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DR CHRIS 
MIELE  
PARTNER,  
PLANNING 
 

Experienced in advising on 
development affecting major heritage 
assets, including several World 
Heritage Sites across the UK. 

Key Skills 
All aspects of planning, urban design and the historic 

environment with particular expertise in: 

■ Listed building consents, including for major 

alterations and extensions 

■ New development in conservation areas 

■ Charitable and public projects, with an emphasis 

on museums, galleries and educational projects 

■ Masterplanning in the historic environment 

■ Mixed use central London 

■ Tall buildings 

■ Historic landscape characterization 

■ Urban extensions and visual impact 

 

Recent Experience 
Dr Chris Miele been a Partner at Montagu Evans since 

2007 with more than 20 years’ experience, Chris is a 

specialist in heritage and planning, Listed buildings, 

new developments on sensitive land and cultural 

development. Chris has worked on many complex, 

high profile projects including the British Museum, 

the South Bank Centre, Westminster Abbey, the 

Former Commonwealth Institute for Design Museum 

and several large central London masterplans. 

■ British Museum – World Conservation & 

Exhibition Centre - Chris led the planning and 

heritage advice for the British Museum’s 20,000 sq 

m extension known as the World Conservation & 

Exhibition Centre (nominated for the Stirling Prize 

in 2017).  The project was particularly sensitive as 

it impacted the Grade I Listed museum and was 

situated in the Bloomsbury Conservation Area.  

■ Market Towers, Nine Elms – Wandsworth – 

Planning and development advisor to CIT/Green 

Properties on the redevelopment of a complex 

strategic site at the gateway to the Wandsworth 

section of the Vauxhall Nine Elms Battersea 

Opportunity Area. 

■ Elizabeth House, London – Townscape and 

heritage advice with regard to the redevelopment 

of this sensitive site located with the Waterloo 

Opportunity Area and featured within strategic 

views identified within the London View 

Management Framework, including from the 

Palace of Westminster WHS. The work culminated 

in a Townscape, Visual and Built Heritage 

Assessment Chapter for an Environmental 

Statement. 

■ St Michael’s Square, West Croydon – Re-

development at St Michael’s Square, West 

Croydon comprising the construction of two tall 

buildings and façade retention of 6-12 Station 

Road. 

 

Qualifications 
■ Member, Royal Town Planning Institute (MRTPI) 

■ Member, Institute of Historic Buildings 

Conservation Fellow, Royal Historical Society 

■ Fellow, Society of Antiquaries, London 

 

Clients 
■ British Museum 

■ The Royal Horticultural Society 

■ The Royal Botanic Gardens Kew 

■ Oxford University 

■ NHS Estates 

■ The Design Museum 

■ University of Sheffield 

■ Trustees of the National Gallery 

■ The US State Department 

■ South Bank Centre 

■ University of Oxford
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Published Works 
■ ‘The Mystery of Ashpitel’s Notebook, Georgian 

Group Journal, 2016. 

■ ‘E A Freeman and the Culture of Gothic Revival’ in 

Bremner and Conlin, Making History (OUP, 2016) 

■  ‘Scenes of Clerical Life: the Young Scott’, in G G 

Scott RA, ed by P Barnwell (Shaun Tyas, 

forthcoming).  

■ ‘Community Heritage’ and other Victorian Myths: 

Reflections on the English Experience’, ed. Melanie 

Hall, The History of Preservation: International 

Perspectives (Ashurst, 2013). 

■ Forgotten, Lost and  Restored, joint author 

(Hackney Society, 2012) 

■ ‘Gothic Sign. Gothic Realia: Reflections on the Holy 

Sepulchre’, in Architectural History, 2010. 

■ ‘Architectural Representation’, Celebrating a 

Century of the Victorian Society: 2010. 

■ The Anatomy of Georgian Villa, Danson House, 

author (English Heritage 2009) 

■ The Supreme Court of the United Kingdom: 

History, Art, Architecture (Hardcover) , editor and 

contributor (2010) 

■ From William Morris: Conservation and the Arts 

and Crafts Cult of Authenticity, editor and 

contributor (2005) 

■ “English Antiquity: Saxonism and the Construction 

of National Architectural Identities”. In 

Architecture and Englishness, Con. Proceedings 

Society of Architectural Historians. (2005),ed. I. 

Dungavell and D. Crellin. 

■ Designing the World: Engineering, Architecture 

and the Royal Navy”, Architectural History (Jrof the 

Society of Architectural Historians, UK),vol. 49, 

2006. 

■ “Conservation”, in The Oxford Dictionary of 

Architecture, 2005. 

■ “Conservation and the Development Process”, 

Journal of Architectural Conservation, July 2005. 

■ “Danson House Restored”, Country Life, 24March 

2005. 

■ “The Value of Conservation Plans?”, IHBC 

Yearbook, 2005. 

■ “Love, Marriage and the Painted Georgian 

Interior”, English Heritage Collections Review, 

(2001). 

■ “Re-presenting the Church Militant. The Camden 

Society and the Round Church”, in A Church As It 

Should Be, ed C Webster and J Elliott(Stamford, 

2000), pp 257-294. 

■ “Victorian Internationalism”, in The Gothic Revival. 

Religion, Architecture and Style in Western 

Europe, 1815-1914, ed J de Maeyer and L 

Verpoest (Leuven/Louvain, Belgium, 2000), pp. 

209-220. 

■ London Suburbs, gen ed. C Miele, technical ed. Kit 

Wedd, introduced by A Saint. Also contributor to 

first chapter: ‘From Aristocratic Ideal to Middle-

Class Idyll’, (English Heritage, 1999), pp. 31-60. 

■ ‘Icon of Victorian Modernity’ in Country Life, 

vol. 193, 2, 1999. 

■ “The Battle for Westminster Hall”, Architectural 

History (British Society of Architectural Historians) 

vol. 41 (1998), pp. 220-244. 

■ ‘Robert Adam, Marlborough House and Mrs 

Fitzherbert: “The First Architect of the World in 

Brighton”’, Sussex Archaeological Collections, vol. 

136 (1998), pp. 149-175. 

■ “Real Antiquity and the Ancient Object”, in The 

Study of the Past in the Victorian Age, ed. V Brand, 

intro. By Chris Brooks, Oxbow Monographs no. 73 

(1998), pp. 103-125. 

■ Morris on Architecture, ed by C Miele (Sheffield, 

1997). A collection of William Morris’ lectures on 

building and architecture, with a critical 

introduction and annotations. 

■ “The First Conservation Militants”, in Preserving 

the Past, ed M Hunter (Stroud, Gloucs., 1996), pp. 

17- 37. 

■ “Art or Craft? Morris& Co Revisited”, The Victorian 

Society Annual, 1996, pp. 15-21. 

■ “The Conservationist”, in William Morris, ed by 

Linda Parry(Victoria & Albert Museum, Exhibition 

Catalogue, 1996), pp. 72-90. 

■ “Their Interest and Habit. Professionalism and the 

Restoration of Medieval Churches”, in A Saint and 

C Brooks (Manchester, 1995), pp 151-171. 

■ “A Small Knot of Cultivated People: The Ideologies 

of Protection”, The Art Journal (American College 

Art Association: special issue on Conservation and 

Art History), vol. 54 (Summer 1995), pp. 73-80. 

■ “The Restoration of the West Front of Rochester 

Cathedral: Antiquarianism, Historicism and the 

Restoration of Medieval Buildings”, The 

Archaeological Journal,vol. 151 (1994), pp. 400-

419. 

■ Hoxton (Hackney Society Publication, 

London,1993) 

Accepted but not published 
■ ‘Morris Architectural Vision’, in The William Morris 

Reader, ed.F.Bovs (Ashgate, 2019) 

Submitted for Publication Review 
■ ‘Between Architecture and Archaeology: the Scott-

Freeman Debate’ 

■ ‘GG Scott, Gottfried, Semper and the Hamburg 

Nikolaikirche’ 

■ ‘The Great Architectural “Awakening”: Glibert Scott 

and Pugin’ 

■ ‘Towards a History of Vernacular Revival’ from the 

Journal of the Vernacular Architecture Group (ex. 

Plenary session paper) 

■ ‘The London “City Model”: Technology and 

Planning in a Historic World City 2017 Conference 

Paper, Glasgow 
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Appeal Decision 
Inquiry held on 14-17 February 2017 

Accompanied site visits made on 16 February 2017 

Unaccompanied site visits made on 13, 16 and 17 February 2017. 

by David Nicholson  RIBA IHBC 

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government 

Decision date: 12 June 2017 

 

Appeal Ref: APP/K5600/W/16/3149585 
43/45 Notting Hill Gate, 39/41 Notting Hill Gate and 161-237 Kensington 
Church Street (odd), London  W11 3LQ 

 The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 

(T&CPA) against a refusal to grant planning permission. 

 The appeal is made by Notting Hill Gate KCS Limited against the decision of the Council 

of the Royal Borough of Kensington & Chelsea (RBKC). 

 The application Ref PP/15/07602, dated 30 November 2015, was refused by notice 

dated 29 April 2016. 

 The development proposed is: Demolition of the existing buildings and redevelopment 

to provide office, residential, and retail uses, and a flexible surgery/office use, across 

six buildings (ranging from ground plus two storeys to ground plus 17 storeys), 

together with landscaping to provide a new public square, ancillary parking and 

associated works. 
 

 

Decision 

1. The appeal is dismissed. 

Preliminary matters 

2. A Deed of Agreement was submitted under section 106 of the T&CPA (s106) 

that would provide financial contributions towards: demolition/construction 
traffic management plan assessment fees, construction training, public art, 

travel plan monitoring, legible London signage, a cycle hire scheme, and off-site 
affordable housing (AH)1.  It includes provisions on: local procurement, highway 
works, step free access (SFA) to one of the platforms on the adjoining 

Underground station, preventing new residents applying for parking permits, 
public access and management of the new public square (including steps to be 

taken to encourage a farmers’ market), a retail marketing strategy, offering to 
enter into a lease as soon as reasonably possible for floorspace reserved for a 
medical centre (with a fallback of an increased AH contribution), and free car 

club membership.  Listed building consent has already been granted for SFA to 
the Underground.   

3. Statements of Common Ground (SoCG) were agreed between the Council and 
the appellant.  The Hillgate Village Residents Association (HVRA), which made 
representations but did not have Rule 6 status, did not agree with a number of 

matters in the SoCGs.   

                                       
1 Inquiry Document (ID) 27.  A total of £2.5m in two stages.   
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4. On the final day of the Inquiry questions were asked regarding viability.  

Reference was then made to further documents not before me.  Rather than 
prolong the event, I gave the main parties time to submit a further SoCG 

covering these.  I then allowed the relevant interested parties a chance to 
comment and for the appellant to make any final observations2. 

Main Issues 

5. From all the evidence before me, and my inspections of the site and the 
surrounding area, I consider that the main issues in this appeal are the effects 

of the proposals on: 

a) the character and appearance of the area with particular regard to the 
relative height, scale and massing of the proposed tower and the 

architectural quality of its design;  

b) the settings of nearby conservation areas and listed buildings;  

c) the availability of social rented floorspace within the Borough. 

Reasons 

Character and appearance  

BACKGROUND 

6. Notting Hill Gate (NHG) is part of the old Roman road into London from the west 
and was once the site of a turnpike.  Its history includes a major redevelopment 

in the late 1950s and early 1960s following a scheme to widen the road and to 
develop a new Underground concourse.  As a gateway to Portobello Road, the 

area was once considered bohemian but has more recently acquired less 
distinctive shops.  The appeal site adjoins the south side of NHG and its 
Underground station, is within a District Shopping Centre3, has been identified 

as a development site4, and is at the most accessible location in the Borough 
with the highest possible Public Transport Accessibility Level of 6b.     

7. The appeal site currently contains a number of linked blocks, a surface car park 
of 61 spaces, Newcombe Street and part of Uxbridge Street.  The buildings 

comprise Newcombe House, a 12 storey office building set back from NHG 
behind a podium; a 1 to 2 storey linear block along Kensington Church Street 
(KCS) with shops and restaurants; and Royston Court, a 5 storey building with 

ground floor retail and 20 self-contained studio units on the upper floors owned 
and managed by Notting Hill Housing Trust (NHHT).   

8. It was common ground that the slab form of Newcombe House, together with 
the large car park, undercroft and low-rise buildings are typical of a 1960s town 
centre design approach and that the site is now in need of regeneration.  

Newcombe House itself is set back from the road to avoid the Underground 
tunnel and has netting on the flank walls for safety reasons.  The podium stands 

largely unused being overshadowed and subject to wind turbulence.  There is a 
particularly tortuous undercroft/passage connecting NHG and the private car 
park to the rear which hosts a weekly farmers’ market.  Historic England (HE) 

described the existing tower block as shabby and visually ‘tired’.  Another tall 
building, Campden Hill Towers, is slightly further west along NHG. 

                                       
2 ID24-ID26 
3 In the London Plan and the RBKC Consolidated Local Plan (CLP) 
4 In the NHG Supplementary Planning Guidance (SPD) 
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PROPOSALS  

9. The six proposed buildings would comprise a tower, set slightly back from NHG 
behind a lower frontage, two buildings along KCS, a cube-shaped block to the 
rear of the site, a building alongside the Underground station, and a lower 

structure alongside the tower.  There would be a much easier and wider route 
between NHG and the square.  The scheme would provide new offices to the 

lower floors of the tower and to the cube-shaped building, shops along KCS and 
both sides of the proposed square, a GPs’ surgery adjoining the tower and a 
total of 46 residential flats at upper levels.  There would be two levels of 

underground parking.  The proposed public square, an elongated space within 
the site, would be flanked by shops.  There would be changes to the pavement 

including removing the steps to the podium, reducing the width along NHG, but 
also increasing the width of KCS at the junction.  

10. The buildings would be in three main styles intended to complement each other.  

The retail and residential buildings along KCS, and those facing into the long 
sides of the public square, would be constructed of brickwork, with inset 

windows, and have a regular pattern of fenestration in textured brick, 
responding to some extent to the materials of the adjacent townhouses.  The 
cube building would be more sculptural with white cladding.  The existing wall to 

the Underground station along the western side of the site would be raised to 
around the level of the parapet to the adjoining Underground sub-station in 

order to accommodate additional flats.  The offices alongside NHG would be 
mostly glazed.   

11. The tower would be roughly 50% taller than Newcombe House and adopt a 

‘slipped form’ approach whereby it would be divided into two linked halves 
which would be offset both vertically and horizontally.  This articulation would 

be emphasised by deep shadow lines against Portland stone and by fully glazed 
winter gardens on some of the upper corners.  Suggested conditions could 

require the quality of the external materials to match the full size sample panels 
which I saw on site.  Apart from the winter gardens on the corners, the balance 
of stone and glass, with deep reveals, would lend a much more residential feel 

to the majority of the tower while the offices at its base would be fully glazed.     

DESIGN 

12. There was no dispute that the existing buildings on the site are drab, of their 

time, and have a poor relationship with the public realm.  Indeed, the RBKC 
Consolidated Local Plan (CLP), adopted in 2015, identifies Newcombe House as 

an eyesore5 and sees its redevelopment as a catalyst for the regeneration of the 
wider area.  This designation remains even though the policy relating to this has 
been removed.     

13. The Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) Notting Hill Gate was issued in 
May 2015.  This explores the possibility of refurbishing the existing building but 

also considers that redevelopment with a less bulky profile might be acceptable.  
It expects the same quantity of business floorspace and AH.  Figure 11 of the 
SPD: Newcombe House Development Principles Plan (Option 1) shows an 

indicative site layout with a landmark building at the junction, mixed use 
elsewhere and active residential frontages on either side of an open rectangle at 

the centre.  The central square in the appeal proposals would be at least as 

                                       
5 CLP ¶16.3.9 
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generous as that suggested in Option 1 to the SPD and would provide the public 

space sought by SPD paragraph 2.39.     

14. The appeal scheme is therefore broadly in line with the thrust of the vision in 

the SPD subject to quality thresholds.  In order that the redevelopment could 
finance offices and AH, and so meet policy requirements, it is likely that it would 
have to include a replacement residential tower and accommodation alongside 

the Underground.  I therefore find that the quantum of development proposed is 
reasonable and, in principle, should not count against the scheme. 

Tower  

15. Due to its staggered form, the slenderness ratio of the tower would alter with 
the angle of view and so its elegance, or otherwise, would vary depending on its 

context.  Indeed, it was explained to me how its form had developed in 
response to detailed consideration from different directions.  I have therefore 

considered the impact of the bulk, overall proportions and silhouette of the 
tower from a series of viewpoints.  The taller half of the two slipped forms alone 
is undoubtedly slender but, where this can be read together with the lower one, 

the combination would be stockier, albeit with a narrower top.  The slipped form 
design of the tower, and its articulation, would also add considerable interest 

while allowing integrity of proportions and consistency of materials to permeate 
the design.  The full size sample panels show that the external materials could 
result in a high quality surface appearance.    

16. The arrangement of stone and glass within each façade of the tower would vary 
but follow a structured pattern.  Although this is slightly subjective, I find that 

the proposed balance would create a pleasing rhythm which would be both 
interesting and cohesive.  Consequently, I do not accept the criticisms that the 
tower would either be overly complex and fussy or too flat and lack sufficient 

relief.  Rather, I consider it would be far more engaging to the eye than the dull 
repetition to the fenestration of Newcombe House while maintaining integrity.   

17. The most recent report by the RBKB Architects Appraisal Panel (AAP) had mixed 
opinions about the tower while the Stage 1 statement by the Greater London 
Authority (GLA), on behalf of the Mayor, supported it as a more slender and 

elegant landmark than Newcombe House.  In any event, architectural style is 
not usually a matter to be considered when assessing planning merits and 

overall I find that the design of the external treatment of the tower, rather than 
its height and massing, would be acceptable.  I have also considered the effects 
of the tower from more distant viewpoints within the surrounding conservation 

areas and I deal with the specific effects on the various heritage assets under 
that issue below. 

KCS/Newcombe Street   

18. The flats along KCS would generally accord with Figure 11 of the SPD.  

However, instead of the rectilinear layout in that diagram, the midpoint access 
would be on the diagonal to roughly marry up with the entrance to Kensington 
Mall on the other side of KCS.  This rather ingenious solution would improve the 

permeability of the area for pedestrians.  At the south end of the site, and 
enclosed within it, the proposed Cube would provide additional high quality 

office space within a building faced with smooth white Corian which would 
provide a modern contrast to the adjacent Baptist Church while echoing its 
white exterior. 
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Public square  

19. The proposed public square would be a relatively long thin space which would 
limit its hours of daylight albeit that it would receive full sun in the heat of the 

day.  It is likely that the relatively narrow access passages would be windy on 
some occasions but the submitted wind study showed that most of the square 
would be pleasant enough for sitting out in for much of the year.  Although the 

new access to the public space from NHG would not be directly overlooked, and 
would require artificial lighting, there was no evidence that it would be any less 

safe than the existing access, or that it would attract any more undesirable 
people or rubbish than at present.  Indeed, the proposed link would essentially 
open up the current barrier between NHG and the area beyond and be a marked 

improvement on the existing situation.    

20. The design of the public square would allow the farmers’ market to resume, 

after a break, and the s106 Agreement would offer added security for this to 
continue.  While the width of the pavement to NHG would be reduced, the extra 
space on the footway to KCS, where a pavement study shows it would be 

needed near the junction, would provide sufficient space for any increase in 
footfall. 

21. Coupled with the active frontages from the shops and restaurants on both sides, 
I am persuaded that the public square could make an attractive and welcoming 
amenity space.  The GLA found that the new public square would provide a 

welcome contribution towards public realm, have a strong sense of place and be 
well integrated while it praised the amount of active frontage and the dual 

aspect of the retail units.  The AAP supported the masterplan with perimeter 
buildings enclosing a new central space which would be well-connected with  
un-gated routes and animated frontages.     

Views 

22. I have considered the appeal scheme, and the tower in particular, from all the 

viewpoints to which I was taken.  Looking along NHG from the east, the current 
slab that is Newcombe House would be replaced by a much taller tower but one 
broken down and articulated through its twin forms and pattern of stone to 

glazing.  Overall these would be wider than the end elevation of Newcombe 
House but the slipped form would provide a degree of elegance to each half of 

the tower.  The stepped height and offset plan form, with a pleasing rhythm to 
its fenestration, would provide considerable articulation that would result in a 
bold and attractive appearance.  In the context of the varied commercial 

streetscene, where the existing building is very unattractive, this would be a 
marked improvement. 

23. From the south, in various views along KCS, the transformation from the full 
width of the ugly slab that is Newcombe House into the staggered elegant forms 

of the proposed tower would be even more favourable and a significant 
enhancement.  In more distant public views from the south east the tower 
would either be screened by existing housing or not prominent on account of 

the distance and the more slender proportions of the slipped forms from this 
angle.  As these views also contain a variety of building styles, and some tall 

structures, the effect from greater distances would be neutral. 

24. Turning west to the streets in Hillgate Village the impact would be more varied.  
From the junctions of Hillgate Place with Jameson Street, and with Hillgate 
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Street, the tower would be significantly taller than Newcombe House but appear 

roughly as wide.  It would stand above the mostly regular rows of houses, and 
so be at odds with its character.  However, given the well-considered external 

appearance, unlike Newcombe House, the new building would not be 
unattractive in itself.  Moreover, despite its increased height, it would be 
apparent in surprisingly few public views.  Further west, from around Campden 

Hill Square, the tower would either be obscured by buildings or far from 
prominent in a more varied streetscene.  Overall, from the south west, I find 

that the improvement in appearance, where Newcombe House can be seen, 
would offset the harm as a result of the proposed tower’s increased height and 
bulk in these and other views.   

25. To the west of the site, be that Uxbridge Street or NHG, the views would be of 
the side of the taller of the slipped forms compared with the existing view of the 

end of Newcombe House.  Even disregarding the green netting currently 
covering this façade, the pattern of solid to glazing with the corner winter 
gardens, in a context of 20th century commercial buildings, would be a marked 

improvement.  Along Ladbroke Road, where the proposed tower would be 
visible, views would be dominated by Campden Hill Towers and so the tower 

would not stand out.   

26. Further to the north-west, on Kensington Park Road, the proposed tower would 
be more prominent and in some views would be at odds with the horizontal 

forms of the terraced housing.  On the other hand, the potential harm from the 
narrow and more elegant face from this direction should be balanced against 

the variety of styles and heights of the terraces along the road and against the 
detrimental effect of the wide combination of north and west elevations to 
Newcombe House.  On balance, I consider that the effect on this streetscene 

would be neutral. 

