquiry in 1996 and planning permission 
was granted. However the Royal Opera House decided not to proceed with this project. A 
decision was never made on the Alsop & Stormer application. 

22 The last planning application was submitted in February 2003 with a duplicate submitted 
in March 2003. This development also included the former Lambeth College building. The 
development proposed consisted of eight elliptical tapering towers and a new corner building for 
Tower Bridge Road. The towers ranged in size from 12-19-storeys with the corner building 
being 4-7-storeys. 374 mixed tenure apartments were proposed 30.5% of which were 
affordable, 8,407 sq.m. of cultural space, 2,687 sq.m. of retail space and 2,787 sq.m. of office 
space was provided together with 173 car park spaces in the basement. 

23 The applicant appealed against non-determination of the application in July 2003 and in 
August 2003 it was reported to the previous Mayor at stage I. In September and December 2003 
Southwark’s planning committee considered the application and confirmed putative reasons for 
refusal. The planning inquiry was held April-July 2004 and the Secretary of State granted 
detailed planning consent on 14 February 2006.  

24 The Inspector commented in his report on the planning inquiry: 

“Overall, I consider that the proposals would provide exemplary and world-class 
architecture on an outstanding and prominent site. The design would be one which 
people would experience with marvel, wonder and delight. It would respect its context, 
and would provide an outstanding environment in which people could live, work, visit 
and enjoy. It would add to Potter’s Fields Park and the important open spaces, which 
give so much public enjoyment along the banks of the Thames. It would enhance the 
whole of the capital, and would give to London an architectural gem for present and 
future generations to treasure. 

….. to my mind, the balance between the residential use and the other uses is entirely 
appropriate for this landmark site …. the evidence of the Council was not that the 
Appellants’ scheme would not provide regeneration …. It was that another scheme, 
undefined, unspecified and under designed, with no client and no brief and no financial 
appraisal or evaluation of economic feasibility, but which represented the Council’s 
aspirations for the site, would provide better regeneration …. In my view this is an 
entirely unacceptable approach.” 
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25 Since the grant of permission the applicant has discharged relevant pre-commencement 
conditions attached to the extant permission and has commenced the development.  

26 In June 2009 planning permission was granted by Southwark Council to modify the existing 
planning permission at the former Lambeth College building. This application consented the 
omission of a previously proposed extension and minor alterations to allow a more cohesive 
relationship with the currently proposed development. 

Corporation of London site 

27 The site is currently in use as access to the servicing yard for Tower Bridge.  

Strategic planning issues and relevant policies and guidance 

28 The relevant issues and corresponding policies are as follows:  

 Mix of uses London Plan 
 Culture London Plan; the Mayor’s Culture Strategy 
 Green Belt/MOL London Plan; PPG2 
 Housing London Plan; PPS3; Housing SPG; Providing for Children and 

Young People’s Play and Informal Recreation SPG, Housing 
Strategy; Interim Housing SPG; Housing SPG EiP draft 

 Affordable housing London Plan; PPS3; Housing SPG, Housing Strategy; Interim 
Housing SPG; Housing SPG EiP draft 

 Urban design London Plan; PPS1 
 Historic Environment London Plan; PPS5 
 Tall buildings/views London Plan; RPG3A, Revised View Management Framework SPG 
 Access London Plan; PPS1; Accessible London: achieving an inclusive 

environment SPG; Planning and Access for Disabled People: a 
good practice guide (ODPM) 

 Density London Plan; PPS3; Housing SPG; Interim Housing SPG; Housing 
SPG EiP draft 

 Sustainable development London Plan; PPS1, PPS1 supplement; PPS3; PPG13; PPS22; 
draft PPS Planning for a Low Carbon Future in a Changing 
Climate; the Mayor’s Energy Strategy; Mayor’s draft Climate 
Change Mitigation and Adaptation Strategies; Mayor’s draft 
Water Strategy; Sustainable Design and Construction SPG 

 River Thames/flooding London Plan; Mayor’s draft Water Strategy; PPS25, RPG3B 
 Ambient noise London Plan; the Mayor’s Ambient Noise Strategy; PPG24 
 Transport London Plan; the Mayor’s Transport Strategy; PPG13;  
 Crossrail London Plan Alteration; Crossrail SPG 
 Parking London Plan; the Mayor’s Transport Strategy; PPG13 
 
29 For the purposes of Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, the 
development plan in force for the area is the Southwark Unitary Development Plan 2007 and the 
London Plan (Consolidated with Alterations since 2004).   

30 The following are also relevant material considerations:  

 The draft replacement London Plan, published in October 2009 for consultation.  

 The  Southwark Core Strategy, which has recently been to examination in public. 
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 The draft Borough, Bankside and London Bridge Supplementary Planning Document 

 
Principle of land use 
 
31 The main site has an extant planning permission for a housing and cultural use. The land 
uses and quantum of residential units proposed are broadly in line with that set out in the 
Southwark UDP for the site as well as the aspirations set out in the draft Bankside, Borough and 
London Bridge SPD. 

32  London Plan policy 3D.4 supports the provision of cultural uses in town centres and in the 
Central Activities Zone (CAZ). London Plan policy 3D.7 encourages development of new tourist 
attractions. Enhancing and maintaining the role of the CAZ as the country’s premier visitor 
destination is set out as a strategic priority for CAZ in London Plan policy 5G.2. London Plan policy 
5G.5 sets out that the provision of new housing with CAZ should be maximised without comprising 
the achievement of the wider objectives of CAZ (i.e. its role as a premier global business location, 
visitor location and retail location). These policy aspirations are carried forward in policies 2.10-
2.12 in the draft replacement London Plan.  

33 The proposal also contains 9 retail/restaurant/office/community use (1,707 sq.m.) units in 
the main application and 2/3 units (379 sq.m.) on the ground/lower ground floor of block 9. 

34 Given that this site has been designated by the Council for housing and cultural use and 
the remainder of More London has been redeveloped for office use the proposed mixed use on this 
site is in line with London Plan policy and is supported. 

Cultural use 

35 In support of the site’s allocation in the Southwark UDP a large area of cultural floorspace 
(6,544 sq.m.) is proposed at basement and ground floor level at the centre of the scheme. The 
applicant sets out that it is anticipated that the cultural floorspace will be occupied by a user of 
London or nationwide importance. 

36 The architects have set out four indicative layouts for potential end-users of the facility 
showing how the space could be configured for performance space, exhibition space, conference 
space and gallery and auditorium space. Ultimately the layout is flexible and will be adapted to the 
specific end user. The applicant and the council sought expressions of interest for the space in 
2008. However, none of the shortlisted organisations were willing to commit to occupation before 
it was built. The applicant sets out that informal dialogue continues with interested parties and it is 
likely that further expressions of interest will be sought following the grant of planning permission. 
It is understood that the Council will own the freehold of the cultural space.  In order to ensure 
delivery of the cultural space, a clause restricting occupation of the residential units until the 
cultural space has been transferred to Southwark Council should be imposed.  

