Woolwich & Thamesmead Area Planning
Committee
Agenda
Place

To Be Held Remotely

Date

Tuesday, 23 March 2021

Time

6:30 PM
This meeting is viewable by the press and public on the Council’s
Youtube Channel.

Councillors
Stephen Brain (Chair)
Gary Dillon
David Gardner
Averil Lekau
Clive Mardner
Dominic Mbang
Vacancy
Nigel Fletcher
John Hills

Labour
Labour
Labour
Labour
Labour
Labour
Labour
Conservative
Conservative

Members are reminded that officer contacts are shown at the end of each
report and they are welcome to raise questions in advance with the
appropriate officer. This does not prevent further questioning at the meeting.
If you require further information about this meeting please contact the
Corporate Governance Officer:
Nassir Ali
Telephone: 020 8921 4350
Email: corporate-governance@royalgreenwich.gov.uk
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Agenda
Apologies for Absence
To receive apologies from Members of the Committee
Urgent business
The Chair to announce any items of urgent business circulated
separately from the main agenda.
Declarations of Interest report
Members to declare any personal and financial interests in items
on the agenda. Attention is drawn to the Council’s
Constitution, the Council’s Code of Conduct, and associated
advice.
Minute of previous meetings
Members are requested to confirm as an accurate record
the Minutes of the meeting held 23 November 2020 and 26
January 2021.
No motion or discussion may take place upon the Minutes
except as to their accuracy, and any question on this point
will be determined by a majority of the Members of the
body attending who were present when the matter in
question was decided. Once confirmed, with or without
amendment, the person presiding will sign the Minutes.
The Stables - East wing, Charlton House, Charlton
Road, Greenwich, London SE7 8RE - Ref: 20/3357/F &
20/3358/L
Ward: Charlton
The Committee is requested to grant Full Planning
Permission and Listed Building consent for a change of
use of the East Wing of The Stables from Carers' Centre to
Children's Day - full description set out within the officers.
report.
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36 Riverdale Road, Plumstead, London, SE18 1NZ – Ref:
20/3775/F
Ward: Plumstead
The Committee is requested to grant full planning
permission for the retrospective application for use of the
building as an HMO of up to 6 persons (Class C4) - full
description set out within the officers' report.
Schoolhouse Education, 42 Combwell Crescent, Abbey
Wood, SE2 9LZ – Ref: 20/3891/F
Ward: Abbey Wood
The Committee is requested to grant full planning
permission for the construction of a new 2-Storey Side
Extension to replace the existing attached outbuilding - full
description set out within the officer's report.

Date of Issue
Monday, 15
March 2021

Debbie Warren
Chief Executive
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Remote Meetings
This meeting will be conducted remotely in accordance with the Coronavirus
Act 2020 and related regulations.
This meeting will be viewable live, and for one year afterwards, on the
Council’s Youtube Channel: https://www.youtube.com/user/royalgreenwich
Those who have agreed to participate in the meeting have deemed to have
consented to being recorded, and to the public use of the recording.
If you have any queries regarding the recording of meetings, please email the
Corporate Governance Manager at corporategovernance@royalgreenwich.gov.uk
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AREA PLANNING COMMITTEES
PUBLIC INFORMATION
Area Planning Committees are meetings in public, not public meetings.
This meeting is being streamed live on the Council’s YouTube Channel and a
recording of this meeting will be available to view for one year after this
meeting.
New emergency Regulations have been introduced to enable local
authorities to hold virtual remote meetings. To ensure the smooth running
of these virtual meetings, some of the Council’s procedures have been
amended in accordance with emergency powers.
The following additional procedure rules will apply to meetings of the
Planning Board, which will all be held via the online Zoom facility.
Only those members of the public who have registered to speak at the
meeting 2 working days before the meeting, will be provided with a link to
participate in the meeting.
· During the meeting, all participants will be in control of their own
microphone on Zoom.
· The microphone should be set to mute at all times until the Chairperson
invites you to address the Committee
· Any member of the Planning Board who wishes to ask questions to an
officer or to a speaker who has verbally addressed the Planning Board, or to
speak during the discussion part of the meeting, should do so by raising the
thumbs up icon on Zoom. Please be patient, the Chairperson will be aware
you wish to speak and will come to you in due course.
Each speaker will have two, or more, minutes each to speak (at the
Chairperson’s discretion). Members of the Planning Board will then have the
opportunity to address questions to the speaker, after which the speaker’s
participation in the meeting will end.
· The ‘chat’ function on Zoom will be disabled in the interests of
transparency.
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The Chairperson will have complete discretion of the procedure to be
adopted for the meeting and the order in which those entitled to address
the Planning Board are permitted to make his or her submissions.
If you have activated the raised hand function while speaking, please
remember to switch it off once you have finished your submission.
· If the Chairperson needs to adjourn the meeting, she /he will announce the
time of adjournment and indicate when the meeting will be reconvened, and
all participants should stay in the meeting until the meeting has ended.
Any member of the Planning Board who loses visual or audio connection
during the virtual meeting must notify the Chair before any voting takes
place and the loss of connectivity will be recorded within the minutes of the
meeting.
Voting on any agenda item will take place by the Chair asking each member
of the Planning Board on how they wish to vote.

Terms of Reference
The Area Planning Committees have delegated powers to take decisions on
matters within their Terms of Reference as published in the Council’s
Constitution.
Areas
The three Area Planning Committees (APC) deal with matters relating to the
following Wards:
Eltham & Kidbrooke APC covers: Coldharbour & New Eltham,
Eltham North, Eltham South, Eltham West, Kidbrooke with Hornfair,
Middle Park & Sutcliffe, and Shooters Hill.
Greenwich APC covers: Blackheath Westcombe, Greenwich West,
and Peninsula.
Woolwich & Thamesmead APC covers: Abbey Wood,
Charlton, Glyndon, Plumstead, Thamesmead Moorings,
Woolwich Common and Woolwich Riverside.
Determining planning applications
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When determining planning applications and related matters Officers and
Councillors must adhere to important principles set out in legislation and
Central Government Guidance.
Applications shall be determined in accordance with the Development Plan
unless material considerations indicate otherwise. (Section 38A, Planning and
Compulsory Purchase Act, 2004). The development plan comprises the Royal
Greenwich Local Plan: Core Strategy with Detailed Policies 2014 and the
Spatial Development Strategy for Greater London.
The Key Principles of which are:
• If there are other material considerations, the Core Strategy is the starting
point and other considerations weighed up against it.
• Where the Core Strategy is not relevant or there are policy conflicts, the
application must be treated on its merits.
Material Planning Considerations include;
• Statutory provisions contained in Planning Acts and Statutory
Regulations and Planning Case Law.
• Central Government planning policy and advice as contained in
Circulars, The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and
National Planning Policy Guidance (NPPG).
• Planning Briefs and other Supplementary Planning Guidance, e.g. Home
Extension Guidelines.
• Site specific issues such as availability of infrastructure, density, car
parking.
• Environmental effects such as effect on light, noise, overlooking,
effect on the street scene.
• The need to preserve or enhance the Special Character or appearance
of Conservation Areas and protect Listed Buildings.
• Previous planning decisions, including appeals.
• Desire to retain and promote certain uses.
Matters that must not be taken into account when determining
planning applications include
•
•
•
•

Moral and religious issues.
Unfair competition.
Breach of private covenants or other property rights.
Devaluation of property.
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• Protection of a private view.
• Identity of an applicant or occupier.
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LEAD OFFICERS
Victoria Geoghegan
Beth Lancaster
Neil Willey
Alex Smith
Eleanor Penn
Ross Fletcher
Committee Clerk

Assistant Director (Planning and Building Control)
Major Developments Manager - Major Projects
Area Development Manager West
Area Development Manager East
Legal Adviser – Planning
Legal Adviser – Planning
Corporate Governance Officer - as per the agenda
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The Procedure for considering Applications
The conduct of the meeting is at the discretion of the Chair. According to the
number of items to be considered, the Chair will strictly control the time for
speakers wishing to address the Committee.
Any additional material (i.e. photographs, dioramas’ etc.) not previously
submitted to Planning Officers that you wish to draw to the attention of the
Board / Committee must be submitted no less than two working days before
the meeting to the Corporate Governance Officer at corporategovernance@royalgreenwich.gov.uk .
Any documentation received after this deadline, including at the meeting, will
not be accepted. This deadline is to allow sufficient time to scrutinise any
additional information and for it to be presented to Members.
At the start of the meeting the Chair will summarise the procedure to be
followed and announce that anyone wishing to address the Committee should
give the Corporate Governance Officer their names, as if they are not
included on the list they will not be permitted to speak.
1 Council Officers will introduce each item, outlining Officers’
recommendations on the matter, and answer any questions from the
Committee. The Chair will then invite members of the public on the list to
come to the table and address the Committee.
2. Both objectors to and supporters off an application, including amenity
societies will be invited to address the Committee. The Chair has
indicated that the following times will generally be allocated to speakers
on any one application. The Chair may vary the time available, e.g. where
there is a significant number of speakers or where there is a repetition or
non-planning matters are being raised.
• Individuals – up to two minutes each
• Organised groups – up to four minutes each
• Elected representatives (MPs and Councillors) – up to five minutes
each
• Applicant – up to 10 minutes
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3. Comments should be confined to planning matters and the public will be
advised to include everything they wish to say in one contribution, as
normally no further opportunity will arise. It must be noted that only
relevant planning considerations can be taken into account when
considering planning applications (see ‘determining planning applications’
for details).
4. Members of the Committee may wish to ask questions. The speaker
should return to the public seating area. There will be no further input
or interruption from members of the public.
5. The Applicant and or their representatives will be invited to address
the Committee, once all other parties have spoken, in order to
respond to any points raised by previous speakers or Members.
6. The public will be able to listen to the Councillors’ discussing the
item and coming to a decision. The Chair will then announce the
decision.
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WOOLWICH AND THAMESMEAD AREA PLANNING
COMMITTEE
TITLE
Declarations of Interests
DECISION CLASSIFICATION
Non-key

1.

ITEM NO
3

WARD(S)
All
FINAL DECISION
To be made at this meeting on the
recommendations in this report

Decisions Required
The Planning Board is requested to:

1.1

Note the list of Councillors’ memberships (as Council appointed
representatives) on outside bodies, joint committees and school governing
bodies.

1.2

Request that Members orally declare any personal or financial interests,
including those detailed, in specific items listed on the agenda as they relate to
matters under discussion.

2.

Members’ Interests

2.1

Appended to this report is a list of the outside bodies, joint committees and
school governing bodies that each member has been appointed to by the
Council or the Leader. The list does not include bodies with which a
Member is involved in a personal or private capacity.

2.2

Personal interests
A Member has a personal interest where any business is likely to affect:
(a)

them, or

(b)

a relevant person or a relevant body (where the Member is aware that
they have the interest);

more than a majority of those in the ward you represent.

ITEM NO: 3
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A relevant person is defined as the member’s spouse or civil partner, a
person who they are living with as husband and wife or as civil partners, or a
person with whom they have a close association.1
A relevant body is defined as (a) any organisation, school governing body or
outside committee or trust which they have been appointed to by the Royal
Borough or by the Leader, or (b) any other voluntary organisation, school
governing body or commercial organisation where you are a management
committee member, school governor, trustee or director.
2.3

Members must declare the existence and nature of any personal interest at
the start of the meeting, or when the interest becomes apparent. Members
must say which item their interest relates to.

2.4

A Member who has a personal interest may stay, speak and vote, except
where the business:

2.5

(a)

affects the financial position of the Member or any person or body
described in paragraph 2.2 above, or

(b)

relates to an interest that would be affected financially or relates to the
determining to any approval, consent, licence, permission or
registration in relation to the Member or any person or body described
in paragraph 2.2 above

Financial Interests
A Member has a financial interest where any business relates to or is likely to
affect an interest set out in paragraph 18 of the Code of Conduct, and which
is the Member’s interest or the interest of a person described in paragraph
2.2(a) above.

2.6

Members must declare the existence and nature of any financial interest at
the start of the meeting, or when the interest becomes apparent. Members
must say which item their interest relates to.

2.7

A Member who has a financial interest must leave the meeting, but may
attend to make representations, answer questions or give evidence relating to
the business, provided that the public are also allowed to attend the meeting
for the same purpose, and provided they leave the meeting immediately after
doing so. The Member must not participate in the discussion nor the vote.
General

1

See the guidance in Annex 1of the Code of Conduct

ITEM NO: 3
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2.8

The Code also requires Members to declare interests in relation to relevant
bodies for six months after ceasing from being a member and take the
appropriate action in relation to financial interests.

Background Papers
Agenda and Minutes of the Annual Meeting of the Council – 13 May 2020
Report Author:
Tel:
Email:

Jean Riddler - Committee Services Officer
020 8921 5857
jean.riddler@royalgreenwich.gov.uk

Reporting to:
Tel:
Email:

Anthony Soyinka – Committee Services Manager
020 8921 2230
gurdeep.sehmi@royalgreenwich.gov.uk

ITEM NO: 3
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Councillor
Brain
Brain
Brain
Dillon
Dillon
Dillon
Fletcher, N
Gardner
Gardner
Gardner
Gardner
Hills
Hyland
Hyland
Hyland
Lekau
Mardner
Mardner
Mbang
Mbang
Mbang
Mbang
Mbang

Organisation
DG Cities Limited
Greenwich Millennium Village Management Ltd
Greenwich Services Solutions
Greenwich Housing Rights
Greenwich Services Plus
Greenwich Wildlife Advisory Group
Greenwich Theatre Board
Edmund Godson Charity
LGA General Assembly
Walpole Estate Management Board
Woolwich and Plumstead Relief in Sickness Fund
Overview & Scrutiny Joint Health Committee
Greenwich Enterprise Board
Greenwich Leisure Ltd
Woolwich Creative District Trust
Environmental Protection UK
Greater London Forum for Older People
New Charlton Community Centre
Overview & Scrutiny Joint Health Committee
Town Twinning Association Executive Committee
Walpole Estate Management Board

Role
Member
Deputy
Member
Member
Member
Member
Member
Member
Member
Member
Member
Deputy
Member
Member
Member
Member

Governorship

Thorntree Primary School

Thorntree Primary School

Greenacres Primary School

Abbey Wood Nursery School
St Pauls Academy
Member
Member
Deputy
Deputy
Member
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ROYAL BOROUGH OF GREENWICH
WOOLWICH AND THAMESMEAD AREA PLANNING COMMITTEE
24 NOVEMBER 2020 AT 6.30PM
MINUTE
PRESENT:
Members:
Councillor Stephen Brain (Chair); Councillors Linda Perks, Garry Dillon, David
Gardner, Averil Lekau, Clive Mardner, Dominic Mbang and John Hills
Officers:
Assistant Director Planning & Building Control, Area Planning Manager (West),
Planning Officers, and Committee Services Officers x 2
At the commencement of the meeting (conducted remotely) the Chair announced
the procedure which the Meeting of the Area Planning Committee would follow for
considering the item(s) before the Committee. The Chair confirmed the names of
members of the public who had registered to speak on the item(s) and clarified that
only those members of the public who had registered to speak, in advance, had
been provided with a link to participate in the meeting.
Item
No.
1.

Apologies for Absence
Apologies for absence were received for Councillor Nigel Fletcher.

2.

Urgent Business
The Planning Board noted and accepted the Planning Officers’ addendum
report, circulated in advance of the meeting, in relation to,
Item 5 – 89 Conway Road, Plumstead, London SE18 – Ref: 2-/2568/F.

3.

Declarations of Interest
1

Page 19

Councillor Garry Dillon made a personal declaration that the applicant for
Item 4 (64 Plumstead High Street) was a family friend and as such he would
withdrawn from the meeting for the entirety of the application.
Resolved –
1) That the list of Councillors’ memberships as Council appointed
representatives on outside bodies, joint committees and school governing
bodies be noted.
2) That Councillor Dillon’s declaration be noted.
4.

64 Plumstead High Street, Plumstead, SE18 – Ref: 20/0925/F
Councillor Garry Dillon, having made a personal declaration that the
applicant for this proposal was a family friend, and withdrew from the
meeting for the entirety of this item.
The Planning Officer gave an illustrative presentation of the application and
responded to Members questions that the proposal would be entirely brick.
The proportion of the windows had been amended with one inset and
improved surrounding brickwork, to better reflect the original building
design. The upper floor residents’ windows would be fitted with obscured
glazing to the lower 1.7 metres to prevent overlooking.
The Planning Officer confirmed that 3 floors was the prevailing hight for the
area. The mansard created a hight uplift of 1.4 metres on the existing
building ,which was able be set back and would not be visible from the public
realm. The submitted daylight/sunlight demonstrated an acceptable level with
two neighbouring windows, which were non-habitable rooms, be slightly
impacted.
A representative for Positive Plumstead advise that the stone entrance
archway had been damaged to allow vehicle access and it was requested that
it be conditioned that the stonework be correctly re-instated. There was
concern at the repeating pattern of applicants securing planning consent then
seeking amendment to increase the density and questioned if it was
appropriate to grant consent. The Juliet balconies would overlook brick
walls as there were no open spaces or greening proposed. Would the
existing homes, on site, have access to the parking spaces or permits? There
was concern as to adequate access for services, including the Fire brigade. It
2
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was felt that the additional story would impact the appearance of the rear
area of the development.
In response to Members questions the Positive Plumstead representative
believed that as the entrance way had been damaged, for which evidence was
held, to allow access for deliveries it was reasonable to assume that larger
vehicles, such as fire engines, would not be able to gain access, once the
archway was restored. In addition, there was a locked gate to the site.
The Planning Officer advised that any future habitants of the two additional
units would be prohibited from applying for parking permits or use of the any
of the onsite parking spaces. The Planning Enforcement team would need to
investigate and advise on any remedial actions in respect of any damage to the
entrance archway. There was no increase in the building footprint or change
to the site access from the previously agreed application.
A Member specifically sought clarification as to the Planning Committees
position of granting consent if they were aware that emergency vehicles
would have difficulty entering or turning on site.
The Planning Officer clarified that Planning Officers considered the units were
situated close to the High Street and access for emergency services would
not be prohibitive. Further, Building Control would consider this aspect and
could refuse to permit construction if there was an issue with no satisfactory
resolution. The Area Planning Manager (West) added that the previously
approved application was at an advanced stage and the applicant would have
been in discussions with Building Control.
The applicant’s agent addressed the Planning Board advising the fire strategy
had been approved by the fire brigade and submitted to building control. The
development also had an internal sprinkler system and fire hydrant within the
curtilage. The stone entrance archway façade was currently under
restoration by a specialist contractor and the scaffolding would be removed
in the next two weeks. The footprint had not been changed as the
application before Members was seeking agreement for an additional floor
which would be the set- back up to 10 metres and would not be visible from
the high street. The application would replace the missing Edwardian floor
with a modern piece of architecture and a nice addition to the high street.
In response to Members questions the applicant’s agent advised that the
additional element was sought to improve the viability of the development.
The site was originally an industrial compound with more building, which had
been demolished over time. In respect of greening the garden was approved
3
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as part of the original application. The additional units would be of a flat roof
construction. That the developer was in negotiations with the Royal Borough
of Greenwich to make all the units available to them for rent.
NB – Councillor Marder lost zoom connection for 1 minute.
The applicant’s agent responded to Member that a solar panel system was
approved as part of the initial application but had not been implemented
however, further calculations could be undertaken as to the best option to
implement, if required. The units being proposed, whilst being of a size to
accommodate a wheelchair were on the top floor with stair access only,
though the fitting of a stair lift could be considered.
The Planning Officer clarified that, as the development was less than 10 new
dwellings policy and did not require the fitting of solar panels be conditioned.
Members considered the application before them.
A Member noted that whilst policy may not require it, renewable energy
would be good for the residents, the developer and the environment and
should be promoted. Accessibility may not be a legal requirement but
equality of accessibility for all residents should be promoted.
A Member consider that the proposal had its merits though 3 bed units were
more of a premium than 1 and 2 bed’s. They were reluctant to go against the
Conservation Officers advice, as set out in the report, in respect of the
mansard roof. They were concerned that the proposal may set a hight
precedent for the area.
A Member felt that the Board was considerably constrained by the
development having planning consent, as the Board was considering the
additional top floor only. That the Positive Plumstead representative had
made important comments, but they mainly related to the approved
development. The development may improve the look of the rear of the
building and accepted that disability access was not a material planning
requirement. They were concerned at the high level of density for the
footprint and expressed disappointed that the applicant had come back for ‘a
second bit of the cherry’, which was echoed by other Members.
A Member was minded to support the application as the upper floor was to
be brought back from the High Street and the original façade would not be
impacted by the proposal.