27. Finally, from the north, there would be views of the tower from around 

Pembridge Square, along one side of Pembridge Gardens and from Linden 
Gardens.  From the first of these, it would be barely discernible.  From the west 
side of Pembridge Gardens there would be a clear view of the tower above the 

closely packed houses.  This would be alien to their character and distract from 
their homogeneity.  On the other hand, this would be one of the more elegant 

views of the taller part of the tower, replace views of the wide slab of 
Newcombe House, and only be visible from one side of the street.  From Linden 
Gardens, Newcombe House currently fills the width of the view above the 

delightful arch at the corner between the rows of terraced houses.  This would 
be replaced by a taller tower roughly filling the width.  However, the stepped 

form would mean that its elements would be better articulated and receding and 
so more attractive than Newcombe House.  While I acknowledge that there 

would be some less favourable impacts from the north, overall I find that the 
effect on the streetscenes from this direction would be neutral. 

CONCLUSIONS ON CHARACTER AND APPEARANCE, AND DESIGN 

28. Taking these views together, I find that the extensive site analysis, and the way 
that this has been used to inform the details of the design, would result in a 
convincing ensemble.  In most of these views, as the design has been carefully 

tailored to respond to its context from each direction, the angle of the proposed 
tower would be one where the positive aspects of the slipped form design would 

come into play and this would be reflected in the quality of the views.  
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Generally, the combination of the varied proportions of stone and glazing 

together with the unifying rhythm would make the tower appear much more 
attractive when compared with Newcombe House.  In many more views it would 

be a small shape in the distance where it would not stand out.  In closer views, 
the low rise parts of the proposals would be markedly better designed and more 
attractive than the buildings that they would replace.   

29. This is consistent with the views of the GLA, at Stage 2, which again confirmed 
that the scheme would be of a high design quality with the tall building, public 

realm and urban setting all carefully considered and well-resolved resulting in a 
considerable improvement on the existing site.  On balance, with regard to the 
overall effect on streetscenes, I find that the proposed tower would not be 

excessively tall or bulky but would have a positive impact and be a benefit to 
the character and appearance of the wider area.     

30. For the above reasons, I find that the overall design of the scheme would accord 
with policies 7.4, 7.5, 7.6 and 7.7 of the London Plan, (consolidated with 
alterations) dated March 2016, which set criteria by which to judge local 

character, public realm, architecture and the location and design of tall and 
large buildings.  These include a high quality design response and the highest 

standards of architecture.  The proposals would satisfy policy in chapter 7 of the 
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) which requires good design. 

31. The scheme would comply with CLP policy CV16 which sets an ambitious vision 

for NHG to be strengthened as a District Shopping Centre, and a major office 
location, requiring development of the most exceptional design and architectural 

quality; and Policy CP16 which seeks to strengthen NHG’s role as a district 
centre and seek new high quality architecture and public realm.  The proposals 
would satisfy CLP policies CL1, CL2, CL11 and CL12 which set criteria for 

context and character, design quality, views and building heights including: a 
comprehensive approach to site layout and design, that all development be of 

the highest architectural and urban design quality, protecting and enhancing 
views, and resisting buildings significantly taller than the surrounding townscape 
other than in exceptionally rare circumstances where the development has a 

wholly positive impact on the character and quality of the townscape.   

Settings 

32. Listed buildings and conservation areas (CAs) are defined in the NPPF as 
designated heritage assets.  None of the appeal site itself has been designated 
as such an asset.  Rather, it is surrounded by four CAs but sits in a gap between 

them.  These are: Kensington CA; Kensington Palace CA; Pembridge CA and 
Ladbroke CA.  There several listed buildings within close proximity, including: 

NHG Underground Station, the Coronet Cinema, the Gate Cinema, Mall 
Chambers, the terraces of houses in Pembridge Gardens, Nos.9 and 10 

Pembridge Square and 19 and 20 Kensington Palace Gardens.  All these 
buildings are listed at Grade II.  Further away, Kensington Palace is a Grade I 
listed building standing within Kensington Gardens, which is a Grade I 

registered park and garden within the Royal Parks CA.  The palace itself and the 
western side of the park are within the Kensington Palace CA while that to the 

east is within the Royal Parks CA.   

33. The Kensington CA, to the south west of the site, has a very detailed CA 
appraisal which was adopted on 3 February 2017.  This characterises the area 

as a whole as one of many solidly developed residential streets, with a highly 
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urban form and very little green space, which largely took on its current 

arrangement between the early and late Victorian periods.  The area is one of 
high historic and architectural significance and is generally well maintained.  

Of 10 differing character areas within it, the speculative terraces laid out along 
the charming, low-rise streets of Hillgate Village in the mid-nineteenth century 
are described as small and built for the working classes.  This area has a high 

degree of unity and its two and three storey brick and stucco terraces have a 
strong visual coherence.   

34. The proposed tower would stand above the regular rows of houses, with vertical 
emphasis, so that each view of it would be at odds with both the character of 
Hillgate Village and most of the CA.  Equally, given its potentially attractive 

appearance, the effect of the proposed tower on the setting of the CA would be 
an improvement compared with views where Newcombe House can currently be 

seen.  On balance, the effect on the significance of the setting of the Kensington 
CA as a whole would be neutral. 

35. Pembridge CA appraisal, adopted only slightly earlier on 30 January 2017, 

summarises its overall character as primarily a quiet residential area, whose 
properties form attractive and characterful late Georgian and Victorian streets, 

but with a distinct commercial character along NHG and its other boundaries.  
Within this CA, the closely packed but detached 4-5 storey stucco villas along 
Pembroke Gardens and the brick and stucco terraces of Linden Gardens are 

identified as mid- and late-Victorian respectively.  A clear view of the tower 
above the houses on the west side of Pembridge Gardens would contrast 

unfavourably with their character and distract from their homogeneity.  On the 
other hand, one of the more elegant angles of the taller part of the tower would 
replace views of the wider slab of Newcombe House.  From Linden Gardens as 

well, the attractive aspect to the tower would simply fill the current view which 
is largely taken up by Newcombe House.  Again, the balance of the effects 

would be neutral.   

36. The Ladbroke CA appraisal, dated October 2015, summarises its character by 
reference to the speculative developments built between the 1820s and 1870s 

which make up a large part of the area.  These terraces are mostly faced with 
stucco, with elaborate detailing, and many have rear elevations onto communal 

gardens.  This CA is notable not only for its Victorian architecture but also the 
planned gardens in a set piece around Ladbroke Grove.  There would be few 
views of the scheme from within the heart of the CA, but it would be apparent 

from Kensington Park Road, where in some views the impact would be negative, 
albeit tempered by the removal of Newcombe House.  Overall, I find that the 

effect on the character and significance of the Ladbroke CA would be a small 
negative impact. 

37. Kensington Palace CA does not have an appraisal and so I have relied on the 
evidence and my own assessment.  The CA is dominated by Kensington Palace 
itself and the large villas to the west.  It is mainly residential although there is 

greater variety than in other nearby CAs.  For the reasons set out with regard to 
views, I find that the impact on its setting would be neutral. 

38. The Royal Parks CA includes the part of Kensington Gardens to the east of the 
Palace.  Its mini-guide6 identifies that, with limited exceptions, the Royal Parks 
are the creation of the essentially Picturesque landscaping tradition of the  

                                       
6 CD4.25: Royal Parks Conservation Area Mini Guide (2004) 

15



Appeal Decision APP/K5600/W/16/3149585 
 

 
                 9 

mid-18th to mid-19th century.  While there are important vistas from Kensington 

Park Gardens, including those from between Kensington Palace and the Round 
Pond, as the proposed tower would be a distant spec amongst a mix of 

buildings, the effect would be no more than very slight harm. 

39. On account of the height of the proposed tower, I consider that the scheme 
would also be within the settings of a number of listed buildings including 

Kensington Palace, those at 19 and 20 Kensington Palace Gardens, Pembridge 
Gardens (of which 1-5 are those where the settings would be most affected) 

and some of the houses in Linden Gardens.  It would also stand within the 
setting of Kensington Gardens which is a heritage asset.  With regard to the 
settings of the listed buildings, the test in the Planning (Listed Buildings & 

Conservation Areas) Act (the LB&CA Act) is one of preserving not enhancing.  
For similar reasons to those for the various CAs, I find that for the majority of 

these listed buildings any harm would generally be offset by the removal of 
Newcombe House.  With reference to Judgments in South Lakeland7 and 
Palmer8, on balance there would then be no harm to the settings of these listed 

buildings and their significance would therefore be preserved.  In the few 
settings where Newcombe House is not easily visible, including those of 

Kensington Palace and Kensington Gardens, there would be some minor or very 
slight harm to the settings of the heritage assets.   

40. As well as making my own assessments, I noted the comments of HE, an 

organisation which the appellant characterised as other than mad keen on tall 
buildings.  Although it found that the tower would be seen in a further 11 views 

compared with Newcombe House, and identified some modest harm to assets, 
overall its recommendation was that the Council should decide whether the 
evident benefits of the scheme as a whole would outweigh the clearly less than 

substantial harm, that they could be secured and delivered, and that it should 
not set a precedent for other intrusions into the setting of the Grade I listed 

Kensington Palace and the registered Park and Garden.   

CONCLUSIONS ON SETTINGS 

41. For the above reasons, I find that there would be some harm in some views 

within the settings of both some of the CAs, a listed building and a heritage 
asset.  However, there would also be a high degree of enhancement while in 

several instances the effect would be neutral.  In none of the cases where there 
would be any harm to a heritage asset would this amount to substantial harm 
under paragraphs 132-134 of the NPPF.  As the scheme would replace one 

tower block with another, I give limited weight to the concern that allowing the 
appeal would set a precedent for other tower blocks which might be harmful. 

42. I have considered the way that the balance between harm and enhancement 
should be struck, including the possibility that less than substantial harm to 
many heritage assets could, cumulatively, amount to substantial harm.   

Looking at each CA in turn, I find that the greatest harm to any setting would 
be as a result of impact on views from Hillgate Village in the Kensington CA, 

Kensington Park Road in the Ladbroke CA, and from Pembridge Gardens in the 
Pembridge CA.  However, even where the impact would not be neutral or an 
enhancement, the overall effect would be only minor harm.  The same applies 

to Kensington Palace and Kensington Gardens.  Nevertheless, even combining 

                                       
7 South Lakeland DC v Secretary of State for the Environment [1992] 2 AC 141 
8 CD 11.2: Palmer v Herefordshire Council [2016] EWCA Civ 106.  See ¶29 in particular. 
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the minor harm to all the heritage assets, I find that the impact would be well 

below the hurdle for substantial harm.  I have therefore considered the potential 
public benefits before reaching my conclusion on this issue. 

Social housing 

43. The Notting Hill Housing Trust (NHHT) acquired a 125 year lease over Royston 
Court in 1994.  It currently provides 20 self-contained studio dwellings occupied 

by former rough sleepers, in accordance with the grant conditions for its 
acquisition and refurbishment from the Rough Sleepers Initiative, and 

nominated through the Clearing House9.  The NHHT has conditionally contracted 
to sell the leasehold to the appellant (and is a signatory to the s106 
Agreement).  The sale is conditional on planning permission, re-housing the 

residents, and obtaining consent from the Homes and Communities Agency 
(HCA) which regulates social housing providers in England.   

44. NHHT’s position was that the permitted use under the lease is that of residential 
flats, that there is no obligation to use the properties as AH, or to let to tenants 
at reduced rents, and that the re-housing of the residents, and disposal of the 

property with vacant possession, would progress irrespective of the appeal.  The 
NHHT plans to compensate the Borough for the loss of nominations to Royston 

Court through the provision of 10 two-bed homes outside the Borough.  The 
proceeds of the sale would be invested in the provision of new family homes in 
lower value areas.  In its letter, NHHT stated that the concentration of 20 

studios at Royston Court is not ideal in management terms, believed that this 
would be beneficial to residents and advised that all the residents it had met 

with to date have expressed a positive desire to be re-housed.  However, this 
was not the evidence of the occupant at the Inquiry10 who objected to the loss 
of his and others’ homes and to being relocated to outside the Borough.  NHHT 

was not represented at the Inquiry. 

45. Regardless of the current planning Use Class for Royston Court, the evidence I 

heard was that the building comprised 20 social housing units designed to 
house former homeless people.  The appeal scheme would result in Royston 
Court being demolished and its residents losing their current homes.  

Notwithstanding the promise to rehouse the occupiers, there would therefore be 
a loss of social rented housing floorspace within the Borough contrary to 

CLP policy CH3b which resists the net loss of both social rented and 
intermediate AH floorspace and units throughout the Borough.  The report to 
committee also reached this finding although it found that the harm should be 

weighed against the overall benefits which at that time included an AH 
contribution of over £7m11.   

46. Moreover, the NHHT is unable to dispose of the building without the consent of 
the HCA and I was told12 that no application had yet been made.  It is therefore 

unclear to me that NHHT would be able to sell the property without planning 
permission for redevelopment.  It follows that, regardless of NHHT’s intentions, 
allowing the appeal would contribute towards the loss of individuals’ homes.  

Notwithstanding the separate AH contribution and NHHT’s commitment to re-

                                       
9 All as set out in a letter from Matthew Cornwall-Jones dated 9 January 2017 - see Rhodes appendix 1. 
10 Terence Hutton – see ID22 
11 CD3.1: ¶¶ 7.11-7.12 and 7.22.  The FVA states that this sum would increase to £9,601,685 if the doctors’ 
surgery was not taken up by the NHS and was used as offices. 
12 Rhodes in cross-examination (XX) 

17



Appeal Decision APP/K5600/W/16/3149585 
 

 
                 11 

provide AH in a lower value area, granting planning permission would be likely 

to lead to the loss of social rented housing floorspace within the Borough.   

47. Following a query by the Council, the GLA advised that, providing off-site 

provision of replacement floorspace to ensure no net loss of social rented 
accommodation was secured through a legal agreement, this would meet the 
requirements of London Plan policy 3.14.  However, while that may be NHHT’s 

plan, it is not evident that the proceeds of the sale of Royston Court, and the 
reduced AH contribution, would necessarily provide the equivalent of 20 bed 

spaces anywhere in London, let alone within this Borough.  In any event, this 
does not alter the conflict that would arise with CLP policy CH3b.   

VIABILITY 

Site Value 

48. The appellant argued that retaining the existing social housing, or providing new 
AH on site, would render the scheme unviable.  The application was submitted 

with a Financial Viability Assessment (FVA)13 to inform the Council with regard 
to the maximum reasonable quantum of AH, or payment in lieu, that the 

scheme could support.  The SoCG on viability14 includes a brief agreed position, 
including site value and gross development value and cost, from which a 
maximum reasonable off-site AH contribution was calculated.   

49. To justify the market value the FVA exercise considered an alternative use value 
(AUV) from a scenario of an office led development, using the same massing 

and building envelope as the proposed scheme, which would replace the 
majority of the proposed residential accommodation with office uses so that the 
quantum of housing would not trigger any AH requirement.  It also looked at 

the local housing market conditions, to support a pricing schedule for the actual 
appeal scheme15, and at market sales of 4 similar development opportunities.  It 

made use of a cost plan which was not included but could be made available to 
the Council’s adviser.  The FVA assumed that, as a site with potential, it would 

not be released for development at current/existing use value (EUV).  It 
adopted a benchmark land value (BLV) based on the market value of the site 
having regard to planning policy.  The FVA included options for on-site AH or a 

contribution towards off-site AH and these, and the AUV, were independently 
assessed and agreed for the Council at that time16.   

50. The appellant gave evidence that the agreement on the BLV was based on 
information not before the Inquiry.  As above, I gave the opportunity for a 
further SoCG to be submitted with the relevant viability documents on which the 

FVA was based.  The SoCG Further Addendum does not include any earlier 
documents but goes beyond the previous information to set out a wider basis 

for the BLV.  First it explains the need for a BLV as a hurdle which a proposed 
scheme would need to reach in order to incentivise a land owner to release its 
land for development.  It expands on the earlier reference to the RICS guidance 

to include the NPPF, PPG and GLA guidance on viability and adds to the previous 
approaches of AUV and comparable market-based evidence with a EUV.  It also 

expands the number of similar market sales from 4 to 10.   

                                       
13 CD2.3 By Bilfinger GVA dated 4 February 2016, following an inspection on 11 May 2015, and prepared in 
accordance with the RICS Valuation – Professional Standards January 2014 (revised April 2015).   
14 SoCG Appendix 7, dated 26 January 2017, on Viability.  Agreed by Gerald Eve as adviser to the Council.   
15 Provided by Savills – ibid ¶8.4.1 
16 See CD3.1: Committee Report dated 17 March 2016 ¶7.22 onwards   

18



Appeal Decision APP/K5600/W/16/3149585 
 

 
                 12 

51. The basis for the BLV now includes 3 strands.  First, as before, it considers a 

theoretical AUV for what would essentially be an office scheme but 
acknowledges that this is now a matter of dispute17 and might not be capable of 

securing planning permission.  It explains that this was produced as an 
indication of the value that a landowner would aspire to achieve through 
exploiting the apparent development potential of the site.  The Council’s adviser 

considered some of the inputs to the AUV were ‘optimistic’ and that limited 
weight should be placed on this in isolation.  As well as concerns over inputs, 

I note that the AUV would have neither the advantages of residential 
development nor all the other public benefits.  Given that, the proposals before 
me were rejected by the Council, rather than being found policy compliant, the 

chances of a scheme without the associated benefits receiving permission would 
seem remote.  I therefore agree with the Council’s adviser and give the AUV, by 

itself, limited weight.   

52. Second, the SoCG Further Addendum now compares the site with 10 other 
market transactions where it suggests that there were similar development 

opportunities.  Of these, five were rejected by the Council’s adviser as not 
relevant, including 3 of the original 4.  Of the other sites, 3 already had 

planning permission.  The 2 remaining comparators were valued on the basis of 
office extensions on sites which, unlike NHG, are barely 1km from the City of 
London.  While the Further Addendum SoCG concludes that this supports the 

BLV as reasonable, I find that the market-based evidence simply shows that 
there are very few useful comparators.  Consequently, I find that this method 

offers little to support the AUV. 

53. Third, thought was given to an EUV.  This was not originally considered a 
suitable method, and so not before the Inquiry.  It was worked up in the SoCG 

Further Addendum on the basis of a series of assumptions, including short-term 
refurbishment to maintain or enhance rents, so as to capitalise the income 

stream.  The Council’s adviser did not comment on this in any detail but simply 
stated that, after review of the EUV evidence and subsequent dialogue to which 
I have not been privy, he was satisfied that the BLV of £33m reflects a 

competitive return to a willing land owner.  Given that EUV was not the 
preferred method, relies on unverified assumptions, and was not tested at the 

Inquiry, I also give it limited weight.  Moreover, if refurbishment would be a 
viable alternative, there would no longer be such a clear justification for 
redevelopment as a benefit. 

54. Finally, as above and following relevant guidance, the BLV was agreed on the 
basis of reflecting a competitive return to a willing land owner, described in the 

FVA as that which a landowner would aspire to achieve.  Even if I disregarded 
the inadequacies of the 3 methods employed, as the appellant has already 

bought the land, apart from Royston Court for which terms have been agreed, it 
must now be under pressure to find a profitable use for it.  Consequently, the 
usual onus to provide an incentive for the land to be released for development 

no longer fully applies.  For the above reasons, I find none of the 3 methods for 
a BLV persuasive and that, even taken together, they should be given no more 

than limited weight.  Having seen the condition of the buildings, noting the date 
of the original FVA, and the appellant’s unwillingness to reveal the sale price of 
the site, I am not persuaded that there is a sound basis for asserting a site 

value of £33m.  Indeed, in the absence of any planning permission, I consider 

                                       
17 Although agreed at pre-application stage 
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that there is little sound evidence to show that the site is more of an asset than 

a liability.  I therefore give limited weight to the BLV used in the FVA. 

Development Cost/Value 

55. The figures used in the FVA and SoCG Further Addendum also make a series of 
assumptions with regard to the development costs and values.  These include 
higher figures than might be expected for profit margin18, professional fees19, 

and investment, letting and agents’ fees20.  Local residents who, while not 
experts, have closely studied recent developments in the housing market in 

their area and queried whether the likely residential values (considered at the 
time of the FVA) are now understated.    

CONCLUSIONS ON SOCIAL HOUSING 

56. For the above reasons, I find it highly likely that the site value is now too high 
and there was also some evidence that the development value is now too low 
and that the anticipated build costs were too great.  If any of these are 

significantly incorrect then the viability of the scheme has been understated.  It 
follows that I am not persuaded by the FVA that at least some AH could not be 

provided on site or, more importantly, that there needs to be a loss of all the 
existing 20 social housing bed spaces on the site or a net loss in the Borough.   

57. While I accept that the Council was willing to go along with the FVA, and the 

BLV now in the SoCG, the original purpose of these assessments was to 
calculate a reasonable AH contribution, and the instructions to its valuers were 

in relation to a policy compliant on-site AH provision or in-lieu payment.  This 
did not assessing what I consider to be the more onerous test of justifying a 
loss of social rented accommodation, be that for existing or new AH tenants.  

For all these reasons, I find that doubts over viability do not amount to a sound 
justification for the loss of social housing or the conflict with CLP policy CH3b.    

Benefits 

58. The NHG SPD emphasises the importance of securing additional benefits 

through redevelopment in the centre, including step free access (SFA) to the 
Underground station, relocation of the Notting Hill Farmers’ Market, provision of 
a new primary healthcare centre, and enhanced public realm.  Of these, the SFA 

would be to one platform only and the farmers’ market would be displaced for 
3 years.  The appeal scheme would include a new square, and wider access to it 

from NHG.  There would be new market housing, at the most accessible location 
in the Borough, and an AH contribution, albeit reduced from the original 
suggestion.  Upgraded offices would be a further benefit as would cycle hire 

facilities.  Good quality retail development, with a marketing strategy to help to 
protect the small independent high-quality local shops and restaurants, would 

improve the vitality of NHG which currently lacks a clear function and identity.  
The s106 Agreement includes further contributions but, in order to satisfy the 
Regulations21, other than for AH these would be little more than mitigation.  As I 

am dismissing this appeal I have taken these no further. 

                                       
18 Of 21% rather than 17.5%: increased by agreement after the 5% contingency over and above developer’s profit 
in the original FVA was dropped 
19 Of 12.5% rather than less than 10% as indicated for a scheme of this size by the appellant’s architect to IQs 
20 Where one might also expect economies of scale 
21 Under Regulation 122(2) of the Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) Regulations 2010 and NPPF 204 
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59. As a whole the benefits of redevelopment would be substantial and be 

supported by a raft of development plan policies22.  In particular, Chapter 16 of 
the CLP sets out a Vision for NHG.  Policy CV16 includes strengthening it as a 

District Shopping Centre, continuing it as a major office location, making it more 
pedestrian friendly, and making all development of the most exceptional design 
and architectural quality, creating a ‘wow factor’ that would excite and delight 

residents and visitors.  Policy CP16 supports high trip generating uses, 
improving retail and restaurant provision and new distinctive identity through 

high quality architecture and design of the public realm.       