37 The provision of a cultural use in this location is in line with London Plan policy. 

Metropolitan Open Land 

38 The site is adjacent to Potters Fields Park which is designated Metropolitan Open Land 
(MOL). 

39 The development includes a land swap with some of the current MOL, located adjacent to 
the site boundary, as such 344 sq.m. of MOL is taken as part of the development (green in the 
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diagram below) and 456 sq.m. are returned as open space (in pink in the diagram below). The 
development has been designed to relate to, and respect the park. As such the development 
complies with London Plan policy in this regard. 

 

 
Housing   
 
Main site 

40 The proposed development will comprise 356 private residential units comprising 1,024 
habitable rooms. The proposed dwelling mix is set out below: 

 

Dwelling type Number of units 

1-bed 123 

2-bed 157 

3-bed 74 

4-bed 2 

Total private 356 
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41 Given the location of the development and that it is 100% private the mix of 79% 1 and 2 
bed units and 21% family units is acceptable. 

Corporation of London site 

42 43 social rented affordable residential units are proposed. The proposed dwelling mix is set 
out below: 

Dwelling type Number of units 

1-bed 14 

2-bed 15 

3-bed 14 

Total affordable 43 

 

43 London Plan Policy 3A.5 encourages a full range of housing choice. This is supported by 
the London Plan Housing Supplementary Planning Guidance, which seeks to secure 42% of 
affordable housing as family accommodation within residential schemes, particularly within the 
social rented sector, and sets strategic guidance for councils in assessing their local needs. Policy 
3.12 of the draft replacement London Plan states that within affordable housing provision, priority 
should be accorded to family housing. Recent guidance is also set out in the draft revised interim 
Housing Supplementary Housing Guidance (October 2009) and draft replacement London Plan 
policy. 

44 The current mix proposed is 32% family units. Given the location of the site and the 
building typology, which is mostly flatted accommodation, this is considered, on balance, to be 
acceptable in this instance. 

Affordable housing  

45 London Plan Policy 3A.10 requires borough councils to seek the maximum reasonable 
amount of affordable housing when negotiating on individual private residential and mix-use 
schemes.  In doing so, each council should have regard to its own overall target for the amount of 
affordable housing provision.  Policy 3A.9 states that such targets should be based on an 
assessment of regional and local housing need and a realistic assessment of supply, and should 
take account of the London Plan strategic target that 35% of housing should be social and 15% 
intermediate provision, and of the promotion of mixed and balanced communities.  In addition, 
Policy 3A.10 encourages councils to have regard to the need to encourage rather than restrain 
residential development, and to the individual circumstances of the site.  Targets should be applied 
flexibly, taking account of individual site costs, the availability of public subsidy and other scheme 
requirements. 

46 Policy 3A.10 is supported by paragraph 3.52, which urges borough councils to take account 
of economic viability when estimating the appropriate amount of affordable provision.  The ‘Three 
Dragons’ development control toolkit is recommended for this purpose.  The results of a toolkit 
appraisal might need to be independently verified. 

47 Where borough councils have not yet set overall targets as required by Policy 3A.9, they 
should have regard to the overall London Plan targets.  It may be appropriate to consider emerging 
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policies, but the weight that can be attached to these will depend on the extent to which they have 
been consulted on or tested by public examination. 

48 The London Plan has a suggested tenure split of 70/30 in favour of social rented units and 
the draft replacement London Plan has a split of 60/40 in favour of social rented units.  

49 Taking the two applications containing residential accommodation together 11% affordable 
housing (100% social rented) is proposed. However, it is understood that the Corporation of 
London is making a financial contribution towards the provision of affordable housing on its site, 
which would mean that the private residential development is making little or no contribution 
towards affordable housing in its own right. It is also possible that the Corporation of London 
contribution has been derived from off-site affordable housing contributions from other 
developments within the City of London area and therefore it is important that the affordable 
housing provision is not double counted.  

50 Notwithstanding this the applicant’s viability assessment, which was independently 
assessed by BNP Paribas for Southwark Council and made available to GLA officers, confirms that 
11% is the maximum reasonable amount of affordable housing in the current market. The provision 
of the cultural use as required by the Council also affects the viability of the scheme. It is 
understood that discussions are ongoing as to the inclusion of a review mechanism and the 
possible provision of an additional off-site affordable housing contribution. An additional 
contribution would be welcomed and the applicant should seek to provide additional larger family 
sized units.  However the applicant should bear in mind the Mayor’s policy on this issue. The 
Housing SPG states that affordable housing provision should normally be provided as an integral 
element of a residential development except where exceptional circumstances justify provision 
offsite. It also states that consideration will normally only be given to offsite provision where an 
alternative site (or sites) has been identified which would enable the required offsite affordable 
housing provision, as justified by the exceptional circumstances, to be delivered prior to the on-site 
market development being completed. The applicant should provide further justification as to why 
intermediate units cannot be provided on-site and information should be provided of any sites 
identified for off-site affordable housing. 

51  In addition a clause is sought in the section 106 agreement that required the Council to 
spend any additional off-site affordable housing contribution on additional new units and to inform 
the GLA of what the contribution is to be spent on in advance.  A draft of the review mechanism 
should be submitted to the GLA prior to the Stage II referral. 

52 The applicant has set out that the two applications will be linked via a legal agreement. This 
legal agreement will need to be robust and a draft should be forwarded to the GLA at the earliest 
opportunity. 

53 It is understood that the Corporation of London application will now be in phase 1 of the 
scheme and as such the early delivery of affordable housing is supported. 

54 Further information of the approach to affordable housing should be provided and further 
discussions are needed with GLA officers before a view can be expressed on whether the 
application complies with the London Plan in this regard. 

Children’s play space 

55 Policy 3D .13 of the London Plan sets out that “the Mayor will and the boroughs should 
ensure developments that include housing make provision for play and informal recreation, based 
on the expected child population generated by the scheme and an assessment of future needs.”  
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Using the methodology within the Mayor’s supplementary planning guidance ‘Providing for 
Children and Young People’s Play and Informal Recreation’ it is anticipated that there will be 
approximately 105 children within the development.  The guidance sets a benchmark of 10 sq.m. 
of useable child playspace to be provided per child, with under-5 child playspace provided on-site. 
As such the development should make provision for 1,050 sq.m. of playspace. 

56 The Corporation of London site contains 281 sq.m. of communal roof terrace space and 74 
sq.m. of publicly accessible pedestrian space. The Corporation of London site will also have access 
to the facilities on the main site. The main site contains 235 sq.m. of designated children’s play 
space together with 887 sq.m. of semi-public open space at podium level (available for use by 
residents of the main application and block 9), 2,252 sq.m. of green roof space and 4,241 sq.m. of 
publicly accessible pedestrian space including the area of Potters Fields Park within the red line 
boundary. In addition to the designated playspace the development has been designed so that 
there are informal opportunities for children’s play throughout the landscape including climbable 
art features, water, changes in paving, texture, materials and levels. In addition the development is 
adjacent to Potters Fields Park. 