4
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A Member encouraged the developer to consider the Conservation Officers
comments on the mansard roof and make whatever improvements they
could do on that aspect.
A Member felt that the area had suffered from blight and the preservation
and improvement of the façade and removal of scaffolding would improve the
area.
Before moving to the vote, the Chair sought confirmation from Councillor
Mardner as to the level of information he had missed. Councillor Mardner
confirmed that he had heard the response and it had impacted his
understanding of the debate. The chair considered that he could participate
in the vote.
On behalf of and at the request of the Chair the Clerk sought confirmation
from all Members’ that they had maintained zoom connection to the meeting
for the entirety of the presentation and discussion on this item. Other than
Councillor Mardner, no Member indicated that they had experienced any loss
of connectivity.
The Planning Officers recommendation to approve the application was put to
the vote with 5 Members’ in favour, 1 against and 0 abstentions.
Resolved –
Thar Full Planning Permission for Ref: 20/0925/F be granted for the
Construction of a mansard roof extension to facilitate the creation of two
residential units (1 x 1-bed, 1 x 2-bed*), together with the provision of front
and rear roof terraces and alterations to the fenestration detailing, materials
palette and internal layout of the mixed-use redevelopment of the site
approved under planning reference 17/1285/F dated 27/06/2017.
* NOTE – A correction to the above description of development was made within
the presentation to members, both within the slides presented and verbally by the
planning officer. This identified that the proposal was for the creation of two
residential units, which consisted of 2 x 2-bed units and not the mix noted in the
description above.

That consent be Granted subject,
i. To the conditions in appendix 2, to be detailed in the notice of
determination; and
5
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ii.

5.

To authorisation of the Assistant Director of Planning & Building Control
to make any minor changes to the detailed wording of the
recommended conditions as set out in this report and its addendums,
where the Assistant Director of Planning & Building Control considers it
appropriate, before issuing the decision notice.

89 Conway Road, Plumstead, London, SE18 1AS – Ref: 20/2568/F
As part of the illustrative presentation of the application the Planning Officer
drew members attention to their addendum, report circulated in advance of
the meeting.
The Chair confirmed the Planning Officers comments, made as part of their
presentation, that the Planning Board that the application was fully compliant
with current Council Planning Regulations and any proposed of future policy
amendments, not yet adopted, could not be considered.
In response to a Members enquiry regarding egress from the 1st floor in case
of a fire, the Planning Officer confirmed that there were exits via the front
door and rear kitchen area, which was standard to a two story dwelling. He
also advised that this was not a planning consideration.
The Area Planning Manager (West) advised that the HMO fire strategy was
not consideration at the planning stage and re-iterated that this was not a
material planning consideration. He noted that the upper floor of a house
could, similarly, be occupied by four people in a single household.
The Planning Officer accepted a Members concern that it would not be
possible to maintain social distancing in the shared Kitchen and living room
but advised that this was not a material planning consideration. He advised
That, other than the installation of cycle parking provision, no changes to the
external aspect of the site were propose. The number and type of refuse
bins were secured by condition at the request and guidance of the Councils
Waste Department as appropriate for an HMO.
A number of Members considered the number of bins was excessive and
would negatively impact the front area of the house as viewed both externally
and internally. Guidance was sought as to whether it was possible to change
the number of bins conditioned, to which the Planning Officer confirmed that
it should be possible.
In respect of the Bedroom size assessment Tables 1 and 3, the Planning
Officer clarified that Table 3 was used for planning purposes taking into
6
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account the minimum size requirement for the kitchen and living space within
a HMO and did not take account of the relationship of the residents i.e.
students from the same university. Whereas, Table 1 was used by licensing
and did not take account of both living space and kitchen, however it took
account of the proposed relationship of potential habitants.
The Chair cautioned Members that there was a requirement on Planning
Board to separate policy from desire and policy stated the development was
(room size) acceptable under HMO’s terms.
The Planning Board accepted an address from the Positive Plumstead Project
representative who noted that each room was expected to be occupied by
one person with insufficient internal living spaces and amenities resulting in
residents having to que to use the bathroom or kitchen and offered no area
of retreat. The external amenities were limited, as the kitchen extension
impacted on the rear external area limiting the space for dry clothes and,
whilst there was a small green area nearby, there was no garden provision.
The need for housing was understood but the application offered bedsits not
quality accommodation, was an overdevelopment of a small terrace house
with a 100% increase in residents. It would not be a beneficial home for the
residents, either neighbouring or living within the development. If the
Councils policy indicated that this was an acceptable way for people to live, it
needed to be urgently re-assessed.
The Planning Board accepted an address from Councillor Matthew Morrow
who accepted that the Planning Law and guidance directed limited the
Planning Committee’s decision. He expressed concern at the increasing loss
of family accommodation in the Borough to those seeking them to use only
as a planning opportunity. He believed that there were reasons to refuse
consent on the basis of parking as there was no requirement on occupants
not buy or use a car. Careful consideration was needed as to method used
for assessing the appropriate level of communal living space as there was no
controls as to the relationship of occupants. As a number of HMO landlords
were not seeking to be licensed Councill Officers were working though
backlogs and urged the Committee to refuse the application, if possible.
The applicant addressed the Planning Committee advising that smoke
detectors would be fitted in every toom with emergency lighting, directing to
the exits, on both ground and first floor. The lounge met the size
requirement for HMO’s and the kitchen exceeded the standards. No
planting existed to the outside area when purchased and a minimum of three
240Ltr bins, in the front gardens, was standard for the street. The property
was within a Controlled Parking Zone (CPZ), which would control the
7
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number of cars in the area, and was located close to bus stops and the DLR.
A washing machine and tumble dryer was provided for resident’s use. There
would be one on-suite room, one large bathroom with toilet and a separate
toilet and separate shower room on the ground floor.
In response to Members questions as to whether consideration had been
given to reducing the application to a 4 person rather than 5 person, the
applicant advised that the application was amended to create the lounge area
adjoining to the kitchen. He confirmed that it was a four bed house with the
large bedroom being been split into two 1 person rooms.
The Area Planning Manager (West) clarified that if the large bedroom was
reinstated it would then become a 2 person room which would still result in
a 5 person habitation proposal.
The Planning Officer responded to and clarified for Members that there was
no saturation policy that could be applied in respect of the number of HMO’s
in a specific area. That each application had to be considered on its own
merit.
In determining the application
A Member commented that they did not like the application, the that room
would be tiny.
A Member expressed concern at the continued loss of family homes,
particularly in areas close to the Elizabeth Line and was concern that more
would disappear. Whilst accepting there were occasions were the sacrifice
of a large home to provide a quality HMO conversion was valid, in this case
they did not feel the quality of the proposal was a good balance against the
loss.
A Member noted paragraph 11.3 of the report and felt that the application
fell short of policy requirement as the proposal would not provide poor
quality and in-sufficient internal living space. The amenities to be provided
may be appropriate but were not of a good quality standard .
A Member concurred with the comments given by other Members and
expressed that the proposal was not one they would like to live in but
accepted that there were insufficient planning grounds to refuse the
application.

8

Page 26

The Assistant Director, Planning and Building Control clarified that, whilst
Members could consider the quality of the HMO that was no policy
protecting the loss of single family homes.
Cllr Gardner propose an amendment to Condition 4, in respect of the large
number of refuse bins being proposed, as a minimum, not being in line with
the Council policy of minimising waste and promoting recycling, that the
development may provide a minimum of 1 x 240L Black Bin, 1 x 240L
blue Bin and 1 x 140L green bin and more, if it was considered necessary..
Councillor Perks seconded the proposed amendment and was agreed with 5
Members voting in support , 2 against and 1 abstention.
On behalf of and at the request of the Chair the Clerk sought confirmation
from all Members’ that they had maintained zoom connection to the meeting
for the entirety of the presentation and discussion on this item. No Member
indicated that they had experienced any loss of connectivity.
The Planning Officers recommendation to approve the application was put to
the vote with 6 Members’ in favour, 1 against and 1 abstention.
The Chair made a statement for the minute that he did not like the
application and believed that none of the Committee did. That he would be
happy to throw this one out but could not do so as there were not
appropriate policies to support this. He hoped that, at some stage in the
further, the Council would have stronger policies on the quality of HMP
accommodation, density of areas and protection for the loss of family
accommodation. That, since taking the Chair of Planning, this was his least
popular or favoured decision, but the Committee was constrained by policy.
Resolved –
That full planning permission be granted for the change of use
from dwellinghouse (C3) to 5-bedroom HMO (Class C4) and other
associated external alterations (Revised Description).
That consent be granted subject to,
i. The conditions in appendix 2 of the main report (as amended below) and
addendum report, to be detailed in the notice of determination.
ii. That appendix 2, Condition 4 be amended, as follows,
a) Prior to the commencement of the use, the layout and details of
the refuse storage, recycling facilities and refuse collection
9

Page 27

iii.

associated with the use hereby approved shall be submitted to, and
approved in writing by, the Local Planning Authority. The applicant
shall investigate, in liaison with the Council’s Waste Services
Department, whether the development may provide a minimum of
1 x 240L Black Bin, 1 x 240L blue Bin and 1 x 140L green bin.
b) The storage and recycling facilities shall in all respects be
constructed in accordance with the approved details prior to the
occupation of the development and maintained for the lifetime of
the development.
The authorisation of the Assistant Director of Planning & Building
Control to make any minor change to the detailed working of the
recommended conditions, as set out in the report and its addendums,
where the Assistant Director of Planning & Building Control considers it
appropriate, before issuing the decision notice.

The meeting closed at 08.50pm
___________________________
Chair
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ROYAL BOROUGH OF GREENWICH
WOOLWICH & THAMESMEAD AREA PLANNING COMMITTEE
TUESDAY 26 JANUARY 2021 AT 6.30 PM
MINUTES

PRESENT:
Members:
Councillor Stephen Brain (Chair), Councillors Gary Dillon, David Gardner,
Dominic Mbang (from Item 3), Linda Perks and John Hills
Officers
Assistant Director Planning and Building Control, Area Planning Manager East,
Senior Planning Officer, Planning Officer x 2, and Committee Services Officer
Other Councillors in Attendance
Councillor Ivis Williams
At the commencement of the meeting, the Chair announced the procedure which
would be followed for considering planning applications.
Item
No.
1

Apologies for Absence
Apologies for absence were received from Councillors Averil Lekau,
Clive Mardner and Nigel Fletcher.

2

Urgent Business
There was no urgent business.

3

Declarations of Interest
1
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Resolved –
That the list of Councillors’ memberships as Council appointed
representatives on outside bodies, joint committees and school governing
bodies be noted.
4

Minutes
Resolved –
That the minutes of the meetings of the Woolwich and Thamesmead Area
Planning Committee held on 12 November and 16 December 2020, and the
minutes of the joint meeting of the Greenwich and Woolwich & Thamesmead
Area Planning Committees held on 10 December 2020, be agreed and signed
as true and accurate records.

5

160-168 Plumstead Common Road, Plumstead, London, SE18 2UL
The Planning Officer gave an illustrated introduction to the report. He drew
Members’ attention to the changes in the addendum report.
In response to questions from the Committee, the Planning Officer replied
that the anti-social behaviour mentioned in relation to the previous operation
included such things as operating in a noisy manner, water spraying over
adjacent gardens and rudeness by staff when dealing with local residents who
raised issues. He confirmed that the operating hours were proposed to be
9am to 6pm Monday through to Saturday and closed on Sunday. He indicated
that the staffing numbers and business model were determined by the
applicant. He replied that the development was considered to preserve the
character of the conservation area because the changes would not be visible
from the public realm, and it could be argued that the replacement of the
fence was an improvement given its current condition. It was considered that
the height of the fence would not result in a significant unacceptable loss of
amenity for neighbours and that it could result in an improvement if noise
and water spraying over these properties had been an issue. He confirmed
that TfL had considered the application and the impact on the operation of
the highway. It was understood that the public house next to the site was
currently closed but only because of the pandemic lockdown.
The Committee was addressed by three neighbouring residents. Concerns
were raised around the lack of toilet facilities for staff members, a matter
which had been an issue before. It was suggested that there seemed to be a
2
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discrepancy about staffing numbers. It was highlighted that if the spray went
into neighbouring gardens it would for example affect clothes that had been
put out to dry and soak the porous brickwork of the houses leaving them
damp. It was not felt that the fence or canopy would prevent the escape of
noise and smells, there would be pollution from idling car engines, and that
the height of the fence would affect daylight. Signage had been an eyesore in
the past and the worry was that could happen again. It was said that the
service station did not make a positive contribution to the character of the
conservation area. It was emphasised that the proposal would have a major
impact on traffic. It was felt that the proposed traffic management system was
unworkable as the petrol station itself was often at capacity leading to queues
and access being blocked; there was no room for additional queuing and little
space for manoeuvring and it would lead to Plumstead Common Road being
blocked. The entrance was also at a pinch point with a building merchant's
opposite, and the road was close to a busy junction.
In response to questions from the Committee, one of the residents clarified
that the issue was that for cars to get to the car wash at the back they had to
navigate through the garage forecourt, and with cars backing onto the road to
get to the petrol pumps there would be a blocking of access.
In response to questions from the Committee, one of the residents replied
he had not been consulted with regard to the height of the fence, and that its
height would significantly affect daylight. It was thought that the extra height
would not prevent spray from getting into the garden.
The Planning Officer advised that the height of the fence was secured by
condition so if the Committee felt it would have an impact the height could
be revised.
The Committee was addressed by Ward Councillor Ivis Williams. Councillor
Williams highlighted the effect on the amenity of neighbouring properties.
Residents were suggesting that the proposed business was not appropriate
for that side of the site. It was in a conservation area and would be operating
six days a week. She noted that other examples of past anti-social behaviour
included shouting, and fighting which had been reported in the local paper. It
was not felt that the fence would prevent any spray from going into the
neighbours’ gardens and if the fence was too high that would affect residents’
enjoyment of their gardens. Councillor Williams highlighted that Plumstead
Common Road was a main bus route and it tended to have built up traffic
there. It was suggested that the car wash in addition to the petrol station
would exacerbate problems in the road. She raised the issue of customers
waiting, causing an obstruction into the road, and their idling engines causing
3
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pollution. Councillor Williams did not feel that the proposed mitigation
measures addressed the issues raised by residents, and she requested the
Committee refuse the application.
The Committee was addressed by the applicant. He was aware that there
had been problems on the site in the past. He had twenty years’ experience
of working with car washes and never had problems at other sites. He
recognised that he had to guarantee that everything would be perfect. He
explained that he would have four full time workers and two part-time and
that they would do no more that forty cars a day.
In response to questions from the Committee, the applicant replied that the
car wash was a totally separate business from the petrol garage; he was a
franchisee. He would not be using an automatic car wash unit like there used
to be on the site, the building which housed it would now be used for cars to
pass through. His workers would use the toilet facilities inside the shop,
which was only for the use of staff not for customers, and he had permission
from the landlord for that, but a portable toilet could be considered. He
explained that the proposal was commercially viable because he would be
using less labour and charging more for a good service. It was expected that
there could be three to four cars in the service area at a time. He said there
would be a gate to prevent other cars from getting in, so there would not be
a queue. They would have a booking system alongside the ability to access on
the day if there was capacity.
There was a discussion of the matter. Members gave weight to the residents’
evidence that the proposal would impact on residents’ amenity, and that
there would be an effect on traffic. It was queried why use could not have
been made of polycarbonate tunnels which would stop the escape of any
spray. It was suggested that a proper appointment scheme might have gone
toward alleviating traffic problems. Concerns were raised about the toilet
facilities.
The Planning Officer further informed the Committee that the proposal was
for a temporary permission for a year which the Committee could shorten.
In response to a Member’s question he confirmed that Highways Officers had
given detailed comments on the application. He informed the Committee that
the Highways Officers had noted that hand car washes were common on
such sites as this, and had considered that the vehicle flow would be similar
to that which accessed the petrol station and that the increase in the number
of cars arising from the addition of the car wash would not significantly
exacerbate any existing parking issues; on that basis Highways Officers had
not made an objection.
4
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The Area Planning Manager East advised the Committee that the applicant
had mentioned that there was an agreement for the workers to be able to
use toilets, there was no requirement for him to provide toilets for
customers. The workers conditions was not a planning matter.
The matter was put to the vote and it was unanimously.
Resolved –
That planning permission for the installation of new hand car wash (Use Class
Sui Generis) and for the installation of a canopy screen and boundary fence
be refused.
Reasons for Refusal
1. The proposed hand car wash operation would result in unacceptable noise
and disturbance for neighbouring properties surrounding the site and the
proposed 3m high eastern boundary treatment would result in an
unacceptable sense of enclosure for the adjoining property at no. 170
Plumstead Common Road. As such, the development is contrary to
Policies 7.6 and 7.15 of the London (2016) Plan and Policies DH(b) and
E(a) of the Royal Greenwich Local Plan: Core Strategy with detailed
policies (2014).
2. The proposed hand car wash operation would unacceptably exacerbate
traffic and congestion on Plumstead Common Road and would
compromise the safe and efficient movement of vehicles on the collocated
service station forecourt and the highway generally, contrary to Policies
6.10, 6.11 and 6.12 of the London Plan (2016) and Policies IM4, IM(a) and
IM(b) of the Royal Greenwich Local Plan: Core Strategy with detailed
policies (2014).
6