Other matters 

AMENITY 

60. Amongst other concerns, residents of Hillgate Village and to the east of KCS in 
particular raised objections with regard to loss of privacy, and light, and from an 
unacceptable sense of enclosure for the occupants of the houses along Jameson 

Street.  The new buildings along the western side of the site would stand higher 
than the existing wall to the Underground.  I saw from the rear of one of the 

houses in Jameson Street that this would result in an unwelcome outlook from 
the small first floor terrace.  On the other hand, many of the houses on the east 
side of the street have roof terraces at a higher level where the outlook would 

continue to be favourable even with the new development.  An unchallenged 
study shows that there would be no demonstrable loss of daylight.  Moreover, 

the improved appearance of the buildings as a whole would offset some of the 
ill-effects of the taller tower and higher flats alongside KCS and the 
Underground.  Subject to conditions controlling the new elevations, there 

would be no significantly greater loss of privacy than exists at present from 
Newcombe House.     

61. For these reasons I find that the impact on neighbouring residents would not be 
unacceptable and I note that this was also the view in the report to committee.  

The proposals would therefore comply with the criteria in CLP policy CL5 on 
living conditions. 

Conclusions 

62. As set out above, the scheme would be acceptable and accord with the 
development plan with regard to character and appearance, and design.   

63. There would be some less than substantial harm to some designated heritage 
assets, including the Ladbroke CA and Royal Parks CA, for which there would be 
a small negative impact.  In other CAs, the effects on some of the different 

views would pull in different directions so that there would be no overall harm to 
the settings or an enhancement.  However, in each instance of harm, or even 

taken together, the substantial benefits of the scheme would clearly outweigh 
this.  On balance, on the issue of settings, the proposals would be supported by 
NPPF134.  It would comply with London Plan policy 7.8 which expects 

development affecting heritage assets to conserve their significance.  The 
scheme would accord with CLP policies CL3a, and CL4 which require 

development to preserve or enhance the character or appearance of a CA and 
its setting; and protect the heritage significance of listed buildings and their 
settings. 

                                       
22 See those listed at Rhodes appendix 7 
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64. On the other hand, the redevelopment would result in the loss of social housing 

and fail to deliver any AH on site.  On the evidence at the Inquiry, including the 
limited further submissions, this loss could not be justified on the grounds of 

viability.  Ordinarily, the balance to be made from the above findings would be 
between the harm through the loss of social housing and the long list of 
benefits.  However, I consider that a scheme along the same lines as that 

proposed, but which either retained social housing on-site or made a more 
substantial contribution to off-site AH within the Borough, or both, and used a 

realistic EUV probably would be viable and have most or all of the same 
advantages.  Consequently, I give little weight to benefits that could and should 
be realised in any event.   

65. Given that it should therefore be possible to deliver most of the positive effects 
of the scheme without the total loss of on-site social housing, I find that this 

issue is determinative.  Since dismissing the appeal for this reason should not 
necessarily prevent the development going ahead in its current form, but would 
only delay it slightly, I give little weight to the concern that the benefits of 

redevelopment of the site would be lost.  While the proposed contribution might 
technically satisfy London Plan Policy 3.14, the proposals would be clearly at 

odds with CLP policy CH3b and, as other policies could be met by an otherwise 
identical scheme which retained some on-site social housing, contrary to the 
development plan as a whole.   

Conclusions 

66. For the reasons given above, and having regard to all other matters raised 

including parking, highway safety and the extent of lorry movements, noise and 
lack of play space, and the concern over Bethesda Chapel, I conclude that on 
balance the appeal should be dismissed. 

   

David Nicholson 

INSPECTOR 
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Animation from the Zmap model prepared by Cityscape Digital 

 

Elm Hill 

https://vimeo.com/375448409   

 

Password is Norwich   
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Animation from the Zmap model prepared by Cityscape Digital 

 

Tombland (East Side) 

https://vimeo.com/375462128   

Tombland (West Side) 

https://vimeo.com/375462907    

 

Password is Norwich   
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Ketts Heights, a hidden gem in Thorpe Hamlet, that affords an enviable view 

of Norwich. Friends of Kett s Heights are gradually restoring the previously 

neglected woodland walk to be enjoyed by the public. Photo: Steve Adams

How one of Norwich's hidden gems is enjoying a new 
lease of life

Ketts Heights, a hidden gem in Thorpe Hamlet, that affords an enviable view of Norwich. Friends of Kett s Heights are 

Eastern Daily 
Press
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A rebel's 'castle', a medieval chapel, romantic terraces, the remains of a 

piggery, a gaswork manager's garden and one of the most beautiful views in 

Norwich - Kett's Heights boasts a treasure trove of delights and a new 

preservation group keen to shout about it. 

Receive the daily Eastern Daily Press newsletter directly to your inbox

Our Privacy Policy (https://www.archant.co.uk/articles/privacy-policy/)

Enter your email Subscribe

Kett s Heights reflects centuries of use and re-use, from medieval chapel, to Tudor viewpoint, Victorian 

terraced gardens and wartime allotments. Photo: Steve Adams

It was a commanding view for the commander of a rebel army in 1549 and it 

remains one of the city’s most impressive vistas.
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For years, it was quite literally one of Norwich’s best hidden secrets, a 

veritable fairytale tangle of ivy and brambles that prevented all but the most 

hardy of visitors from reaching its famous sweeping view of the city which in 

truth was, until recently, itself hidden by overgrown trees and vegetation.

A short walk from the Riverside Road roundabout, almost opposite a Chinese 

takeaway, there is a gate that leads to a steep path and onwards to one of the 

city’s most historic sites.

Recently taken under the firm hand of the newly-formed Friends of Kett’s 

Heights, the beauty spot is slowly being brought back to its former glory –

paths once overgrown and littered are now clear, terraces are bursting forth 

with flowers, rails are being painted, signs erected and events planned. Like its 

own wildflower meadows, Kett’s Heights is beginning to bloom again.

Volunteers are now restoring the historic Norwich site. Photo: Steve Adams

John Trevelyan is chairman of the organisation and says that it is a pleasure to 

work in an area so steeped with history, imagining Kett’s viewpoint over the 

city and those who have lived and worked on or close to the heights, including 

the former manager of the famous gas tower nearby.
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“As you work, you find yourself thinking about the people who have been here 

before – whenever I look at the terraced garden I think about what the 

original planting here was like,” he said, “I wish there were records we could 

look at to find out.”

In the late 11th century, Herbert Losinga, the first bishop of Norwich, 

embarked on an ambitious building programme – at its heart was the city’s 

Anglican Cathedral. At the same time he had a priory built on a clearing made 

in the wooded hills above the river at the top of what is now Gas Hill which 

was dedicated to the French saint Leonard.

An existing Saxon church dedicated to St Michael had been among the 

buildings demolished to make room for the cathedral and to make amends, 

Losinga built another chapel close to St Leonard’s and named it after St 

Michael.

Medieval remains hint at the site s rich history. Photo: Steve Adams

In its dramatic position, it jutted out over the highest part of the city with a 

stunning view over the river, the castle and the growing cathedral. For 

centuries, it was a place where monks held daily services but at the 

Page 4 of 18How one of Norwich's hidden gems is enjoying a new lease of life | Latest Norfolk an...

02/12/2019https://www.edp24.co.uk/news/how-one-of-norwich-s-hidden-gems-is-enjoying-a-ne...

105



Dissolution of the Monasteries it was given to the Dukes of Norfolk. The third 

duke’s son, the Earl of Surrey, built a fine house called Mount Surrey on the 

site and St Michael’s fell into disuse.

When Robert Kett’s army camped on Mousehold Heath, they ransacked the 

Earl’s house and Kett was installed in what was left of the chapel as his 

headquarters, a vantage point where he could see precisely what was 

happening beneath him in the city he’d been denied access to. His forces 

eventually fought a battle at the Bishop’s Bridge before looting the city, 

bombarding Cow Tower from the heights using captured artillery. It was only 

when Kett left the heights to fight on level ground at Dussindale that he was 

defeated.

During the 19th century, city dweller used the heights for leisure and the ruins 

were known as Kett’s Castle. During the 1830s, when the gasworks were built, 

housing began to spring up around the site and the manager of the works 

created the slopes of the heights into terraced gardens complete with steps 

and salavaged material.

Locals grew produce on allotments on the hillside, orchards were planted and 

a greenhouse erected. At the outbreak of war in 1939, the need to produce 

food was key and the ruins of an old stable block were converted into a 

piggery while a concrete-lined pond was used as a source of water for the 

livestock.

After the war, the site became neglected, overgrown and largely forgotten – it 

was only when an anonymous benefactor gifted the site to Norwich City 

Council in 1970 that it came back into the collective consciousness and local 

residents volunteered to clear the site which was renamed Jubilee Heights. 

Norwich Wildlife Group took the lead in the 1980s when it reverted to its 

original name and in 1988 a beacon was erected at the highest point to mark 

the anniversary of the defeat of the Spanish Armada.

The Friends of Kett’s Heights, which formed at the end of last year, now boasts 

more than 70 members and carries out practical work on site to help create a 

welcoming space for the community and visitors where events can take place 

and where wildlife and plants can continue to flourish.
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Work in partnership with Norwich City Council began in January, clearing sacks 

of rubbish from the site. Further work has involved cutting back undergrowth 

to clear both views and paths, repairing walls, cutting down dead trees, 

maintaining trees and collecting wood for the lighting of the beacon.

The Friends were joined by a group from the Community Payback scheme in 

February who assisted with tasks on the four acre site such as path clearance, 

ivy stripping and tidying and recent work has included painting railings, 

removing graffiti, planting, clearing the pond, levelling ground and creating a 

hedge.

Walking round the heights, and taking in the breathtaking and panoramic 

views of Norwich and in particular the cathedral, the surrounding close, north 

city and the riverside area, it is immediately clear how much love there is for 

this precious green space a stone’s throw from the city centre.

Trees have been freed from choking undergrowth, terraces and steps are clear, 

meadows are filled with wildflowers – speedwell, buttercups, daisies, yarrow, 

forget-me-nots, ragged robin, Queen Anne’s Lace – and the sweeping walnut 

tree at the base of the central green is being cut back in preparation for some 

very special guests: Norwich-based theatre group The Common Lot will be 

presenting a free outdoor performance of 1549: The Story of Kett’s Rebellion 

on July 9 at 2.30pm and 7.30pm. 

“We’re really looking forward to The Common Lot’s appearance and hopeful 

for good weather so that we can light the beacon for the first time in a very 

long time after the evening performance!” said John.

“We’re also holding regular tours on the first Sunday of each month so that 

people can find out a little bit about the site, the history and the work going 

on here and we have plans for other, more specific tours, and will also be 

taking part in the Heritage Open Days in September where we will lead tours 

from St Matthew’s Church on Telegraph Lane.

“There are plans to have more information on-site for visitors about the history 

of Kett’s Heights from medieval times to the present day, we’re looking to 

have a new sign placed on Kett’s Hill and a noticeboard so that people can 

find out what’s happening here. We’re also keen to work with local schools and 

encourage more children to visit.”

Page 6 of 18How one of Norwich's hidden gems is enjoying a new lease of life | Latest Norfolk an...

02/12/2019https://www.edp24.co.uk/news/how-one-of-norwich-s-hidden-gems-is-enjoying-a-ne...

107



Topic Tags:

Share

John explained that a £500 Community Grant from Norwich City Council is 

being used for a public consultation on the Friends’ proposed vision and for 

practical work.

“We are very grateful to our members for all their hard work, whether it means 

running the website or clearing paths, raising money or leading tours – it all 

makes a big difference and we are very proud of how much we’ve been able to 

achieve in a relatively short time,” he added.

Friends treasurer Mike Button is often joined by faithful friend Harvey when he 

comes to work at Kett’s Heights.

“I always knew the heights were here but I didn’t get involved until I saw a 

flier asking local people if they were interested in being part of a project to 

improve the area,” he said.

“Harvey loves coming here for a walk and in a fairly short space of time it’s 

become somewhere that is a real pleasure to walk around because so much 

has been achieved. We have a lot of plans and hope to be able to do a lot 

more. We often hear people saying ‘I’ve lived in Norwich all my life and never 

knew this was here!’ Hopefully soon everyone will know about Kett’s Heights 

and what a special place it is.”

Find out more or become a member at www.kettsheights.co.uk

Related articles

Call to trim trees blocking views of Norwich skyline at one of city’s 
hidden gems

Norwich City Council Surrey
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12.43 As the building rises, it would morph into a multi-formed composition of 
different curved volumes, with a highly sophisticated glazing module, 

articulated by fins of different colour. I appreciate that this form has been 
arrived at largely as a means of addressing more distant views, a matter I will 
come on to, but close-up, it would give the building a dynamism that would 

make the approach by road along the M4, in either direction, a very exciting 
experience663. The advertisements, cleverly designed as an integral part of the 

building, would add to that. Visibility of the building in the local area would be 
similarly rewarding, and there can be no doubt that the Chiswick Curve would 
bring a real ‘lift’ to it, and set a high standard for what might follow in the 

Great West Corridor.  

12.44 The height of the building would be well above what the Council sees as 

appropriate. However, the location of the site, adjacent to the massive 
structure of the M4 flyover, demands a strong response, and in a local context, 
I do not find that height inappropriate. It is relevant to note that in considering 

proposals on the Citroen site, which is not identified as a site for a tall building, 
or a landmark, in the Council’s emerging policy for the Golden Mile, the Mayor 

favours buildings significantly higher than what the Council believes can 
provide a ‘marker’ on the appeal site, and head the hierarchy of high-rise 

buildings coming forward.   

12.45 I have referred already to the sophistication in the glazing module, and the 
fins. As a reaction to more distant views, the idea of pixelating the facade, or 

the use of pointillism, is something I deal with below, but this lively treatment, 
replete with visual interest, would give the building a human scale, and make 

it a very attractive proposition close-up. The use of the fins to make the 
building more solid at the base, becoming more transparent, as it rises, would 
be more apparent at distance, but it is a skilfully composed device too.    

12.46 The importance of context as the generator is obvious from a study of the 
architect’s work. The skill, subtlety, and lightness of touch evident in projects, 

and completed works, that I was able to see for myself, at Clapham Library in 
particular, is present in the proposal, in abundance. On my analysis, the 
Chiswick Curve is a quite brilliant response to the difficult problems presented 

by the immediate context of the site. However, it is the impact of the scheme 
on the wider context that raises more concerns for those opposed to it. [5.75-

5.81, 5.84-5.94, 9.3-9.26, 10.4-10.6, 10.8, and 10.11-10.13]  

The Impact of the Proposals on the Setting and thereby the Significance of 
Designated Heritage Assets 

12.47 In terms of the impact of the proposal on the wider context, consideration 
revolves around the impact it would have on the setting, and thereby the 
significance of a range of designated heritage assets. The sequence in which I 

deal with these does not denote the importance I attach to them. There is a 
clear pattern to the way the nature of the impact can best be articulated and 

that is best explained through the vehicle of the first group of designated 
heritage assets I turn to.  

The Strand-on-the-Green Conservation Area (and the listed buildings within it)  

                                       

 
663 This is amply demonstrated by the relevant ‘Moving Study’ 
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12.48 There is little I can usefully add to what the parties have said about the 
significance, status, and importance of the Strand-on-the Green Conservation 

Area, and the listed buildings it contains.  

12.49 That said, the proposal would have no direct impact on the conservation area 
itself, or any of the listed buildings within it, and neither would it have any 

impact on many views out of the conservation area664. For example, the 
building would not impinge very much at all on the delightful riverside walk 

along the northern (Middlesex) bank of the Thames, which passes many listed 
buildings, and neither would it be readily visible from many of the streets and 
spaces within the conservation area. 

12.50 The parties (correctly) focused on the impact the presence of the Chiswick 
Curve would have on the view of the conservation area, and the listed 

buildings fronting the river, including the Grade II* listed Zoffany House, from 
the path along the southern (Surrey) side of the Thames. From what I saw 
walking along the path, in either direction, despite the visual presence of other 

(taller) buildings beyond, the riverside frontage, and the listed buildings it 
contains, retains primacy in the view across the river. That primacy in these 

views is an important element of the contribution setting makes to the 
significance of the Strand-on-the-Green Conservation Area, and of the many 

listed buildings fronting the river.  

12.51 The various visual representations demonstrate that the Chiswick Curve would 
introduce a new, tall, striking element into those views665. The architect fairly 

acknowledged that it would ‘lift the eye’ from the frontage. In doing so, it 
would compete with and distract from the frontage, thereby undermining its 

primacy in the view. That would have a harmful impact on the contribution 
setting makes to the significance of the Strand-on-the-Green Conservation 
Area, and of the many listed buildings fronting the river. 

12.52 There are elements of the design that would act as a brake on the degree of 
competition and distraction the Chiswick Curve would bring. The 

interconnecting, largely glazed, forms would reduce the apparent bulk and 
mass of the building666, and use of pointillism in the glazed grid would act as a 
control that would bring the scale of the building closer to that of the buildings 

on the river frontage. The suggestion provoked some adverse reaction, but the 
referential use of colour in the fins that would adorn the facades of the building 

would provide a pleasing element of assimilation too. At the separation 
distance involved, the possibility that one of the advertisements might be 
visible from the footpath on the Surrey side of the Thames would have little or 

no adverse impact.     

12.53 As I have set out, the proposal cannot be considered in the abstract. There is 

going to be another stratum of urban form visible above the important 
frontage to the river, and this is going to undermine the primacy of that 
frontage in views from the Surrey side. The architect addressed this point with 

the aid of two visuals667. The first shows what this stratum would look like with 

                                       

 
664 Though CDA.11 View 9 Page 105 shows one such view 
665 CDA.11 Views 12 and 12A and LBH/2/B4.2 Viewpoint 9  
666 Which is why I regard the appellant’s visual representations as more accurate 
667 APP/1/E Page 123 
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the Brentford FC scheme, the scheme on the Citroen site, and the Citadel. 
There would be no sense of any planned approach to hierarchy and the same 

would be true if there was a different 60m tall building on the appeal site, and 
the height of the development on the Citroen site was reduced to something 
nearer the Brentford FC scheme.  

12.54 By contrast, the second visual shows that the height and sophistication in the 
design of the Chiswick Curve would bring a proper sense that it is the main 

element in the composition of that new layer of urban form; the head of the 
hierarchy; and the marker at the end of the Great West Corridor.  

12.55 The Council and the Mayor’s policy approach means that there is going to be 

another stratum of urban development visible above, and in competition with, 
the important river frontage of the Strand-on-the-Green Conservation Area 

and the listed buildings that populate it, in views from the Surrey side. To my 
mind, if one accepts the inevitability of the harmful impact that would bring to 
the setting and thereby the significance of the conservation area and the listed 

buildings along the river frontage, as one must, then it would be far better for 
that stratum to be properly articulated, and designed, and for there to be a 

clear hierarchy, and a ‘marker’ on the appeal site.  

12.56 In my view, whatever the Council’s emerging policy says, this means that the 

‘marker’ the Council wants to see on the appeal site, needs to be significantly 
higher than the other elements in the composition. In my judgment, the 
architect’s visual representations referred to above show very clearly why that 

is so, as does consideration of the relevant diagram668 in the Council’s Capacity 
Study, and the appellant’s depiction of the Citadel in this view669.  

12.57 In terms of the diagram in the Capacity Study, while I acknowledge that the 
buildings shown are in part illustrative, the lack of any discernible difference in 
status by reason of height makes the stratum look like a random collection of 

unrelated buildings. There would be no clear indication that the appeal site is 
an important ‘marker’. I note the Council’s point that the building on the 

appeal site could be designed to set itself apart, but without the added status 
that additional height would bring, I very much doubt that approach would 
achieve the desired effect.   

12.58 All that said, for the reasons set out, the Chiswick Curve would cause some 
harm to the setting and thereby the significance of the Strand-on-the-Green 

Conservation Area, and the listed buildings on the river frontage. [5.29-5.37, 

6.58-6.62, 9.135-9.150, and 10.3]  

The Kew Green Conservation Area (and the listed buildings within it)    

12.59 Again, the significance, and importance of the Kew Green Conservation Area, 
and the listed buildings it contains, needs little further elucidation. The green is 
a charming space, bounded by a pleasing variety of buildings, a lot of which 

are listed buildings, and an important reminder of the capital’s development.  

12.60 The proposal would have no direct impact on the conservation area, or the 

listed buildings within it. The proposal would not be visible in some views 

                                       
 
668 CDD.06 Page 80 View V7 
669 APP/3/C Pages A111 and A112 
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within the conservation area either. However, the proposal would impinge 
upon views to the north (roughly), across the green, from points to the south 

of the green, around St Anne’s Church, the frontage of Cambridge Cottage, 
and from the main entrance to Kew Gardens. It is those views that the parties 
concentrated upon. 

12.61 In a similar way to the Strand-on-the Green Conservation Area, what one 
takes from these views is that despite the visual presence of tall buildings 

north of the Thames, the sense of space, and the historic buildings, in the 
main, that enclose it, and sit within it (St Anne’s Church), are the main 
elements in the view.  

12.62 One is conscious of what lies beyond that enclosing frontage, and the green 
itself, but it is very much subservient. The extent to which that border and the 

green predominate over what lies beyond in these views is an important 
element of the contribution setting makes to the significance of the Kew Green 
Conservation Area, and the many listed buildings that bound it, and in the 

case of St Anne’s Church, sit within it.   

12.63 The visual representations show that the Chiswick Curve would emerge from 

behind that frontage in a conspicuous way670. Again, it would ‘lift the eye’ and 
in doing so, would reduce the extent to which the buildings providing the 

visual boundary to the green predominate over what lies beyond. There would 
be a degree of visual competition with St Anne’s Church too. All that would 
have a harmful impact on the contribution setting makes to the significance of 

the Kew Green Conservation Area, and of the many listed buildings that 
provide the visual boundary, and sit within the confines of the green. 

12.64 There are elements of the design that would assuage the impact. The apparent 
bulk and mass of the building would be reduced by the largely-glazed forms, 
and the pointillated glazed grid would bring the scale of the building closer to 

that of the buildings fronting the green, and make it subservient in scale to St 
Anne’s Church. The proposal cannot be seen in isolation either. Council and 

Mayoral policy dictate that development in and adjacent to the Great West 
Corridor is going to be visible from Kew Green, including development on the 
appeal site, whether that is the Citadel, or something else 60m in height671. In 

common with my analysis of the impact on the Strand-on-the-Green 
Conservation Area and the listed buildings within it above, it would be better, 

in my view, if this presence has the proper hierarchical discipline that the 
Chiswick Curve would bring672.  