57 Given that the site is adjacent to a park and contains imaginative play opportunities, as well 
as dedicated children’s playspace, the playspace provision may be acceptable. However, the 
applicant should identify opportunities for play in the wider area for local children and consider a 
contribution to their improvement as appropriate. 

Design 

58 The site is one of the most prominent in central London.  The immediate context 
encompasses City Hall, Potters Fields, the River Thames, Tower Bridge (listed grade I), and the 
associated structures including the Accumulator Tower and Chimneystack (listed grade II), and the 
Bridgemaster’s House (listed grade II).  In addition to these well known public and historic 
buildings there are other notable structures in the immediate context including the former Lambeth 
College building (listed grade II) and the former London & County Bank (listed grade II) on Tooley 
Street and the statue of Samuel Bourne Bevington and the bust of Ernest Bevin in the small open 
space behind this. 

59 The wider context encompasses the Tower of London World Heritage Site and the site is 
readily visible as part of the River Thames frontage in the area.  The site is bordered and partially 
covered by the Tower Bridge Conservation Area and the Tooley Street Conservation Area lies just 
to the south.  This setting demands an exceptionally well-designed scheme. 

60 The main application proposes a linear building (7 storeys) fronting Potters Fields and the 
River Thames, with three linear blocks (11 storey) running perpendicular to this across the site to 
the rear of the former Lambeth College building, a slender ‘campanile’ type tower (20 storey) and 
buildings of (5-8 storeys) adjacent to Tower Bridge Road.  The Corporation of London application 
comprises a single building block fronting Tower Bridge Road (6-8 Storey) and lift and stair access 
from Tower Bridge to the main application site.  These applications are considered together below. 

61 The site benefits from an extant consent, which is a material consideration in assessing the 
merits of the proposed design. 

Layout, scale, massing and form 

62 The proposed layout would rationalise the southern boundary of Potter’s Fields enlarging 
the middle lawn and fronting this with a linear residential block. The ground floor of this block 
would incorporate retail (cafe/restaurant) units and the entrance to the cultural space, all of which 
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would open out on to a wide footpath and serve to animate the southern edge of the park.  This is 
welcome and would support the vitality and passive surveillance of the park. 

63 The layout would incorporate a new north-south route running from Queen Elizabeth Street 
to the riverside path, which would be visually aligned with Tower Bridge to the north and the 
statue of Samuel Bourne Bevington to the south.  This increased permeability is welcome given the 
high levels of footfall experienced in the area.  In addition to these routes the proposed block 
structure would also offer more indirect routes and these are welcomed in supporting the 
permeability of the area.  The disposition of residential and commercial, pedestrian and vehicular 
entrances has been well resolved across the site and would promote appropriate levels of 
background activity. The layout would also successfully integrate with the proposed access and 
servicing arrangements for the hotel proposed in the former Lambeth College building. 

64 The service entrance off Tower Bridge Road in Block 9 (Corporation of London application) 
has been rationalised to a single entrance rather than the two entrances previously proposed.  This 
is welcomed as it prioritises pedestrian safety, improves the appearance of Block 9 and ensures an 
active frontage to Tower Bridge Road by maximising ground floor retail floorspace. 

65 The distribution of scale and massing across the site has, generally, been well considered. 
The scale and mass of Block 1 to the park is well proportioned in relation to the width of this space 
and would not be overbearing or result in excessive shadowing of this space, which is already 
fringed by large scale buildings. The detailed architecture of the penthouses of this block has been 
simplified following GLA officer comments and this has de-cluttered and improved the overall 
visual ensemble of this and the blocks behind in views from the riverside path.  

66 The scale of Blocks 6-9 on Tower Bridge Road and Queen Elizabeth Street is appropriate to 
the proportions of these streets and would unify the street scene between the Bridgemaster’s 
House and the former Lambeth College building, enhancing the setting of these buildings.  They 
would also, together with Block 4, tightly enclose the new north-south route, echoing the street 
enclosure ratios found to the east in Shad Thames and framing the vista along the route.  This 
contextual response is welcomed. 

67 Blocks 2 and 3 would attain the same scale (11 storey) as Block 4 and this is more closely 
aligned with that of the More London estate to the west.  These blocks together with Block 5, a 
slender ‘campanile’ type tower of 20 storeys, would be prominent in views of the former Lambeth 
College building from Tooley Street.  This relationship was considered and found to be acceptable 
in relation to the previous scheme, which was broadly taller and bulkier than that currently 
proposed and had a more immediate relationship in the backdrop of the College building. 

68 The effect of the proposal on the setting of the former Lambeth College building is 
significant in comparison to the current situation where no buildings occupy its immediate 
backdrop, but is not uncommon in the vicinity or that which exists historically for instance when 
the College building’s backdrop was a working wharf.  The building is currently seen in the context 
of the comparably scaled buildings in the More London estate and City Hall in oblique views west 
along Tooley Street.  In the past, indeed for the majority of the time it has stood on the site, it 
would have been viewed against taller riverside warehouse buildings.  The same is true of the 
former London & County Bank, though the proposals effect on the setting of this building is less 
immediate. 

69 The redevelopment of the former warehouse sites along this section of the Thames has 
typically replaced them with commercial buildings of comparable scale, restoring the historic scale 
relationship between the river front development and that fronting Tooley Street.  In the current 
case the redevelopment of the land behind the former Lambeth College building has been 
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prolonged by its use as a coach park, amongst other things.  In summary, the proposal would not 
harm the setting of the former Lambeth College building, or the former London & County Bank, 
and is acceptable in this regard. 

70 The relationship between the proposal City Hall, Tower Bridge and the Tower of London 
World Heritage Site has been carefully considered.  The proposed approach to the layout, scale, 
massing and form of the proposal as a whole would recognise the pre-eminence of these buildings 
within the setting and seek to carefully fill the current void that exists in the built fabric around 
Tower Bridge Road and Potters Fields.  The proposals would flank and enclose the Bridgemaster’s 
House, particularly in near views from Tower Bridge Road.  The overall effect on its setting is 
considered an improvement on its current isolated condition and would maintain the important 
visual relationship between this building and Tower Bridge. 

Appearance 
 
71 The facade materials on each element of the scheme have been determined in relation to 
the context.  Blocks 6-9 on Tower Bridge Road and Queen Elizabeth Street would appropriately be 
treated in brick, with extensive glazing to the ground floor and protruding balconies, and this 
would relate well to the prevailing character of these streets and the Bridgemaster’s House and the 
former Lambeth College building.  Blocks 2, 3 and 4 would be modernist in appearance, having a 
strong horizontal emphasis and being treated in light colour material and glass.  The appearance of 
Block 5, the ‘campanile’, has been discussed and amended as the design has developed and would 
now have a suitably expressive and engaging facade for a building of this type.  The fenestration 
and solid elements would emphasise the verticality of the building and the introduction of 
moveable bronze coloured louvers for each unit will add further interest.  The building would be 
topped by a glazed ‘lantern’, which would be used for public art and complement the unusual 
nature of this structure.    