Tramshed, 51-53 Woolwich New Road, Woolwich, SE18 6ET
The Planning Officer gave an illustrated introduction to the report.
In response to questions from the Committee, the Planning Officer replied
that because Wilmount Street was very narrow there was not much scope
for a lot of public realm improvements. He clarified the situation with regard
to the doors and windows.
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The Committee was addressed by the applicant. It was explained that the
current building was not fit for purpose and the application sought to address
that.
In response to a question from the Committee, the applicant confirmed that
the building would be fully accessible for the disabled.
In discussing the matter Members noted the Tramshed’s contribution to the
borough. It was felt that the application respected the heritage of the existing
building.
The matter was put to the vote and it was unanimously
Resolved –
That full planning permission for the refurbishment and extension of the
existing Tramshed building to provide theatre and office space, subject to the
conditions set out in appendix 2 of the report and as amended by the
addendum report be granted.
7

3 Burrage Place, Plumstead, SE18 7BG
The Senior Planning Officer gave an illustrated introduction to the report.
The Committee was asked to note in particular Condition 1.
In response to questions from the Committee, the Senior Planning Officer
replied that a consultation on a retrospective application would make note
that it was retrospective or that works had commenced. The floor-to-ceiling
height on the upper floors would be restricted but because it was an
extension to an existing single-family dwelling house it was not something
that Planning Officers could consider.
The Committee was addressed by a neighbour. He explained his objection
was to the height of the extension and the loss of light arising from it. That
the current extension had been put in place without any planning permission
was remarked upon. Clarification was sought as to the finishing, as the
current extension was already on his side of the boundary. It was commented
that the garden of 3 Burrage Place had since been cut in half and the bottom
part now formed part of the Sandy Hill development. It was queried whether
the applicant was the same as the applicant for the Sandy Hill development.
In response to questions from the Committee, the neighbour replied that he
not been approached to discuss a party wall agreement. He had not had a
6
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professional sunlight analysis undertaken in respect of loss of daylight. He
indicated that 3 Burrage Place was currently vacant. He said there had initially
been some discussions with the original applicant and he had told that
applicant that he would not be happy with any increase of height.
The Committee was addressed by Ward Councillor Ivis Williams. Councillor
Williams spoke in support of the neighbour’s objection. It was accepted that
the reduction in height was some improvement on the existing structure but
it was still too high. It was suggested that it would impact on outlook and
result in the loss of sunlight, particularly for the downstairs kitchen area. It
was commented in relation to compliance to proposed conditions that the
current extension had been built without planning permission.
The Committee was addressed by the applicant’s agent. He felt the changes
that had been made addressed the reasons for the previous refusals. The
extension had been built because they had been led to understand that the
proposal would be acceptable. He assured the Committee that there would
be compliance with conditions.
In response to questions from the Committee, the applicant’s agent replied
that they were not aware that they were on the neighbour’s land, but they
would not build on anyone else’s land and they would be happy to enter into
a party wall agreement. If they were tight on the boundary then they would
use brick slip rather than a brick finish. Since the last refusal they had worked
hard to make sure that the height was acceptable in terms of the neighbour’s
amenity. It was his understanding that the previous refusal had been because
of loss of light to the neighbour’s bedroom window and not about loss of
light to the ground floor. He did not own the property and the extension was
for much needed family living space rather than to increase the commercial
value of the property. If the application was agreed the property would be
immediately sold to a family; the applicant had changed since the last
application, and the new applicant was that family.
The Senior Planning Officer informed the Committee that the previous
refusal had not been on the grounds of unacceptable impact on the windows
at ground floor level; the ground floor windows would have been impacted
by the previous wall. The Senior Planning Officer advised the Committee that
with regard to impact the point to be considered was whether it was
unacceptable. She added that due to the orientation of the property it would
not have any direct sunlight anyway, and that as well as reduction in height
there was also an offset so that the depth was also reduced.
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In response to further questions from the Committee, the Senior Planning
Officer replied that the rear garden of 3 Burrage Place would be reduced if
the granted planning consent in respect of Sandy Hill was implemented but
that was not a consideration for this application. The drawings of the
application were within the curtilage of 3 Burrage Place and the remedial
works would also have to be within that curtilage. Party wall agreements
were not part of the planning consideration.
There was a discussion of the matter. It was noted that the application
addressed the reasons for the previous refusal. It was felt evidence should
have been produced in terms of loss of light. It was requested that an
informative be added to ensure the construction was within the curtilage of
the application site.
The matter, with the addition of an informative to the effect that the
construction must be within the curtilage of the application site, was put to
the vote, and with five votes in favour and one abstention it was
Resolved –
That conditional planning permission for the construction of a part one, part
two storey rear extension according to the conditions in appendix 2 of the
report, with the addition of an informative agreed at the meeting to the effect
that the construction must be within the curtilage of the application site; to
be detailed in the notice of determination be granted.
The Assistant Director of Planning & Building Control is authorised to make
any minor changes to the detailed wording of the recommended conditions
as set out in the report and its addendum, where the Assistant Director of
Planning & Building Control considers it appropriate, before issuing the
decision notice.
The meeting closed at 8.53pm
____________________________
Chair
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WOOLWICH & THAMESMEAD AREA
PLANNING COMMITTEE:

Agenda Item: 5
Reference No: 20/3357/F &
20/3358/L

23rd March 2021

Applicant: Mr Martin Vincent, Royal Greenwich Heritage Trust
Agent:
Miss Gabrielle Delorme, BPTW
Site Address:
The Stables - East wing, Charlton
House, Charlton Road, Greenwich,
London SE7 8RE

1

Ward: Charlton
Application Type: Full Planning
Permission & Listed Building Consent

Recommendation
Application A

1.1

The Committee is requested to grant Full Planning Permission (Ref:
20/3357/F) as outlined below:
‘Change of use of the East Wing of The Stables from Carers' Centre to Children's
Day Nursery at first floor and Charity Offices at ground floor and provision of
outdoor play space.’

1.1.2 Recommendation:
i.

To resolve to grant conditional planning permission according to the
conditions in appendix 2, to be detailed in the notice of determination;
and

ii.

To Authorise the Assistant Director of Planning & Building Control to:
a. make any minor changes to the detailed wording of the
recommended conditions as set out in this report and its addendums,
where the Assistant Director of Planning & Building Control
considers it appropriate, before issuing the decision notice.

Application B
ITEM NO: 5
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1.2

The Committee is requested to grant Listed Building Consent (Ref:
20/3358/L) as outlined below:
‘Change of use of the East Wing of The Stables from Carers' Centre to Children's
Day Nursery at first floor and Charity Offices at ground floor and provision of
outdoor play space.’

1.2.1 Recommendation:
i.

To resolve to grant conditional planning permission according to the
conditions in appendix 2, to be detailed in the notice of determination;
and

ii.

To Authorise the Assistant Director of Planning & Building Control to:
a. make any minor changes to the detailed wording of the
recommended conditions as set out in this report and its addendums,
where the Assistant Director of Planning & Building Control
considers it appropriate, before issuing the decision notice.

2

Summary

2.1

Detailed below is a summary of the application:
The Site Site Area (m²)
Heritage Assets
Tree Preservation Order
Flood Risk Zone
Transportation
Car Parking

Public Transport

3,058m²
Grade I Listed Building Charlton House;
Grade I Listed Building Stables;
Charlton Village Conservation Area.
None.
Flood Zone 1

No. Existing Off-Street
Car Parking Spaces
No. Proposed OffStreet Car Parking
Spaces
PTAL Rating

ITEM NO: 5

33 in existing car park
in front of Charlton
House
33
4 (Moderate)
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Application A
Public Consultation
Number in support
Number of objections

0
13

Application B
Public Consultation
Number in support
Number of objections

0
1

2.2

The applications are being reported to the Woolwich & Thamesmead Area
Planning Committee because the number of objections received for
Application A (Full Planning Permission) exceeds 8, in accordance with the
Council’s Statement of Community Involvement.

2.3

The report details all relevant national, regional and local policy implications of
the scheme, including supplementary planning guidance.

2.4

The applications are considered acceptable and a recommended for approval,
subject to the recommendations set out in sections 1.1 (Ref: 20/3357/F) and
1.2 (Ref: 20/3358/L) of this report.

3

Site Plan
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4

Site and Surroundings (in detail)

4.1

The application site is the east wing of the stables sited to the south of the
House. The east and west wings of the stables are 2-storeys in height with a
dual pitched roof and are joined by a single store link and enclose a small
rectangular shaped area of open space.

4.2

Charlton House is occupied by the Royal Greenwich Heritage Trust and its
associated operations, and The Stables is occupied by the Greenwich Carers’
Centre. The East Wing of The Stables provided spa facilities at the ground
floor level and office space for the cares’ centre on the first floor, both in
association with the Carers’ Centre use. However, the ground floor of the
East Wing is currently not in use by the Carers’ Centre and has been vacant
since May 2019.

4.3

Both Charlton House and The Stables to the south west of it are Grade I
Listed Buildings each with their own listing. The site also lies within the
Charlton Village Conservation Area. The Historic England listing description
for the Stables is as follows:
‘Stables and carriage house. Circa 1830. Limestone ashlar, Welsh slate
hipped roof. L-plan around courtyard. Carriage house has two semi-elliptical
arched openings with C20 garage doors, two chamfered square-headed
doorways either side and one 12-pane fixed window. Stable block to left has
two chamfered doorcases with planked doors, five 12-pane windows with top
casements and two circular windows, central planked loft door with gable
over. Two- step stone mounting block against front of stable. Interiors not
inspected. Good, little altered example of well-designed stable block.’

4.4

The surrounding area is in mixed use consisting of the west stable wing and
Charlton House which are in commercial and community use and 2-storey
semi-detached houses to the south and east of the site.

4.5

Access to the site is via an existing vehicle access from Hornfair Road, which
also serves Charlton House.

4.6

The site is located within land designated as Metropolitan Open Land (MOL)
surrounding Charlton Park.

4.7

The site is also located within are Area of Special Character and within the
Green Chain Area and is also located adjacent to a Site of Nature
Conservation Importance which lies to the north west of the site.
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5

Relevant Planning History

5.1

13/1430/L - Charlton House Stables, Charlton Road, Greenwich, London SE7
8RE - Change of use from offices to carers centre and charity offices together
with the erection of a single storey extension. Granted 15/11/2013

5.2

13/1429/F - Charlton House Stables, Charlton Road, Greenwich, London SE7
8RE - Change of use from offices to carers centre and charity offices together
with the erection of a single storey extension. Granted 15/11/2013

5.3

15/3377/L - Charlton House Stables, Charlton Road, Greenwich, London SE7
8RE - Conservation repairs to the archways. Granted 05/01/2016

5.4

16/2711/L - Charlton House Stables, Charlton Road, Greenwich, London SE7
8RE - Installation of new boiler flues. Granted 10/01/2017

6

Proposal (in detail)

6.1

Applications A (full planning permission) and B (Listed Building Consent) seek
permission for the change of use of the East Wing of The Stables from Carers'
Centre to Children's Day Nursery at first floor and Charity Offices at ground
floor and provision of outdoor play space.

6.2

It is the intention of the Royal Greenwich Heritage Trust to occupy the
ground floor of the East Wing as Office space (Use Class E), and to lease the
first floor of the East Wing to the Montessori nursery school (Use Class E).

6.3

No internal or external alterations to The Stables is proposed. However, a
fenced external play area within the open space enclosed by both wings of the
stables is proposed adjacent to the east wing for use by the proposed nursery.

6.4

The nursery would accommodate approximately 30 to 35 children aged 2 to 5
years old, with around 10 staff on site at any one time, including a Centre
Manager and Deputy Manager. The nursery seeks operational for 51 weeks of
the year. The opening hours proposed are 07.30 to 18.00, Monday to Friday.

7

Consultation

Application A: 20/3357/F
7.1

Since being submitted in has been subject to the following public
consultations:
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•
•
•
7.2

Ward Councillors were consulted on 12th November 2020
Thirty-Three (33) Neighbouring properties were consulted on 12th
November 2020.
A site notice was displayed at the site on 16th November 2020.

Statutory Consultees
A summary of the consultation responses received along with the officer
comments are set out in table below:
Details of
Representation
and date
received
Historic England

7.3

Summary of
Comments

Officers comments

No comments to make.

Issues relating to Design
and Heritage Impact are
assessed in Section 11 of
this report.

Council Departments
A summary of the consultation responses received along with the officer
comments are set out in table below:
Details of
Representation
and date
received
Policy &
Environment
Conservation
Officer

Environmental
Health

Summary of
Comments

Officers comments

No response received.

Noted.

No objections requested
further details of the
means of enclosure of the
proposed external play
area.

Issues relating to Design
and Heritage Impact are
assessed in Section 11 of
this report.

No objections.

Conditions relating to the
proposed playspace have
been recommended in
Appendix 2.
Issues relating to noise and
air quality are addressed
assessed in section 12 of
this report.

The “Nursery Noise
Impact Assessment”
report by CASS ALLEN
consulting engineers
Conditions relating to
dated 20th October 2020 noise and the management
ITEM NO: 5

Page 42

comprehensively
demonstrates the site is
suitable for nursery
operations.

Highways
Officer

Community
Engagement &
Environment
Waste Services

Parks & Open
Spaces

of the nursery have been
recommended in Appendix
2.

Their survey report
indicated that noise
arising from the
operations of the nursery
will be of minimal impact
to the amenity & nose
sensitive locations in the
surroundings and that the
offices below should be
protected from minor
and acceptable impact,
provided this design
specification is correctly
adhered to.
No highways objection
Issues relating to highways
raised.
are assessed in Section 13
of this report.

No response received.

Conditions relating to a
travel plan, cycle parking,
and refuse and recycling
have been recommended in
Appendix 2.
Noted.

No objection raised to
proposed refuse and
recycling arrangements.

Issues relating to refuse and
recycling are assessed in
Section 13 of this report.

No response received.

ITEM NO: 5

Conditions relating to
refuse and recycling
storage and collection have
been recommended in
Appendix 2.
Issues relating to
Metropolitan Open Lane
are assessed in Section 10
of this report.
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Education
Greenwich
Early Years,
Development &
Childcare
Partnership
Tree Officer

7.4

No comments to make.
No response received.

Noted
Noted

There are no TPOs but
as the site falls within the
conservation the trees
are protected.
Recommended details of
tree protections
measures during
construction of the play
space.

Issues relating to Trees are
assessed in Section 17 of
this report.
A condition relating to tree
protection has been
recommended in Appendix
2.

Neighbouring residents
A summary of the consultation responses received along with the officer
comments are set out in table below:
Summary of Comments
Officers comments
- Loss of open space for use
of by the Carer’s Centre –
• A small area of the internal garden
- Loss of only wheelchair
would be enclosed by a low fence for
access to the Carer’s
use as a playspace for the nursery,
Centre.
the majority of the garden would
- Noise and disturbance
remain available to the carers’
from the nursery and the
centre. There appears to have been
impact this would have on
some confusion as to the red line of
the tranquil environment
the development which cuts down
of the carer’s centre
the middle of the garden.
garden.
- Impact on traffic/parking
• The proposal would result in no
during nursery pick up and
change in how emergency vehicles
drop off. Plus, subsequent
access the site.
disturbance and pollution
from this.
• The proposal would result in no
- An alternative location for
change in how emergency vehicles
a nursery should be
access the site.
considered.
- Charlton is saturated with
nurseries.
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- Direct emergency vehicle All other concerns are addressed
within subsequent sections of this
access to the site would
report.
be blocked .
- The above issues would
hinder community
cohesion and the
community function of the
carers’ centre.

7.5

Councillors
A summary of the consultation responses received along with the officer
comments are set out in table below:
Councillor
John Fahy

Summary of
Comments
Objects on the
grounds that the
space in front of the
Stables currently
being used by the
Carers Centre and
widely used by
Carers and those
they care for. This
space would also be
used by the Nursery
which is not a
suitable option. The
alternative use
should be the
Garden adjacent to
Charlton House.
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Officers comments
Issues relating to the impact
of the proposal on the
Greenwich Carers’ Centre
and noise are addressed
assessed in Sections 11 and
12 of this report
respectively.
Conditions relating to noise
and the management of the
nursery have been
recommended in Appendix
2.
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7.6

Amenity Groups
A summary of the consultation responses received along with the officer
comments are set out in table below:
Group

Summary of
Comments

The Charlton
Society
Charlton
Central
Residents
Association

No response received.

Officers comments

No response received.

Application B: 20/3358/L
7.7

Since being submitted in has been subject to the following public
consultations:
•
•
•

7.8

Ward Councillors were consulted on 12th November 2020
Thirty-Three (33) Neighbouring properties were consulted on 12th
November 2020.
A site notice was displayed at the site on 16th November 2020.

Statutory Consultees
A summary of the consultation responses received along with the officer
comments are set out in table below:
Details of
Representation
and date
received
Historic England

Summary of
Comments

Officers comments

No comments to make.

Issues relating to Design
and Heritage Impact are
assessed in Section 11 of
this report.
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7.9

Council Departments
A summary of the consultation responses received along with the officer
comments are set out in table below:
Details of
Representation
and date
received
Conservation
Officer

Summary of
Comments

Officers comments

No objections requested
further details of the
means of enclosure of the
proposed external play
area.

Issues relating to Design
and Heritage Impact are
assessed in Section 11 of
this report.
Conditions relating to the
proposed playspace have
been recommended in
Appendix 2.

Neighbouring residents
7.10 No comments received.
Councillors
7.11 A summary of the consultation responses received along with the officer
comments are set out in table below:
Councillor
John Fahy

Summary of
Comments
Objects on the
grounds that the
space in front of the
Stables currently
being used by the
Carers Centre and
widely used by
Carers and those
they care for. This
space would also be
used by the Nursery
which is not a
suitable option. The
alternative use
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Officers comments
Issues relating to the impact
of the proposal on the
Greenwich Carers’ Centre
and noise are addressed
assessed in Sections 11 and
12 of this report
respectively.
Conditions relating to noise
and the management of the
nursery have been
recommended in Appendix
2.
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should be the
Garden adjacent to
Charlton House.
Amenity Groups
7.12 A summary of the consultation responses received along with the officer
comments are set out in table below:
Group

Summary of
Comments

The Charlton
Society
Charlton
Central
Residents
Association

No response received.

Officers comments

No response received.