12.65 All that said, the Chiswick Curve would cause some harm to the setting and 

thereby the significance of the Kew Green Conservation Area, and the listed 
buildings that front it, and that lie within the confines of the Green. [5.24-

5.28, 6.54-6.57, 7.151, 8.1, 9.151-9.158, and 10.5]  

Gunnersbury Park (and the designated heritage assets within it) 

                                       

 
670 CDA.11 Views 21, 21A and 34, CDA.15 Views 39, 40, 41, and 42 and LBH/2/B4.2 Viewpoints 

10 and 11 
671 LBH/2/B4.2 Viewpoint 11 Page 13 shows the Citadel 
672 CDD.06 Page 80 View V10 illustrates the point as does CDA.14 View 40 Page 53 
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12.66 There is nothing I can usefully add to the careful analysis of significance of the 
Gunnersbury Park Conservation Area that has been provided. The conservation 

area is wide in its compass and has three main elements. The first is the 
Gunnersbury or (New) Kensington Cemetery, to the south-east of the 
conservation area that bounds the M4 to the south, with the North Circular 

Road to the east.  

12.67 The element of the conservation area to the east of the North Circular Road is 

made up of a ‘Garden Suburb’ estate of housing that dates from the 1920s. 
The remainder of the conservation area is the park itself, a Grade II* 
Registered Park and Garden that contains four Grade II* listed buildings, the 

Large Mansion, the Temple, the Orangery, and the East Stables.   

12.68 Once again, there would be no direct impact on any of the designated heritage 

assets involved. The issue raised is about views of the proposal from various 
parts of the conservation area, and views of the proposal in concert with some 
of the listed buildings within it. 

12.69 Dealing with the cemetery first, it has a formal layout with axes and vistas, 
and is of particular importance to the Polish community673. It is clearly a place 

of quiet contemplation and reflection and manages that despite the aural 
presence of very busy roads nearby, and the visual presence of existing tall 

buildings along the Great West Corridor. To my mind, that is because one’s 
experience of the cemetery is generally contained, and views out of it 
contribute little or nothing to its significance.  

12.70 Given the proximity of the appeal site to the cemetery, the proposal would be 
a prominent presence. However, it would not render the formal layout of the 

cemetery illegible, and would defer to it, being respectfully offset from one of 
the primary vistas. Moreover, the treatment of the glazed facades, along with 
the fins, would act as a strong control on the scale of the building. On my 

analysis, despite the visibility of one of the advertisements, this sensitivity in 
design means that ability to see the Chiswick Curve from the cemetery would 

not take away from the ability to appreciate it as a place of quiet 
contemplation and reflection674.   

12.71 With those points in mind, and in the context of the cemetery’s proximity to 

major roads, and existing development along the Great West Corridor, I do not 
consider that the proposal would have any harmful impact on the setting, or 

the significance, of the cemetery as part of the conservation area, overall.   

12.72 On top of that, it must be appreciated that the Citadel, if implemented, would 
also be a prominent presence675. However, its design lacks sensitivity, or 

subtlety, or any obvious attempt to control its apparent scale. Indeed, aspects 
of its design, notably the glazing, seem to me to be conscious attempts to 

accentuate its scale. In my view, despite being significantly lower in height, it 
would be an intrusive, harmful presence in views out of the cemetery.   

                                       
 
673 Given the presence of the Katyn Memorial and the tomb of General Bor-Komorowski 
674 LBH/2/B4.2 Viewpoint 4 and CDA.11 View 4 Page 93 
675 APP/3/C Page A109 
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12.73 It may well be that the Citadel never comes forward. However, the Council’s 
intentions for the appeal site are clear and any 60m tall building that acted as 

a ‘marker’, in accordance with the Council’s policy approach, would itself be a 
prominent presence. Careful design could ensure that its presence is as 
sensitive as that of the proposal at issue, but the point is that there is a strong 

likelihood of a tall building coming forward on the appeal site.  

12.74 Moreover, it may well be that the Council’s policy approach results in more tall 

buildings along the Great West Corridor, impinging on views out of the 
cemetery. As I have set out above, it is important to set out a legible hierarchy 
for that developing context. The height and design of the Chiswick Curve 

would allow that to be achieved.  

12.75 My point is demonstrated by considering the relevant diagram in the Council’s 

Capacity Study676. Again, I accept that the buildings shown are illustrative, and 
that the building on the appeal site could be handled differently in terms of 
external appearance. However, the lack of height robs the composition of any 

coherence – it appears as a random collection of buildings of similar height. 
The importance of the appeal site could only properly be marked if the building 

it contains is higher, and therefore obviously of greater status than the others.   

12.76 The layout of the ‘Garden Suburb’ also exhibits a strong pattern, underlined by 

the pleasing uniformity in the design of the frontage to the dwellings. The 
proposal would be visible in views from within that layout, in particular in the 
vista along Princes Avenue677.  

12.77 However, as set out, the scale of the building would be controlled by careful 
design, and at the separation distance involved, it would not, in my view, be a 

jarring presence. From within this part of the conservation area, the layout of 
the estate, and the uniformity of the frontages, would remain predominant 
notwithstanding any ability to see the proposal. One must keep in mind too, 

that the Citadel, or an alternative 60m high building, as favoured by Council 
policy, would also be visible from the estate.  

12.78 On that overall basis, I do not consider that the visual presence of the 
Chiswick Curve, some distance away, would be intrusive. It would not have 
any harmful impact on the setting, or the significance, of the ‘Garden Suburb’ 

as part of the conservation area, overall. 

12.79 The park itself is extensive with more formal areas around the Large Mansion, 

its attendant buildings, and stretches of water, but wide open spaces 
elsewhere. When within the park, one is generally, but not always, conscious 
of the urban areas beyond. In particular, in views to the south, existing tall 

buildings along the Great West Corridor are often apparent.  

12.80 In terms of views to the south across the informal, wide open, spaces that 

make up much of the park678, the Chiswick Curve would fall into that existing 
pattern, despite its height, and would have no harmful impact. Indeed, given 
that new tall buildings are likely to come forward along the Great West 

                                       
 
676 CDD.06 Page 81 View V3 
677 LBH/2/B4.2 Viewpoint 5 and CDA.11 View 5 Page 95 
678 LBH/2/B4.2 Viewpoint 1 and CDA.11 View 1 Page 83  
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Corridor, in accordance with prevailing policy objectives, the hierarchy that 
would be set up, as a result of the height and position of the proposal, at the 

eastern extreme of the tall buildings, marking an important point, would add 
some beneficial legibility and discipline to what emerges. Certainly it would be 
a much more pleasing presence in these views than the Citadel. Moreover, as 

set out above, in that its height would add legibility to the composition that will 
come forward, it would be far better than any 60m building that might result 

from the Council’s policy. 

12.81 For the same reasons, the proposal would have no adverse impact on the 
openness, setting and visual amenity of the MOL.   

12.82 Given their more formal nature, around the Grade II* listed Large Mansion, its 
attendant buildings, also listed Grade II*, and attendant ponds, an integral 

feature of the Grade II* Registered Park and Garden, are rather more sensitive 
to change however.  

12.83 Unlike the Citadel, or another 60m high building on the appeal site679, the 

Chiswick Curve would be present in views to the south, filtered through the 
trees, from the terrace at the front of the Large Mansion. Moreover, it would 

be readily visible above the trees, from upper floor windows of the building680, 
and from the lawn between the Large Mansion and the Orangery681. These 

views, from the terrace in particular, articulate the relationship between the 
main house and its Grade II* listed Orangery, and the Horseshoe Pond.  

12.84 In that it explains the relationship between these features, the view from the 

terrace, which is currently unaffected by tall buildings outside the park, is an  
important element of the contribution setting makes to the significance of the 

Large Mansion, the Orangery, and the Registered Park and Garden, as part of 
the wider conservation area. 

12.85 The Chiswick Curve would be a new element into this view. Although it would 

appear as something quite distant682, that is not part of the park, it would 
attract the eye, and undermine the existing degree of clarity that exists in 

appreciating the important relationship between the Large Mansion, the 
Orangery, and the Horseshoe Pond. For this reason, to my mind, the visual 
presence of the proposal would detract from the setting and thereby the 

significance of the Large Mansion, the Orangery, and the Registered Park and 
Garden, as part of the wider conservation area.  

12.86 While the view across the Round Pond from in front of the Grade II* listed 
Temple is important in terms of the relationship between different elements in 
the park too, unlike that from the terrace in front of the Large Mansion, there 

are existing buildings along the Great West Corridor visible in it. The Chiswick 
Curve would be an additional element in this view but, in the context of what 

                                       
 
679 I base this conclusion on an analysis of View 3, Page 89 of CDA.11 
680 Depicted in LBH/2/B4.2 Viewpoint 3 – this visual representation does suggest that the 

Citadel, or another 60m high building on the appeal site would also be visible above the trees 

in this view 
681 CDA.11 View 33 
682 The appeal site is about 840m from the terrace of the Large Mansion, according to HE 
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is already visible, it would not appear incongruous683. The policy approach to 
the Great West Corridor means that other buildings will come forward that will 

be visible in this view too and in that emerging context, the hierarchical 
discipline the additional height of the Chiswick Curve would bring, that I have 
set out in some detail above, will be a clear benefit over the Citadel, or any 

other 60m building that might come forward on the appeal site.     

12.87 To sum up, the visual presence of the Chiswick Curve, in views from the 

terrace at the front of the Large Mansion in particular, would cause harm to 
the setting, and thereby the significance, of the Large Mansion, the Orangery, 
and the Registered Park and Garden, as parts of the Gunnersbury Park 

Conservation Area. [5.38-5.42, 6.51-6.53, 9.159-9.162, 10.5, and 10.9] 

Other Conservation Areas 

12.88 The proposal would be visible from a number of other conservation areas too. 
Their significance has been helpfully set out by the Council.  

12.89 Given the proximity of the Wellesley Road Conservation Area to the appeal 

site, the Chiswick Curve would be prominent in views towards it, from within 
the western part of the conservation area in particular684. However, in this part 

of the conservation area, one can hardly fail to be aware of the Chiswick 
Roundabout, the elevated section of the M4, and attendant visual and other 

impacts. Notwithstanding that, the disciplined terraces, and the regular layout, 
are readily appreciated. The Chiswick Curve and its advertisement screens 
would appear as something beyond the conservation area too and its visibility 

from within the conservation area would not undermine an appreciation of its 
significance in any way. While it would affect the setting of the conservation 

area, in my view, it would not harm the contribution that setting makes to its 
significance.  

12.90 The proposal would be readily visible from points within the Thorney Hedge 

Conservation Area too685. One is already conscious of larger buildings, in the 
Chiswick Business Park to the east, and industrial buildings and the hotel to 

the west, when within the conservation area. None of that, from what I saw, 
takes away from the observer’s ability to appreciate the significance of the 
attractive terraced layout of the housing, and the features of the individual 

dwellings. Again, while the visibility of the Chiswick Curve would affect the 
setting of the conservation area, it would not undermine the contribution that 

setting makes to its significance.    

12.91 Views towards the appeal site from within the Kew Bridge Conservation Area, 
from Kew Bridge itself, and the junction at the north end of the bridge in 

particular, are going to take in a lot of new development, notably the Brentford 
FC scheme. In that context, the Chiswick Curve will not appear incongruous as 

a marker of an important site adjacent to the Chiswick Roundabout and the 
elevated section of the M4686. I take a similar view to its presence in some 
views within the Kew Bridge Steam Museum which contains a number of listed 

                                       

 
683 LBH/2/B4.2 Viewpoint 2 and CDA.11 View 2 Page 87 
684 CDA.11 View 7 Page 99 and View 8 Page 103 
685 LBH/2/B4.2 Viewpoint 6 
686 CDA.11 View 10 Page 111 and View 13 Page 125  
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buildings including the Standpipe Tower687. No harm would be caused to the 
setting or the significance of the conservation area, or any of these listed 

buildings as a result of the proposal.     

12.92 The Grove Park Conservation Area lies along the river, on the same side as, 
and to the south-east of the Strand-on-the-Green Conservation Area. The 

Council highlights the harmful impact it says the proposal will have in views 
from Chiswick Bridge688. The Chiswick Curve would be prominent in this view 

across the conservation area but high-rise buildings are already present in 
these views, and more will be coming forward as a result of the prevailing 
policy background. A 60m high building on the appeal site would be readily 

visible as part of that, as would the Citadel, if implemented689. As I have 
explained above, the additional height of the Chiswick Curve would give some 

legibility and hierarchical discipline to what comes forward. In that context, 
while it would certainly affect the setting of the conservation area, it would not 
harm its significance.  

12.93 The proposal would be visible from parts of the Chiswick House Conservation 
Area but not from Chiswick House or its grounds, which provide the primary 

elements of special interest690. With that in mind, and given the degree of 
separation involved, the ability to see the proposal in views along Staveley 

Road, would have no harmful impact on the setting or the significance of the 
conservation area. 

12.94 To sum up, in terms of these conservation areas, the proposal would have no 

harmful impact on their setting, or their significance. [5.61-5.66, 9.163, and 

10.8] 

The Royal Botanic Gardens Kew 

12.95 Last but by no means least, I turn to Kew Gardens. The significance of RBGK 
as a whole, and of the multiplicity of heritage assets it contains, has been 

properly set out, in some detail, by the parties. There are a few points that I 
need to make by means of introduction, nevertheless.  

12.96 It is subject to a raft of designations. Kew Gardens was inscribed as a WHS by 

UNESCO in 2003, having already been identified as a Grade I Registered Park 
and Garden in 1987, and a conservation area in 1969. It is obviously a 

designated heritage asset of the very highest significance, for the purposes of 
the revised Framework. Kew Gardens is also home to many listed buildings, 
one of which (Kew Palace) is also a Scheduled Ancient Monument (SAM)691. 

Many of those are designated heritage assets of the highest significance too.  

12.97 In addressing the impact of the proposal on Kew Gardens, and elements of it, 

not all of these designated heritage assets were covered. The parties 
concentrated on a number of specific heritage assets to demonstrate their 
points and I intend to follow a similar path. At the head of that was the status 

of Kew Gardens as a WHS, and linked to that, because similar issues are 

                                       

 
687 LBH/2/B4.2 Viewpoint 7, CDA.11 View 11 Page 115, and CDA.15 View 47 Page 71 
688 LBH/2/B4.2 Viewpoint 8 and CDA.11 View 29 Page 181 
689 LBH/2/B4.2 Viewpoint 8 (Citadel) 
690 CDA.15 Views 43-45 
691 A full schedule can be found at HE/1/C Appendix 2.14 
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raised, a Registered Park and Garden, and conservation area. Below that, but 
no less important, a number of individual listed buildings were considered: 

Kew Palace (a Grade I listed building and SAM); the Orangery (Grade I); the 
Temple of Aeolus (Grade II); Cambridge Cottage (Grade II); the Palm House 
(Grade I); the Temperate House (Grade I); and the Pagoda (Grade I). 

12.98 It is helpful at the outset to consider the five attributes of Kew Gardens WHS’s 
OUV as set out by UNESCO692: a rich and diverse historic cultural landscape 

providing a palimpsest of landscape design; an iconic architectural legacy; 
globally important preserved and living plant collections; a horticultural 
heritage of keynote species and collections; and key contributions to 

developments in plant science and plant taxonomy. It is accepted that it is 
mainly the first two attributes that have the capacity to be affected by the 

proposal – the rich and diverse historic cultural landscape providing a 
palimpsest of landscape design, and the iconic architectural legacy. 

12.99 It is important, at this stage, to carefully consider one’s approach. There is no 

dispute that the proposal would be visible from various parts of Kew Gardens, 
often in conjunction with, or from, listed buildings. There can be no doubt 

therefore that the Chiswick Curve would have an effect on the setting of Kew 
Gardens as a whole, but also the settings of various designated heritage assets 

within it.  

12.100 The buildings that provide Kew Gardens’ iconic architectural legacy are an 
important constituent of the palimpsest of landscape design. It seems to me 

then that any harm caused to the setting of any of these listed buildings, 
would thereby harm the significance of that building, but also that of the 

designed landscape. Given that the buildings and the designed landscape are 
important aspects of OUV, the OUV of the WHS, and its significance would be 
harmed, as would the significance of the Registered Park and Garden, and the 

conservation area. General views of the proposal and cumulative issues need 
to be considered too and it is to those that I turn first. 

12.101 HE says that the setting of Kew Gardens cannot be separated from the first 
three attributes of OUV. The experience of the designed and historic cultural 
landscape of Kew Gardens, the iconic architectural legacy, and the living plant 

collections, is revealed and enhanced by the ability to appreciate these 
qualities in a well preserved environment that still resonates with the sense of 

an Arcadian escape from the world of intense city living693.  

12.102 The appeal site is not within the buffer zone of the WHS694. Also, it is fair to 
observe that the ability to see elements of the city beyond, like the tower 

blocks of the Haverfield Estate, or the so-called ‘Kew Eye’, and others, from 
within Kew Gardens, provides a reminder of what the observer is escaping 

from. Nevertheless, HE’s statement neatly encapsulates the way in which the 
setting of Kew Gardens contributes to its significance.  

                                       
 
692 CDF.16 and CDF.17 refer 
693 HE/1/A Paragraph 6.2.17 
694 CDF.10 Figure 5 Page 34  
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12.103 The Chiswick Curve would not figure prominently, or at all, in the series of 
important sight lines and views set out in the Management Plan695. However, it 

would be visible from Kew Palace, and the Pagoda. Moreover, it would be 
readily visible from various places, particularly in the northern and eastern 
zones of Kew Gardens696. If one accepts, and I do, that the experience of the 

designed and historic cultural landscape of Kew Gardens, the iconic 
architectural legacy, and the living plant collections, is revealed and enhanced 

by the ability to appreciate these qualities in a well preserved environment 
that still resonates with the sense of an Arcadian escape from the world of 
intense city living, then the visibility of the Chiswick Curve, as part of the city 

beyond, would have something of a harmful impact on the setting of Kew 
Gardens, and as a result, the OUV of the WHS, and its significance and the 

significance of the Registered Park and Garden and the conservation area.  

12.104 The quality of its design might act as something of a salve but it could not take 
that harmful impact away. 

12.105 Policy 1d of the Management Plan says that development which would impact 
adversely on the WHS, its OUV, or its setting, should not be permitted but the 

analysis cannot be as simple as that. 

12.106 As I have dwelt on above, the policies of the Council, and the Mayor, adopted 

and emerging, strongly favour the development of the Great West Corridor as 
an Opportunity Area, with tall buildings as an integral part of that approach. 
Given the heights the Council favours, 60m on the appeal site for example, or 

the height of the Citadel, those tall buildings are also going to be visible from 
within Kew Gardens. The view of the Mayor in relation to the proposal for the 

Citroen Garage (which has a height of around 73m AOD) shows what he is 
prepared to accept in the balance between benefits and harm to Kew Gardens.  

12.107 In that overall context, the idea that Kew Gardens can be completely 

‘protected’ from further visual intrusions of the city beyond is a battle that has 
been fought and lost. Granted, the Chiswick Curve would be higher and 

therefore more visible, but as I have set out above, in considering the impact 
on other designated heritage assets, there are aspects of its design, notably 
the interconnecting forms, the glazing, and the fins, that would act as controls 

on its scale. Moreover, in that it would set out a properly legible hierarchy for 
the new stratum of development along and around the Great West Corridor 

that is going to come forward, the additional height is not a significant 
drawback, in my view. 

12.108 There was a good deal of debate about the cumulative impact of the proposal 

too. There is some force in the appellant’s point that the situation at the date 
of inscription sets the baseline for consideration of cumulative impacts. 

However, it is made plain that elements such as the Haverfield Towers were 
seen, at the point of inscription, as significant detractors. If one accepts that 
part of Kew Gardens’ significance as a designated heritage asset is its status 

as an escape from the city, then any intrusion by that city must be harmful. In 

                                       
 
695 CDF.10 Figure 12 Page 95 
696 CDF.10 Figure 11 Page 46 
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that sense, it is not irrational, in my view, to look back beyond the point of 
inscription even if that process has some out-turns that appear strange697.  

12.109 That said, what this cumulative point issue goes to is the degree of harm that 
would be caused by the proposal, in revised Framework terms. I return to this 
matter in some detail below.  

12.110 As set out, Kew Palace is a Grade I listed building and a SAM. It is one of the 
most important parts of the iconic architectural legacy of the gardens and it is 

a fundamental constituent of the designed landscape. The frontage of the 
building is particularly striking, in terms of its symmetry, and the vibrancy of 
its colour. It is unfortunate that the ‘Kew Eye’ and the Haverfield Towers 

appear prominent in some important axial views of the frontage. The Chiswick 
Curve would be very much on the periphery of those more distant axial views 

and what the parties have highlighted as potentially damaging are two 
particular views. The first is from points near to the frontage of Kew Palace698, 
and the second is the view out from north-east facing, upper floor windows699.  

12.111 When one is near the frontage, its striking appearance makes it very difficult 
to focus on anything else. One of the benefits of being closer to the frontage is 

that one cannot see tall buildings to the north of the Thames beyond. In that 
light, the emergence of the Chiswick Curve from behind the trees to the right 

of the approach would not make for a happy juxtaposition. Its appearance 
would detract, to a degree, from the setting of Kew Palace, and its 
significance. Neither the Citadel nor any other 60m tall building on the appeal 

site would appear in these views. 

12.112 Views from the north-east facing upper windows of Kew Palace already take in 

elements of the city beyond. However, the proposal would protrude much 
further above the tree line. It appears to me that this prominent presence 
would take something away from the setting and the significance of Kew 

Palace. However, it seems to me more than likely that the Citadel or another 
60m tall building would also appear in these views, along with other 

developments along and around the Great West Corridor. In that context the 
benefits of the design of the building, and the hierarchy it would set up, that I 
have rehearsed at length above, would come into play.  

12.113 In summary, the proposal would cause a degree of harm to the setting, and 
thereby the significance of Kew Palace, and as a consequence, the OUV of the 

WHS, and its significance, and the significance of the Registered Park and 
Garden, and the conservation area.   

12.114 The Orangery is a Grade I listed building by the architect, William Chambers. 

Like Kew Palace, it is a very important part of Kew Garden’s iconic 
architectural legacy, and it has a central place in the designed landscape. 

Befitting its classical language and symmetry, axial views are central to an 
understanding of the building in its landscape setting.  

                                       

 
697 Such as that the Standpipe Tower, at the Kew Bridge Steam Museum, a listed building, is a 

detractor 
698 CDA.11 View 32 and LBH/2/B4.2 Viewpoint 12 
699 CDA.11 View 31 and LBH/2/B4.2 Viewpoint 13 
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12.115 Although they take in some of the unfortunate additions that have been made 
to the rear of the building, views towards the Orangery from and around the 

Broad Walk, across the Great Lawn, or what remains of its original conception, 
are essential to an understanding of the place of the Orangery in the designed 
landscape. As such, they are integral to the contribution setting makes to its 

significance.  