72 Block 1 would have a suitably horizontal emphasis with the main body of the building being 
treated in horizontal strips of stone, with extensive glazing to the commercial units and cultural 
spaces at the base of the building.  The penthouses would be heavily glazed with bronze cladding.  
This palate is suited to the more natural environment of the park and works well in juxtaposition 
with the Tower of London and the stone clad Tower Bridge. 

73 The shade of the stone proposed for the facade of Block 1 is still under discussion and will 
be the subject of a condition with colour boards erected on-site.  The darker colour, as currently 
illustrated, is preferred by GLA officers as it better differentiates from other stone found in the 
area and adds some variety to the environs of Potters Fields.  The applicant should provide images 
of the scheme in each of the shades that are proposed to be taken forward as options. 

Landscaping, amenity space and playspace 
 
74 The approach to landscaping and amenity space in the scheme has benefited from the 
design input of the landscape architects responsible for the design of Potters Fields.  This has 
ensured that the scheme would readily integrate with the surrounding public realm and planting to 
create a seamless and inclusive public realm.  There are a few areas that would benefit from further 
consideration notably the western end of the new path to the south of the park, the zig-zag 
configuration of which is poorly considered in relation to pedestrian desire lines, and the treatment 
at the eastern end of this path.  The latter requires careful consideration in relation to inclusive 
access considerations, though the principal of an outdoor seating area being provided for the 
commercial unit in this location is supported. The Council should resolve these matters through the 
submission of details at a later stage. 
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Local and strategic views 

75 The townscape and visual assessment material submitted covers a range of local viewpoints 
as well as strategic views.  The proposal would appear in the lateral assessment area of Designated 
View 6 from Blackheath to St Paul’s.  The lower parts of the scheme would just be visible, partially 
in front of and below City Hall and would not interrupt the viewing plane.  The upper part of Block 
5, the ‘campanile’, would appear above the existing skyline in this area and breach the threshold 
plane of the lateral assessment area of this view.  It would not interrupt or crowd the view of St 
Paul’s, including that to the western towers, and would preserve the ability to recognise and 
appreciate the landmark.  It would therefore be consistent with the London Plan and the London 
View Management Framework. 

76 The material includes views from within and around the Tower of London.  It is noted that 
the position of View 14 within the Inner Ward differs from that identified as most significant in the 
Tower of London Local Setting Study (August 2010).  That view, from the ’The Scaffold Site’ is a 
short way to the west and may result in the scheme appearing more prominently than has been 
shown in the views submitted, owing to a gap in the buildings of the Inner Ward. The study has 
been prepared in association with the Tower of London World Heritage Site Management Plan. 

77 London Plan Policy 4B.14 states that the Mayor will, and boroughs should, take account of 
and give appropriate weight to the World Heritage Site Management Plans in considering planning 
applications.  The applicant should submit a further verified view from this location in order for 
officers to fully assess the impact of the proposal on the Tower of London World Heritage Site and 
ensure consistency with the above policy. 

Summary 

78 The site has an extant consent, which is a material consideration in assessing the merits of 
the proposed design. The distribution of scale and massing across the site has generally been well 
considered and amendments have been made to reflect GLA officer comments. The relationship of 
the proposed buildings to the surrounding listed buildings and the World Heritage site has been 
carefully considered and is acceptable. Overall the proposal is a well designed scheme of the 
quality that is demanded by its prominent location however further information is needed before it 
can be confirmed that the applications are fully in line with London Plan policy. Whilst the 
appearance of the scheme is high quality the applicant should provide images of block 1 in each of 
the shades that are proposed. The changes suggested to the western end of the new path to the 
park and to the tapered steps at the eastern end of the path should be dealt with by condition. 
Whilst the strategic views material submitted indicates that the proposal is consistent with the 
London Plan the view from within the Tower of London should be resubmitted so that it is in 
consistent with the viewpoint set out in the Tower of London Local Setting Study. 

Access 

79 Policy 4B.5 of the London Plan expects all future development to meet the highest 
standard of accessibility and inclusion.  This, together with the Mayor’s Supplementary Planning 
Guidance ‘Accessible London: achieving an inclusive environment’, underpins the principles of 
inclusive design and the aim to achieve an accessible and inclusive environment consistently across 
London. These policies are carried forward in the draft London Plan policy 7.2. 

80 The applicant has confirmed that all residential units meet Lifetime Homes criteria as 
specified in London Plan policy and 10% of residential units are wheelchair accessible. The 
applicant should consider actively marketing the wheelchair accessible flats to disabled and older 
people in the disability press and with specialist accessible housing marketing agents.   
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81 The London Access Forum considered these applications in September 2010 and the key 
point it made related to the size of the lift and its maintenance to ensure it does not break down.  
The other comment was regarding the fact that only one lift was available in blocks 5, 6 and 8 
however the applicant has subsequently confirmed that the wheelchair accessible homes will be in 
the other blocks where there are two lifts.  They also queried the bathroom layouts. 

82 The submission of an access statement that articulates the facilities and provisions made to 
ensure access and inclusive design is welcomed.  The design of the riverside route has been 
improved to provide graded routes of a gradient between 1 in 25 and 1 in 53 with level landings at 
building entrances.  The detailed treatment of the eastern end of this route includes stairs and the 
detailed design should ensure these are accessible and that the ramp edge does not taper into the 
steps but is clearly defined and properly protected.   

83 The allocation and management of the blue badge parking bays should include a 
mechanism for ensuring that any future demand for blue badge bays from residents can be met.  
Given the lack of blue badge parking in the vicinity of the site and the difficulties occasionally 
experienced by disabled people attending large events in City Hall, blue badge parking bays should 
be allocated in the basement car park for visitors to and employees of the cultural centre, retail and 
commercial units. A condition should be included on the permission to ensure that the parking 
management plan includes a mechanism to ensure that the supply and demand of the blue badge 
bays are regularly monitored and provision reviewed, to ensure that provision equates to the 
demand from disabled residents, visitors and employees and that the bays are effectively enforced.  

Lift access from Tower Bridge 

84 A new accessible lift and stair between Tower Bridge Road and the north/south route 
through the site is proposed and this provision is welcomed.  The applicant has asserted that it is 
not technically possible to introduce a full passenger lift in this location, due to listed building 
constraints below ground.  The platform lift proposed would though be built to a comparable 
standard and be sufficiently wide to accommodate two wheelchairs.  The technical specification of 
the lift is to be secured by condition and a commitment will need to be made to the ongoing 
management and maintenance of the lift in the section 106 agreement. 

85 Whilst this provision is welcomed the Council should ensure that the applicant has 
investigated all options with regard to the provision of a full passenger lift here, as a platform lift is 
proposed which is generally not suitable in a busy public place in the external environment (the 
problems with reliability that has occurred at the Millennium Bridge lift must be avoided). 