8

Planning Context

8.1

These applications need to be considered in the context of a range of national,
regional and local planning policies and Supplementary Planning Guidance /
Documents.
• National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF – 2019)
• Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990
• The London Plan (Adopted March 2021) - Since the application was
submitted the New London Plan was adopted. As such, the current
application has been considered against this plan.
• The Royal Greenwich Local Plan: Core Strategy with Detailed
Policies (“Core Strategy” – 2014)
• Charlton Village Conservation Area Character Appraisal SPD (2016)
• Charlton Village Conservation Area Management Strategy SPD (2016)
• RBG CIL Charging Schedule (2015)
• New Developments Guidance Notes for the storage and collection of
waste and recycling materials for the Royal Borough of Greenwich (2018)

8.2

Full details of relevant policies, SPDs and guidance refer to appendix 4.
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9

Material Planning Considerations

9.1

This section of the report provides an analysis of the specific aspects of the
proposed development and the principle issues that need to be considered in
the determination of application:
• Principle of Development;
o Loss of community floor space and impact on co-located carers’ centre
(Class F2)
o Provision of a nursery use (Class E(f) on the site
o Provision of additional (Class E(g)(i)) office space
• Design and Heritage Impact
• Impact of Metropolitan Open Land (MOL) and South East London Green
Chain
• Impact on Neighbouring Amenity;
o Daylight/sunlight, outlook and privacy
o Noise impact
o Air Quality
• Highways, Refuse and Recycling;
o Car Parking and impact on congestion
o Cycle Parking
o Refuse and recycling
•
•
•
•
•

10

Inclusive Design;
Fire Safety;
Trees;
CIL; and
Implications for Disadvantaged Groups

Principle of development

10.1 At the heart of NPPF, London Plan policy and the Council’s Core Strategy
policy is the delivery of sustainable development. National policy promotes
the bringing forward of sufficient land of a sustainable quality and in
appropriate locations to meet the needs of housing, industrial, retail and
commercial development.
Loss of community floor space & impact on co-located carers’ centre (Class F2)
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10.2 The proposed nursery would occupy the first floor of the east stable wing
which is currently in use as ancillary office space by the Greenwich Carers’
Centre (Class F2) resulting in a change of use to Class E(f) nursery space. The
Royal Greenwich Heritage Trust, which has existing office space in Charlton
House, would occupy the ground floor of the east stable wing which is
currently part of the Greenwich Carers’ Centre (Class F2) resulting in a
change of use to (Class E(g)(i)) offices.
10.3 Policy CH(a) of the Core Strategy states that the Royal Borough will protect
existing social and community facilities, and this is supported by Policy S1 of
the London Plan (March 2021).
10.4 The proposal would introduce a nursery use at first floor within the east
stable wing which is comparable in floorspace to the ground floor currently in
use by the Carers’ Centre therefore there would be no net loss of community
floorspace.
10.5 Greenwich Carers’ Centre currently occupies the whole of the west stable
wing and it has been agreed with the applicant that the Carers’ Centre would
retain access to The Stable garden.
10.6 Policy S1 of the London Plan (March 2021) Development proposals that seek
to make best use of land, including the public-sector estate, should be
encouraged and supported. This includes the co-location of different forms of
social infrastructure and the rationalisation or sharing of facilities.
10.7 Criteria B(6) of Policy S3 of the London Plan (March 2021) encourages the
shared use of services between schools, colleges, universities, sports
providers, and community facilities, and between early years and health and
social care providers;
10.8 Planning permission was granted in November 2013 under application
reference 13/1429/F for the change of use of the Charlton House Stables from
offices to the Greenwich Carers’ Centre. However, the ground floor of the
east stable wing was not used by the carers’ centre and has been vacant since
May 2019.
10.9 Policy CH(a) resists the loss of space in community use, however the
proposed nursery use within the first floor of the east wing would be a
community facility and would preserve a community use of this part of the
site. The ground floor of the east wing would change to offices resulting a net
loss of community space on the site. However, considering that the prior use
of the stables was recently offices and since the conversion to community use
the ground floor of the east wing has not been utilised as community space,
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the change of use of the ground floor to offices is acceptable as it would not
deprive the community of space currently in community use.
10.10 As the ground floor of the east stable wing is currently not in use by the
Carers’ Centre and the Carers’ Centre would retain the entirety of the west
stable wing and access to the stable garden with no changes to access
arrangements, the proposal would not unacceptably compromise the
continued operation of the Greenwich Carers’ Centre. It is noted that the
proposed nursery use would introduce a source of noise from children playing
and this is discussed in more detail in section 12 of this report, this would not
unacceptably harm the amenity of the occupiers of the Carers’ Centre.
Provision of a nursery use (Class E(f) on the site
10.11 The proposal seeks to introduce a nursery use at first floor level within the
east stable wing.
10.12 Chapter 8 of the NPFF states that planning policies and decisions should aim
to achieve healthy, inclusive and safe places which promote social interaction
and enable and support healthy lifestyles. To provide for the community’s
needs, an integrated approach to considering the location of housing,
economic uses and community facilities and services should be considered.
10.13 Policy GG1 of the London Plan (March 2021) seeks to provide access to good
quality community spaces, services, amenities and infrastructure that
accommodate, encourage and strengthen communities, increasing active
participation and social integration, and addressing social isolation.
10.14 Policy GG5 of the London Plan (March 2021) requires boroughs to ensure
that sufficient high-quality social infrastructure is provided to support
London’s growth
10.15 Policy S1 of the London Plan (March 2021) Development states that proposals
that provide high quality, inclusive social infrastructure that addresses a local
or strategic need and supports service delivery strategies should be
supported.
10.16 Policy S3 of the London Plan (March 2021)Plan requires boroughs to ensure
there is a sufficient supply of good quality education and childcare facilities to
meet demand and offer educational choice. Policy S3 goes on to state that
development proposals for education and childcare facilities should:
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1) locate facilities in areas of identified need;
2) locate facilities in accessible locations, with good public transport
accessibility and access by walking and cycling;
3) locate entrances and playgrounds away from busy roads, with traffic
calming at entrances;
4) link to existing footpath and cycle networks to create healthy routes to
schools, and other education and childcare facilities, to enable all children
to travel actively to school (walk, cycle or travel by public transport);
5) maximise the extended or multiple use of educational facilities for
community or recreational use, through appropriate design measures;
6) encourage the shared use of services between schools, colleges,
universities, sports providers, and community facilities, and between early
years and health and social care providers;
7) ensure that new developments are accessible and inclusive for a range of
users, including disabled people, by adopting an inclusive design approach;
8) ensure that facilities incorporate suitable, accessible outdoor space;
9) locate facilities next to parks or green spaces, where possible
10.17 Policy CH1 of the Core Strategy requires all developments to include
measures that help to create and maintain cohesive communities and Policy
CH2 requires all developments to include measures that will help to build
healthier communities and address health inequalities.
10.18 Nursery accommodation is considered to be a community facility and the
provision of a nursery on the site is supported by the policies above and it
would provide the local community with additional childcare facilities whilst
also contributing to local employment opportunities.
10.19 The proposed site for the nursery is within an area of identified need for
nursery facilities and would satisfy the requirements of part B of Policy S3 of
the London Plan (March 2021) as it is noted that the entrance to the nursery
is set back from Hornfair Road and the site is located adjacent to Charlton
Park, which is Metropolitan Open Land and the site is within walking distance
of nearby residential neighbourhoods to the south and west. An assessment of
the proposal in terms of accessibility and inclusivity follows later in this report.
Provision of additional to (Class E(g)(i)) office space
10.20 The Royal Greenwich Heritage Trust (RGHT) would occupy the ground floor
of the east stable wing as office space to (Class E(g)(i)).
10.21 Policies E1 and E2 of the London Plan (March 2021) supports the provision of
additional business space including offices.
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10.22 Policy EA1 of the Core Strategy states that the Borough supports the
expansion of existing businesses and increased employment opportunities, to
meet the needs of local people. Retail, leisure, cultural and office development
should be concentrated in line with the town centre hierarchy, and the
Borough will support the development of small and medium business space.
10.23 The provision of additional office space on the site is supported by the policies
above and prior to being used as a carers’ centre the use of the Charlton
House Stabled was as offices.
11

Design and Heritage Impact

11.1 The NPPF seeks, in summary and in reference to this report, to promote
good quality living through design and sustainable environments and conserve
and enhance the historic environment. New development should make a
positive contribution to local character and distinctiveness.
11.2 The Stables is a Grade I Listed Building and the site is within the grounds of
Charlton House which is also a Grade I Listed Building and within the
Charlton Village Conservation Area.
11.3 Section 66 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990
states that In considering whether to grant planning permission for
development which affects a listed building or its setting, the local planning
authority or, as the case may be, the Secretary of State shall have special
regard to the desirability of preserving the building or its setting or any
features of special architectural or historic interest which it possesses.
11.4 This same requirement is in place at the local level through Policies HC1 and
D3 of the London Plan (March 2021) and Policies DH3 and DH(i) of the Core
Strategy.
11.5 Policy DH(i) states that proposals for external or internal alterations or
additions to Listed Buildings should respect the integrity of the buildings and
harmonise with their special architectural or historical character. Where
consent is required for internal alterations, features of interest should be
respected and left in-situ wherever possible. DH(i) goes on to state that
proposals for changes of use of Listed Buildings will only be granted planning
permission if it is no longer in its original or other established historic use and
the new use is beneficial to the building and is compatible with its character
and features of historic interest.
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11.6 Section 72 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990
requires special attention to be paid to the preservation and enhancement of
the character and appearance of the conservation area(s). Paragraph 193 of
the NPPF states that great weight should be placed on the conservation of
designated heritage assets, with clear and convincing justification being
required for any harm to, or loss of, the assets significance (paragraph 194).
11.7 This same requirement is in place at the local level, through Policies HC1 and
D3 of the London Plan (March 2021) and Policies DH3 and DH(h) of the
Core Strategy.
11.8 Policy DH1 of the adopted Royal Greenwich Local Plan Core Strategy with
Detailed Policies (2014) require proposals to have a high quality of design and
to maintain scale and design which creates a positive relationship with the
host building and locality and this is supported by Policy D3 of the London
Plan (March 2021).
11.9 No internal or external alterations to the Grade I Listed east stable wing are
proposed with only a 120m² playspace sited within The Stable gardens
enclosed by one metre high railings. The playspace would be a discreet
physical feature within the stable garden which could be easily removed
restoring the land to its former condition.
11.10 The Stable garden has undergone some changes overtime because mature
trees have been allowed to grow and a patio arear for the carers’ centre now
exists at the north, and it is apparent that the setting of the garden has
evolved since its former stable use where it would have been featureless.
Within this context the proposed playspace would not appear out of
character and the existing mature trees would help to screen the playspace
from view.
11.11 The area of the garden enclosed as playspace would be limited with the large
majority of the garden remaining open and the integrity of this garden would
be preserved.
11.12 Details of the external finish of the railings and entrance gates has been
secured by condition to ensure the highest quality is achieved.
11.13 The site is located within an Area of Special Character surrounding Charlton
Park and Policy DH(l) of the Core Strategy states that within Areas of Special
Character defined on the Proposals Map, special consideration will be given to
the safeguarding, restoration and enhancement of character, scale and quality
of open spaces and associated buildings. Skylines and distant views both to and
from the Areas of Special Character will be protected.
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11.14 The proposal would not increase the scale or footprint of the existing
buildings on the site and would not result in the loss of any existing trees,
therefore the wooded and open character of the surrounding Area of Special
Character would not be impacted by the development.
11.15 In summary, the proposed development would preserve the character,
appearance and setting of the Grade I listed Stables, the Grade I listed
Charlton House and the surrounding Charlton Village Conservation Area in
accordance with Policies HC1 and D3 of the London Plan (March 2021), and
Policies DH1, DH3, DH(h), DH(i) and DH(l) of the Core Strategy (2014).
12

Impact of Metropolitan Open Land (MOL) and South East London
Green Chain

12.1 The site is within land designated as Metropolitan Open Land surrounding
Charlton Park which is also part of the South East London Green Chain and
the impact on the MOL and Green Chain must be considered.
12.2 Policy G3 of the London Plan (March 2021) states that MOL should be
protected from any development proposals that would be considered
inappropriate and/or cause harm to the MOL.
12.3 Policy OS2 of the Core Strategy states that Metropolitan Open Land will be
maintained, and its open character protected from inappropriate
development.
12.4 Policy OS3 of the Core Strategy states that Areas of Metropolitan Open Land
(MOL) forming part of the South East London Green Chain as defined on the
Proposals Map and the associated Green Chain Walk will be promoted and
enhanced as an accessible, regional and local outdoor recreational resource
and visual amenity.
12.5 The proposal does not seek to enlarge the footprint of the existing structures
on the site and only seeks to install a 120m² playspace enclosed by 1m high
railings which would be removable. As such the proposal would not result in
any loss of open space nor would it hinder the quality of function of the MOL
and would not hinder the Green Chain Walk.
12.6 In summary, the proposed nursery use is supported by London Plan (March
2021) Policies E1, E2, GG1, GG5, S1 and S3 and Policies EA1, OS2, OS3, CH1
and CH(a) of the Core Strategy and would preserve the continued operation
and viability of the co-located Greenwich Carers’ Centre and RGHT office
space as well as the quality and function of the MOL, and is therefore
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acceptable in principle. An assessment of the proposal against all other
material planning considerations follows in the remainder of this report.
13

Impact on Neighbouring Amenity:

13.1 Core Strategy Policy DH(b) states that new developments will only be
permitted where it can be demonstrated that the proposal does not cause an
unacceptable loss of amenity to adjacent occupiers by reducing the amount of
daylight, sunlight or privacy they enjoy or result in an unneighbourly sense of
enclosure.
13.2 Policy D14 of the London Plan (March 2021) states that development
proposals should avoid significant adverse noise impacts on health and quality
of life.
13.3 Policy SI1 of the London Plan (March 2021) states that development proposals
should not lead to the further deterioration of existing poor air quality.
13.4 Policy E(c) further states that development proposals with the potential to
result in any significant impact on air quality will be resisted unless measures
to minimise the impact of air pollutants are included.
13.5 Core Strategy Policy E (a) states that planning permission will not normally be
granted where a proposed development or change of use would generally
have a significant adverse effect on the amenities of adjacent occupiers or
uses, and especially where proposals would be likely to result in an
unacceptable emission of noise, light, vibrations, odours, fumes, dust, water
and soil pollutants or grit.
Daylight/sunlight, outlook and privacy
13.6 No increase in the scale or footprint of the existing buildings on the site is
proposed and the proposed playspace would be enclosed by railings, as such
the proposal would not result in the loss of outlook and natural light or lead
to an increased sense of enclosure for neighbouring properties. No new
window or door openings are proposed therefore the development would
not result in an increase in overlooking or loss of privacy for neighbouring
properties.
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Noise impact
13.7 The applicant has submitted a Noise Impact Assessment (NIA) for the
proposed nursery use prepared by acoustic consultants Cass Allen. The NIA
confirms that the nearest noise sensitive receptors are the Greenwich Carers’
Centre located within the west stable wing and a row of 2-storey semidetached dwellinghouses located to the south of the site on Canberra Road,
Nos. 39-49 (odd), as well as Charlton House to the north of the site.
13.8 The proposed nursery would have a maximum of 32 children between the
ages of two and four and would operate between only during typical daytime
working hours and not on weekends. The nursery would also include an
outdoor play area of 120m² within the stable garden. It is understood that no
more than 15 children would be using the outdoor play area at once.
13.9 The NIA identifies the following noise sources associated with the nursery
which are addressed under the subheadings below:
• Children playing in the external play areas and noise breakout from
internal areas of the building;
• Noise from traffic movement associated with the nursery, i.e. parent
drop off and collections.
Noise from children in nursery areas
13.10 The Noise Impact Assessment (NIA) concludes that noise levels from children
during operation of the nursery as perceived by the nearest noise sensitive
receptors would be at such a level that it would not be intrusive and advises
that no specific mitigation measures are required.
13.11 It is noted that there is existing ambient background noise generated by
nearby roads Hornfair Road and Canberra Road and the noise generated by
the nursery would not exceed the existing background noise levels.
13.12 It is also noted that the immediately adjacent uses are non-residential and are
therefore less sensitive to noise and disturbance than a residential use,
although consideration has been given to the unique requirements of the
Greenwich Carers’ Centre which provides support and respite to carers
within the Borough where a more peaceful environment preferred. With this
in mind the noise levels from the proposed nursery would be audible from the
carers’ centre but this would not be intrusive or harm the function of the
carers’ centre, particularly as the use of the external play area would only be
at certain times of the day and would be supervised by nursery staff to ensure
excessive noise is mitigated.
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13.13 The nearest residential receptors on Canberra Road would be sited at least
23m from the nursery and would be separated by the single storey link
between the two stable wings as well as the lengths of their private rear
gardens. As confirmed by the NIA the noise levels at these properties would
not be intrusive.
Noise from traffic associated with the nursery
13.14 An assessment of the additional road traffic movements (trip generation) due
to the nursery has been carried out by Lime Transport in their ‘Transport
Technical Note’ dated 16th October 2020. The traffic assessment predicts a
total of 20 cars per day dropping-off and picking-up children and 10 cars used
by members of staff. The car movements would be spread over 0700-1900hrs
13.15 The NIA predicts that additional vehicle movements associated with the
development would result in a 3 decibel increase in traffic noise which would
not be a significant increase and would not harm the amenity neighbouring
occupiers.
13.16 The proposed nursery car park is already used as a public car park which is
situated to the north of The Stables, meaning that noise from the car park
affecting the nearby residential premises will be screened by The Stables
building.
13.17 The relocation of the existing offices from the first floor of the east wing to
the ground floor would have negligible impact on the noise generated by the
development.
13.18 In summary, the Noise Impact Assessment confirms that the nearest
neighbouring noise sensitive receptors would not be subject to unacceptable
noise pollution from the proposed nursery. The Council’s Environmental
Health Department has reviewed the Noise Assessment and raised no
objections to the conclusions of the report.
Air Quality
13.19 Based on the predicted trip generation set out in the Transport Technical
Note’ dated 16th October 2020 of 20 cars per day during pick up and drop
off times, the development would not result in excessive air pollution from
vehicles that would harm the amenity of neighbouring occupiers.
13.20 The surrounding area is residential in character and there are no significant
external noise or air pollution sources which would preclude the site being
suitable as a nursery.
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13.21 In summary, the proposal would suitably safeguard neighbour amenity in
terms of noise and disturbance in accordance with Policies D14 and S11of the
London Plan (March 2021) and Policies E(a) and E(c) of the Core Strategy.
14