12.116 The Chiswick Curve would be present in these views, sometimes in 

juxtaposition, sometimes emerging above the roof of the Orangery700, 
depending on the viewing position. It would distract from, and compete with, 
the Orangery as the focus of the view. This would be harmful to the setting 

and thereby the significance of the Orangery. 

12.117 However, the policy approach to the Great West Corridor, and the area nearby, 

needs to be considered here. In terms of the latter, the visual representations 
show that the Brentford FC scheme, and the proposals for the Citroen site, will 
impinge on the Orangery in these views across the Great Lawn. Moreover, the 

Citadel or another 60m building on the appeal site is likely to as well. Against 
the background of this new stratum of development coming forward, the 

design subtleties of the building, and the hierarchical discipline it would set up, 
that I have covered above, would come to pass.   

12.118 Nevertheless, the proposal would cause a degree of harm to the setting, and 
thereby the significance of the Orangery, and as a consequence, the OUV of 
the WHS, and its significance, and the significance of the Registered Park and 

Garden, and the conservation area. 

12.119 The Temple of Aeolus is a Grade II listed building, an open, circular, classical 

composition, located atop a mound. It was clearly conceived as a building to 
look out over the gardens from, and as a building to be seen from the gardens. 
To the north of the Temple, separated by the Order Beds, lies Cambridge 

Cottage, a notable 18th Century townhouse with Royal connections and a 
Grade II listed building. It is part of the Kew Gardens complex but also fronts 

on to Kew Green. For reasons that will become clear, the impact on these two 
designated heritage assets can be dealt with together. 

12.120 Views to the north from the Temple of Aeolus have the Order Beds and the 

rear of Cambridge Cottage in the foreground. The Chiswick Curve would be 
present in these views701. It would also be visible above Cambridge Cottage 

from the Order Beds, from the Rockery, and from the Grass Garden702, and 
from the front of Cambridge Cottage, over Kew Green703.  

12.121 As far as the Temple of Aeolus is concerned, the view over the Order Beds 

already takes in the city beyond, and tall buildings are already prominent 
fixtures in that view. The Chiswick Curve would be an even more prominent 

feature. However, it is evident that the Citadel, or another 60m tall building on 
the appeal site, and other development in and around the Great West Corridor 
coming forward, will also be visible. In that it is a building sited so as to 

                                       

 
700 CDA.11 View 16, CDA.15 View 36 and LBH/2/B4.2 Viewpoint 14 
701 CDA.11 View 35 and LBH/2/B4.2 Viewpoint 18 
702 LBH/2/B4.2 Viewpoints 19, 20 and 21 
703 LBH/2/B4.2 Viewpoint 11 
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facilitate views outwards, I do not believe that the presence of the city, and 
tall buildings, beyond, are harmful to its setting or significance. 

12.122 Cambridge Cottage is a different proposition. While relatively modest in height 
and design, the rear of the building provides a sense of enclosure to the Order 
Beds, the Rockery, and the Grass Garden. In views of the rear from those 

areas, and from the Temple of Aeolus, the Chiswick Curve would tower above 
it, and from some points, emerge above the roof.  

12.123 In views from the Temple of Aeolus, the Citadel or another 60m tall building 
on the appeal site would have a similar effect so the design benefits of the 
proposal, and the hierarchy it would set up, would assist. However, it seems to 

me, from an analysis of the Council’s viewpoints, that they would not be visible 
from the Order Beds, the Rockery, and the Grass Garden. From these 

locations, notwithstanding the subtleties in the design of the Chiswick Curve, 
the juxtaposition of forms would appear jarring and undermine the sense of 
enclosure Cambridge Cottage provides. That would harm its setting, and its 

significance, and by extension, the OUV of the WHS, and its significance, 
because Cambridge Cottage adds something to the iconic architectural legacy, 

and the significance of the Registered Park and Garden, and the conservation 
area. The impact of the proposal in views from the front of Cambridge Cottage, 

over Kew Green, would have a harmful impact on its setting, and thereby its 
significance too. 

12.124 The Palm House is a Grade I listed glasshouse, and a central facet of the iconic 

architectural legacy of Kew Gardens, and a lynchpin of the designed landscape. 
There would be views of the Chiswick Curve, filtered through trees, from the 

rear of the Palm House, the front, near the main entrance, and from points 
around the formal pond its frontage addresses704. 

12.125 In the approach towards the rear of the Palm House from the south-west and 

west, there are no existing manifestations of the city beyond. I recognise that 
this approach towards the Palm House, from the Temperate House, has been 

used to gauge the height of the building705, but even glimpses of the Chiswick 
Curve through the trees, on this approach, would appear anachronistic and 
harmful to the setting, and the significance of the Palm House. It appears to 

me that neither the Citadel, nor any other 60m building on the appeal site 
would appear in these views, and neither would other development in and 

around the Great West Corridor. 

12.126 In other views of, and from the Palm House and the area around it, tall 
buildings in the city beyond, notably the Haverfield Towers, the BSI Building, 

and Vantage West, are unwelcome intrusions, particularly in the winter. The 
Chiswick Curve would add to the intrusion, and harm the setting, and the 

significance of the Palm House. Again, there might be some further intrusion in 
the pipeline as a result of the Brentford FC scheme, and the development on 
the Citroen site, if it is implemented in the form favoured by the Mayor. 

However, it appears to me from a study of the visuals that neither the Citadel 

                                       
 
704 CDA.11 Views 17-20, and LBH/2/B4.2 Viewpoints 16 and 17 
705 And I see nothing intrinsically wrong with the attempt by the Design Team to defer to the 

Palm House in these views notwithstanding the points taken about that approach 
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nor another 60m building on the site would be readily visible in these 
particular views.  

12.127 Taking those points together, I consider that the proposal would have a 
harmful impact on the setting and thereby the significance of the Palm House, 
which would, in turn, cause harm to the OUV of the WHS, and its significance, 

and the significance of the Registered Park and Garden, and the conservation 
area.     

12.128 The Pagoda is a Grade I listed building, designed by William Chambers, and 
recently re-opened to the public. It is a central part of the iconic architectural 
legacy of the gardens, and a fundamental constituent of the designed 

landscape. I was able to climb to the top in the course of my accompanied site 
visit. The view from the top, and from windows on the way up, is very wide in 

its compass and I was told that in good visibility, it can stretch very far indeed.   

12.129 It is obvious that the Pagoda was designed to provide views out, well beyond 
the confines of the gardens. It is possible to see a lot of the city, and points 

west of London, from it. The ability to see the Chiswick Curve from the Pagoda 
would fit comfortably with that purpose. That ability would have no harmful 

impact on the setting or the significance of the Pagoda, and as a consequence, 
no harmful impact on the OUV of the WHS, or its significance, or the 

significance of the Registered Park and Garden, or the conservation area. 

12.130 It is also necessary to address the issue of trees within Kew Gardens. Analysis 
of the various visual representations demonstrates that many views of the 

proposal would be filtered, or partly screened, by trees, and many potential 
views of the Chiswick Curve would be blocked entirely by trees. Obviously, it 

must be appreciated that the capacity of some trees to filter, partly screen, or 
block views will change with the seasons. Further, trees have a limited 
lifespan, they can be destroyed or damaged by high winds, amongst other 

things, and there are many reasons, including disease, why they sometimes 
need to be modified, or removed completely. It would be wrong, therefore, to 

rely on the presence of a tree, or trees, to justify an impact and I have not. 

12.131 Notwithstanding that, the appellant makes a sound point about the ability of 
RBGK to manage, or plant trees. It is clear that the gardens are closely, and 

well, managed and if the march of development north of the Thames is 
something RBGK is concerned about, then they do have the ability in their 

planting and/or management plans, to do something about it.    

12.132 To sum up in relation to Kew Gardens, the proposal would cause a degree of 
harm to the setting, and thereby the significance of Kew Palace, a Grade I 

listed building and SAM, the Orangery, a Grade I listed building, Cambridge 
Cottage, a Grade II listed building, and the Palm House, a Grade I listed 

building. These buildings are an integral part of the iconic architectural legacy 
of the gardens, and fundamental elements of the designed landscape. 
Alongside general visibility of the proposal, the harm caused to their settings, 

and significance feeds into harm to the OUV of the WHS, and its significance, 
the significance of the Registered Park and Garden, and the conservation area. 

To a degree, the proposal would compromise a viewer’s ability to appreciate its 
OUV, integrity, authenticity, and significance. [5.43-5.60, 6.43-6.50, 7.30-

7.154, 8.1, 9.54-9.134, and 10.5] 

125



Report: APP/F5540/W/17/3180962 & APP/F5540/Z/17/3173208 

 

 

https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate                  Page 143 

Conclusion on this Matter 

12.133 Summing up, in the case of the setting and significance of a number of 

conservation areas, I have found no harmful impact. However, the proposal 
would cause harm to the setting and thereby the significance of the Strand-on-
the Green Conservation Area, and the listed buildings within it, fronting the 

river, and the Kew Green Conservation Area, and the listed buildings in the 
northern frontage of the green, as well as St Anne’s Church.  

12.134 Moreover, the visual presence of the Chiswick Curve, in views from the terrace 
at the front of the Large Mansion in particular, would cause harm to the 
setting, and thereby the significance, of the Large Mansion, the Orangery, and 

the Registered Park and Garden, as parts of the Gunnersbury Park 
Conservation Area. Finally, the proposal would cause a degree of harm to the 

setting, and thereby the significance of Kew Palace, the Orangery, Cambridge 
Cottage, and the Palm House, and as a result of that, alongside general 
visibility from within the gardens, the OUV of the WHS, and its significance, 

the significance of the Registered Park and Garden, and the conservation area. 

12.135 Many of these designated heritage assets affected are of the highest order of 

significance. Paragraph 193 of the revised Framework, and s.66 of the Act, 
mean that this finding must attract great weight, or considerable importance 

and weight, in any balancing exercise. It is the nature of that balancing 
exercise to which I now turn. 

The Degree of Harm Caused 

12.136 Given the approach of the revised Framework, the nature of the balancing 
exercise depends on whether that harm to significance is assessed as 

substantial, as suggested by the Council and HE in relation to the Strand-on-
the Green and Kew Green Conservation Areas, and RBGK suggest in relation to 
cumulative harm to Kew Gardens, or less than substantial. This is a difficult 

and often contentious area and I specifically asked that the advocates address 
the question of calibrating less than substantial and substantial harm in 

closing, and I am very grateful for the assistance given.  

12.137 I note what HE says about the judgment of the Court of Appeal in Barnwell 
Manor but whatever one now makes of that judgment, in the light of the same 

Court’s conclusions in Mordue, as the appellant points out, it is of no 
assistance at all in assessing where the threshold between substantial and less 

than substantial harm lies. The High Court in Bedford addressed that question 
head on concluding that: one was looking for an impact which would have such 
a serious impact on the significance of the asset that its significance was either 

vitiated altogether or very much reduced. To put it another way, substantial 
harm would be caused if: very much if not all of the significance of the asset 

was drained away.  

12.138 Questions have been raised about the relationship between this conclusion and 
the way the matter is addressed in the PPG, and whether there is tension 

between the two. If there is tension, then I agree with the appellant that the 
conclusion of the Court is overriding. However, the PPG makes it plain that 

substantial harm is a high test and that seems to me to sit very comfortably 
with the conclusion in Bedford.     
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12.139 The Council and HE place reliance on the example given in the PPG which 
says: in determining whether works to a listed building constitute substantial 

harm, an important consideration would be whether the adverse impact 
seriously affects a key element of its special architectural or historic interest. 
Put simply, the Council and HE argue that the proposal would seriously affect 

the special interest of the Strand-on-the Green and Kew Green Conservation 
Areas and draw parallels with the advice in the PPG on that basis. However, I 

cannot agree with that approach.  

12.140 The special architectural and historic interest of a listed building is embodied in 
the building itself, not its setting. Similarly, the special interest of a 

conservation area is contained in that area. This is borne out by s.69(1) of the 
Act is which says: Every local planning authority - (a) shall from time to time 

determine which parts of their area are areas of special architectural or historic 
interest the character or appearance of which it is desirable to preserve or 
enhance, and (2) shall designate those areas as conservation areas.  

12.141 It seems to me that if one conceives of a parallel example to that given in the 
PPG in relation to listed buildings, then it would involve a physical change to 

the conservation area, such as the removal of an important building. Indeed, 
that example of where substantial harm might be caused to (the significance 

of) a conservation area is set out in the PPG706.  

12.142 If one accepts that the special architectural or historic interest (as opposed to 
significance) of a listed building cannot be affected by development in its 

setting, then it must also be the case that the special interest (as opposed to 
significance) of a conservation area, which is a similarly intrinsic quality, would 

be unaffected by development in its setting. The example in the PPG cited by 
HE and the Council has no useful application here.  

12.143 This leads on to a question that, as the parties point out, I have dealt with 

previously707. In reporting on the Razor’s Farm appeal, having regard to the 
conclusions in Bedford, I said: The PPG sets out that substantial harm is a high 

test and goes on to note that in terms of assessing proposals affecting listed 
buildings, the key question is whether the adverse impact seriously affects a 
key element of its special architectural and historic interest. If that is so, it is 

difficult to envisage how an impact on setting, rather than a physical impact on 
special architectural and historic interest could ever cause substantial harm.  

12.144 The SoS disagreed largely on the basis that the significance of a heritage asset 
derives not only from the asset’s physical presence, but also from its setting. 
That conclusion of the SoS tallies with the suggestion in the PPG, where it 

deals with wind (and solar) energy, that: depending on their scale, design and 
prominence a wind turbine within the setting of a heritage asset may cause 

substantial harm to the significance of the asset.  

12.145 As a principle, I see no reason why the same advice could not be applied to a 
tall building like the proposal at issue. However, having regard to the 

conclusions in Bedford, notwithstanding questions of scale, design and 
prominence, substantial harm could only be caused if the heritage asset 

                                       
 
706 Paragraph 018 Reference ID: 18a-018-20140306 
707 In my report on the proposal at Razor’s Farm APP/3/D Appendix 6 IR Paragraph 10.16 
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concerned derived most of its significance from its setting. It is difficult to see 
how very much if not all of the significance of the asset could be drained away 

otherwise. One can think of examples such as fortifications, eye-catchers or 
follies, or lighthouses, perhaps, where a good deal of the asset’s significance 
would be contained in its setting. On that basis, the PPG is not wrong, in 

general terms. 

12.146 However, no-one could reasonably argue that any of the designated heritage 

assets at issue in this case derive most of their significance from their setting. 
In all cases, by far the greatest part of their significance, and in the case of the 
WHS, its OUV, is held in their confines and/or fabric. What this means is that 

in the light of the conclusions in Bedford, the harm that I have identified can 
only reasonably be assessed as less than substantial.  

12.147 As I have referred to above, points were made about cumulative impacts on 
Kew Gardens, and whether one should look at impacts since the date of 
inscription, or further back. In my view the point is largely academic because 

as the Statement of OUV sets out, much of the significance of Kew Gardens is 
tied up in the gardens and the buildings. Kew Gardens derives some 

significance from its setting but that is a small part of its significance, overall. 
In that context, even if RBGK is right, and one should look back further than 

the date of inscription to assess cumulative impacts, the harm caused by the 
proposal, along with all the other intrusions into the visual envelope, would 
still be less than substantial, and nowhere near the level of harm required to 

be deemed substantial.  

12.148 Put simply, I do not see how the harm to significance that would be visited by 

the Chiswick Curve, alongside all the other harmful interventions going back in 
time, would be such that the significance of Kew Gardens was vitiated 
altogether, or very much reduced. All the intrinsic significance of Kew Gardens 

would be untouched. In that context, I see no good reason why the WHS 
might be put on the List of World Heritage Sites in Danger as a result of the 

proposal.   

12.149 Taking those points together, and having regard to the status of some of the 
designated heritage assets involved, paragraph 193 of the revised Framework, 

and s.66 of the Act, mean that this (less that substantial) harm to significance 
must attract great weight, or considerable importance and weight, in any 

balancing exercise.  

12.150 Importantly though, the balancing exercise required is that set out in 
paragraph 196 of the revised Framework. Of relevance here, this says that 

where a development proposal will lead to less than substantial harm to the 
significance of a designated heritage asset, this harm should be weighed 

against the public benefits of the proposal. With that in mind, it is necessary to 
address those benefits. [5.10-5.23, 6.3-6.22, 7.155-7.171, and 9.164-9.179] 

Benefits 

12.151 The appellant points to a wide range of benefits that the proposal would bring 
forward. The first notable benefit of the scheme is the provision of 327 new 

homes, 116 of which would be affordable, which is in excess of the maximum 
viable level of affordable housing.  
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12.152 The Council sought to downplay this by pointing to the fact that they have well 
in excess of a five year supply of deliverable housing sites. They may well have 

in relation to their current OAN, as enshrined in the HLP, but that OAN is going 
to rise significantly as a result of the DRLP. Moreover, it is not correct to look 
at the Council area alone, given that London is one Housing Market Area, and 

a Housing Market Area with extreme pressures, especially in terms of 
affordability. In that context, the housing the scheme would bring forward, and 

the affordable housing especially, is a benefit that must attract significant 
weight in the planning balance. 

12.153 The proposal would bring forward a significant amount of high-quality 

workspace too. The Council, through their emerging policy, favour an office 
solution for the site and indeed, suggest that the Citadel would be a better 

prospect on the basis of the jobs it would bring to the area. However, they 
make the point that there is no guarantee that the new workspace in the 
proposal would bring new jobs; it might just feed the relocation of existing 

jobs. To my mind, the same argument could well be made about the Council’s 
favoured use for the site. There are doubts too about whether this kind of 

solution would be viable, given the negative points made in relation to the 
viability of the Citadel. 

12.154 In my view, the mix of high-quality new housing and workspace the scheme 
would bring forward is a much better solution for the site. I reach that 
conclusion in the light of Section 11 of the revised Framework and the 

encouragement therein to make effective use of land, and especially 
brownfield land. The mix of uses in the proposal certainly does that.  

12.155 Of course, that does not come without environmental impacts, but the 
proposal, by reason of its sophisticated design, would bring a massive uplift to 
the local area, on a key gateway site deemed suitable for a ‘marker’, providing 

an active frontage, accessible ground and first floor uses, and environmental 
improvements to the area immediately surrounding the building.  

12.156 It would act as a beacon, setting very high standards for other buildings 
coming forward in the Great West Corridor Opportunity Area. Viewed from 
further afield, it would cause some harm to the setting and thereby the 

significance of a range of designated heritage assets. However, the same 
would be true of the Citadel, or the 60m tall building the Council favours for 

the site. As I have set out, in these more distant views, the Chiswick Curve 
would create a legible hierarchy for the new stratum of development that will 
come forward in the Opportunity Area. I accept that others have a less 

favourable view about the qualities of the proposal but in my view, the 
provision of a work of architecture, of the quality proposed, represents a 

significant benefit.   

12.157 Questions were also raised about the potential for ‘value engineering’ once 
planning permission is granted and I was given examples of projects where 

this has been an issue. Issues around viability, and the potential for changes in 
the Building Regulations in relation to tall buildings, make this a possibility. 

However, the solution is a very simple one – if attempts are made to dilute the 
quality of the proposal, then the whole balance of considerations would be 
changed because some of the benefits of the design would be lost. It is 

therefore possible for the Council to resist such changes.  
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12.158 There are other benefits in the proposal too. Like its predecessor, the revised 
Framework sets great store on building a strong, competitive economy. 

Paragraph 80 says that significant weight should be placed on the need to 
support economic growth and productivity, taking into account both local 
business needs, and wider opportunities for development. There can be no 

doubt that a project of the scale of the Chiswick Curve would create significant 
economic activity, and employment, in the construction phase, and beyond. 

12.159 In my view, these benefits are of great magnitude and must carry a good deal 
of weight in the planning balance. [5.111-5.116, 6.79, 8.15-8.30, 9.202-9.207 

and 10.8]    

Final Conclusion 

12.160 As I have set out, the proposal would cause harm to the setting and thereby 

the significance of the Strand-on-the Green Conservation Area, and the listed 
buildings within it, fronting the river, and the Kew Green Conservation Area, 
and the listed buildings in the northern frontage of the green, as well as St 

Anne’s Church. Moreover, the visual presence of the Chiswick Curve, in views 
from the terrace at the front of the Large Mansion in particular, would cause 

harm to the setting, and thereby the significance, of the Large Mansion, the 
Orangery, and the Registered Park and Garden, as parts of the Gunnersbury 
Park Conservation Area. Finally, the proposal would cause a degree of harm to 

the setting, and thereby the significance of Kew Palace, the Orangery, 
Cambridge Cottage, and the Palm House, and as a result of that, alongside 

general visibility from within the gardens, the OUV of the World Heritage Site, 
and its significance, the significance of the Registered Park and Garden, and 
the conservation area. 

12.161 Paragraph 193 of the revised Framework, and s.66 of the Act, mean that this 
finding must attract great weight, or considerable importance and weight, in 

any balancing exercise. Moreover, it means that the proposal falls contrary to 
LP Policies 7.8 and 7.10. [4.10-4.11, and 4.47-4.54] 

12.162 That cannot be the end of the matter though. If it was, then it is difficult to 

conceive of the Council and the Mayor’s ambitions for the Great West Corridor 
coming to fruition because the proposals coming forward would have similar 

impacts on designated heritage assets. It is fair to observe too that these LP 
policies do not contain the facility to balance benefits against harm, in the way 
the revised Framework does.  

12.163 Notwithstanding that great weight, or considerable importance and weight, 
must be attached to findings of harm to the significance of designated heritage 

assets, and especially those of the highest order, and the setting of listed 
buildings, and the strong presumption against any grant of planning 
permission in such circumstances, it is possible for other considerations to be 

even more weighty.  

12.164 In London especially, decision-makers need to strike a balance between the 

protection of significance of designated heritage assets, and the OUV of WHSs, 
and the need to allow the surrounding land to change and evolve as it has for 

centuries. In this case, while I recognise that others, including the SoS may 
disagree, it is my view that the extensive public benefits the proposal would 
bring forward are more than sufficient to outweigh the less than substantial 
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harm that would be caused to the significance of the various designated 
heritage assets. As a consequence, the proposal accords with HLP Policy CC4. 
[4.28] 

12.165 On top of that, it is my view that notwithstanding the harmful impact it would 
have on the significance of designated heritage assets, viewed in the round, 

the design of the proposal is of the highest architectural quality. I do not 
subscribe to the view that a proposal that causes harm to the setting and 

thereby the significance of a designated heritage asset cannot represent good 
design. The proposal would bring a massive uplift to the area immediately 
around it, in accordance with LP Policies 7.1 and 7.4, and HLP Policies CC1 and 

CC2 and notwithstanding some harmful impacts that I regard as tolerable, it 
would make very efficient use of a brownfield site, in accordance with DRLP 

Policy D6708. For the same reasons, there would be compliance with HLP 
Policies SC1, SC2, SC3, and SC4. There would be no harm caused to MOL as 
required by HLP Policy GB1 and the proposed advertisements would raise no 

significant issues in terms of amenity, or public safety, as required by HLP 
Policy CC5. On that overall basis, the proposal would accord with all the 

criteria set out in paragraph 127 of the revised Framework.  [4.3-4.4, 4.23, 

4.25, 4.29-4.31]   

12.166 In terms of its wider impacts, by reason of its height, and more particularly its 

design, the proposal would bring a legible hierarchy to the new layer of urban 
development that will be coming forward in the Great West Corridor. In that 
respect, it would perform much better than the Citadel, or the Council’s 

favoured approach to the site.  