86 Given the existing congestion on the stairs that link the riverside walk and Tower Bridge 
and the likely increase in numbers of people using this route when the development is complete 
the introduction of a lift and wider staircase to the north of the Bridgemaster’s House would have 
been preferable as it would have been more readily seen and located from the riverside walk. As 
well as helping relieve congestion it would provide a step free route at this key point and provide a 
back up for the lift within the development at busy times. The current constraints to this approach 
are understood and it is noted that discussions are currently in progress with the Corporation of 
London regarding the opportunities to introduce a further lift and stairs at this location at a later 
date.  The Corporation of London is currently reviewing options and these may include 
reconfiguration of the yard associated with Bridgemaster’s House and the entrance to the Tower 
Bridge exhibition or other works in this area, facilitated by the relocation of the existing cafe in this 
area into the proposal.  This is supported as it would address the current pedestrian congestion and 
inclusive access problems in this area and should be pursued by the relevant bodies.  The applicant 
should make a financial contribution to these works, which will be delivered at a later date. 
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87 A lift has not been provided beside the new public staircase to the south nearest Elizabeth 
Street on the basis that people approaching from the south are more likely to take the graded 
route in Tower Bridge Road than wait for a lift (although a lift adjacent to the stairs would be the 
inclusive solution).  Whilst not ideal this rationale is accepted. 

Summary 

88 Following the submission of additional information the applications for the most part 
comply with London policy in this regard. However further information and justification of the 
approach to the lift is needed and a commitment to contribute to an additional lift to the north of 
the Bridgemaster’s House before it can be said that the applications fully comply with the London 
Plan in this regard. The Council should also ensure that the detailed approach to the eastern end of 
the path is fully accessible.  

Housing quality 

89 Policy 3.5 of the draft replacement plan introduces a new policy on the quality and design 
of housing developments. Part A of the draft policy states that housing developments should be of 
the highest quality internally, externally and in relation to the wider environment. Part C of the 
draft policy states that new dwellings should meet the dwelling space standards set out in Table 
3.3, have adequately sized rooms and convenient and efficient room layouts. Part E of the draft 
policy states that the Mayor will provide guidance on implementation of this policy including on 
housing design for all tenures.  The reasoned justification provides further guidance and 
explanation.  In particular paragraph 3.31 states that other aspects of housing design are also 
important to improving the attractiveness of new homes as well as being central to the Mayor’s 
wider objectives to improve the quality of life of Londoner’s environment.  

90 To address these the Mayor has produced a new draft Housing SPG on the implementation 
of Policy 3.5 for all housing tenures, drawing on his Housing Design Guide for affordable housing.  
Paragraph 3.33 highlights what the proposed SPG would cover, in terms of requirements for 
individual dwellings. This draft has been produced for the London Plan examination in public. 

91 The material submitted indicates that the residential units in both applications would meet 
the Mayor’s residential design standards and those of the Southwark Housing Design Guide.  The 
Council should review this and secure this, as appropriate, through appropriate conditions. 

Density 

92 Policy 3A.3 of the London Plan aims to maximise the potential of a site taking account of 
local context, London Plan design principles and public transport capacity.  Table 3A.2 of the 
London Plan provides a framework for assessing density based on habitable rooms and dwellings 
per hectare.  The consultation draft replacement London Plan policy 3.4 and Table 3.2 moves away 
from ‘maximise’ to ‘optimise’ taking into account all those matters in existing policy but with 
greater emphasis on local context and the design principles set out in Chapter 7 of the draft plan. 

93 GLA officers have calculated the density of the main application to be 930 habitable rooms 
per hectare and the Corporation of London application as 1,260 habitable rooms per hectare. 
Taking both sites together GLA officers have calculated density to be 938 habitable rooms per 
hectare.  

94 As such taking the two applications together the proposal is within the density ranges set 
out in the London Plan and draft replacement plan and as such complies with London Plan policy 
in this regard. 
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Sustainable development 

95 The London Plan climate change policies as set out in chapter 4A collectively require 
developments to make the fullest contribution to tackling climate change by minimising carbon 
dioxide emissions, adopting sustainable design and construction measures, prioritising 
decentralised energy supply, and incorporating renewable energy technologies with a target of 
20% carbon reductions from on-site renewable energy. The policies set out ways in which 
developers must address mitigation of, and adaptation to, the effects of climate change.  The 
corresponding policies within the draft replacement London Plan are set out in chapter 5. 

Climate change mitigation 

96 Policies 4A.2 to 4A.8 of the London Plan focus specifically on how to mitigate climate 
change, and the carbon dioxide emissions reduction targets that are necessary across London to 
achieve this.  Developments are required to make the fullest contribution to tackling climate 
change by minimising carbon dioxide emissions (be lean), adopting sustainable design and 
construction measures and prioritising decentralised energy (be clean), including renewables (be 
green). 

Main site 

Baseline carbon dioxide emissions 

97 The regulated carbon dioxide emissions of the proposed development, based on a 2006 
Building Regulations compliant development, have been estimated to be 1,653 Tonnes of carbon 
dioxide per annum. Unregulated emissions are estimated to be 269 Tonnes of carbon dioxide per 
annum. The combined regulated and unregulated carbon dioxide emissions are, thus, 1,922 Tonnes 
of carbon dioxide per annum. 

Energy efficiency standards 

98 A range of passive design features and demand reduction measures are proposed to reduce 
the carbon emissions of the proposed development. Both air permeability and heat loss parameters 
will be improved beyond the minimum requirements set by building regulations. Other features 
include energy efficient lighting and efficient A rated appliances.  

99 The development is estimated to emit 1367 Tonnes of regulated carbon dioxide emissions 
per annum after the application of passive design and energy efficiency measures. A reduction in 
regulated carbon dioxide emissions of 17.3% compared to the Target Emissions Rate of a 2006 
Building Regulations compliant development will be achieved through this first element of the 
energy hierarchy. On a whole energy basis, i.e. including regulated and unregulated, a reduction of 
15% from energy efficiency is proposed.  

100 The applicant should also provide a table of the proposed building parameters e.g. air 
permeability, U-values, etc, against the values used for the 2010 Building Regulations Notional 
Building. 

District heating 

101 A new district heating scheme is proposed as part of the redevelopment of Elephant and 
Castle. The scheme is however located over a mile from the proposed development making it 
expensive and impractical to connect at this time. The applicant has however provided a 
commitment to ensuring the development is designed to be able to connect to future networks 
should one become available. 
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102 The applicant proposes a community heating scheme serving both the residential and 
commercial areas with hot water and space heating from a central energy centre. A schematic 
showing all building uses connected to the network as well as the phasing and location of the 
energy centre has been provided. This is in line with London Plan Policy. It us understood that 
some changes have recently been made to the phasing and as such the phasing timetable for the 
construction of the One Tower Bridge heat network infrastructure and energy centre should be 
clarified. 

Combined Heat and Power 

103 A 140kWe combined heat and power plant (CHP) is proposed for the development, which 
will provide 72% of the annual hot water demand and 42% of the annual heat load. Load profiles 
have been provided. 