Highway, Refuse and Recycling
Car Parking and impact on congestion

14.1 Policy T6 of the London Plan (March 2021) emphasises car-free should be the
starting point for all proposals in places that are (or planned to be) wellconnected by public transport, with developments elsewhere designed to
provide the minimum necessary parking (‘car-lite’). Policy T6 states that nonresidential disabled parking for workplace and education sites is 5 per cent of
the total parking provision.
14.2 Policy IM4 of the RBG Core Strategy states all development in Royal
Greenwich should contribute to improved accessibility and safety and reduce
the use of the private car and the need to travel.
14.3 The site is considered to have a moderate level of accessibility to public
transport with a Public Transport Accessibility Level (PTAL) of 4. The site is
well served by public transport with a number of bus services located within
close proximity of Charlton House.
14.4 The nursery would be occupied by up to 35 children with 10 members of staff
and the Transport Technical Note prepared by transport consultants Lime
Transport predicts that the development would generate up to 30 two-way
vehicle movements throughout the day and it is expected that public
transport would be the preferred mode of transport accounting for 50% of all
daily movements. When considered cumulatively with the existing trip
generation by the existing office and carers’ centre use of the site the addition
trip generation as a result of the new nursery use would have an acceptable
impact on traffic and congestion on the highway.
14.5 Parents of the nursery dropping off and picking up children would be able to
utilise a pick up and drop off area in front of the stables which is set away
from Hornfair Road and would provide a safe pick up and drop off point.
14.6 There are no parking standards for nurseries in the London Plan (March 2021)
however Charlton House currently provides a total of 33 car parking spaces
located to the north west of Charlton House and the Transport Technical
Note concludes that this car park would be sufficient to accommodate parking
generated by pick up and drop off for the nursery as well as the parking needs
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for the existing office and carers’ centre uses of the stables and Charlton
House; this car park includes disabled parking bays.
Cycle Parking
14.7 Policy T5 (Cycling) requires the provision of cycle parking to the following
minimum standards:
• Business Office Use = 1 space per 75m² long-stay + 1 space per 500m²
short-stay
• Nursery Use = 1 space per 8 FTE staff + 1 space per 8 students
14.8 Core Strategy Policy IM(c) states that developments must provide the
minimum level of car parking provision necessary as set out in the London
Plan.
14.9 Based on Policy T5 the nursery development would need to provide 3 cycle
parking spaces in addition to the 2 spaces required by the existing office use of
the site. The Planning Statement refers to five Sheffield cycle stands in the
vicinity of the site however this location is not shown on the applicant’s plans
therefore further details of cycle parking facilities have been recommended as
a condition.
Refuse and recycling
14.10 Policy SI 7 of the London Plan (March 2021) states that local authorities
should design developments with adequate, flexible, and easily accessible
storage space and collection systems that support, as a minimum, the separate
collection of dry recyclables (at least card, paper, mixed plastics, metals, glass)
and food.
14.11 The proposed nursery would utilise the existing commercial refuse store on
the southern side of Charlton House which currently provides 2 x recycling, 3
x general waste, and 1 x food waste 1100L bins which would be sufficient to
accommodate the refuse and recycling needs of the proposed nursery
development.
14.12 In summary, subject to the recommended conditions, the highways impact and
refuse and recycling arrangements for development would be acceptable and
in accordance with Policies, T5, T6 and SI 7 of the London Plan (March 2021)
and Policies DH1, IM4, IM(b) and IM(c) of the Core Strategy (2014).
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15

Inclusive Design

15.1 Policy D5 (Inclusive Design) states that development proposals should achieve
the highest standards of accessible and inclusive design. In this case the
proposal would be expected to comply with Approved Document M Volume
2: ‘Access and use of buildings other than dwellings’.
15.2 Compliance with Building Regulations these does not need to be
demonstrated at planning application stage and is a matter for Building
Control. As the proposal relates to the conversion of a Grade I listed building
compliance with Approved Document M Volume 2: ‘Access and use of
buildings other than dwellings’ is unlikely to be reasonably possible which is
acceptable in this instance given the site constraints. As such, a condition in
this instance would not be imposed. It is noted that disabled car parking
spaces are currently provided within the car park of Charlton House.
16

Fire Safety

16.1 Policy D12 ‘Fire safety’ of the Publication London Plan (yet to be formally
adopted) states that in the interests of fire safety and to ensure the safety of
all building users, all development proposals must achieve the highest
standards of fire safety and ensure that they identify suitably positioned
unobstructed outside space:
a) for fire appliances to be positioned on
b) appropriate for use as an evacuation assembly point
16.2 A development of this scale is not required to submit a Fire Safety Report at
application stage, and it is noted that a detailed fire safety assessment is a
Building Control responsibility. Notwithstanding this, it is noted that the site is
easily accessible to emergency services vehicles from the vehicle access from
Hornfair Road and the ground floor of the east stable wing features two
internal stair cores at either end of the wing as well as multiple ground floor
exits.
17

Trees

17.1 Policy G7 of the London Plan (2021) states ‘Development proposals should
ensure that, wherever possible, existing trees of value are retained’.
17.2 Core Strategy Policy H(c) states that proposals for infill development should
not result in significant loss of wildlife habitats, particularly trees or shrubs
which would adversely affect the appearance and character of the area.
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17.3 Core Strategy Policy OS(f) requires development proposals to take account of
ecological factors including impacts on trees and biodiversity.
17.4 The site contains mature trees within the stable garden which are not subject
to Tree Preservation Orders (TPO) but due to their location within the
Charlton Village Conservation Area they are protected due to their
contribution to the setting of the conservation area, they also contribute
positively to the setting of the Grade I listed Stable building.
17.5 The proposal would not involve the removal of any trees however the
proposed playspace fence would be sited adjacent to one of the mature trees
and to ensure that the construction of the fence des not harm the roots of
the tree details of tree protection measures have been secured by condition
in Appendix 2.
17.6 The Council’s Tree Officer has raised no objections to the proposal subject to
the recommended condition.
18

Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL)

18.1 The Mayor has introduced a London-wide Community Infrastructure Levy
(CIL) to help implement the London Plan, particularly policies 6.5 and 8.3. The
Mayoral CIL2 formally came into effect on 1st April 2019, and it will be paid
on commencement of most new development in Greater London that was
granted planning permission on or after that date. The Mayor's CIL will
contribute towards the funding of Crossrail. The Mayor has arranged
boroughs into three charging bands. The rate for Greenwich is £35 per square
metre.
18.2 The Royal Borough adopted its Local Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL)
charging schedule, infrastructure (Regulation 123) list, instalments policy and
exceptional circumstances relief policy on the 25th March 2015 and came into
effect in Royal Greenwich on the 6th April 2015.
18.3 The proposed development would not be liable to the Mayor’s CIL and the
RBG Community Infrastructure Levy.
19

Implications for Disadvantaged Groups

19.1 The implications for disadvantaged groups identified below are an integral part
of the consideration of the development and community benefits as set out in
the report:
• There are no specific implications for disadvantaged groups identified
for the application.
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20

Conclusion

20.1 The development would provide high quality nursery facilities to the local
community whilst preserving the character and appearance of the Grade I
listed host building and surrounding Charlton Village Conservation area and
would also preserve the amenity of the neighbouring residents and Greenwich
Carers’ Centre and ensure the continued safe and efficient operation of the
highway.
20.2 The proposal is in accordance with the NPPF (2019) and relevant policies of
the newly adopted London Plan (2021) and Royal Greenwich Core Strategy
(2014).
20.3 Accordingly, it is recommended that planning permission be granted for
application (A) reference 20/3357/F; and listed building consent be granted for
application (B) reference 20/3358/L, in line with Section 1 of this report.
Background Papers:
National Planning Policy Framework (2019)
Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990
The London Plan (2021)
Royal Greenwich Local Plan: Core Strategy with Detailed Policies (2014)
Charlton Village Conservation Area Character Appraisal SPD (2016)
Charlton Village Conservation Area Management Strategy SPD (2016)
RBG CIL Charging Schedule (2015)
New Developments Guidance Notes for the storage and collection of waste and
recycling materials for the Royal Borough of Greenwich (2018)
Responses from consultations
Report Author:
Email.:

Joe Higgins – Planning Officer
joe.higgins@royalgreenwich.gov.uk

Reporting to:

Victoria Geoghegan - (Assistant Director Planning &
Building Control)
Victoria.geoghegan@royalgreenwich.gov.uk

Email;
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Appendix 1 - Drawing numbers
Application A
The following drawings and associated documentation has been submitted by the
applicant in support of application A reference 20/3357/F:
19/319 DR -001 rev P02; 19/319 DR-002 rev P02; 19/319 DR-003 rev P03; 19/319
DR-004 rev P01 Planning, Design & Access Statement dated November 2020;
Transport Technical Note dated 16th October 2020; Covering letter dated 3rd
November 2020; Greenwich Property Services letter dated 3rd November 2020;
Nursery Noise Impact Assessment dated 20 October 2020; Email regarding waste
storage arrangements dated 26th February 2021.
Application B
The following drawings and associated documentation has been submitted by the
applicant in support of application B reference 20/3358/L:
19/319 DR -001 rev P02; 19/319 DR-002 rev P02; 19/319 DR-003 rev P03; 19/319
DR-004 rev P01 Planning, Design & Access Statement dated November 2020;
Transport Technical Note dated 16th October 2020; Covering letter dated 3rd
November 2020; Greenwich Property Services letter dated 3rd November 2020;
Nursery Noise Impact Assessment dated 20 October 2020.
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Appendix 2 – Conditions and Informatives Application A 20/3357/F
Conditions and Reasons
Condition 1
The development to which this permission relates must be begun not later than the
expiration of three (3) years beginning with the date on which the permission is
granted.
Reason: As required by Section 91 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990.
Condition 2
The development shall be carried out strictly in accordance with the application
plans, drawings and documents hereby approved and as detailed below:
19/319 DR -001 rev P02; 19/319 DR-002 rev P02; 19/319 DR-003 rev P03; 19/319
DR-004 rev P01 Planning, Design & Access Statement dated November 2020;
Transport Technical Note dated 16th October 2020; Covering letter dated 3rd
November 2020; Greenwich Property Services letter dated 3rd November 2020;
Nursery Noise Impact Assessment dated 20 October 2020; Playspace Fence Railings
details; Email regarding waste storage arrangements dated 26th February 2021;
Photographs of existing bin store.
Reason: In the interests of good planning and to ensure that the development is
carried out in accordance with the approved documents, plans and drawings
submitted with the application and is acceptable to the local planning authority.
Condition 3
Prior to the commencement of the development hereby approved, a Tree
Protection Plan (TPP) shall be submitted to, and approved in writing by the Local
Planning Authority. The TPP should follow the recommendations set out in BS
5837:2012 (Trees in relation to design, demolition and construction –
Recommendations). The TPP should clearly indicate the location of the root
protection areas of all trees in the vicinity of the approved external playspace as well
as the location and means of construction of the playspace enclosure as well as
measured to mitigate damage to the root protections areas of these trees during
construction of the playspace.
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The scheme shall be implemented in accordance with the approved details.
Reason: To safeguard the health and safety of trees during building operations and
the visual amenities of the area generally and to comply with London Plan Policy
7.21 (2014) and Core Strategy Policy OS(f).
Condition 4
Prior to the commencement of the development hereby approved, full details
including scaled plans and elevations of the approved playspace enclosure shall be
submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority. The enclosure
shall be fully implemented in accordance with the approved details and maintained
for the lifetime of the nursery use or removed in its entirety and the land restored
to its original condition.
Reason: In order that the Council may be satisfied with the external appearance of
the development and ensure compliance with Policies D3 and HC1 of the London
Plan (2021) and Policies DH1, DH3, DH(h) and DH(i) of the Royal Greenwich Local
Plan: Core Strategy with Detailed Policies (adopted 30th July 2014).
Condition 5
Prior to the first occupation of the development hereby approved, full details of a
Travel Plan for the approved nursery shall be submitted to and approved in writing
by the local planning authority. The Travel Plan shall specify initiatives to be
implemented by the development to encourage access to and from the site by a
variety of non-car means, shall set targets and shall specify a monitoring and review
mechanism to ensure compliance with the Travel Plan objectives. The Travel Plan
shall be fully implemented upon commencement of the approved nursery use and
continued thereafter for the lifetime of the development.
Reason: To ensure acceptable trip generation and to encourage sustainable forms
of transport, and to comply with Policy T4 and T5 of the London Plan (2021) and
Policies IM4, IM(a) and IM(b) of the Royal Greenwich Local Plan: Core Strategy with
Detailed Policies (Adopted July 2014).
Condition 6
Prior to the first occupation of the development hereby approved full details of the
cycle parking facilities for the development in accordance with the requirement of
Policy T5 of the London Plan (2021) shall be submitted to and approved in writing
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by the local planning authority. The cycle parking facilities shall be fully implemented
in accordance with the approved details prior to the first occupation of th
development and maintained thereafter for the lifetime of the development.
Reason: To promote sustainable travel and to ensure compliance with Policy T5 of
the London Plan (2021) and IM4, IM(b) and IM(c) of the Royal Greenwich Local Plan:
Core Strategy with Detailed Policies (Adopted July 2014).
Condition 7
The refuse and recycling facilities for the development hereby approved shall be fully
implemented and made available for use prior to the first occupation of the
development and maintained thereafter for the lifetime of the development.
Reason: In order that the Council may be satisfied with the details of the proposal
and to ensure compliance with Policy SI 7 of the London Plan (2021) and Policy
DH1 of the Royal Greenwich Local Plan: Core Strategy with Detailed Policies
(Adopted July 2014).
Condition 8
No fixed child play equipment shall be installed within the approved playspace or
anywhere within the Charlton House Stable garden.
Reason: In order that the Council may be satisfied with the external appearance of
the development and ensure compliance with Policies D3 and HC1 of the London
Plan (2021) and Policies DH1, DH3, DH(h) and DH(i) of the Royal Greenwich Local
Plan: Core Strategy with Detailed Policies (adopted 30th July 2014).
Condition 9
The development shall be fully implemented in accordance with all
recommendations set out in the Nursery Noise Impact Assessment dated 20
October 2020.
Reason: To safeguard the amenities of neighbouring properties and the area
generally and ensure compliance with policy E(a) of the Royal Greenwich Local Plan:
Core Strategy with Detailed Policies (2014).
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Condition 10
Notwithstanding the provisions of the Town and Country Planning (Use Classes)
Order 1987 (as amended) and the Town and Country Planning (General Permitted
Development) (England) Order 2015 (or any Order revoking and re-enacting these
Orders with or without modification), the use of the first floor of the east stable
wing shall be as a day nursery (Class E(f)) and the use of the ground floor of the east
stable wing shall be as offices to (Class E(g)(i)) as set out in the application only.
Reason: In order to safeguard the amenities of neighbouring properties and the
area generally and to ensure compliance with Policy D14 of the London Plan (2021)
and Policy E(a) of the Royal Greenwich Local Plan: Core Strategy with Detailed
Polices (2014).
Condition 11
The nursery hereby approved shall only be operational between the hours of 07:30
– 18:00 Monday - Friday (excluding bank holidays).
Reason: In order to safeguard the amenities of adjoining occupants at unsociable
periods and to comply with Policy D14 of the London Plan (2021), Policy E(a) of the
Royal Greenwich Local Plan: Core Strategy with Detailed Policies (July 2014).
Condition 12
The maximum number of children associated with the nursery use hereby approved
on the site shall not exceed 35 at any given time.
Reason: To preserve the amenity of the neighbouring occupiers, and to comply
with Policy D14 of the London Plan (2021) and Policy E(a) of the Royal Greenwich
Local Plan: Core Strategy with Detailed Policies (July 2014).

Informatives
Informative 1
Positive and Proactive Statement: The Council engages with all applicants in a
positive and proactive way through specific pre-application enquiries and the
detailed advice available on the Council’s website. On this particular application,
positive discussions took place which resulted in further information being
submitted.
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Informative 2
Works of demolition and construction shall be carried out during normal working
hours, i.e. 08:00 to 18:00 hours Monday to Friday, and 08:00 to 13:00 hours on
Saturdays, with no noisy working audible at the site boundary being permitted on
Sundays or Bank Holidays. Reference shall be made to: The Councils’ Construction
Site Noise Code of Practice
http://www.royalgreenwich.gov.uk/downloads/file/469/noise_from_smallscale_buildin
g_works_leaflet
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Appendix 3 – Conditions and Informatives Application B 20/3358/L
Condition 1
The development to which this permission relates must be begun not later than the
expiration of three (3) years beginning with the date on which the permission is
granted.
Reason: As required by Section 18 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and
Conservation Areas) Act 1990.
Condition 2
The development shall be carried out strictly in accordance with the application
plans, drawings and documents hereby approved and as detailed below:
19/319 DR -001 rev P02; 19/319 DR-002 rev P02; 19/319 DR-003 rev P03; 19/319
DR-004 rev P01 Planning, Design & Access Statement dated November 2020;
Transport Technical Note dated 16th October 2020; Covering letter dated 3rd
November 2020; Greenwich Property Services letter dated 3rd November 2020;
Nursery Noise Impact Assessment dated 20 October 2020; Playspace Fence Railings
details.
Reason: In the interests of good planning and to ensure that the development is
carried out in accordance with the approved documents, plans and drawings
submitted with the application and is acceptable to the local planning authority.