12.167 Put simply, the way this new layer of urban development will be perceived 

from, and in association with designated heritage assets, demands an 
approach that, like the proposal, has verve. I am afraid the Council’s more 
compromising approach, enshrined in emerging policy, would result in a layer 

of development with little sense of differentiation. I note what is said about the 
ability of using design to set a ‘marker’ in the supporting text to Policy CC3, 

but this would be difficult to achieve when all tall buildings are expected to 
exhibit the highest standards of architectural design. [4.27, and 4.33-4.38] 

12.168 For all these reasons, I am of the view that the proposal would accord with LP 
Policies 7.6 and 7.7 and HLP Policy CC3. Moreover, the mix of uses in the 
scheme, and the housing especially, would comply with LP Policy 2.16, LP 

paragraphs 3.13 and 3.14A, and the thrust of DRLP Policy SD1. The housing 
would assist in meeting the requirements of LP Policies 3.3, 3.4 and 3.5. The 

affordable housing element would accord with LP Policies 3.8, 3.9, 3.11, 3.12, 
and 3.13. [4.5-4.6, 4.12-4.20, 4.22-4.26]  

12.169 As set out above, the individual homes would comply with HLP Policy SC5, and 

there would be no divergence from it in terms of access to suitable external 
space. [4.32] 

                                       
 
708 And for this reason I have no issue with the failure of the appellant to disclose the project 

brief – given my conclusions about the balance between harm caused and public benefits, there 

would be no difficulty if the brief was to extract as much as possible from the site.  
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12.170 Taking all those points together, I am content that the proposals comply with 
the development plan, read as a whole. Moreover, the scheme is in compliance 

with the revised Framework. There are no other material considerations of 
sufficient weight to warrant a conclusion other than that planning permission 
should be granted for the proposal covered by Appeal A, and advertisement 

consent be granted under the auspices of Appeal B. [5.123-5.128, 6.76-6.79, 

7.163-7.182, 8.22-8.31, and 9.199-9.208] 

12.171 There is one additional matter that requires coverage. Notwithstanding the 
views I have expressed, it is of course open to the SoS to disagree with my 
conclusions about the level of harm that would be caused to the significance of 

the affected designated heritage assets.  

12.172 If the SoS agrees with the Council, HE, and RBGK, and reasons that there 

would be substantial harm caused, and paragraph 195 of the Framework is 
brought into play, rather than paragraph 196, then the correct course would 
be to dismiss the appeals. That is because the failure of the appellant to deal 

fully with alternatives means that it would not have been demonstrated that 
the substantial harm is necessary to achieve substantial public benefits that 

outweigh that harm, as required by paragraph 195. [5.125-5.128, 6.76-6.78, 

7.163-7.171, and 9.209] 

13     Recommendations 

Appeal A 

13.1 I recommend that the appeal is allowed, and planning permission granted 
subject to the conditions in Annex C. 

Appeal B 

13.2 I recommend that the appeal is allowed and advertisement consent granted 

subject to the conditions in Annex C.  

 

Paul Griffiths 

INSPECTOR 
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13 CONCLUSIONS 

Superscript numbers in these Conclusions refer to previous paragraphs of this report.  
Footnotes continue to be identified alphabetically. 

13.1 The matters identified by the Secretary of State as those on which she 

particularly wished to be informed are the same for both schemes.  They are 
capable of being amalgamated into three main topics – design (in its various 

manifestations), housing (including affordable housing) and other policy – and 

that is how I shall structure my conclusions.  I shall, however, draw my overall 

conclusion by reference to the matters identified by the Secretary of State. 

Design 

13.2 Design is not simply a question of whether, on paper, a building will look good.  

A design acknowledged as high quality architecture could be wrong for the site 

on which it is proposed.  By DesignA sets out succinctly the objectives of urban 

design – character, continuity and enclosure, quality of public realm, ease of 

movement, legibility, adaptability and diversity.  The EH/CABE Guidance on tall 
buildingsB sets out 11 criteria for evaluation:  relationship to context, effect on 

the historic context, effect on World Heritage Sites, relationship to transport 

infrastructure, architectural quality, sustainable design and construction, 

credibility of design, contribution to public space and facilities, effect on the 

local environment, contribution to permeability of the site and surrounding 
area and the provision of a well-designed environment.  It is not only in tall 

buildings that good design must include sustainability.  PPS1C makes that 

point, while also endorsing the approach in By Design.  And good design must 

also take into account how a proposal would sit against adopted policy, which 

has, after all, been through a robust process in order to become adopted. 

13.3 Two separate schemes were considered at the inquiry – 1 Blackfriars Road and 
20 Blackfriars Road – different schemes for different applicants.  I shall first 

consider locational policy for tall buildings, since that is essentially the same 

for both.  I shall then assess the proposals individually and cumulatively, 

including with other developments which have been permitted and have a 

bearing on the matters being discussed.  The Secretary of State’s decision on 
the Doon Street proposal, which has been challenged in the High Court,D 

makes it important to look not just at the effect of that development being 

implemented but also at how the reasoning employed by the Secretary of 

StateE might affect the judgements to be made on these two applications.  

Policy on the location of tall buildings 3.3/3.6; 6.33-60; 7.81-92; 8.2-21; 9.7-8; 10.22-31; 11.5

13.4 Development Plan policy on the location of tall buildings comprises London 

Plan Policies 4B.9 and 4B.10 and Southwark Plan Policy 3.20.F  There is also 

the Guidance on tall buildings published by English Heritage and CABE (the 

EH/CABE Guidance).G  It is worth repeating here some of what the policies 

say. 

 

 
A  CD6/1, p. 15. 
B  CD6/2, section 4. 
C  CD4/1, paras. 35-37 in particular. 
D  CD24/8. 
E  CD24/1. 
F  Respectively, CD8/1, pp. 252-254 and CD7/1, p. 55. 
G  CD6/2, section 2. 
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13.5 Policy 4B.9 promotes tall buildings ‘where they will create attractive landmarks 
enhancing London’s character, help to provide a coherent location for economic 
clusters of related activities and/or act as a catalyst for regeneration and 
where they are also acceptable in terms of design and impact on their 
surroundings’.  Applications are to be considered against Policies 3A.3 (on 
maximising the potential of sites), 4B.1 (on design principles) and 4B.10 

(which deals with the design and impact of ‘large-scale buildings’).  The Policy 

promotes the plan-led identification of suitable locations for tall buildings.  And 

it specifically mentions the potential benefit of public access to upper floors.  

Policy 4B.10 requires, in locational terms, that ‘all large-scale buildings 
including tall buildings’ should meet the requirements of the View Management 

Framework (LVMF),A be suited to their wider context and be attractive city 

elements, where appropriate contributing to ‘an interesting skyline, 
consolidating clusters within that skyline or providing key foci within views’. 

13.6 Policy 3.20 says that tall buildings may be permitted on sites which have 
excellent accessibility to public transport facilities, are located in the Central 

Activities Zone (CAZ), particularly in Opportunity Areas (OAs), and outside 

landmark viewing corridors.  Buildings over 30m tall should be located at a 

point of landmark significance and should contribute positively to the London 

skyline, ‘consolidating a cluster within that skyline or providing key focus 
within views’. 

13.7 The London Plan was originally published in 2004 and the LVMF adopted in 

2007;  the EH/CABE Guidance considers them worthy of mention.B; 7.81  The 

Southwark Plan was adopted in 2007 with a policy which the UDP Inspector 

clearly considered in accord with the London Plan.6.38; 8.11   

Policy 3.20 criteria 

13.8 Looking briefly at what Policy 3.20 seeks, the application sites have excellent 

accessibility to public transport facilities (both have public transport 

accessibility levels (PTALs) of 6, the highest possible6.48; 7.84; 8.19);  both are in 

the CAZ (and also, on my interpretation, in an OA).6.49-50; 7.83-84; 8.19  Both are at 

a point of landmark significance, Blackfriars Bridge being a very prominent 
location, at the most northerly point of a meander of the Thames.6.1; C   

13.9 Neither site is in any landmark viewing corridor.6.49; 7.84; 8.19  I consider below 

the effect the proposed towers would have on views from St James's Park and 

the Westminster World Heritage Site (WHS), and also whether they would 

contribute to an interesting skyline, consolidate a cluster within the skyline or 
provide a key focus in views.  All of these, however, can be appraised on the 

basis that the location is an appropriate one in principle. 

13.10 There was dispute about whether a site ought to be at a public transport node 

to be an appropriate one.10.30  Policy 3.20 is unambiguous.  Its text includes 

having ‘excellent accessibility to public transport facilities’ and ‘excellent links 
between the building(s) and public transport services’.  Public Transport 
Accessibilty Levels (PTALs) of 6a and 6b mean that, by definition, they have 

that.  The supporting text says that tall buildings ‘can be an important 
component in raising population density around transport nodes’ (not, it may 

                                       
 
A  CD8/4. 
B  CD6/2, para. 2.2 on regional spatial strategies. 
C  In this respect, what applies to the site of No. 1 must apply almost equally to the site of No. 20. 
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be noted, public transport nodes).  Firstly, I read that statement as part of a 

general aspiration relating essentially to residential development.  Secondly, if 

there appears to be conflict between a policy and its supporting text, then it 

seems to me that the policy wording should prevail. 

13.11 There was also dispute about whether the application sites lie within an OA.  
To my mind, the OAs in South East London are designated by Policy 5D.2 of 

the London Plan.A; 6.50; 7.83; 8.19  Map 5G.1 shows the indicative boundary for the 

CAZ and, within that, again indicatively, the OAs.B  The ‘boundaries’ shown on 

that map are to be ‘refined … for definition in DPDs’.  The use of the plural 

‘boundaries’ implies to me all of the areas indicated on the plan, not just the 
CAZ;  and, to be refined, they must be considered already defined, in other 

words designated.  While the supporting text to Policy 5D.2 refers to the 

‘riverside and its hinterland between Blackfriars Bridge and Tower Bridge’, the 

Sub-Regional Development Framework (SRDF) for Central London echoes the 

London Plan Map by showing contiguous boundaries, the particular OA 
boundary being along the Borough boundary, not along Blackfriars Road.  And 

the text indicates that ‘there should be a contiguous boundary between the 
London South Central Opportunity Areas’.C; 6.50; 7.83  

13.12 All of that persuades me, contrary to the representations of the new Deputy 

Mayor,7.83 ; 11.5 that the application sites should be considered as being within 
an OA.  At the same time, there seems to be no reason why the sites must be 

in an OA.  Policy 3.20 parenthesises the phrase ‘particularly in opportunity 
areas’;  that a site is within the CAZ should suffice.  Policy 4B.9 says that 

suitable locations for tall buildings may include parts of the CAZ and some OAs 

– but there is no requirement that a suitable site must be in an OA. 

Policy 4B.9 criteria 

13.13 The area around the sites is already host to variety of activities.  The South 

Bank offers a wide range of culture and tourism opportunities.  There are office 

uses immediately east and west of the site of No. 1 (including King’s ReachD) 

and to the south on Blackfriars Road (including recent permissions for No. 240 

and Wedge HouseE).  The sites are within a defined District Centre in the 
Southwark Plan;  they are also in a Preferred Office Location and a Strategic 

Cultural Area.  One of the proposals would bring an hotel;  the other would 

bring offices;  both would bring housing, shops/cafes/restaurants and open 

space.  Whether individually or jointly, it is difficult to see how the two 

proposals could not, by consolidating and adding to what is there, ‘help to 
provide a coherent location for economic clusters of related activities’.   

13.14 Considerable regeneration is already to be seen in the area.  More can be 

anticipated by dint of planning permissions already granted.  That does not, 

however, mean that the proposed developments could not ‘act as a catalyst for 
regeneration’.  Both are prominent sites on Blackfriars Road and Stamford 

Street, one cleared and the other almost vacant.  Their redevelopment, along 
with No. 240 on the east side of Blackfriars Road, would bring a significant 

enhancement of the area which would be highly likely to encourage further 

                                       

 
A  CD8/1, p. 327. 
B  CD8/1, p. 353. 
C  CD8/5, pp. A8-A9. 
D  CD20/1 – including the consented reorganisation/redevelopment plus extension of the tower. 
E  CD20/6 and CD20/7 respectively. 
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regeneration.  In any event, to ‘act as a catalyst for regeneration’ is not 

essential to compliance with Policy 4B.9 if development would ‘help to provide 
a coherent location for economic clusters of related activities’.   

Conclusion on locational policy 

13.15 There cannot, in my opinion, be any doubt that the two application sites are, in 
principle, suitable locations for tall buildings.  The EH/CABE Guidance 

encourages a plan-led approach.  I consider that the London and Southwark 

Plans do provide an appropriate framework;  I do not believe that the 

sequence of events described by WCDG10.22-27 undermines the extant policy 

framework in any way.  What may have gone before is clearly superseded by 
Policy 3.20, which has emerged properly from the robust UDP process.8.11  

Both sites satisfy the policy framework.  Even if that were not so, there is no 

reason why the applications should not still be assessed on their merits; the 

EH/CABE Guidance provides criteria against which proposals can be evaluated 

even in the absence of an appropriate policy framework.8.3   

1 Blackfriars Road  

Architectural design 

13.16 Whether there was any ‘predetermined ambition to build very high’10.5 seems 

to me irrelevant.  So too does the previous application, whether or not it was 

‘audacious’,10.24 for a  tower 220m high.  What I have to assess is this 
proposal, for a tower 170m high.  I can see from the previous application and 

from other evidence to the inquiry how the present design has evolvedA – and 

that is very helpful – but my appraisal of the application proposal must be on 

its merits, not in comparison with anything that may have gone before. 

The tower 

13.17 The height of the tower has been reduced since the previous application.  In 
fact, though, that is just part of the design evolution.  The exact angle of the 

sloping planes of the façades, their relative proportions, the extent of the 

‘shoulders’, the concave ‘fold’ in the south-facing façade, and the gentle 

curvature in the façades generally, have all altered, even if only slightly, as the 

design has evolved.  The result is a form which I consider has been carefully, 
subtly and very successfully refined into a building design that would prove to 

be dynamic6.6 and exceptionally attractive from all viewpoints. 

13.18 The double-skin façades would be integral to that.6.10  The external envelope 

would be smooth, continuous and without angular corners.  The framing would 

in no way undermine that;  even open louvres, because they are carefully 
designed and located, would sit comfortably within the context of the smooth 

external envelope.  The internal skin would give animation and scale to the 

overall form.  The external envelope and the gap between the two skins would 

mean that changes in the internal skin (solid and glazed panels, open or shut 

to the flats/rooms within) would be perceived more as a texture than as 

explicit detail – but they would impart a sense of domestic scale within the 
essentially sculptural form of the design.  Furniture, plants and so on between 

the two skins would give clearer yet acceptable expression to that. 

13.19 How a building meets the ground can be a difficult design problem to resolve.  

Here, it would do so ‘lightly’.6.6  The external skin would come to a stop at, 

                                       

 
A  BE/1/A and BE/1/B, the evidence of Mr Simpson. 
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more or less, one storey above the ground and plaza levels, leaving a robustly-

expressed structure exposed to view.  That would keep the outer ‘shell’ of the 

building quite separate from the ground (and plaza) and would enable 

approaches to the building that would ‘welcome’ the entrant under that shell. 

13.20 A critical element in the design is its axis, not parallel to Blackfriars Road and 
Bridge, but canted towards the north-east at an angle of 18o.6.6/6.55  That 

simple step gives the design more vibrancy, not sitting squarely and 

unimaginatively within the relatively orthogonal layout of Blackfriars Road and 

Stamford Street but instead looking over the Thames and towards the City on 

the one hand and directly addressing the plaza within the site on the other.  
This device would also, because of the angle of the approach and subject to 

the detail of the crossing of Upper Ground, offer an invitation to pedestrians 

coming south over Blackfriars Bridge to enter or pass through the plaza.6.55 

The plaza 

13.21 I confess that, at first sight, I was uncertain about the plaza.  I thought that 
Blackfriars Road and Stamford Street might be better addressed by buildings 

than by what has been called an ‘inhabited wall’.  And I thought that a plaza at 

first floor level might be less than effectively used.  I am no longer concerned. 

13.22 Earlier schemes show buildings facing Blackfriars Road and Stamford Street 

which were rather higher than the listed buildings on the south side of 
Stamford Street,A harming their setting and reducing the ability to appreciate 

them.  Instead, the plaza and its ‘inhabited wall’ are lower than the listed 

buildings, leaving them with a greater prominence in the street scene.6.7  The 

wall would also define the crossroads rather better than now, because the land 

taken up by the left slip into Blackfriars Road is significantly reduced;5.2; 6.7  at 

the same time, however, the plaza and wall would maintain a sense of space 
at the crossroads, enhanced by sub-division into the more traffic-dominated 

junction at ground level and the pedestrian plaza, physically and visually 

separated from it at a higher level.6.7     

13.23 It could be a deterrent to its use that the plaza would be, in effect, at first floor 

level – people are known to be reluctant to climb or descend stairs if there is a 
level route available.10.9  However, it would be a destination space, providing 

the entrance to the sky deck,6.7/6.55 a role that would very likely be enhanced 

by the public attractions within and around it (shops, cafés and outdoor sitting 

space in an attractive and dynamic form).  While many of those simply walking 

between Stamford Street and Blackfriars Bridge might take the level route 
around the base of the ‘inhabited wall’, the activity in the plaza6.7 would 

equally be an encouragement to some to walk through it.  At the same time, 

those staying at street level would have active frontages to walk past,6.7 given 

the ground floor café and hotel restaurant uses and the hotel entrance itself. 

The Rennie Street building  

13.24 The Rennie Street building has a horizontal emphasis, five storeys high to the 
street, four to the plaza, a counterpoint to the verticality of the tower.6.8  The 

expression of the lower two storeys along Rennie Street continues the theme 

of the inhabited wall;  the ground level may be primarily for access and plant 

but is clearly designed to avoid appearing as an elevation of lesser importance.   

                                       

 
A  BE/1/A, p. 36;  with perspective illustrations at p. 42. 
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13.25 The upper floors to both Rennie Street and the plaza would have double-skin 

façades, similar in principle to the tower.  The former inevitably follows the line 

of the street but the latter is at three different angles to the plaza, as carefully 

composed as the planes and curves of the tower, adding to the sense of 

enclosure of the plaza;  the curved southern ‘prow’ on Stamford Street both 
enlivens the Rennie Street facade and signposts (with the similar curve to the 

inhabited wall) the access to the plaza from that direction.  The glazing of the 

outer skin has a clear horizontal emphasis, appropriate to the nature of the 

building;  louvres and varied fritting of the glass would enhance that, giving 

added texture within an overall unity. 

Conclusion on architectural design  

13.26 I am in no doubt that, in purely architectural terms, this is a proposal in which 

the detail of each element (tower, low-rise building and plaza) has been very 

carefully considered to give not only individual design excellence but a vibrant, 

attractive and satisfying overall composition.  I can understand the argument 
that the tower would be at odds with its immediate urban context.10.4/29  

However, this is a location at which a tall building is entirely appropriate in 

principle;  the massing of the lower elements of the scheme responds visually 

to the neighbouring buildings and roads;  and the overall layout enables 

pedestrian movement through the site as well enhancing the routes around it.   

Environmental design 

Wind 6.90-92; 10.13-16

13.27 WCDG’s objection is understandable, given the wind conditions sometimes 

experienced in the vicinity of high-rise developments.  So too is its failure to 

be convinced by the supplementary evidence.  

13.28 The form of the tower proposed here would, however, clearly offer less wind 
resistance than one with a larger floorplate or, more particularly, one with 

angular corners.  It does not surprise me that wind tunnel testing showed only 

minor mitigation measures to be necessary.  The Lawson comfort criteria 

shown to be achieved are entirely compatible with the uses of the development 

proposed, sitting in the plaza in particular.  And, of course, it could be said to 
be against the developer’s and the hotelier’s own best interests for wind 

conditions within the site or at the entrances to the buildings to be worse than 

in the conclusions from the testing. 

13.29 The types of building investigated in some of the supplementary evidence do 

not appear to be directly comparable with the building form proposed;  on the 
other hand, I consider that the study of wind conditions in central Ottawa does 

offer a measure of support.  The objection, however, was not based on any 

technical evidence which might have helped me to a more considered 

conclusion, one way or the other;  it took the form of allegations based simply 

on a view of conditions sometimes to be found elsewhere on the South Bank.  

Daylight/sunlight/overshadowing 6.93; 11.8 

13.30 The tower would be located at the north-eastern corner of the site, minimising 

the effect it would have on surrounding properties.  WCDG withdrew at the 

inquiry its earlier objection relating to overshadowing of the riverside walk.  In 

fact, there is nothing to suggest that the tower would do that to any harmful 

extent.  Flats in River Court would lose sunlight for part of the morning;  only 
some flats in Rennie Court would lose sunlight, and only in the very early 
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morning.  In both cases, the effect would be less than if the permitted and 

implemented development were to go ahead.  Similarly, studies show that 

daylighting losses would be less than from the permitted scheme.  It would be 

wrong, in my opinion, to compare conditions with the presently cleared site. 

Sustainability 6.13-14  

13.31 The application scheme seems to me to generate no cogent objection.  I do 

not take issue with LB Southwark’s description of its sustainability credentials 

as ‘exemplary’.  It more than meets all policy requirements.  Some of the 

detail may be still to be resolved (for example, photo-voltaic cells on the 

canted upper façade facing south-south-west) but there is no reason why it 
cannot be successfully designed and thus controlled by condition. 

Impact in views  

From the footbridge in St James's Park 3.4; 6.61-77; 8.27-39; 9.20-34; 11.2/5/8; A   

13.32 The most cogent objection brought to the inquiry, by Westminster City Council 

(WCC) and The Royal Parks in evidence and by English Heritage in written 
representations, concerned the effect of the proposed tower on the view from 

the footbridge over the lake in St James's Park, designated as Townscape View 

26 in the LVMF.B  The matters to be considered are the interpretation of the 

provisions of the LVMF and, in that context, the effect of No. 1 in the view. 