104 The development is estimated to emit 1171 tonnes of regulated carbon dioxide emissions 
per annum after the application of CHP. A further reduction in regulated carbon dioxide emissions 
of 14% will be achieved through this second part of the energy hierarchy. Expressing this on a 
whole energy basis, a reduction of 12% from CHP is planned. 

Cooling 

105 The applicant states that enhanced thermal facades, improved air tightness and solar 
control glazing will be used to reduce cooling loads. The apartments will be designed to be 
naturally ventilated thus avoiding any mechanical cooling requirement. 

106 Rooftop heat pumps will provide community cooling in the summer. The use of DX cooling 
in non-residential areas will be used where applicable. 

Renewable energy technologies 

107 A 2.3MW air source heat pump is proposed to contribute to the space heating demand. 
Assuming the heat pump could be integrated effectively to the development, the applicant 
estimates the development will emit 1,101 Tonnes of regulated carbon dioxide emissions per 
annum after the application of renewable energy. A reduction in regulated carbon dioxide 
emissions of 6% will be achieved through this third element of the energy hierarchy. On a whole 
energy basis, a reduction of 4.9% from renewable energy is proposed. 

108 However, it is not clear how the air source heat pump would be integrated with the heat 
network infrastructure for the development. The applicant should provide further information in 
this regard; for example, in relation to the planned operating temperatures of the heat network and 
the temperature available from the heat pump.   

109 Additionally, both the CHP and air source heat pumps are heat generation technologies and 
would compete for the same heat load. The applicant should optimise the size of the CHP prior to 
considering renewables. 

110 The applicant has identified a potential for 185 sq.m. of photovoltaic cells (PV) which 
would contribute to a 0.4% carbon dioxide emissions saving. A roof drawing has been provided. 
The applicant should reconsider committing to a contribution from PV given the benefits of the 
feed in tariffs. The applicant should provide an estimate of the amount of electricity that could be 
generated as a result of PV. 
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Conclusion 

111 The estimated regulated carbon emissions of the development are 1,101 tonnes of carbon 
dioxide per year after the cumulative effect of energy efficiency measures, CHP and renewable 
energy has been taken into account. This equates to a reduction of 33% compared to a 2006 
Building Regulations compliant building. 

112 Further information on the air source heat pumps, the potential for photovoltaic cells and a 
schematic showing all building uses connected to the network as well as the phasing and location 
of the energy centre has been provided should be provided together with a table showing building 
parameters. 

Corporation of London site 

113 It is not possible from the information provided to identify the baseline carbon emissions 
relating to the Corporation of London application. The applicant should provide the regulated and 
unregulated carbon emissions relating to this block for each stage of the energy hierarchy. 

114 This block will incorporate similar passive design and energy efficiency measures to those 
adopted at the main site. This will include improvements to the air tightness and fabric of the 
building, along with energy efficient lighting. 

115 This block will be connected into the heat network infrastructure that will serve the main 
site and this is welcomed.  

116 The CHP unit installed in the basement energy centre at the main site will contribute 
towards the heat supply of the network infrastructure. As such, part of the Corporation of London 
application’s heat demand will also be met by CHP. 

117 The facade of the buildings is being carefully designed to reduce the need for cooling.  This 
coupled with solar control glazing and appropriate ventilation is being used to minimise the 
requirement for cooling. 

118 Similarly to the main site, the applicant envisages that part of the space heating demands 
will be met via the heat network infrastructure using air source heat pump (ASHP) technology. The 
comments made in relation to the integration of ASHP on the main site also apply to, and 
potentially impact on, the Corporation of London site.  

119 The applicant has made a commitment for water consumption to be limited to 105 litres per 
person per day and as such high efficiency fixtures and fittings will be fitted. This provision is 
welcomed, as is the inclusion of green roofs. Currently there is no grey-water recycling or rainwater 
harvesting proposed and this should be reconsidered. 

Flooding 

120 The development site is located close to the River Thames and although the Thames Flood 
Barrier protects this area of the Thames the applicant has designed the development such that all 
residential accommodation is above 5.3m AOD. The Council should ensure that the views of the 
Environment Agency are properly considered. 

121 The provision of critical access routes and early warning systems in line with London Plan 
policy 4A.13 (DRLP 5.12 C) is welcomed. 
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122  Surface water will be disposed of via a separate system and whilst this is welcomed the 
applicant should confirm if the surface water is discharged directly into the Thames in line with 
the drainage hierarchy (London Plan policy 4A.14 and DRLP 5.13 A). Areas of porous paving 
should be maximised.  
 
Noise 
 
123 Policy 4A.20 (Reducing noise and enhancing soundscapes) of the London Plan states that 
the Mayor will reduce noise by minimising the existing and potential adverse impacts of noise on, 
from, within, or in the vicinity of, development proposals. The Mayor will also support new 
technologies and improved practices to reduce noise at source, especially in road, rail and air 
transport. Policy 7.15 of the draft replacement London Plan reinforces these aims. 

124 The main potential strategic noise concerns with this proposal arise from the noise 
exposure of the residential elements on the Corporation of London site due to road traffic on 
Tower Bridge Road. The noise survey for the scheme identified that the units fronting onto Tower 
Bridge Road would be exposed to noise levels in Planning Policy Guidance 24: Noise Exposure 
Category (NEC) D at both day and night time, where the advice is that planning permission should 
normally be refused. 

125 The scheme has been amended to minimise the level of single aspect units and a number of 
the balconies have been recessed to minimise the impact of noise. Further details should be 
provided prior to Stage II of the design measures that are proposed for noise mitigation and the 
Council should ensure that these mitigation measures are conditioned to further minimise noise 
impact.  

126 The GLA assessment of the noise survey raised some issues with the methodology and 
clarification is needed of these before the applications come back at Stage II.   

Transport 
 
Car parking 
 
127 In total 153 car parking spaces are proposed across the two sites (141 private residential, 
10 replacement spaces within application 10-AP-1923, and two car club spaces). It is accepted 
that a level of 0.38 spaces per residential unit is appropriate in this instance. This has been 
reduced from 0.46 approved in the extant permission and is deemed to be in general accordance 
with the London Plan (2008) policy 3C.23 Parking strategy, and the draft replacement London 
Plan policy 6.13 Parking.  
 
128 TfL supports the 38 blue badge spaces provided, which will comprise 25% of the total 
number of spaces. These will be grouped where possible around the lift cores and will reflect the 
location of wheelchair accessible residential units. The applicant has agreed to monitor the 
demand for the blue badge bays through the travel plan and will re-allocate places to new 
disabled residents as required.  
 
129 To comply with London Plan (2008) policy 3C.23 Parking strategy, and the draft 
replacement London Plan policy 6.13 Parking, there must be a further disabled person’s space 
allocated to the commercial and cultural elements of the scheme. TfL supports the applicant’s 
attempts to design in a further disabled person’s space at ground level for disabled visitors to 
the site. This must be secured by planning condition. 
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130 TfL welcomes the two car club spaces proposed. The applicant has also committed to 
provide 20% active electric vehicle provision and 20% passive provision, equating to 61 spaces 
with the potential to support electric vehicles. Therefore, the proposals accord with the draft 
replacement London Plan policy 6.13 Parking. 
 