Informatives
Informative 1
Positive and Proactive Statement: The Council engages with all applicants in a
positive and proactive way through specific pre-application enquiries and the
detailed advice available on the Council’s website. On this particular application,
positive discussions took place which resulted in further information being
submitted.
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Appendix 4 – National, regional and local planning policies and
Supplementary Planning Guidance / Documents.
Application A 20/3357/F
National Planning Policy Framework (2019)
Chapter 6
Building a strong and competitive economy
Chapter 8
Promoting healthy and safe communities
Chapter 9
Promoting sustainable transport
Chapter 11
Making effective use of land
Chapter 12
Achieving well designed spaces
Chapter 16
Conserving and enhancing the historic environment
Chapter 17
Conserving and enhancing the natural environment
Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 – Sections
66 and 72
The London Plan (2021)
The following draft London Plan policies are of consideration:
Policy E1
Policy E2
Policy GG1
Policy D1
Policy D3
Policy D4
Policy D5
Policy D8
Policy D12
Policy D13
Policy D14
Policy HC1
Policy G3
Policy S1
Policy S3
Policy SI 1
Policy SI 7
Policy SI 8
Policy SI 13
Policy T4
Policy T5
Policy T6
Policy T6.5
Policy T7

Offices
Providing suitable business space
Building strong and inclusive communities
London’s form, character and capacity for growth
Optimising site capacity through the design-led Approach
Delivering good design
Inclusive design
Public realm
Fire safety
Agent of Change
Noise
Heritage Conservation and Growth
Metropolitan Open Land
Developing London’s social infrastructure
Education and childcare facilities
Improving Air Quality
Reducing waste and supporting the circular economy
Waste capacity and net waste self-sufficiency
Sustainable drainage
Assessing and mitigating transport impacts
Cycling
Car parking
Non-residential disabled persons parking
Deliveries, servicing and construction
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The Royal Borough of Greenwich Adopted Core Strategy (with Detailed Policies)
July 2014:
Policy EA1
Economic Development
Policy EA(c)
Skills and Training
Policy OS3
South East London Green Chain
Policy OS(a)
Development in Metropolitan Open Land
Policy CH1
Cohesive Communities
Policy CH2
Healthy Communities
Policy CH(a)
Loss of Community Facilities
Policy DH1
Design
Policy DH3
Heritage Assets
Policy DH(b)
Protection of Amenity of Adjacent Occupiers
Policy DH(h)
Conservation Areas
Policy DH(i)
Statutorily Listed Buildings
Policy DH(l)
Areas of Special Character
Policy E(a)
Pollution
Policy E(c)
Air Pollution
Policy IM1
Infrastructure
Policy IM(a)
Impact on the Road Network
Policy IM(b)
Walking and Cycling
Policy IM(c)
Parking Standards
Supplementary Planning Guidance/Documents:
Charlton Village Conservation Area Character Appraisal SPD (2016)
Charlton Village Conservation Area Management Strategy SPD (2016)
RBG CIL Charging Schedule (2015)
New Developments Guidance Notes for the storage and collection of waste and
recycling materials for the Royal Borough of Greenwich (2018)
Application B 20/3358/L
National Planning Policy Framework (2019)
Chapter 16
Conserving and enhancing the historic environment
Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 – Section 66
The London Plan (2021)
The following London Plan policies are of consideration:
Policy D3
Policy HC1

Optimising site capacity through the design-led Approach
Heritage Conservation and Growth
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The Royal Borough of Greenwich Adopted Core Strategy (with Detailed Policies)
July 2014:
Policy DH3
Heritage Assets
Policy DH(i)
Listed Buildings
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WOOLWICH AND THAMESMEAD
AREA PLANNING COMMITTEE

Agenda Item: 6
Reference No: 20/3775/F

23March 2021
Applicant: Doyle Simpson Properties Ltd
Agent:
Mr J McDermot – Town Planning Experts Ltd
Site Address:
36 Riverdale Road, Plumstead, London,
SE18 1NZ

Ward: Plumstead
Application Type: Full Planning
Permission

1.

Recommendation

1.1

The Committee is requested to grant full planning permission as outlined
below:
• “Retrospective application for use of the building as an HMO of up to 6
persons (Class C4)”

1.2

Subject to:
i.
ii.

To resolve to grant conditional planning permission according to the
conditions in appendix 2, to be detailed in the notice of determination;
and
To Authorise the Assistant Director of Planning & Building Control to
make any minor change to the detailed working of the recommended
conditions, as set out in the report and its addendums, where the
Assistant Director of Planning & Building Control considers it
appropriate, before issuing the decision notice.

2

Summary

2.1

Detailed below is a summary of the application:
The Site
Site Area (m²)
Local Plan Allocation
Heritage Assets
Tree Preservation Order
Flood Risk Zone

175
No allocations.
None
None
No
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Existing & Proposed Building (no change)
Building height (metres)
No. of storeys
Floor area (m²)
Transportation
Car Parking

Cycle Parking

Public Transport
Public Consultation
Number in Support
Number of objections

No. existing car
parking spaces
No. Proposed Car
Parking Spaces
Proposed Parking Ratio
No. Proposed Cycle
Parking
Complies with policy
PTAL Rating

8.42
2-storeys, plus nonoriginal loft conversion
135.0

0
0
N/A
Not specified
Addressed within
section 14 of this
report.
4

None
None

2.2

Whilst this application has received no objections from neighbours or
neighbourhood groups, it has been called before committee by Councillor
Cornforth for members to decide. Councillor Cornforth noted in their call-in
request that they had concerns about the proposal, but has not yet set out
what their concerns are.

2.3

The report details all relevant national, regional and local policy implications
of the scheme, including supplementary planning guidance.

2.4

The application is considered to be acceptable and is recommended for
approval subject to that set out in section 1.1 above.
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Site Plan

3

Site and Surroundings

3.1

The application site is 36 Riverdale Road, Plumstead, London, SE18 1NZ.

3.2

The application site comprises a two-storey terraced dwelling, including loft
conversion and is located on the western side of Riverdale Road.

3.3

The surrounding area is residential in character with the nearby properties
featuring a generally consistent typology throughout.

3.4

The application building has been subject to a non-original rear extension, a
non-original rear infill extension, and a non-original loft conversion
incorporating an L-shaped dormer extension. The loft conversion and roof
extension elements were considered not to require planning permission
under a Lawful Development Certificate application in 2018.

3.5

The ground floor extensions have no record of planning consent. However, it
is clear from digital imagery that they have been present for at least four (4)
years and so are lawful by reason of time.
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3.6

It is understood that the lawful use of the property is that of a C3 family unit.
It is set out in the submitted planning statement that prior to the ownership
of the applicant, the application property had previously been in use as a
HMO of varying capacity, up to 7 persons (Use Class Sui Generis) however
this is not the lawful use of the site.

3.7

The supporting statement also makes clear that this application has come
about as a result of an enforcement complaint stemming from the resumption
of the use of the property as an HMO in 2019. Officers do note that
notwithstanding the proposals set out in this application, a HMO License has
been granted at the application site permitting the use of the building as a six
bedroom, six household HMO (with 5 adults and one adult and child).

3.8

The property does not fall within a Conservation Area.

3.9

The property is not a statutory listed or locally listed building.

3.10 The property does not include any off-street parking spaces. The application
site has a Public Transport Accessibility Level (PTAL) rating of 4 (on a scale of
1-6, where 6 is highest), suggesting an above average connectivity to public
transport links.
4.

Relevant Planning History
App
Number:

18/1189/CP

Address:

36 Riverdale Road, Plumstead, London, SE18 1NZ

Description:

Lawful Development Certificate (proposed) for the
formation of a loft conversion (including outrigger) with rear
dormer window and installation of 2 rooflights to the front
roof slope.

App
Number:

18/1190/CP Decision:

Address:

36 Riverdale Road, Plumstead, London, SE18 1NZ

Description:

Lawful Development Certificate (proposed) for the
formation of a loft conversion with rear dormer window and
installation of 2 rooflights to the front roof slope.

Decision:

Approve

Approve
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5.

Proposals (in detail)

5.1

The current application seeks full planning permission for the following:
“Retrospective application for use of the building as an HMO of up to 6
persons (Class C4)”

5.2

The proposed new HMO would have five (5) bedrooms, and the requested
description of development sets out that the maximum capacity of the HMO
would be six (6) persons. The layout of the proposed HMO is described
below:
Ground Floor:
- Communal Hallway
- Room 1, 10.7sqm
- Room 2, 12.6sqm
- Communal Kitchen/ Diner, 19.6sqm
First Floor:
- Communal Landing
- Room 3, 9.8sqm
- Room 4, 10.9sqm
- Room 5 [arranged over two storeys, bed to be located on this floor],
7.55sqm on this floor – 14.08sqm total
Second Floor:
- Room 5 [arranged over two storeys, additional bedroom space to be
located on this floor], 6.53sqm – 14.08sqm total
- Room 6, 15.29sqm

5.3

The submissions do not bring forward any plans to make any external
alterations to the application building beyond the existing lawful situation.

6.

Consultation

6.1

The application since being submitted in December 2020 has been subject to
public consultation comprising of a site notice and four (4) neighbour
notification letters sent to occupiers within the vicinity of the application site.
Notification was also sent to the Positive Plumstead Neighbourhood Group
and the Friends of Plumstead Common Neighbourhood Group.
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6.2

No responses from any neighbour, neighbourhood group or other member of
the public has been received.

6.3

Councillors

6.4

As noted in section 2.2 of the report, this has been called before committee
by Councillor Cornforth for members to decide as they have concerns with
the proposal.

6.5

No other responses from councillors were received.

6.6

Responses from Council Departments

6.7

A summary of the consultation responses received along with the officer
comments are set out in table below:
Details of
Representation
and date
received
Transport and
Highways:

Summary of
Comments

Officers comments

The site is considered to
have good access to public
transport having a PTAL
index of 4.

Officers note that the
2016 London Plan
described no longer
constitutes the Policy
Framework for the
assessment of this
application.
Acknowledging the
similarities between
Policy 6.13 of the London
Plan (2016) and Policies
T5, T6 and T6.1 of the
London Plan (2021),
officers consider the
comment to still be
relevant in this instance.

While no car parking is
provided, it is noted that
relevant policy is considered
in the London Plan (2016)
Policy 6.13 (Parking) which
states that the Mayor
wishes to see an
appropriate balance being
struck between promoting
new development and
preventing excessive car
parking provision that can
undermine cycling, walking
and public transport use.
Given the previous
[uncertified] planning use
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as a HMO on balance no
highway objection is raised.
It is recommended that
adequate cycle provision is
made in line with the
‘Publication’ London Plan
standard.
Waste Services: “This part of the road has a
lot of issues with bins being
stored on the pavement as
the properties have steps
and according to our
guidance, the collection
crews won’t collect any bins
that are stored up the steps
due to health and safety. A
6 person HMO would
require 5x240L bins
(2x240L for general waste,
2x240L for mixed dry
recycling and 1x240L for
food waste) and the
developer needs to provide a
storage area for these bins
on the ground level off the
public footway/pavement.”
Environmental
No response received.
Protection:

HMO Licensing:

No response received.
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The waste related aspects
of this proposal are
discussed at section 15
below. Further details are
proposed to be provided
via a condition (refer to
appendix 2).

Noise and other
neighbouring amenity
related aspects of this
proposal are assessed in
section 12 below.
Officers do note that
notwithstanding the
proposals brought
forward in this
application, the
application site does
benefit from a HMO
Licence for up to 5 adults
and one adult and child
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The proposed
development is compliant
with the limitations set
out in the RBG HMO
Standards as set out in
section 11 of this report.
7.
7.1

Planning Context
This application needs to be considered in the context of a range of national,
regional and local planning policies and Supplementary Planning Guidance /
Documents.
• National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF – 2012)
o Chapter 5 – Delivering a Sufficient Supply of Homes
o Chapter 9 – Promoting Sustainable Transport
o Chapter 12 – Achieving Well-Designed Places
• The London Plan (March 2021)
• The Royal Greenwich Local Plan: Core Strategy with
Detailed Policies (“Core Strategy” – 2014)
• Residential Extensions, Basements and Conversions Guidance
SPD (Dec 2018) (SPD)
• Royal Borough of Greenwich Standards for Houses in
Multiple Occupation (Standards for HMOs)
• New Developments: Guidance Notes for the storage and
collection of waste and recycling materials for the Royal
Borough of Greenwich (May 2018)

7.2

For full details relevant policies, SPDs and other documents, refer to
Appendix 3.

8.

Material Planning Considerations

8.1

This section of the report provides an analysis of the specific aspects of the
proposed development and the principal issues that need to be considered in
the determination of the planning application (Ref: 20/3775/F):
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Principle of development;
Design
Quality of living environment provided for future residents;
Impact on neighbouring amenity
Transport and Access
Cycle Parking
Waste and Refuse Storage
Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL);
RBG CIL;

9.

Principle of Development

9.1

The overriding objective of the Royal Greenwich policy framework is to
deliver high quality development which improves the quality and distinctive
identity of places and contributes to their success and the area’s popularity as
somewhere to live, work and stay.

9.2

Policy H9 of the London Plan (2021) sets out that boroughs should take
account of the role of houses in multiple occupation (HMOs) in meeting local
and strategic housing needs. Policy H9 clearly states that where HMO’s are of
a reasonable standard they should generally be protected.

9.3

Policy H2 of the Core Strategy promotes a mix of housing types and sizes,
varying according to the location of the development and the character of
the surrounding area. Other relevant considerations include; the level of
accessibility to public transport, schemes for special needs groups, or where
there is a poor external environment.

9.4

9.5

It is important to note that the Council’s Core Strategy does not include any
policies which protect the loss of family sized accommodation in relation to
the conversion of single family dwellinghouses into HMO accommodation.
Further, the minor internal works related to the change of use would not
prevent the residential accommodation being converted back into a single C3
dwelling in the future if desired. As such, the loss of the existing
accommodation in order to convert the property is considered acceptable.
In respect of the suitability of the proposed HMO, the Council’s SPD states:
“It is important that the Royal Borough supports a range of homes in terms of size
and tenure in order to meet a variety of housing need. HMOs that are of a good
standard form an important part of the provision of lower cost housing. However,
the unmanaged conversion of family housing stock to HMOs can undermine the
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Royal Borough’s objective to meet these varying needs and make it difficult to
achieve mixed and balanced communities as set out in the Core Strategy.”
9.6

It is therefore evident that HMOs have been identified as providing suitable
residential accommodation, which will be supported by the Council subject to
other material considerations including the quality of the internal living
environment.

9.7

In relation to over concentration of HMO’s, no applicable planning policy
restricts the amount of HMO’s within a specific area.

9.8

On the basis of the above, the proposal is considered acceptable in principle,
subject to the provision of an acceptable quality of accommodation for its
occupants. This is discussed elsewhere within this report.

10.

Design

10.1 Policy D3 of the London Plan (2021) states that development proposals
should be of high quality, enhancing local context by delivering buildings and
spaces that positively respond to local distinctiveness through their layout,
orientation, scale, appearance and shape, with due regard to existing and
emerging street hierarchy, building types, forms and proportions.
10.2 Policy DH1 of the Core Strategy requires all developments to be of a high
quality of design and demonstrate that they positively contribute to the
improvement of both the built and natural environments.
10.3 No external changes are proposed to be implemented to application building,
and so the impact of the development on the character and appearance of the
application building and wider surrounding area is considered to be acceptable
in this instance.
10.4 The proposed development is therefore considered to be generally in
accordance with Policy D3 of the London Plan (2021) as well as Policy DH1
and H5 of the Royal Greenwich Local Plan: Core Strategy with Detailed
Policies.
11. Quality of Living Environment provided for future residents
11.1 The Royal Borough of Greenwich Residential Extensions, Basements, and
Conversions Guidance SPD (2018) includes new guidance for Houses in
Multiple Occupation (HMOs). The SPD seeks to secure a quality internal living
environment for new HMOs. It states:
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“The quality of accommodation provided by HMOs can be poor and can give rise to
concern. To be considered good quality, proposals for the conversion to an HMO
will need to:
- provide sufficient internal space
- provide occupants with a reasonable standard of amenity
- not give rise to significant adverse amenity impacts to the surrounding
properties/residential neighbourhood”
11.2 Policy H5 of the Royal Greenwich Local Plan seeks that new residential
development, redevelopment, refurbishment or conversions will be expected
to achieve a high quality of housing design and an integrated environment.
11.3 This is supported by London Plan (2021) Policy D6 which states that housing
developments should be of high-quality design and provide adequately-sized
rooms with comfortable and functional layouts which are fit for purpose and
meet the needs of Londoners without differentiating between tenures. The
policy goes on to state that the design of development should maximise the
provision of dual aspect dwellings and provide sufficient daylight and sunlight
to new and surrounding housing that is appropriate for its context.
11.4 The above Policies and Guidance are also further clarified in the Royal
Borough of Greenwich HMO Standards (April 2017), which sets out the
standards for prospective HMO’s.
11.5 The proposed new HMO would have 6 bedrooms, seeking a maximum
capacity of six persons. The layout of the proposed HMO is described below:
Ground Floor:
- Communal Hallway
- Room 1, 10.7sqm
- Room 2, 12.6sqm
- Communal Kitchen/ Diner, 19.6sqm
First Floor:
- Communal Landing
- Room 3, 9.8sqm
- Room 4, 10.9sqm
- Room 5 [arranged over two storeys, bed to be located on this floor],
7.55sqm on this floor – 14.08sqm total
Second Floor:
- Room 5 [arranged over two storeys, additional bedroom space to be
located on this floor], 6.53sqm – 14.08sqm total
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- Room 6, 15.29sqm
Bedroom Sizes
11.6 Bedroom sizes are assessed against Table 1 of the Royal Greenwich HMO
Standards (2017) – “Minimum where kitchen facilities are within a separate
room” within the Royal Borough of Greenwich Standards for HMOs.
Bedrooms
Bedroom Proposed Occupancy
Size (sqm)
1
2
3
4
5*
6

1
1**
1
1
1**
1**

10.7
12.6
9.8
10.9
14.08
15.29

Standard
(sqm)
9
9
9
9
9
9

Complies?
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

*Bedroom 5 is arranged over two stories
**Whilst it is noted that Bedrooms 2, 5 and 6 are large enough to constitute double rooms, the applicant
clearly sets out in their planning statement that the proposed development would have an absolute
maximum capacity of 6 persons

11.7 All of the proposed bedrooms brought forward comply with the relevant
floor space requirements. This aspect of the proposal is therefore considered
to be acceptable. The number of occupants will be conditioned (see Appendix
2) and if the applicant was seeking to use it for more than currently proposed,
then a further planning application would have to be submitted and
considered by the Council, as this would be different to that proposed and it
would also mean that the use class of the HMO would be constitute a Sui
Generis Use Class and not a C4 Use Class as set out in the description of
development.