13.33 The LVMF was approved by the Secretary of State and adopted as SPG to the 
London Plan after considerable consultation and gestation.6.62  What it says 

about Townscape View 26 is quite specific.   

13.34 There is only one Viewing Place (the footbridge) with one Assessment Point (a 

central location).  It is, however, acknowledged that views vary from either 

end of the bridge – and my site visits, both accompanied and unaccompanied, 

took in all relevant points across the bridge. 

13.35 The LVMF says that ‘Views from this Viewing Place derive their particular 
character from the landscaped setting of St James's Park’.  To my mind, the 

view is, by definition, singular – towards Duck Island and the buildings in 

Horse Guards seen to either side – and it is the mature parkland on either side 

of the lake that provides the ‘landscaped setting’9.23 (though the vegetation on 
Duck Island, in the centre of the view, is equally part of the parkland).  The 

text identifies the buildings visible in the view and says that the viewer can 

‘appreciate that this is an historic parkland in an important city location’.  

Though the historic buildings (primarily Horse Guards, Whitehall Court and the 

Foreign and Commonwealth Office, all listed buildings) are part of that 
important city, it is the Shell Centre and the London Eye that indicate the 

modern city beyond – and they are a prominent part of the view.C  The 

consistent use of Portland stone is noted (except, of course, for the London 

Eye).  It is said that ‘the group works together as a layering of architectural 
detailing against the skyline’. 

                                       

 
A  CD2/21/A contains three views from the footbridge, showing a wireline of No. 1 alone. 
B  CD8/4, pp. 228-231. 
C  In fact, from the Assessment Point, the Shell Centre is partially hidden by the central pavilion of the 

Foreign and Commonwealth Office;  but it becomes much more obvious as one moves towards the 

northern end of the footbridge.   
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13.36 The guidance in the Qualitative Visual Assessment (QVA) chapter of the LVMF 

is referred to.  The steps required for comprehensive QVA have been 

undertaken but, in fact, the visual management guidance in that chapter is of 

relatively little assistance.  Much is said about ‘Strategically Important 
Landmarks’, there being none in this view, and ‘other landmarks’, the only one 
in the view being the London Eye, which plays no part in the objections.  Two 

points in particular are made.  Firstly, where background development is not 

managed by means of a ‘Protected Vista’, as is the case here, proposals in the 

background of the view ‘should contribute positively to the composition of the 
townscape ensemble’.  Secondly, it is noted that ‘new clusters of high buildings 
may emerge’, particularly within OAs, and the merits of such proposals are to 

be considered in the context of the London Plan and UDPs as well as the LVMF.  

13.37 Much more important than the generality of the QVA chapter, in my opinion, is 

the particular visual management guidance given for Townscape View 26 itself:  

‘If further development is proposed in the distant skyline of this view, it should 
be of appropriate scale and geometry not to overpower the existing built form 
or detract from the night-time views’.  Clearly, the guidance anticipates that 

there may be such development and does not discourage it in principle.  What 

is required is that any ‘tall building in the distant background should be of 
exceptional design quality, in particular with regard to its roofline, materials, 
shape and silhouette’ and that the ‘scale or appearance of the building should 
not dominate or over power the setting of this short-range view’. 

13.38 The starting point for WCC’s objection is that, ideally, there should be no new 

tall building in the background of the view6.72; 9.57 – the skyline should remain 

unaltered.  The Royal Parks’ stance is slightly narrower – that no new building 

should appear on the skyline above Duck Island.7.45  Given my analysis above, 
I consider both approaches too restrictive.  On my reading of the LVMF, it is 

not a question of principle but of whether the design quality of a proposed 

building indicates that it can be acceptable in the view, at whatever point on 

the skyline it would be seen. 

13.39 From the centre of the footbridge, No. 1 would be visible more or less above 
the centre of Duck Island.  Nearer and lower buildings would be glimpsed 

through the trees in winter, giving it something of a solid base from which to 

rise.  In summer, it would simply rise above and beyond the leafy skyline of 

Duck Island.  Either way, I do not think there can be any doubt that, at 2.2km 

away, it would be in the ‘distant background’ of the view. 

13.40 I think there is some merit in WCC’s suggestion that one would see only the 

very upper part of the tower, visually dislocated from most of the sculptural 

form that would give it its character in closer views.9.12-14  At the same time, it 

is a very elegant shape, elegantly clad, albeit different from the more 

traditional buildings in the view.  Within the outline of the building, the very 

nature of the sky deck means that it would appear diffuse, or translucent, and 
more transparent at its edges, which would surely soften its impact on the 

skyline.A  It would be plain to the eye but, while the visible shape might be 

very different to anything that can presently be seen, it would also be some 

 

 
A  At the inquiry, in addressing the effect that varying weather conditions might have on the 

appearance of the building, I did suggest that 30 St Mary Axe (the Gherkin) looked rather dark on 
one of my visits – in fact, however, the glazing at the top of that building is dark, rendering unhelpful 

any conclusion by comparison with that building.   
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distance away and lacking the traditional solidity seen in the Shell Centre and 

the older buildings in the view.  I simply do not consider that the tower would 

in any way ‘dominate or over power the setting’ of the view. 

13.41 The modern form and materials might, however, be thought to look slightly 

out of place in what is, essentially a view of historic buildings seen beyond 
mature parkland.  I would have more sympathy with that argument if the Shell 

Centre and the London Eye were not already so prominent in the view.  The 

former is clearly a modern building, and a tall one, although its Portland stone 

cladding gives it something visually in common with the nearer historic 

buildings.  The Eye, of course, is a dramatically different type of structure, 
completely at odds with the traditional elements of the view.  Yet, during the 

inquiry, it was explicitly accepted by both WCC and The Royal Parks as an 

important and integral part of the view.  One has to ask – if the Eye is a 

worthy component of the view, why should a building of the design excellence 

of No. 1 not be similarly acceptable? 

13.42 A possible answer to that may lie in the relative positions of the structures.  

The Shell Centre and the London Eye rise above and behind the Foreign and 

Commonwealth Office, though I disagree that they are ‘at the margins of the 
view’.9.24  The tower at No. 1 would rise above the foliage of Duck Island, 

where there is presently no building to be seen (though buildings can be 
perceived through the trees in winter).  The Royal Parks is able to envisage 

well-designed new buildings in the distance being acceptable introductions in 

relation to the existing buildings in the view – but not above Duck Island.  If 

No. 1 were the only building, there might be merit in that argument.  But it is, 

I think, false to justify that approach on the so-called Reptonian illusion6.75-76 – 

Repton clearly thought it appropriate to acknowledge the existence of buildings 
or urban development beyond the landscape he was dealing with7.49 and the 

illusion of the lake continuing beyond Duck Island is therefore not, in my 

opinion, one that is soundly based.   

13.43 In any event, people walking in St James's Park have entered it from the 

metropolitan city that lies all around.  It is an invaluable green oasis in the 
midst of the densely developed city.  And the romantic illusion is a very 

attractive one.  In the context of twenty-first century London, however, I do 

not see it as so crucially important to the experience of viewers on the 

footbridge that the appearance on the skyline of a modern building of very 

high quality, some 2.2km away, could be said seriously to undermine the 
equally high quality of the view.   

13.44 I can come to no different a conclusion in relation to night-time views.  The 

very purpose of the sky deck means that it would have minimal lighting and 

would therefore be all but invisible.  The residential floors below it might be 

more illuminated but, at the distance, both that and the modest proposed 

external illumination are bound to be relatively indistinct.  Only the red 
aviation warning light6.70; A would be likely to be at all noticeable. 

13.45 In terms of the character and appearance of the Royal Parks Conservation 

Area and settings of the listed buildings in the view,B as opposed to the view 

itself, there is really nothing to add.  The considerations are exactly the same.  

 
 
A  Mentioned by WCC in evidence during the inquiry but not in closing submissions. 
B  Horse Guards, the Old War Office, the National Liberal Club, Whitehall Court, the Foreign and 

Commonwealth Office and, in winter, the Ministry of Defence. 

175



Report APP/A5840/V/08/1202839 & APP/A5840/V/08/1203024 

 

 

95 

The view is from the Conservation Area.  The listed buildings are part of the 

view.  In the same way as I conclude that No. 1 appearing in the distance on 

the skyline above Duck Island would leave the essential qualities of the view 

unharmed, so too it would leave the character and appearance of the 

Conservation Area and the settings of the listed buildings unharmed. 

Other views from in and near St James's Park 6.78-81; 8.42; 9.53-54 

13.46 The Royal Parks widened the concern to include other views from within St 

James's Park, from the Queen Victoria Memorial Garden immediately beyond 

its north-western boundary and, a little further away, from outside the gates of 

Buckingham Palace.  These views are not protected by the LVMF.   

13.47 Various tall buildings (most obviously, Tower 42, the Gherkin, the LWT tower 

and the King’s Reach tower) appear in the views from outside Buckingham 

Palace and from the Queen Victoria Memorial Garden.  So too, over Duck 

Island, do the horizontal lines of the green copper roofs of the Ministry of 

Defence buildings.  No. 1 would be significantly taller than any existing 
building in these views but the evidence of the modern city, some distance 

beyond the Park and Whitehall, is so plain that its introduction into the view 

could not, to my mind, be said to be harmful. 

13.48 There is less to be seen in the other views from the Park, because one is on 

lower ground.  No. 1 would be visible from immediately below the Queen 
Victoria Memorial Garden, more so than from the footbridge, but my thoughts 

are very much the same.  It would barely be seen from the path along the 

north side of the lake but the glimpses to be had might even add something to 

the views – because other buildings are already visible on the south side of the 

Park and the view towards the Foreign and Commonwealth Office does not 

have quite the same qualities as the ‘set-piece’ view from the footbridge. 

Other views

13.49 No objection is now taken by WCC to views from the north bank of the Thames 

or from the bridges or from listed buildings such as Somerset House.A  English 

Heritage’s objections11.3 are to the cumulative effect of No. 1 and No. 20, 

which I shall consider below.  WCDG objects to the impact on the Conservation 
Areas to the south-west of the site,10.12 though LB Lambeth does not.11.6  WCC 

and WCDG9.30; 10.12 also remark on the unfailing conclusions in the ES that the 

proposed tower would bring an enhancement of the various views.  LB 

Southwark concluded that there was no harm to the character or appearance 

of its Conservation Areas when it resolved to grant planning permission.B 

13.50 I looked at all of the views from the Thames, its bridges and nearby buildings 

or spaces which were presented in the ES and in subsequent evidence.  My 

feeling in relation to the objections is that it must sometimes prove difficult to 

differentiate between a significant impact, which a building of the height 

proposed would be bound to have, and whether that impact would, in fact, be 

harmful.  The introduction of a very tall building does not automatically mean a 
harmful impact.  I take a similar view to the applicant6.15-22 – that the site is a 

suitable one for a very tall building, that the building proposed is of very high 

design quality and that, as a result, and however prominent the building, its 

impact would not be harmful and would generally be an enhancement.   

                                       

 
A  CD12/11. 
B  CD11/2, para. 89. 
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13.51 Looking at WCDG’s specific objections, No. 1 would be plainly visible from 

parts of the Waterloo Conservation Area but too far north-east to be readily 

seen from the Roupell Street Conservation Area.6.32  To the extent that the 

building might be seen from certain points in the latter, it is essentially a 

cumulative matter, with No. 20, which I shall consider below.   

13.52 Two locations typify the effect No. 1 would have on the Waterloo Conservation 

Area – Aquinas Street, the main cause of the objection, and Stamford Street.  

No. 1 would rise prominently beyond the eastern end of Aquinas Street – but 

the King’s Reach tower is already prominent, from the south side of the street 

in particular.6.32  In my opinion, it is the contained and inward-looking nature 
of the sturdy Victorian housing that gives this part of the Conservation Area its 

character and appearance, something that, if anything, is enhanced by the 

contrast with the modern city beyond.  Stamford Street in no way displays the 

same cohesive character as Aquinas Street and the presence of the King’s 

Reach tower is unavoidable.  The addition of a taller tower in the view east, 
one that would be further away and of high design quality, would not diminish 

the more immediate characteristics of the street scene that warranted 

inclusion in the Conservation Area.   

Overall conclusion on the design of No. 1  

13.53 The location is, in principle, an appropriate one for a tall building (even a very 
tall building) as defined in London Policy 4B.9 and Southwark Plan Policy 3.20.   

13.54 The design of each of the constituent parts of the proposal is of very high 

quality, individually and as part of the overall composition.  The design would 

be highly sustainable in terms of emissions and energy efficiency.  The 

proposal would have no harmful effect on the level of amenity enjoyed by 

neighbouring residents (daylight/sunlight/overshadowing) or on the 
microclimate experienced by those passing through or around it.   

13.55 The tower would not have a harmful effect on the view from the footbridge in 

St James's Park, or on the character or appearance of the Royal Parks 

Conservation Area or the settings of the listed buildings in that view.  Nor 

would it have any harmful effect on the Waterloo or Roupell Street 
Conservation Areas;  or on views from the banks of the Thames, the bridges 

across it or the buildings and spaces adjoining.   

13.56 As a result, the proposal satisfies all the requirements of London Plan Policies 

4B.9 and 4B.10, the LVMF and Southwark Plan Policy 3.20.  I consider that the 

scheme amply achieves the characteristics and qualities sought in By Design 
and satisfies the criteria set out in the EH/CABE Guidance. 

20 Blackfriars Road  

If my conclusions on No. 20 seem shorter or more straightforward than on No. 1, it is 
because much of what I say about No. 1 applies equally to No. 20 – and does not 
need to be repeated in full.  It is, however, appropriate to draw separate conclusions 
on what are very different schemes for two different applicants.  

Architectural design 

The residential tower 

13.57 The design concept is an intriguing one.  The numerous facets of the façades 

face directly towards landmark buildings or spaces (parks/squares) in London.  

Those facing the buildings are canted slightly upwards;  those facing the 
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spaces, slightly downwards.7.4  The result is that the junctions between facets 

are generally slightly angled, seldom vertical, and the cladding mullions follow 

suit.  The architectural expression of each facet (the extent to which it is 

transparent or translucent) is also determined by the environmental demand 

on it (solar gain, ventilation, daylighting, shading).7.5  The result is a unique 
building, which could be said to have evolved precisely and specifically from its 

site.7.4  Even if one were unconvinced by the concept, the resulting design, in 

my opinion, can only be welcomed.A   

13.58 The tower would have double-skin facades on its east, south and west sides, 

where solar gain would be greatest, but not on its most northerly facets, where 
there would little heat gain.7.6  As with No. 1, the effect would be of a carefully 

sculpted building given scale and texture by the varying treatment of the inner 

skin.  Louvres in the external skin, carefully designed to emphasize the overall 

design expression, would add to that texture.  Unlike No. 1, the majority of the 

flats facing east, south and west would have balconies, with the space between 
the two skins widened and openings in the outer glass skin;  these would be 

entirely in keeping with, indeed part of, the overall pattern of variable glazing 

sizes within the also varying angles and dimensions of the facetted facades. 

The office tower 

13.59 Office space requirements mean a larger floorplate and less scope for 
articulation of the façades than in the residential tower.  Nevertheless, the 

office tower has the same architectural aspirations.  It has single-skin façades 

with an external brise-soleil of vertical louvres, their varied spacing and depth 

giving a facetted expression visually related to the residential tower.B 

13.60 The louvres use perforated metal box sections and the cladding around the 

service core7.5 (located at the southern end of the building to reduce heat gain 
in the offices) uses similar perforated metal sheet cladding.  The pattern of 

perforation varies within each sheet both for the sake of appearance and 

according to location and the performance required.C  I was initially not 

convinced about this as a main cladding material for the building – but a large 

sample (about 3.0m by 1.2m) brought to the inquiry venue comfortably 
persuaded me that the principle was appropriate and that the detail (including 

the finish, to avoid undue reflection) could be controlled by condition. 

The towers together 

13.61 I consider that the two towers would work well together as a pair.  They 

employ different design techniques but would clearly belong to the same 
family.  The higher residential tower is logically placed away from the streets 

and the office tower on Blackfriars Road,7.4 which I consider helps the overall 

composition in urban design terms.  An intriguing feature is that both towers 

have ‘shoulders’ – the floorplate of the residential tower reduces above floor 

28;  the office tower does so above floor 19.D  The point of change is different 

in absolute terms but relates well to the different heights of the two towers.  
Also, both shoulders are on the interior façades so that, visually, the towers 

                                       
 
A  BL/3/A – the design concept and design evolution are explained in sections 3 and 4; 

 BL/3/D contains the slides used by Mr Eyre in the PowerPoint presentation of his evidence and 
includes some notes made by me at the time. 

B  BL/3/A, p. 84. 
C  BL/3/A has a photograph of similar cladding at p.96 
D  BL/3/A – seen in the view at p. 73. 
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lead the eye down to the ground level space between them;  the device also 

avoids any claustrophobic effect that might have been possible if the towers 

rose to their full height on an unchanging building line.  

The low-rise buildings  

13.62 There are two low-rise residential buildings, giving an almost continuous 
frontage along Paris Garden, on the west side of the site, and a retail and 

commercial building facing Stamford Street.  The residential buildings are 

designed in the same idiom, which is adapted for the commercial building.  

Above the ground floors of the residential buildings, which are given over to 

retail and community uses, residential accesses and service access, there is, in 
essence, a stock brick matrix within which glazed solid and painted metal 

panels are disposed according to the nature of the accommodation behind.  

The commercial building has that matrix, in a less regular form, expressed by 

limestone cladding, with glazed and painted metal panels within it.  Both seem 

to me to keep the buildings firmly grounded in an attractive modern style 
which would sit well amongst the varying styles of neighbouring buildings.7.9  

In particular, I find the Stamford Street façade of the commercial building an 

appropriate companion for the two listed buildings to its west. 

13.63 The residential tower comes down to the ground on the inner side of the 

northerly low-rise residential building, linked with it but maintaining its own 
architectural expression to ground level.  Within the ground floor facing the 

open space are retail units as well as the access lobby.  The office tower is not 

directly linked to any of the low-rise buildings but its façade treatment is 

brought to a stop above ground floor level, above a spacious entrance lobby 

and a retail unit.   

13.64 Thus, the proposals are successful in presenting an appropriate scale of façade 
on all sides where significant pedestrian activity can be anticipated.  

The open space  

13.65 Ground level within the site offers a complex arrangement of different types of 

space.  Those outside the site would glimpse the space within.7.8  A wide 

opening to Stamford Street gives access to the residential tower and to the 
open space contained by the towers and the rears of the Mad Hatter (3-7 

Stamford Street) and the new commercial building.  It is flanked by ‘green 

walls’ (planting on the vertical flank walls of the low-rise commercial and 

residential buildings).7.8  A second approach to the space is from Blackfriars 

Road between the base of the office tower and the rear of no. 1 Stamford 
Street, which also provides a terrace for the Mad Hatter.  A third approach is 

from Paris Garden.  

13.66 However, the really successful ploy, in my opinion, is to link the open space in 

the site with Christ Church Garden to the south,7.8 making much better use of 

what exists as well as providing new space.  The space within the site is 

essentially hard, partially covered with a canopy, with a central water feature, 
and with greenery provided by way of climbing plants on the angled supporting 

structure of the canopy.  This then merges with the existing garden and its 

mature trees.  The variety thus offered promises to be vibrant and exciting. 

Conclusion on architectural design  

13.67 The various constituent parts of the proposal – residential tower, office tower, 
low-rise residential buildings, low-rise commercial building, active ground floor 
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uses, open spaces – seem to me to come together as a carefully-thought-out 

composition, offering easy pedestrian accessibility through intriguingly-

designed spaces amongst architecturally excellent buildings.   

Environmental design

Wind 7.12-13; 10.13-16 

13.68 WCDG’s concerns about microclimate are broadly the same here as for No. 1 

and were addressed jointly by the supplementary evidence.  More mitigation is 

required on this site, in the form of the partial canopy around the open space 

contained between the buildings.  That apart, my earlier comments apply. 

Sustainability 7.10  

13.69 As with No. 1, the sustainability credentials of this proposal are strong.  A raft 

of measures mean that it, too, considerably exceeds policy requirements. 

Daylight/sunlight/overshadowing 

13.70 No objections were raised at the inquiry and I have no reason to query what is 

said in the ES.A 

Impact in views  

From the footbridge in St James's Park 3.4; 7.17-49; 8.27-39; 9.20-32 + 9.35-36; 11.2/5/8; B

13.71 The residential tower would be all but obscured from the LVMF viewing point.  

Only a sliver would be visible beyond the northerly pavilion of the Foreign and 

Commonwealth Office.  As one moved north over the bridge, so the width of 
the west-facing façade would come into full view, above the treed skyline of 

Duck Island.C  However, the tower has been kept lower than the Foreign Office 

pavilion in this view;  and its shape, rectilinear at this distance, would be 

essentially in keeping with that of the Foreign Office.  Together, the kinetic 

experience of it coming into view as one moves north across the bridge, the 

appearance of its façades (muted by distance and materials compared with the 
nearer buildings) and its relatively low profile, mean that it could not dominate 

or overpower either the Foreign Office in particular or the view in general.   

13.72 English Heritage says that the effect would be ‘minor’.  In my opinion, that is a 

much more realistic assessment than made by either WCC or The Royal Parks, 

whose respective starting points are that, ideally, there should be no further 
building appearing on the skyline of the view, or at least none above the treed 

skyline of Duck Island.   

Other views from St James's Park   

13.73 There is nothing to add to what I have already said in relation to No. 1.13.46-48  

The best summation was made on behalf of the applicant.  ‘Seeing modern 
buildings in these views cannot cause harm per se, unless one is reluctant to 
contemplate the ever-changing world city beyond.’7.51  

From the Westminster World Heritage Site (WHS) 3.3; 7.52-69; 8.43-47; 9.48-52; 11.4   

13.74 The architectural, historic and cultural importance of the WHS is beyond 

dispute.  But views out from it have not been frozen in time.  Nor, indeed, has 

                                       
 
A  CD3/8, section 9. 
B  CD3/28/A contains three views showing rendered images of No. 20 alone. 
C  No part of the office tower would be visible in any view from the footbridge.   
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the WHS itself (Portcullis House, directly opposite Big Ben, was built after its 

inscription).  Essentially, what must be protected is one’s ability to understand 

and appreciate the outstanding universal value of the WHS – what it is that 

justified its inscription.  Quite simply, the appearance of a new tall building 

some 1.7km away, obviously well beyond County Hall, on the south bank of 
the Thames, could not undermine that.  Despite WCC’s assertions, I see 

nothing in the WHS Management Plan to suggest that it might.   