131 TfL notes the applicant’s agreement to exclude residents from on street parking permits 
and the ability to rent/sell their car spaces. These commitments should be secured by planning 
condition.   
 
Pedestrian accessibility 
 
132 It is expected that this development will significantly increase cyclist and pedestrian 
activity in the area. TfL notes the predicted level of pedestrian trips and the Fruin analysis 
carried out by the applicant within the Transport Assessment addendum. This suggests that all 
the footways bordering the site will continue to operate at the highest level of service (level A). 
 
133 However, the Transport Assessment indicates that the Tower Bridge Road junction with 
Queen Elizabeth Street will be impacted in the PM peak hour as a result of the development 
proposal (decreasing to service level B). TfL has undertaken a feasibility study into improving 
this junction and has determined that the existing facilities are insufficient to support the 
development’s projected trip generation. TfL proposes to signalise this junction in order to allow 
safe, controlled road crossings by the visitors and residents of the site. The signalised crossing 
scheme has been estimated to cost £250,000 and TfL requests that the applicant contributes at 
least £150,000 towards bringing this forward. TfL requires further discussion with the applicant 
and Council on this matter.  
 
134 In order to accord with the aspirations of the London Plan (2008) and improve 
wayfinding from the development to the surrounding area, TfL advises a contribution of 
£50,000 is made to the council towards the installation of signage using the principles of the 
Legible London wayfinding system. 
 
135 The development is adjacent to the Thames Path, which is part of the Strategic Walk 
Network. TfL advises a contribution of £3,500 is made to the Council towards the provision of 
new Jubilee Greenway information and way finding markers.  
 
Cycling 
 
136 In total 436 residential cycle spaces are proposed across the two developments (356 in 
the basement and 80 on the ground floor of building 8). These spaces are covered, easily 
accessible and secure (being monitored by CCTV). 88 visitor cycle spaces are proposed at 
ground level and are supplemented with additional staff cycling spaces within each commercial 
unit. The applicants have agreed to this requirement, which will be secured by condition. This 
level of cycle parking accords with draft replacement London Plan Table 6.2 Cycle parking 
standards.   
 
137 Given the central London location and mix of cultural and retail uses proposed, TfL 
considers this site an appropriate location for a Barclays cycle hire docking facility. TfL has been 
in discussion with the applicant regarding this suggestion and welcomes the 16 cycle docking 
station proposed in the Transport Assessment addendum. However, TfL does not consider this 
level of provision sufficient to support the projected demand and requests that the applicant 
makes space available for and contributes £195,000 towards the provision of at least a 25 space 
cycle hire docking station. This will assist in delivering mode shift and in reducing reliance on 
the car. 
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Bus network 
 
138 Given the range of destinations available from this site, bus travel would be very 
attractive to residents and visitors. TfL confirms that the proposals would have a significant 
impact on the local network. 
  
139 Therefore, TfL requires a contribution from the applicant to mitigate this impact. In this 
case, TfL’s priority is to maintain and optimise the level of service available to bus users of this 
development and has requested that the applicant provides a bus driver toilet facility as part of 
the development. This is a reasonable request and is supported by London Plan (2008) policy 
3C.4 Land for transport and the draft replacement London Plan policy 6.2 Providing public 
transport capacity and safeguarding land for transport.  
 
Coach parking 
 
140 TfL has requested clarification on the potential level of coach use needed to support the 
events taking place in the cultural area. TfL supports the concern of the council that cultural 
uses elsewhere have generated a large number of coach trips. TfL requests that the applicant 
provides drawings showing opportunities for 15m coach movements and drop off within the site.    
 
141 TfL supports the proposal to provide a 12m coach bay on Tooley Street for cultural drop-
off and general coach use. However, as this will require relocation of the existing bus stop, TfL 
requests further details be agreed with TfL London Buses. These works will be delivered through 
a Section 278 agreement. 
 
Travel plans 
 
142 The applicant has submitted residential and commercial travel plans of very good 
standard which are compatible with TfL best practice guidance on travel planning and are 
therefore in general conformity with London Plan (2008) policy 3C.2 Matching development to 
transport capacity and the draft replacement London Plan policy 6.11 Smoothing traffic flow 
and tackling congestion. TfL requests the inclusion of 3 year interim targets. These should be 
secured, enforced, funded, monitored and reviewed as part of the Section 106 agreement.  
 
Servicing and construction management 
 
143 TfL acknowledges that servicing vehicles will exit onto Queen Elizabeth Street, broadly in 
the position of an existing crossover in this location. As the highway authority, TfL requests 
consultation on the detailed design of the proposed crossover.  
 
144 Following discussions with the applicant, TfL accepts the proposed single entry/exit 
point for vehicles servicing the Land Adjacent to Bridgemaster’s House from Tower Bridge Road. 
TfL understands that all servicing activities associated with the retail units, all HGV servicing and 
refuse collection, within the ‘Land Adjacent to Bridgemaster’s House’ scheme will be undertaken 
from the servicing area within the One Tower Bridge site using a trolley system. TfL supports 
this proposal, which should minimise any impact on Tower Bridge Road and is in line with 
London Plan (2008) policy 3C.25 Freight strategy and the draft replacement London Plan policy 
6.14 Freight. 
 
145 TfL welcomes the Servicing Management Strategy in the Transport Assessment 
addendum. The number of vehicles and timing of deliveries should be illustrated in a delivery 
and servicing plan and where appropriate controls on operation put in place. This is particularly 
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important for servicing the Land Adjacent to Bridgemaster’s House when events are taking place 
and more vehicles than usual are delivering to the site. These additional vehicles should be 
routed directly to the service yard provided for the One Tower Bridge scheme. The delivery and 
servicing plan should be secured by planning condition, in consultation with TfL.  
 
146 A construction management plan, which should be agreed with TfL as the highway 
authority, must be submitted in order to accord with the London Plan (2008) policy 3C.25 
Freight strategy and the draft replacement London Plan policy 6.14 Freight. TfL welcomes the 
draft Construction Environmental Management Plan submitted. However, TfL requests the 
inclusion of vehicle numbers, vehicle type, swept path analysis for each type of vehicle and 
construction traffic routes that will be used to access the site. The Construction Management 
plan should be secured by planning condition.  
 
Crossrail 
 
147 The site is within the Central London Central Activities Zone. Therefore, in accordance 
with the London Plan Alteration 2010 Use of Planning Obligations in the Funding of Crossrail 
and draft Supplementary Planning Guidance [March] 2010, a contribution of £181,074 is 
required. This is based on the combined development floor space of 499sqm B1 office floor 
space and commercial/retail floor space equating to 1328sqm. It is essential that the applicant 
provides an up-to-date schedule of development use and floorspace so that the final figure can 
be determined. 
 
Summary 
 
148 The proposed development does not currently comply with the London Plan transport 
policies for the reasons set out. However, the development can be made acceptable by making 
the changes proposed and through further discussion between TfL, the council and the 
applicant, in particular in relation to car parking, servicing management, cycling and by agreeing 
to make the necessary financial contributions in order to make the development acceptable. 
 