Kitchen Provision
11.8 The Royal Borough of Greenwich Standards for HMOs also gives
recommendations on the size of provided kitchen facilities:
“Where exclusive kitchen facilities cannot be provided, one set of kitchen facilities
shall be provided for every 5 occupants. […] The kitchen size and layout must
enable the practical, safe & hygienic use of the kitchen for storage, preparation
and cooking of food.”
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11.9 As a proposed six (6) person HMO, two (2) sets of kitchen facilities are
required to be provided.
11.10 With a size of 19.6sqm, the kitchen would comfortably meet the required
minimum kitchen requirement for six persons as per Table 5 of the Royal
Borough of Greenwich Standards for HMO’s (the minimum requirement set
out in Table 5 is 10.5sqm). It is considered that two sets of kitchen facilities
could easily be provided within this space.
11.11 Whilst officers do note that the Kitchen Space would also be shared with a
communal lounge/ dining area, given how the size of this room is almost
double that which is recommended as the minimum requirement for a kitchen
serving the proposed number of occupants, it is still considered that the size
provision is acceptable in this instance.
11.12 With reference to the above, it is considered that the proposal would be
acceptable in relation to the relevant kitchen provision.
Bathroom Provision
11.13 The RBG Standard for Houses in Multiple Occupation (2017) provide
guidance as to the required bathroom provision for HMO’s:
“Where exclusive bathroom/shower room and toilet facilities cannot be provided,
[…] for every 5 persons, one bathroom or shower room, and one toilet with a
wash hand basin shall be provided.”
11.14 All of the proposed bedrooms would have access to their own ensuite
bathroom provision. This provision is considered to be in accordance with
the above requirement.
11.15 This aspect of the proposal is therefore considered to be acceptable.
Outdoor Amenity Space
11.16 The proposed HMO would reuse the existing garden space to provide a total
of 94.69sqm of external amenity space in the rear garden.
11.17 This is considered to be a generous provision for a 6 person HMO. This
aspect is therefore considered to be acceptable.
Other Internal Amenity Factors
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11.18 The RBG HMO Standards state that it is expected that all rooms will have a
minimum ceiling height of 2.1m over at least half the floor area.
11.19 Whilst officers acknowledge that no section drawings have been provided
with the submissions, given how the development is the conversion of an
existing C3 residential unit, it is anticipated that this requirement would be
met by the proposed HMO.
11.20 The proposed HMO as a whole would be dual aspect. Habitable windows
would serve every bedroom and living space, with all of these spaces having a
reasonable outlook and receiving adequate daylight and sunlight throughout
the day.
11.21 Given the positioning of neighbouring habitable opening and amenity spaces,
none of the proposed bedrooms brought forward in this application would be
subject to any significant privacy or overlooking related impacts from
neighbouring properties. These aspects of the proposal are therefore
considered to be acceptable.
Conclusion
11.22 The proposed development would provide an acceptable level of internal
amenity and would therefore provide an adequate quality of accommodation
for future residents.
11.23 As such, these aspects of the proposal are considered to be compliant with
Policy D6 of The London Plan (2021), Policy H5 of the Royal Greenwich Local
Plan (2014), the Residential Extensions, Basements and Conversions SPD
(December 2018), and the Royal Borough of Greenwich Standards for
Houses in Multiple Occupation (April 2017).
12

Impact on neighbouring amenity

12.1

Policy DH(b) of the Core Strategy require new development to demonstrate
that there would be no significant loss of amenity to adjacent or nearby
properties, by reducing the amount of daylight, sunlight, privacy or outlook
they enjoy, by creating an unneighbourly sense of enclosure, or by
unacceptably impacting the wind environment or microclimate.

12.2 Policy E(a) states that planning permission will not normally be granted where
a proposed development or change of use would generally have a significant
adverse effect on the amenities of adjacent occupiers or uses, and especially
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where proposals would be likely to result in the unacceptable emission of
noise, light, vibrations, odours, fumes, dust, water and Soil pollutants or grit.
12.3 Examining how the proposal does not bring forward any external alterations
to the application building, it is considered that the development would not
bring any significantly detrimental amenity impacts to any of the nearby
properties with regard to loss of daylight/ sunlight, creation of an
unneighbourly sense of enclosure, loss of outlook or loss of privacy beyond
the existing lawful situation.
12.4 It is acknowledged that the submissions do bring forward a subtle increase in
the proposed number of occupants at the application property. With
reference to this, an increase to the number of persons residing in the
dwelling to a maximum of six (6) is not considered to present a significantly
detrimental impact on the amenity enjoyed by the immediately neighbouring
properties beyond the existing lawful use of the building as a large C3 family
unit.
12.5 It is considered that the proposed development is therefore in accordance
with Policies DH(b) and E(a) of the Royal Greenwich Local Plan: Core
Strategy with Detailed Policies (2014) and Council’s Residential Extensions,
Basements and Conversions Guidance SPD (December 2018).
13

Transport and Highways Impacts

13.1 Policy T2 of the London Plan (2021) states that development proposals should
deliver patterns of land use that facilitate residents making shorter, regular
trips by walking or cycling. Policy T2 also states that development proposals
should reduce the dominance of vehicles on London’s streets whether
stationary or moving.
13.2 Policy T6 of the London Plan (2021) states that car-free development should
be the starting point for all development proposals in places that are (or are
planned to be) well-connected by public transport, with developments
elsewhere designed to provide the minimum necessary parking.
13.3 Policy T6.1 further sets out that maximum parking provision for residential
development should be in accordance with Table 10.3. For a residential
development of this size, the London Plan sets out that a maximum of 0.5 0.75 spaces should be provided.
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13.4 The requirements of these London Plan Policies are supported by Policy IM(c)
of the Royal Greenwich Local Plan: Core Strategy with Detailed Policies
(2014)
13.5 The site has an access level (PTAL) of 4, which indicates an above average
level of public transport accessibility.
13.6 The site is not located within a controlled parking zone (CPZ).
13.7 The proposed development does not bring forward the provision of any car
parking spaces. This is considered to be acceptable and in accordance with the
provisions of the London Plan (2021)
13.8 The subtle increase in the occupancy of the building from a C3 family unit to a
HMO of an absolute maximum of six persons is not considered to result in
significantly detrimental parking issues or traffic impacts.
13.9 The acceptability of the proposed development in terms of parking and
transport and highways impacts is supported by the Local Authorities
Transport and Highways Officer, who has raised no objection to the
proposed development.
13.10 On balance, officers are satisfied that the proposal would be in accordance
with Policies T6 and T6.1 of the London Plan (2021) and Policy IM(c) of the
Royal Greenwich Local Plan: Core Strategy with Detailed Policies (2014).
14

Cycle Parking

14.1 Policy T5 of the London Plan (2021) states that development proposals should
help remove barriers to cycling and create a healthy environment in which
people choose to cycle. The policy is clear that proposals should do this by
meeting providing cycle parking at least in accordance with the minimum
standards set out in Table 10.2 and Figure 10.3. The cycle parking should be fit
for purpose, secure and well-located.
14.2 Within Policy T5, Table 10.2 in the London Plan (2021) sets out that a
proposal of the type brought forward in this application should provide two
(2) cycle parking spaces.
14.3 This is supported by Policy IM(b) and IM(c) of the Core Strategy.
14.4 The submissions do not provide details of any cycle parking provision. A
condition is recommended to be attached to any decision notice, in order to
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secure further details in relation to the proposed cycle parking provision (see
appendix 2)
15

Waste and refuse storage

15.1 Policy H5 of the Core Strategy identifies that development needs to minimise
the production of waste, to promote the reuse and recycling of waste
materials and to ensure that waste disposal is environmentally responsible. As
such residential schemes should incorporate measures for community
recycling that minimises waste disposal and should provide refuse bins and
recycling boxes. This is supported by London Plan (2021) Policy SI7 and SI8.
15.2 In accordance with the “New Developments: Guidance Notes for the Storage
and Collection of Waste and Recycling Materials for the Royal Borough of
Greenwich (May 2018)” recommendations and correspondence with the
Local Authority’s Waste and Refuse Department, the proposal makes clear
that space at the front of the property would be set out for the provision of
2x240L general waste bins, 2x240L mixed dry recycling bins, and 1x240L food
waste bin.
15.3 Details of the final waste arrangements are to be secured via a condition
attached to the decision notice.
16

Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL)

16.1 The Mayor has introduced a London-wide Community Infrastructure Levy
(CIL) to help implement the London Plan (2021), particularly Policy T9. The
Mayoral CIL formally came into effect on 1st April 2012, and it will be paid on
commencement of most new development in Greater London that was
granted planning permission on or after that date. The Mayor's CIL will
contribute towards the funding of Crossrail. The Mayor has arranged
boroughs into three charging bands. The rate for Greenwich is £35 per
square metre.
16.2 The current application is not liable to this requirement.
17

RBG CIL

17.1 The Royal Borough adopted its Local Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL)
charging schedule, infrastructure (Regulation 123) list, instalments policy and
exceptional circumstances relief policy on the 25th March 2015 and came into
effect in Royal Greenwich on the 6th April 2015.
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17.2 The current application is not liable to this requirement.
18

Implications for disadvantaged groups

18.1 There are no specific implications identified.
19

Conclusion

19.1 The proposed development would not result in a significantly detrimental
effect on the character and appearance of the application building or the
wider public realm.
19.2 The proposed development would provide an acceptable quality of
accommodation for residents.
19.3 The proposed development would not result in any unacceptable impacts to
the amenity enjoyed by neighbouring occupiers.
19.4 Accordingly, it is recommended that permission be granted for application
reference 20/3775/F, in line with Section 1.1 of this report.
Background Papers:
National Planning Policy Framework (2019)
The London Plan (2021)
Royal Greenwich Local Plan: Core Strategy with Detailed Policies (2014)
Residential Extensions, Basements and Conversions Guidance SPD (Dec 2018)
(SPD)
Royal Borough of Greenwich Standards for Houses in Multiple Occupation
(Standards for HMOs)
New Developments: Guidance Notes for the storage and collection of waste and
recycling materials for the Royal Borough of Greenwich (May 2018)
Responses from consultations
Report Author:
Email.:

Luke Sapiano (Planning Officer)
luke.sapiano@royalgreenwich.gov.uk

Reporting to:

Victoria Geoghegan, Assistant Director, Planning & Building
Control
victoria.geoghegan@royalgreenwich.gov.uk

Email.:
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APPENDICES
Appendix 1 – Drawing Numbers
The below lists all of the drawings taken into consideration in this assessment:
1027-BP-EXIST, 1027-07PL (Rev. A), 1027-08PL (Rev. A), Location Plan (1:500),
Design and Access Statement, PTAL Output Document, Site Location Plan (1:1250)
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APPENDICES
Appendix 2 – Conditions and Informatives
1. Conditions and Reasons for Application Reference 20/3775/F:
01. The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance with
the following approved plans:
1027-BP-EXIST, 1027-07PL (Rev. A), 1027-08PL (Rev. A), Location Plan
(1:500), Design and Access Statement, PTAL Output Document, Site
Location Plan (1:1250)
Reason: For the avoidance of doubt and in the interests of proper planning.
02. The premises shall only be used as a house in multiple occupation (C4) for a
maximum of six residents.
Reason: To allow the Local Planning Authority to assess the impact of any further
intensification of use on the living environment of occupiers, amenity of
neighbouring residents and the character of the area, in accordance with policies
D3 and D6 of the London Plan (2021), policies H1, DH1 and DH(b) of the Royal
Greenwich Local Plan: Core Strategy with Detailed Policies (July 2014), Residential
Extensions, Basements and Conversions Guidance SPD (Dec 2018) (SPD) and
Royal Borough of Greenwich Standards for Houses in Multiple Occupation
(Standards for HMOs)
03. a)Within one month of the date of this decision, the layout and details of the
refuse storage units, recycling facilities and refuse collection storage, including
plan, elevation and materiality details, associated with the use hereby
approved shall be submitted to the local planning authority for subsequent
approval. The refuse storage must at a minimum have 5 x 240L bins.
b) The storage and recycling facilities shall in all respects be constructed in
accordance with the approved details prior to the occupation of the
development and maintained for the lifetime of the development.
Reason: To ensure that adequate refuse/recycling facilities are proposed and to
ensure that the appearance of any storage facilities would be acceptable in design
terms. This is to ensure compliance with Policies SI7 and SI8 of the London Plan
(2021) and Policies H5, DH1 and DH(a) of the Royal Greenwich Local Plan: Core
Strategy with Detailed Policies (July 2014).
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04. a) Within one month of the date of this decision, details of the cycle parking
associated with the use hereby permitted shall be submitted to the local
authority for subsequent approval. Details shall include the following:
- Detailed drawings (elevations and plans at a suitable scale) to show the
appearance, siting and design of the covered and secure cycle storage
facilities.
- Type of Cycle Parking Mechanism Proposed
- Details of the proposed materiality of the cycle parking units
Reason: To promote sustainable travel and to ensure that the appearance of any
storage facilities would be acceptable in design terms. To ensure compliance with
Policy T5 of the London Plan (2021) and DH1, DH(a), IM4, IM(b) and IM(c) of the
Royal Greenwich Local Plan: Core Strategy with Detailed Policies (July 2014).
2. Informative(s) for Application Reference 20/3775/F:
01. Positive and Proactive Statement: The Council engages with all applicants in a
positive and proactive way through specific pre-application enquiries and the
detailed advice available on the Council’s website. On this particular
application, positive discussions took place which resulted in further
information being submitted.
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Appendix 3 – National, regional and local planning policies and
Supplementary Planning Guidance / Documents.
1. The London Plan (March 2021) – The following policies are of consideration:
Design Policies
Policy D3 – Optimising site capacity through the design led approach
Policy D6 – Housing Quality and Standards
Policy D14 – Noise
Housing Policies
Policy H9 - Ensuring the best use of stock
Sustainable Infrastructure Policies
Policy SI7 - Reducing waste and supporting the circular economy
Policy SI8 – Waste Capacity and Net Waste Self Sufficiency
Transport Policies
Policy T2 – Healthy Streets
Policy T5 - Cycling
Policy T6 - Car Parking
Policy T6.1 – Residential Parking

2. The Royal Greenwich Local Plan: Core Strategy with Detailed Policies
(“Core Strategy” – 2014) – The main Core Strategy policies relevant to this
application are:
Housing Policies
H1
New Housing
H2
Housing Mix
H5
Housing Design
Design and Heritage Policies
DH1
Design
DH(a)
Residential Extensions
DH(b)
Protection of Amenity for Adjacent Occupiers
Environment and Climate Change Policies
E(a)
Pollution
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Infrastructure and Movement Policies
IM4
Sustainable Travel
IM(a)
Impact on the Road Network
IM(b)
Walking and Cycling
IM(c)
Parking Standards
3. Supplementary Planning Guidance / Documents – the following planning
guidance / documents are considered relevant:
• Royal Borough of Greenwich Standards for Houses in Multiple
Occupation (April 2017)
• New Developments: Guidance Notes for the Storage and Collection of
Waste and Recycling Materials for the Royal Borough of Greenwich
(May 2018)
• Residential Extensions, Basements and Conversions Guidance SPD (Dec
2018)
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WOOLWICH AND THAMESMEAD
AREA PLANNING COMMITTEE

Agenda Item: 7
Reference No: 20/3891/F

23 March 2021
Applicant: Royal Borough of Greenwich
Agent:
Dr. Cinici – Architecture and Partners LLP
Site Address:
Schoolhouse Education, 42 Combwell
Crescent, Abbey Wood, SE2 9LZ

Ward: Abbey Wood
Application Type:
Full Planning Permission

1.

Recommendation

1.1

The Committee is requested to grant full planning permission as outlined
below:
• “The construction of a new 2-Storey Side Extension to replace the existing
attached outbuilding, replacement of windows and doors with double glazed
units and associated internal and external alterations in connection with the
change of use of the existing building from Class F1 (Former Class D1) 'NonResidential Education Institution' to Class C2 'Children's Home.'

1.2

Subject to:
i.

ii.

To resolve to grant conditional planning permission according to the
conditions in appendix 2, to be detailed in the notice of determination,
following the expiry of the consultation period on the 26th March 2021
and subject to no further responses being received; and
To Authorise the Assistant Director of Planning & Building Control to
make any minor change to the detailed working of the recommended
conditions, as set out in the report and its addendums, where the
Assistant Director of Planning & Building Control considers it
appropriate, before issuing the decision notice.
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2

Summary

2.1

Detailed below is a summary of the application:
The Site
Site Area (m²)
Local Plan Allocation

Heritage Assets
Tree Preservation Order
Flood Risk Zone

915
• Adjacent to Community Open Space
• Falls within scope of the
Thamesmead and Abbey Wood
Opportunity Area Planning
Framework (2020)
None
None
Flood Zone 3 (within an area benefitting
from flood defences)

Existing Building
Building height (metres)
No. of storeys
Floor area (m²)
Transportation
Car Parking

Cycle Parking

Public Transport

Public Consultation
Number in Support
Number of objections

8.17
2
255.65

No. existing car
parking spaces
No. Proposed Car
Parking Spaces
No. Proposed Cycle
Parking
Complies with policy
PTAL Rating

3
5
Not specified
Details proposed to be
sought via condition.
1b (indicating very
poor public transport
accessibility levels)

None
None
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2.2

Whilst this application has received no objections from neighbours, as a
council led proposal for a development to a Council owned building, the
department are required to bring this application forward to committee stage.

2.3

Notwithstanding the above, the application has been called before committee
by Councillor Cousins and Councillor Mardner for members to decide.
Councillor Cousins noted in their call-in request that they felt this should be
determined at committee given the scale and nature of the proposal.
Councillor Mardner did not set out their concerns with the application at the
time of the call-in request.

2.4

The report details all relevant national, regional and local policy implications
of the scheme, including supplementary planning guidance.

2.5

The application is considered to be acceptable and is recommended for
approval subject to that set out in section 1.1 above.

Site Plan

3

Site and Surroundings

3.1

The application site is 42 Combwell Crescent, Abbey Wood, SE2 9LZ.

3.2

The application site comprises a two-storey detached dwelling and is located
on the western side of Combwell Crescent.
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3.3

The surrounding area is generally residential in character with the nearby
properties featuring a generally consistent typology throughout. A flatted
apartment block exists opposite the application site.

3.4

The application building has been subject to a non-original single storey side
garage. There is no planning history for this extension, however it is clear that
this element has been present for at least four (4) years and so is considered
to be lawful by reason of time.

3.5

It is understood that the lawful use of the property is that of a specialist
educational facility (Class F1) however the supporting statement makes clear
that the building has been vacant since July 2018. Before it became a
educational facility it had been originally a children’s home (C2 Use Class).

3.6

The property does not fall within a Conservation Area.

3.7

The property is not a statutory listed or locally listed building.

3.8

The property currently includes three (3) off-street parking spaces, with two
on the front drive and one in the existing side garage.

3.9

The application site has a Public Transport Accessibility Level (PTAL) rating of
1b (on a scale of 1-6, where 6 is highest), suggesting a very poor level of
connectivity to public transport links.

4.

Relevant Planning History
App
Number:

09/1909/F

Address:

42 Combwell Crescent, Abbey Wood, SE2 9LZ

Description:

Use of former Childrens Home as a Specialist Education
Facility on a permanent basis.

App
Number:

08/1459/F

Address:

42 Combwell Crescent, Abbey Wood, SE2 9LZ

Description:

Temporary change of use of former childrens home to
provide a specialist education facility until August 2009.

App
Number:

98/1034

Decision:

Decision:

Decision:

Approve

Approve

Approve
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Date:

Decision
Date:

Decision
Date:

21/10/2009

21/07/2008

02/09/1998
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Description:

Childrens Residential Establishment 42 Combwell Crescent
Abbey Wood SE2
Installation of an external sited staircase.

App
Number:
Address:

Decision
21/07/1981
Date:
42 Combwell Crescent, Abbey Wood, SE2 9LZ

Description:

Use of 42 Combwell Crescent as an intermediate day
treatment centre.

Address:

81/0446

Decision:

Approve

5.

Proposals (in detail)

5.1

The current application seeks full planning permission for the following:
“The construction of a new 2-Storey Side Extension to replace the existing attached
outbuilding, replacement of windows and doors with double glazed units and
associated internal and external alterations in connection with the change of use of
the existing building from Class F1 (Former Class D1) 'Non-Residential Education
Institution' to Class C2 'Children's Home.'