13.75 The gap between Big Ben and Portcullis House is said to be a key characteristic 

of the setting of Big Ben.  However, the view from the short length of 

pavement in Parliament Square from which No. 20 could be seen through that 
gap is not one noted as of strategic or metropolitan importance in any 

document, adopted or emerging.  Moreover, the architectural quality of the 

proposed building is, to my mind, outstanding;  if a building of this quality can 

be said to harm the setting of the WHS, or of Big Ben, it can only be in the 

context of no visible new building at all being acceptable – but other modern 
buildings appear in other views through the gap, primarily from the north-

westerly part of Parliament Square, the location of identified important views.  

Other views 

13.76 For reasons already explained above,13.48-49 I need consider here only the views 

from within the Waterloo and Roupell Street Conservation Areas.  In most 
views, No. 20 would be further from the Thames, further from the listed 

buildings whose settings might be affected and also a lower building.  For 

those reasons, the effect of No. 20 would be less than that of No. 1, which I 

have already concluded would not be harmful.  WCC’s concerns about the view 

of County Hall from Parliament Square must fall away for the same reasons as 

its objection to the effect on the WHS. 

13.77 The Roupell Street Conservation Area7.74; 10.12 is an embedded enclave of 

nineteenth century housing.  Its pattern and grain give it a robust and well-

defined character.  However, tall buildings already feature in views along its 

streets.  The towers of No. 20 would be seen at an angle over the rooftops, 

rather than beyond the ends of the streets, but I do not consider that the 
effect would be harmful.  The strong character of the Conservation Area would 

not be undermined by the appearance of further modern buildings beyond;  

rather, the contrast would accentuate the characteristics for which the 

Conservation Area was designated.  The same applies to Aquinas Street in the 

Waterloo Conservation Area.7.75; 10.12    

Overall conclusion on the design of No. 20 

13.78 The location is, in principle, an appropriate one for tall buildings, as defined in 

London Plan Policy 4B.9 and Southwark Plan Policy 3.20. 

13.79 The design of both towers, and of the low-rise buildings, is of very high 

quality, individually and as parts of the overall composition containing a central 

open space and pedestrian routes in different directions through the site.  The 
design would be highly sustainable in terms of emissions and energy efficiency.  

The proposal would have no harmful effect on the level of amenity enjoyed by 

neighbouring residents (daylight/sunlight/overshadowing) or on the 

microclimate experienced by those passing through or around it.   

13.80 The residential tower would not have any harmful effect on the view from the 
footbridge in St James's Park, or on the character or appearance of the Royal 

Parks Conservation Area or the settings of the listed buildings in that view.  It 
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would have no harmful effect on the Westminster WHSA or views from it.  Nor 

would it have any harmful effect on the Waterloo or Roupell Street 

Conservation Areas;  or on views from the banks of the Thames, the bridges 

across it or the buildings and spaces adjoining.   

13.81 As a result, and as with No. 1, the proposal satisfies all the requirements of 
London Plan Policies 4B.9 and 4B.10, the LVMF and Southwark Plan Policy 

3.20.  I consider that the scheme amply achieves all of the characteristics and 

qualities sought in By Design and the EH/CABE Guidance. 

Cumulative impact 6.82-88; 7.16; 8.35; 9.37

13.82 I consider that, from almost every standpoint, the two proposed developments 
would work better together than individually.  In no case does the cumulative 

impact weigh against one or the other, or both.  The three towers of the two 

schemes would form a much more concentrated cluster of tall buildings – 

themselves, with the King’s Reach tower (in both its existing and permitted 

forms) and also with 240 Blackfriars Road and other lower developments either 
implemented or permitted in the vicinity – than would either scheme on its 

own.  Together, the three towers would create a visually attractive composition 

from all angles.  The geometry and location of the two lower towers at No. 20 

would have a dynamic relationship with the taller, sculptural form of No. 1, 

which, because of its position closer to the Blackfriars Bridge, would rightly be 
the most prominent element.6.82-83   

13.83 The appearance of both schemes in the view from the footbridge in St James's 

Park would give a stronger impression of the modern city beyond the Park 

than either individually, but still without dominating or overpowering the short-

range view.  Moreover, either scheme, or both, must be considered in the 

context of other permitted developments, particularly in the City.  Numerous 
developments, some under construction at the time of the inquiry, will become 

visible from the footbridge.  All but two would be further away than Blackfriars 

Road – but, even if neither No. 1 nor No. 20 went ahead, those developments 

would appear on the skyline in views from the footbridge.   

13.84 The two nearer developments are King’s Reach and Doon Street.  King’s Reach 
already exists but has permission for an increase in height, which would make 

it visible above treed skyline in the view.  Doon Street, its recent permission 

subject to challenge in the High Court, would be nearer still and would be taller 

and much more prominent in the view.  Indeed, No. 1 would be all but 

obscured if Doon Street were built. 

13.85 Thus, the objections are weakened when one takes into account permitted 

developments in the City, even more so if one takes Doon Street into account.  

13.86 A different form of cumulative impact could arise in the Waterloo and Roupell 

Street Conservation Areas.  In the former, No. 1 and the residential tower of 

No. 20 would both be visible from some points in Aquinas Street, and certainly 

by simply moving from one side of the street to the other.  Nevertheless, my 
conclusion remains that the robust character of the street would not itself be 

diminished by being able to see these two towers.  In the Roupell Street 

Conservation Area, I doubt that there is a viewpoint in which both No. 1 and 

 

 
A  ‘Palace of Westminster and Westminster Abbey including St Margaret’s Church World Heritage Site’, 

to give it its full name. 
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No. 20 would be visible.  My conclusion on No. 20 alone is not altered by the 

possibility that that No. 1 might also be visible in some additional views.  

13.87 There is also the impact on the settings of the National Theatre, the Royal 

Festival Hall and County Hall.6.27-28; 11.3  Two of those are, of course, modern 

buildings.  I find it difficult to see how the composition of two architecturally 
excellent tall buildings could compromise the settings of two lower buildings of 

equally high architectural quality, especially given the distances between them.  

Only in some views would there be glimpses of the proposed towers beyond 

County Hall;  but they would be distant elements of architectural quality and 

would not diminish the overwhelming civic character which County Hall retains, 
even in its new private uses.   

The Doon Street decision 6.87; 7.25-31; 8.41; 9.42-47 

13.88 The Doon Street decision is important not only because of the relative impact 

that the now-permitted tower would have, if built, but also because of the 

reasoning deployed by the Secretary of State in coming to her decision.  I 
have come to my conclusion on the intentions and interpretation of the LVMF 

based on the evidence to the inquiry and my own understanding of the text of 

the document in relation to the view from the footbridge in St James's Park.  I 

have then assessed both proposals on the basis of that conclusion and found 

that the proposed towers would not, either individually or cumulatively, harm 
that view, or the character and appearance of the Royal Parks Conservation 

Area, or the settings of the listed buildings seen in the view. 

13.89 In so doing, I am fortified that the Secretary of State appears to adopt exactly 

the same approach to the LVMF and that the approach itself is not the subject 

of the challenge.  She draws two conclusions – that the proposed Doon Street 

tower would not overpower the view from the footbridge or damage the 
delicate balance between landscape and buildings;  and that it would not fail to 

preserve or enhance the setting of the Royal Parks Conservation Area.  She 

draws no specific conclusion in relation to the settings of the listed buildings 

seen in the view – I have dealt with that explicitly, though it seems to me that 

it may be considered subsumed within the other two conclusions.    

13.90 The towers subject of this inquiry would be further distant than Doon Street in 

the view from the footbridge and would be, or would appear to be, lower.  On 

that basis alone, their impact is bound to be significantly less than that of the 

Doon Street tower.  Also, even if the Doon Street decision were to be quashed, 

it does not seem to me that that could cast doubt on the approach I have 
adopted in my reasoning.  

13.91 In addition, the Secretary of State considered the effect the Doon Street tower 

might have on the character and appearance of the Roupell Street 

Conservation Area.  While she agrees with the Inspector that there would be 

‘some detrimental impact to the setting’ of the Conservation Area, she 

concludes that it ‘would not be great’.  I have taken a slightly different 
approach, concluding that the robust character of the Conservation Area would 

not be diminished by the appearance of the proposed towers in views from it. 

Housing  

1 Blackfriars Road 6.94-114; 8.52-56; 10.17-21/34  

13.92 The proposal provides 96 dwellings – 64 market flats in the tower and 32 
intermediate affordable units in the Rennie Street building.  It would also, by 
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way of the section 106 obligation, contribute £15,620,000 towards affordable 

housing off-site, within the same Community Council area.  That would amount 

to at least 40 social-rented dwellings, and up to 45,A with the emphasis on 

family housing.  Taking the higher figure, the proposal would provide 141 

dwellings in total, of which 77 would be affordable.  That is 55% in an area 
where policy seeks 40% (or 39 of the 96 on-site flats).   

13.93 The application site is not allocated for housing.  The permitted office scheme 

has no housing in it.  The admissibility of the hotel use is what enables housing 

to be provided as well.  The site is within a Preferred Office Location, subject to 

Southwark Plan Policy 1.3.  The hotel is an acceptable exception to Policy 1.3 
in that it is a tourism use.B  The proposed housing brings Policy 4.4 into play, 

seeking that, in the CAZ, at least 40% of new dwellings are affordable, with a 

70:30 social rented : intermediate tenure split.C  The proposal offers a 58:42 

tenure split but I consider that a minor conflict with policy, insufficient to weigh 

significantly against it.  So, too, does LB Southwark.   

13.94 In the London Plan, the supporting text to Policy 3A.10D says that, in 

exceptional cases, consideration may be given to providing the required 

affordable housing off-site.  PPS3 also admits of off-site provision, as does the 

Southwark Plan.  Both the GLA and LB Southwark support the proposal.  In 

fact, it was the Mayor who first suggested partial off-site provision.  The main 
reasons for so doing are the economic difficulty in placing affordable dwellings 

in the higher levels of the tower (above the hotel), the potential amenity 

impact on residents of Rennie Court of putting more housing in the Rennie 

Street building (making it higher) and the relative inappropriateness of placing 

family housing in this particular location, at the junction of two of Southwark’s 

busiest roads. 

13.95 The proposal would help to meet an identified need for larger market units, 

even though some of those proposed are conspicuously large.  In fact, it may 

be the sheer size and relative market value of some that enables an affordable 

housing solution exceeding policy requirements.  The proposal also helps to 

address an apparent dearth of intermediate housing in the area.  In that 
context, and because I consider it inappropriate to assess this matter on the 

narrow basis of the application site alone, the proposal would help towards 

achieving a mixed and balanced community.  Indeed, it may be reasonable to 

look at the Community Council area, in which case the contribution made by 

the proposal to off-site family housing is another benefit of the scheme, one 
which likely could not have been achieved with a purely on-site solution. 

20 Blackfriars Road 7.77-80; 8.52-56

13.96 The proposal provides 286 dwellings.  Of those, 119 (41.6%E), all on-site, 

would be affordable.  The tenure split of the affordable housing is about 63:37 

social rented : intermediate (based on habitable rooms).F  The mix of dwelling 

types is acceptable to LB Southwark.  The combination of difficulties which 

 

 
A  LB Southwark says ‘at least 40’ but is content to accept the applicant’s estimate of 45 (in para. 8.55) 

when assessing the extent of what is proposed against what policy seeks. 
B  CD7/1, p. 31. 
C  CD7/1, p. 66. 
D  CD8/1, pp. 77-79. 
E  The applicant says 42%, LB Southwark 41%;  more accurately, it is 41.6%. 
F  There would be 67 social rented and 52 intermediate dwellings, a 56:44 split in unit terms.   
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occurs with No. 1 does not arise here.  Also, it must be remembered that the 

site is in a preferred office location.  Given that, I consider that the provision of 

286 dwellings, 42% of them affordable, in addition to over 28,000sqm gross 

office floorspace, outweighs the fact that the tenure split in the affordable 

housing does not match the policy requirement.  That is also LB Southwark’s 
conclusion.  In my opinion, what is proposed would contribute usefully to 

achieving a mixed and balanced community. 

Policy 

1 Blackfriars Road  

13.97 In fact, there is little to be addressed that has not already covered in relation 
to design and housing or has not been agreed at an earlier stage in the 

process by the applicant, LB Southwark and the Mayor.  The emerging policy 

of the new Mayor is at its earliest stages.  The Secretary of State gave little 

weight to Planning for a Better London in the Doon Street decision and there is 

no reason to give it more now.6.116  The Deputy Mayor’s letter to the inquiry 
overturns the considered position of the previous Mayor and seems to me to 

go against the established and adopted policy matrix against which the 

application should be assessed.6.117  The hotel use gains support from 

Southwark Plan Policy 1.3 – but the sky deck should be included with that as 

an obvious tourist attraction;6.118  both would help promote Southwark as a 
tourist destination.6.119/120  The site’s excellent public transport accessibility6.121 

is one of the factors making it appropriate for a tall building – but the proposal 

would also bring significant improvements to the pedestrian environment in 

the vicinity of the site.6.122   

20 Blackfriars Road  

13.98 Similarly, there is little more to be addressed.  All of the land uses are 
appropriate in this location – the Class A uses as well as office and residential 

uses.7.93  The proposal would bring substantial environmental improvements to 

routes near the site.7.94    

Summary 

13.99 I have concluded that none of the objections raised in evidence or written 
representations to the inquiry has been substantiated.  I have concluded that 

each of the proposals achieves no less than could be asked of it, particularly in 

terms of design excellence and housing provision.  In essence, I agree with the 

conclusions drawn by LB Southwark in its evidence to the inquiry.A 

 

 
A  In particular, as expressed in paras. 8.20-24, 8.35, 8.43, 8.51-53 and 8.61-69 above. 
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14 OVERALL CONCLUSION  

14.1 Although I regrouped them for the purposes of the inquiry, it is appropriate to 

summarize my conclusions in relation to the matters set out initially by the 

Secretary of State as those on which she particularly wished to be informed.  I 

can do so largely without differentiating between No. 1 and No. 20 – because 
there are so few matters affecting one but not the other.   

a) The appropriateness of a very tall building in this location and the extent to 
which the proposal is in accordance with the English Heritage/CABE Guidance 

on tall buildings which recommends that tall buildings are properly planned as 
part of an exercise in place-making informed by a clear long-term vision, 
rather than in an ad hoc, reactive, piecemeal manner. 

14.2 I have found that these sites are appropriate locations for tall buildings by 

virtue of the provisions of London Plan Policy 4B.9 and Southwark Plan Policy 

3.20.  The former promotes tall buildings where they would create attractive 

landmarks, help to provide a coherent location for economic clusters of related 
activities and/or act as a catalyst for regeneration and where they would be 

acceptable in terms of design and impact on surroundings.  The latter may 

approve tall buildings where they have excellent accessibility to public 

transport facilities and are located in the Central Activities Zone (particularly in 

Opportunity Areas) outside landmark viewing corridors;  they should make a 
positive contribution to the landscape, be located at a point of landmark 

significance, be of the highest architectural standard, relate well to their 

surroundings, particularly at street level, and contribute positively to the 

London skyline as a whole, consolidating a cluster within that skyline or 

providing a key focus in views.  Both proposals would achieve all of those 

things, without exception.   

14.3 The EH/CABE Guidance sets out 11 criteria for evaluation:  relationship to 

context, effect on the historic context, effect on World Heritage Sites, 

relationship to transport infrastructure, architectural quality, sustainable 

design and construction, credibility of design, contribution to public space and 

facilities, effect on the local environment, contribution to permeability of the 
site and surrounding area and the provision of a well-designed environment.  

They may be applied whether or not there is an appropriate policy matrix in 

place.  I have not found either proposal at all wanting on any of these (that on 

WHSs applying only to No. 20). 

14.4 I do not consider it important in locational policy terms that these, No. 1 in 
particular, would be ‘very tall’ buildings, as opposed to simply tall ones.  In any 

event, my assessment of the design quality of both schemes concludes that 

the proposals would be appropriate for their sites. 

b) Whether the proposal accords with her policies in Planning Policy Statement 1:  
Delivering Sustainable Development with regard to the promotion of high 
quality, inclusive design in terms of function and impact, and on whether the 
proposal takes the opportunities available for improving the character and 
quality of the area.  

14.5 In essence, the response on this matter is contained in that to matter a).  

PPS1 endorses the guidance in By Design, which applies to all urban 

developments, not just tall buildings, and with which the EH/CABE Guidance 
has a clear overlap.  The designs are of a very high standard and, as such, 

clearly take the opportunity available to improve the character and quality of 
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the area.  Both proposals are inclusive and beneficial in terms of the range of 

uses they offer – hotel, residential, tourism and modest Class A uses in No. 1;  

residential, office, and modest Class A and community uses in No. 20.  

14.6 I must also say that, having seen buildings by both architects as part of my 

site visits, I am utterly confident that what has been presented on paper can 
and would, if planning permission were granted, be translated into built 

architecture of the very highest quality.  

c) Whether the proposal accords with her policies in Planning Policy Statement 3:  
Housing, particularly those on affordable housing and whether the proposals 
meet the housing requirements of the whole community, create mixed 
communities and a more sustainable pattern of development and promote 
good design. 

14.7 The site of No. 1 would not provide housing at all were it not that the proposed 

hotel use satisfies Southwark Plan Policy 1.3.  From the starting point that 

market flats are to be provided on the floors above the hotel, the proposal 
does more than can be expected of it in terms of affordable housing provision.  

Of the 96 flats on-site, 32 would be intermediate affordable units.  In addition, 

a contribution by way of a section 106 obligation would enable a further 45 

affordable dwellings on a site in the same Community Council area, with the 

emphasis on family housing.  Large market dwellings and intermediate 
affordable dwellings are needed in the area, so the proposal would contribute 

towards a more mixed and balanced community.  The proposal for No. 20 

provides an appropriate mix of housing on-site – 119 out of 286 flats would be 

affordable.  By virtue of the sites’ location, both proposals would also 

contribute to a more sustainable pattern of development and, in its broadest 

sense, good design. 

d) Whether the proposed development accords with the relevant provisions of 
Southwark Council’s Unitary Development Plan adopted in July 2007. 

14.8 The proposals would satisfy all of the Southwark Plan policies identified in 

Section 3 of this report.  The offices in the scheme for No. 20 accord with 

Policy 1.3, which also allows the tourist uses in No. 1 as an exception in a 
preferred office location.  The Class A uses satisfy Policy 1.7 because both sites 

are within a District Centre.  The hotel and sky deck of No. 1 are appropriate 

new uses under Policy 1.11.  The quality of both designs satisfies Policies 3.1-

3.5, 3.12-3.15 and 3.18.  The location and design of the towers is acceptable 

in terms of Policies 3.20-3.22.  The quality, mix, affordability and accessibility 
of the housing satisfies Policies 4.2-4.5 with the exception, a minor one in my 

opinion, of tenure mix.  And the proposals do all that could be asked of them 

in relation to the Bankside and Borough Action Area under Policy 7.4. 

e) Whether the proposed development accords with the relevant provisions of the 
London Plan – Spatial Development Strategy for Greater London (consolidated 
with alterations since 2004). 

14.9 The proposals would also satisfy all of the London Plan policies identified in 

Section 3 of this report.  The fact that there would be housing at all on the site 

of No. 1 contributes to Policies 3A.1-3A.3 while the affordable housing in both 

proposals matches what could be sought under Policies 3A.9 and 3A.10, with 

the exception in both of tenure mix, though I find that acceptable in the 
circumstances.  The hotel and sky deck in No. 1 would contribute to the 

development of the tourism industry (Policy 3B.9) and improve employment 
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opportunities6.120 (Policy 3B.11).  The offices in No. 20 would obviously provide 

employment.  Both sites are well located for transport facilities (Policies 3C.1 

and 3C.2) and the design of both schemes would satisfy Policies 3C.21-3C.23 

on walking, cycling and parking.  Both are exemplary in their approach to 

climate change and energy efficiency (Policies 4A.1-4A.11) and design 
principles (Policies 4B.1-4B.3, 4B.5 and 4B.8).  More specifically, both designs 

meet the requirements of Policies 4B.9 (tall buildings), 4B.10 (large-scale 

buildings), 4B.11 and 4B.12 (heritage protection and conservation), 4B.14 

(World Heritage Sites) (No. 20 only) and 4B.17 and 4B.18 (view 

management).  The sites are within the Central Activities Zone (Policy 5G.2) 
and seem all but certain to be within the refined boundary for the Bankside 

and Borough Opportunity Area (Policy 5D.2), the former being the more 

important in assessing the appropriateness of the sites for tall buildings. 

f) Whether any permission should be subject to conditions and, if so, the form 
they should take. 

14.10 I set out in Annex C below the conditions to which I consider any planning 

permissions should be subject.  The conditions originally suggested for each 

proposal by the applicants and LB Southwark were either adapted or explained 

as a result of comments and queries put in writing by me during the inquiry.  

As a result, further explanation requires only modest footnotes.A 

g) Any other relevant material considerations. 

14.11 The section 106 agreements are a relevant material consideration.  The 

agreement for No. 1 secures, amongst other things:  provision of 32 on-site 

affordable flats;  the sum of £15,620,000 towards the provision of off-site 

affordable housing;  highway works in Stamford Street, Blackfriars Road, 

Rennie Street and Upper Ground;  a travel plan;  and public access to the 
Plaza and to the Sky Deck.  The agreement for No. 20 secures, amongst other 

things:  the provision of 119 affordable housing units on-site;  highway 

improvement works in Blackfriars Road, Stamford Street and Paris Garden;  a 

travel plan and car club;  public access to the open space within the site;  

£600,000 towards community development works reasonably related to the 
proposal;  a community centre;  and improvements to Christ Church Garden to 

the value of at least £190,000. 

14.12 I consider that of both obligations follow the guidance in Circular 05/2005.  I 

could not have recommended in favour of the applications without them. 

14.13 It is also worth saying that, given the proximity of the site of No. 20 to the 
boundary between Southwark and Lambeth, and the facilities in Lambeth that 

would probably be used by residents, there would be considerable merit, as 

accepted by LB Southwark,8.63; B in discussions between the two Borough 

Councils on whether certain obligation monies received by LB Southwark could 

usefully and sensibly be spent on improving facilities within Lambeth.   

 
 
A  See CD/25/A (Section 9), ID/1, BE/12, BE/13/A & B, BL/12 and BL13/A, B & C. 
B  This was a point of particular concern to WCDG (para. 10.35) and mentioned by LB Lambeth in 

offering no objection to the proposals (para. 11.6). 
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15 RECOMMENDATIONS  

 

APP/A5840/V/08/1202839 – 1 Blackfriars Road  

15.1 I recommend that planning permission be granted subject to the conditions set 

out in Annex C to this report. 

 

APP/A5840/V/08/1203024 – 20 Blackfriars Road  

15.2 I recommend that planning permission be granted subject to the conditions set 

out in Annex C to this report. 

 

John L Gray 
Inspector 
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