Local planning authority’s position 

149 The local authority’s position is not yet known. 

Legal considerations 

150 Under the arrangements set out in Article 4 of the Town and Country Planning (Mayor of 
London) Order 2008 the Mayor is required to provide the local planning authority with a statement 
setting out whether he considers that the applications comply with the London Plan, and his 
reasons for taking that view.  Unless notified otherwise by the Mayor, the Council must consult the 
Mayor again under Article 5 of the Order if it subsequently resolves to make a draft decision on the 
applications, in order that the Mayor may decide whether to allow the draft decision to proceed 
unchanged, or direct the Council under Article 6 of the Order to refuse the applications, or issue a 
direction under Article 7 of the Order that he is to act as the local planning authority for the 
purpose of determining the applications and any connected application.  There is no obligation at 
this present stage for the Mayor to indicate his intentions regarding a possible direction, and no 
such decision should be inferred from the Mayor’s statement and comments. 

Financial considerations 

151 There are no financial considerations at this stage. 
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Conclusion 

152 London Plan policies on cultural uses, Central Activities Zone, Metropolitan Open Land, 
housing, affordable housing, children’s play space, design, tall buildings, strategic views, housing 
quality, density, climate change mitigation, climate change adaptation and transport are relevant to 
these applications.  The applications comply with some of these policies but not others for the 
following reasons: 

 Land use principle and cultural use: the main site has an extant planning permission for 
a housing and cultural use. The provision of mixed use development including a cultural 
use on this site complies with the London Plan. 

 Metropolitan Open Land: the development includes a land swap with some of the 
current MOL but there is no net loss of MOL and the development has been designed to 
relate to and respect the park. The applications comply with the London Plan in this regard. 

 Housing and affordable housing: the mix of unit sizes is considered acceptable in this 
location. 11% affordable housing is currently proposed and the applicant is in discussion 
with the council over an additional off-site payment. This would be welcomed. The two 
applications will be linked by legal agreement and there will be a review mechanism. 
Further information is needed before it can be confirmed that the applications comply with 
the London Plan in this regard.  

 Child play space: The level of formal playspace in the development falls below London 
Plan policy guidelines. This may be acceptable given the site’s location adjacent to a park 
and the inclusion of areas for imaginative facilities in the scheme. Further information is 
needed before this can be confirmed. 

 Design: The site has an extant consent, which is a material consideration in assessing the 
merits of the proposed design. The distribution of scale and massing across the site has 
generally been well considered and amendments have been made to reflect GLA officer 
comments. The relationship of the proposed buildings to the surrounding listed buildings 
and the World Heritage site has been carefully considered and is acceptable.  Overall the 
proposal is a well designed scheme of the quality that is demanded by its prominent 
location however further information is needed before it can be confirmed that the 
applications are fully in line with London Plan policy. Lift and stair access from Tower 
Bridge to the south of the Bridgemaster’s house is welcomed however access to the north 
of the Bridgemaster’s House is also required. 

 Access: Following the submission of additional information the applications for the most 
part comply with London policy in this regard. However further information and 
justification of the approach to the lift is needed and a commitment to contribute to an 
additional lift to the north of the Bridgemaster’s House before it can be said that the 
applications fully comply with the London Plan in this regard. The Council should also 
ensure that the detailed approach to the eastern end of the path is fully accessible.  

 Housing quality: the units meet the Mayor’s residential design standards as well the 
Southwark Housing Design Guide standards. 

 Density: Taking the two applications together the proposal is within the density ranges set 
out in the London Plan. 

 Sustainable Development: Further information is needed before it can be said that the 
energy strategy proposed complies with the London Plan. The provision of green roofs is 
welcomed however the applicant should consider grey water recycling and rainwater 
harvesting. 
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 Flooding: The provision of critical access routes and early warning systems are in line with 
London plan policy. Surface water is disposed of via a separate system and this is welcomed 
however further commitments are needed before it can be confirmed that the proposal 
complies with the London Plan in this regard. 

 Noise: The scheme has been amended to minimise the level of single aspect units and a 
number of the balconies have been recessed to minimise the impact of noise. Further 
details should be provided prior to Stage II of the design measures that are proposed for 
noise mitigation and the Council should ensure that these mitigation measures are 
conditioned to further minimise noise impact. The GLA assessment of the noise survey 
raised some issues with the methodology and clarification is needed of these before the 
applications come back at Stage II.   

 Transport: The proposed development does not currently comply with the London Plan 
transport policies. 

153 Whilst the applications are broadly acceptable in strategic planning terms. On balance, the 
applications do not comply with the London Plan. 

154 The following changes might, however, remedy the above-mentioned deficiencies, and 
could possibly lead to the applications becoming compliant with the London Plan: 

 Housing and affordable housing: The wording for the agreement linking the two 
applications and the proposed review mechanism will need to be received prior to stage II. 

 Child playspace: Further information on local play spaces and the quality of their 
provision should be provided. Contributions to improvements to local facilities may be 
required.  

 Design: Whilst the appearance of the scheme is high quality the applicant should provide 
images of block 1 in each of the shades that are proposed. The changes suggested to the 
western end of the new path to the park and to the tapered steps at the eastern end of the 
path should be dealt with by condition. Whilst the strategic views material submitted 
indicates that the proposal is consistent with the London Plan the view from within the 
Tower of London should be resubmitted so that it is in consistent with the viewpoint set 
out in the Tower of London Local Setting Study. A contribution to future lift provision to 
the north of the Bridgemaster’s House should be provided. 

 Access: Further information and justification of the approach to the lift is needed and a 
commitment to contribute to an additional lift to the north of the Bridgemaster’s House. 
The Council should also ensure that the detailed approach to the eastern end of the path is 
fully accessible. 

 Sustainable development: the applicant should assess the scheme against 2010 building 
regulations. Further information is needed on the integration of the air source heat pumps 
with the CHP and the planned operating temperatures of the heat network and the 
temperature available from the heat pump should be provided. The inclusion of 
photovoltaic cells should be reconsidered. The baseline emissions for the Corporation of 
London application should also be clearly set out. 

 Flooding: the applicant should confirm if surface water is discharged directly into the 
Thames in line with the drainage hierarchy set out in the London Plan.  
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 Noise: Further details should be provided prior to Stage II of the design measures that are 
proposed for noise mitigation and the Council should ensure that these mitigation 
measures are conditioned to further minimise noise impact. 

 Transport: Further discussions and commitments are needed in relation to car parking, 
servicing management, cycling and by agreeing to make the necessary financial 
contributions in order to make the development acceptable. These include contributions for 
junction improvement works, way finding, cycle hire scheme and Crossrail.  
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Colin Wilson, Senior Manager - Planning Decisions 
020 7983 4783    email colin.wilson@london.gov.uk 
Justin Carr, Strategic Planning Manager (Development Decisions) 
020 7983 4895    email justin.carr@london.gov.uk 
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