5.2

The proposed two storey ide extension would replace the existing garage at
the site. The side extension would have a width of 4.13m and a depth of
8.20m. The proposed side extension would have a height of 8.17m, acting as a
continuation of the building to the south.

5.3

The proposed extension would utilise materials that would match those that
are used in the existing building.

5.4

The proposed Children’s Home (C2 Use Class) would operate as an
Adolescent Resource Hub to provide:
i.
ii.
iii.
iv.

5.5

A neutral space for family crises or breakdown of parent and child
relationship
safe haven for the night when it is risky/ unsafe to return to family
bridging placement when long term placement has abruptly ended
multi-disciplinary assessment for young people in Council care who
have experienced multiple placement breakdowns.

At ground floor, the proposed two storey side extension is proposed to
provide a kitchen area, intervention and assessment space and accessible WC.
This is accessed by a main entrance to the front and provides access out to
the rear. Within the existing part of no. 42, on the ground floor the proposal
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provides a kitchen, dining room, common room, office, staff room,
multipurpose room, WC and accessible shower room.
5.6

At first floor level, 6 childrens bedrooms are proposed to be provided at the
site, as well as a staff bedroom, common room and 2 shower rooms and 2
WCs.

5.7

The proposed children’s home would operate 24hours, 365 days a year.

5.8

The property would be permanently occupied by a maximum of one
residential staff and six children at any one time.

6.

Consultation

6.1

The application since being submitted in December 2020 has been subject to
full public consultation comprising of a site notice and twenty-seven (27)
neighbour notification letters sent to occupiers within the vicinity of the
application site.

6.2

However, a further consultation letter was sent to Crossrail and the Council’s
Occupational Therapist. This consultation period expires on the 26th March
2021. An update on these will be provided to Members at the Committee on
the 23rd March.

6.3

Due to this, it is recommended in section 1.1 that Members are requested to
resolve to grant conditional planning permission according to the conditions
in appendix 2, to be detailed in the notice of determination, following the
expiry of the consultation period on the 26th March 2021 and subject to no
further responses being received. If responses are received that would need
to have been considered by Members, then this would be bought back to
committee.

6.4

No responses from any neighbours or other member of the public has been
received at the time of writing this report. If responses are received between
now and the date of committee, these will be presented to Members and
addressed.

6.5

Following discussions with the planning agent, revised submissions were
received showing the location of the proposed waste storage, removing
originally proposed ground floor side windows, altering the internal layout of
the proposal and providing a Flood Risk Assessment. These revisions were
minor, pertaining to either a reduction in the scope of the proposal from
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what was originally submitted or subtle alterations internally. The additional
Flood Risk Assessment is ancillary to the proposal. Given the above, no
further consultation took place following the receipt of these submissions.
6.6

Councillors
As noted in section 2.2 of the report, this has been called before committee
by Councillor Cousins and Councillor Mardner, as they felt that given the
nature of the proposal, they felt it should be heard at committee stage.

6.7

No other responses from councillors were received.

6.8

Responses from Council Departments
A summary of the consultation responses received along with the officer
comments are set out in table below:
Details of
Representation
and date
received
Transport and
Highways:

Summary of
Comments

Officers comments

“No Highway objection is
raised”

The transport and
highways impact of the
proposal is assessed in
section 13 below.
The waste related aspects
of this proposal are
discussed at section 15
below. Further details are
proposed to be provided
via a condition attached
to the decision notice.
The noise and other
neighbouring amenity
related aspects of this
proposal are assessed in
section 12 below.
Officers note that the
ground floor of the
building would be
wheelchair accessible as is
set out in section 19 of
the report below.
The principle of
development is discussed

Waste Services: “We are happy with the
arrangements”

Environmental
Protection:

No response received.

Housing
Occupational
Therapy:

No response received at
this time.

Education:

“Children’s Services fully
supports this application to
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Flood Risk
Manager:

6.9

establish a unit that will
below in section 9 of the
provide a safe home where committee report below.
assessments can take place
to either support young
people to return to their
families or move on to a
placement that can meet
their longer term needs.
This proposal aligns with
the Corporate Plan by
ensuring Greenwich is a
Great Place to Grow Up
and protecting the wellbeing
of a key vulnerable group.”
No response received.
Given the support of the
application from the
environment agency, it is
considered that the
application can be
determined in this
instance without
comment from the Local
Authorities internal Flood
Risk Manager.

Responses from other External Consultees
Details of
Representation
and date
received
Crossrail:

Summary of
Comments

Officers comments

“The implications of the
Crossrail proposals for the
application have been
considered and I write to
inform you that Crossrail
Limited does not wish to
make any comment on the
application as submitted.”

With reference to the
nature of the proposal
and the reasonable
distance away from
Crossrail 1, it is
considered that the
development would not
have any negative
implications to the
Crossrail development.
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Environment
Agency:

“Thank you for consulting us
on this application. We have
reviewed the revised Flood
Risk Assessment (FRA) by
Herrington Consulting
Limited dated 4 February
2021.
The site is in Flood Zone 3
and located within an area
benefitting from flood
defences. Whilst
the site is protected by the
River Thames tidal flood
defences up to a 1 in 1000
(0.1%) chance in any year,
our most recent flood
modelling (June 2018)
shows that the site is at risk
if there were to be a breach
in the defences.

EDF

N.B: An initial objection
to the proposal was
received from the
environment agency due
to the lack of a Flood Risk
Assessment provided with
the application. Following
discussions with the
planning agent and the
submission of a Flood Risk
Assessment and amended
drawings showing an
altered internal layout, the
listed comment was
received, and the
Environment Agency is
now in support of the
application.

The FRA states that in the
event of a breach the site
could flood to a depth of
2.50 mAOD with the ground
floor predicted to flood to a
depth of 1.10mAOD. Given
that all of the sleeping
accommodation will now be
located at first floor which
will be above the breach
level we remove our
objection to the prosed
development.”
No response received.
EDF were notified given
the existence of an
electrical substation at
the far eastern corner of
the site.
Given the significant
distance of the building
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Thames Water:

“With regard to surface
water drainage, Thames
water would advise that if
the developer follows the
sequential approach to the
disposal of surface water
we would have no
objection.”
“Thames Water would
advise that with regard to
waste water network and
sewage treatment works
infrastructure capacity, we
would not have any
objection to the above
planning application, based
on the information
provided.”

away from this substation,
it is considered that there
would not be any
significantly detrimental
impact on this
infrastructure.
Water connectivity and
sewage connections is
outside the scope of
planning and is dealt with
a later stage in the
development process.
In any case, the sequential
approach has been
applied to the proposal
has been explored as is
set out in the submitted
flood risk assessment.
Additionally,
opportunities for surface
water drainage have been
further explored in the
flood risk assessment.
The application clearly
sets out that no additional
new drains would be
connected to the sewage
system. The environment
agency has made their
support of the application
clear in their responses
to the application.
Thames Water have
requested that three (3)
additional informatives be
attached to any approval
decision. These can be
seen in Appendix 3.
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7.

Planning Context

7.1

This application needs to be considered in the context of a range of national,
regional and local planning policies and Supplementary Planning Guidance /
Documents.
• National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF – 2012)
o Chapter 5 – Delivering a Sufficient Supply of Homes
o Chapter 9 – Promoting Sustainable Transport
o Chapter 12 – Achieving Well-Designed Places
o Chapter 14 - Meeting the challenge of climate change, flooding
and coastal change
• The London Plan (March 2021)
• The Royal Greenwich Local Plan: Core Strategy with
Detailed Policies (“Core Strategy” – 2014)
• New Developments: Guidance Notes for the storage and
collection of waste and recycling materials for the Royal
Borough of Greenwich (May 2018)
• Residential Extensions, Basements and Conversions Guidance
SPD (2018)
• Thamesmead and Abbey Wood Opportunity Area Planning
Framework (December 2020).

7.2
8.
8.1

For full details relevant policies, SPDs and other documents, refer to
Appendix 3.
Material Planning Considerations
This section of the report provides an analysis of the specific aspects of the
proposed development and the principal issues that need to be considered in
the determination of the planning application (Ref: 20/3891/F):
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Principle of development;
Design
Quality of Living Environment for future residents
Impact on neighbouring amenity
Transport and Highways Impacts
Cycle Parking
Waste and Refuse Storage
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•
•
•
•

Flood Risk
Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL);
RBG CIL; and
Implications for disadvantaged groups.

9.

Principle of Development

9.1

The overriding objective of the Royal Greenwich policy framework is to
deliver high quality development which improves the quality and distinctive
identity of places and contributes to their success and the area’s popularity as
somewhere to live, work and stay.

9.2

Policy H12 of the London Plan (2021) makes clear that the delivery, retention
and refurbishment of supported and specialised housing which meets an
identified need should be supported.

9.3

Policy S1 and S2 of the London Plan (2021) states that development proposals
that provide high quality, inclusive social infrastructure that addresses a local
or strategic need and supports service delivery strategies should be
supported.

9.4

Policy H(d) of the Royal Greenwich Local Plan: Core Strategy with Detailed
Policies (2014) states that supported accommodation required by the local
community will be given sympathetic consideration with regard given to:
locations in residential areas with good access to essential services, including
public transport and shops; impact upon the local environment and character
of the area, taking into account intensity and scale of use; an identified need;
and the size and design of the accommodation provided.

9.5

Policy S1 of the London Plan (2021) also makes clear that redundant social
infrastructure should be considered for full or partial use as other forms of
social infrastructure before alternative developments are considered.

9.6

Policy CH1 of the Royal Borough of Greenwich Local Plan: Core Strategy
with Detailed Policies sets out development proposals should support the
development of new and improved community facilities where there are
identified local needs and where the development is in line with the Royal
Borough's strategy for the provision of services. Facilities must be easily
accessible for all and be located in or on the edge of town or local centres
unless a special need for a location elsewhere can be demonstrated;

9.7

Policy CH(a) of the Royal Greenwich Local Plan: Core Strategy with Detailed
Policies (2014) sets out that the planning permission that would result in the
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loss of community facilities through change of use or redevelopment will only
be granted where:
i.
ii.
iii.
iv.

there is evidence that the loss would not create or add to a shortfall
in provision for the specific community use and
alternative community facilities of a similar nature are provided
locally in the area which that facility serves; or
it would enable the implementation of the Royal Borough's strategy
for the provision of community facilities.
the site is demonstrably unsuitable for continued use as a
community facility.

9.8

Officers would also like to make clear that the proposed development would
not result in a net loss of community facilities at the site, as a Residential Care
Unit specifically for an Adolescent Resource Hub with the operation
described is considered to constitute a community facility as per the
definitions set out in the Local Plan (2014).

9.9

Policy S3 of the London Plan states that development proposals should ensure
that there is no net loss of education or childcare facilities, unless it can be
demonstrated that there is no ongoing or future need.

9.10 The submitted supporting statement makes clear that the previously occupied
specialist educational use was not viable as it was operating significantly below
capacity and had very limited public transport accessibility levels. Whilst
officers do note that the existing situation shows three (3) off street parking
spaces, this would be a limited provision given the low accessibility levels and
expected capacity of 30 residents.
9.11 Officers also submit that given the buildings disuse since July 2018 and the
limited capacity the site was operating at prior to disuse, that the
development would not result in a significant shortfall of this type of
educational use in the area. This is therefore in accordance with point (i) of
Policy CH(a) of the Local Plan and satisfies the requirements of Policy S1 and
S3 of the London Plan (2021).
9.12 The principle of provision of a Residential Care Unit (Use Class C2) is
supported by Policies H12 and S3 of the London Plan (2021) and Policy CH1
of the Local Plan, should a need for such a facility be identified. Policy CH(a)
of the Local Plan also makes clear that the loss of a specific type of community
facility (in this instance, a vacant specialist education facility) can be acceptable
to allow for the implementation of the Royal Borough's strategy for the
provision of community facilities.
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9.13 The submitted design and access statement brings forward strong justification
for the provision of an Adolescent Resource Hub (Class C2) in this area. The
submissions set out that the Royal Borough of Greenwich has only one
Children's Home within the borough where short to medium term care is
provided for young people aged between 11 and 18 years old.
9.14 With supporting data from the RBG Children Safeguarding and Social Care
team, the submissions also set out that the number of children coming to the
borough year on year is increasing, and the a majority of the children coming
to the borough are within the age range might be served by the proposed
facility.
9.15 Crucially, the supporting statement sets out that crisis placements for children
in the Council's care is extremely expensive, and that many of the placements
in facilities of this kind last year were far from home with, over half between
70 and 329 miles away.
9.16 Officers do note that the site would not have excellent access to public
transport or local shops, these concerns are offset by the proposed increased
provision in off street parking at the site.
9.17 Whilst officers acknowledge that the application does not provide marketing
information for the existing use, examining the need identified for the
proposed use and taking into consideration with the long period of vacancy at
the site and its previous limited occupancy, it is considered on balance that
the loss of the existing vacant Educational Use to allow for the provision of a
much needed Residential Care use is acceptable in this instance.
10. Design
10.1 Policy D3 of the London Plan (2021) states that development proposals
should be of high quality, enhancing local context by delivering buildings and
spaces that positively respond to local distinctiveness through their layout,
orientation, scale, appearance and shape, with due regard to existing and
emerging street hierarchy, building types, forms and proportions.
10.2 Policy DH1 of the Core Strategy requires all developments to be of a high
quality of design and demonstrate that they positively contribute to the
improvement of both the built and natural environments.
10.3 As a proposed Residential Care unit (Class C2), the proposed extension to
the building would constitute a residential extension and so Policy DH(a) of
the Core Strategy is also relevant. Policy DH(a) of the Core Strategy states
that residential extensions should be limited to a scale appropriate to the host
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building and the locality and should be designed to respect the established
pattern of development.
10.4 The submissions seek to remove the existing single storey side roofed garage
at the site and replace it with a two-storey side extension. Officers do note
that the supporting statement does make clear that the existing side garage is
in disrepair and features an asbestos roof construction.
10.5 The proposed side extension, given its dimensions, is not considered to result
in a significantly detrimental impact on the character of the application building
or wider surrounding area.
10.6 Officers appreciate that the recommendations of the Residential Extensions,
Basements and Conversions Guidance SPD (2018) state that side extensions
should be subtly set back from the front wall of the main building and should
have a roof pitch set below the roof pitch of the main building. However,
given the application buildings set back behind the line of the adjacent
southern row of buildings and the existing side extension being in line with
the main building, it is considered that the side extension would be acceptable
in design terms when taking into account the existing lawful situation. The
reinstatement of a pitched roof on the side extension to replace the flat
roofed side element as is existing is considered to improve the built form of
the wider locality.
10.7 The proposed development is therefore considered to be generally in
accordance with Policy D3 of the London Plan (2021) as well as Policy DH1,
DH(a) and H5 of the Royal Greenwich Local Plan: Core Strategy with
Detailed Policies.
11.

Quality of Living Environment provided for future residents

11.1 Policy D6 of the London Plan refers to providing high quality housing
developments, with adequately sized rooms and convenient and efficient room
layouts which are functional and fit for purpose. This is also reflected in
Policies H5 and DH1 of the Core Strategy.
11.2 All habitable rooms would receive a reasonable level of daylight/ sunlight and
would have a reasonable outlook. The development would retain the existing
rear garden space should the proposed development go ahead.
11.3 Further quality of accommodation concerns falls under the remit of the Care
Quality Commission rather than under the remit of planning.
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12

Impact on neighbouring amenity

12.1 Policy DH(b) of the Core Strategy requires new development to demonstrate
that there would be no significant loss of amenity to adjacent or nearby
properties, by reducing the amount of daylight, sunlight, privacy or outlook
they enjoy, by creating an unneighbourly sense of enclosure, or by
unacceptably impacting the wind environment or microclimate.
12.2 Policy E(a) states that planning permission will not normally be granted where
a proposed development or change of use would generally have a significant
adverse effect on the amenities of adjacent occupiers or uses, and especially
where proposals would be likely to result in the unacceptable emission of
noise, light, vibrations, odours, fumes, dust, water and Soil pollutants or grit.
12.3 On the southern boundary, the development would see the demolition of the
existing single storey garage and the construction of a two-storey side
extension.
12.4 Taking into account the positioning of the application building significantly
behind the adjacent row of buildings, and taking into account the southern
orientation of the application building and lack of rear habitable openings
windows on the northern section at No. 44 Combwell Crescent, it is
considered that any loss of daylight/ sunlight or increased sense of enclosure
at No. 44 would not be significant.
12.5 Whilst it is accepted that there would be a sense of enclosure impact on the
ground floor northernmost rear door of No. 44 Combwell Crescent, it is
considered that this impact would not be significantly detrimental so as to
warrant a reason for refusal.
12.6 Examining how the first floor side windows on the proposed extension would
have obscure glazed windows, it is considered that there would not be any
significantly detrimental loss of privacy or overlooking related impacts should
the proposed development go ahead.
12.7 Acknowledging the distance of the application building from the other nearby
properties, it is considered that the proposed development would not result
in any additional impacts on neighbouring amenity beyond those that have
been discussed above.
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12.8 The proposed use of the application building as a C2 use is not expected to
bring forward any significant noise or pollution related impacts beyond those
of the existing lawful education use.
12.9 It is considered that the proposed development is therefore in accordance
with Policies DH(b) and E(a) of the Royal Greenwich Local Plan: Core
Strategy with Detailed Policies (2014) and Council’s Residential Extensions,
Basements and Conversions Guidance SPD (December 2018).
13

Transport and Highways Impacts

13.1 Policy T2 of the London Plan (2021) states that development proposals should
deliver patterns of land use that facilitate residents making shorter, regular
trips by walking or cycling. Policy T2 also states that development proposals
should reduce the dominance of vehicles on London’s streets whether
stationary or moving.
13.2 Policy T6 of the London Plan (2021) states that car-free development should
be the starting point for all development proposals in places that are (or are
planned to be) well-connected by public transport, with developments
elsewhere designed to provide the minimum necessary parking.
13.3 Policy T6.1 further sets out that maximum parking provision for residential
development should be in accordance with Table 10.3. For a residential
development of this size, the London Plan sets out that a maximum of 1.5
parking spaces should be provided. However, the Policy does set out that
Boroughs should consider standards that allow for higher levels of provision
where there is clear evidence that this would support additional family
housing.
13.4 The requirements of these London Plan Policies are supported by Policy IM(c)
of the Royal Greenwich Local Plan: Core Strategy with Detailed Policies
(2014)
13.5 The site has an access level (PTAL) of 1b, which indicates a significantly below
average level of public transport accessibility.
13.6 The site is not located within a controlled parking zone (CPZ).
13.7 The proposed development brings forward five (5) parking spaces at the front
of the application property, two (2) more than the existing provision of three
(3) spaces at the application property.
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13.8 This provision is considered to be acceptable in this instance, due to the
nature of rotating staff, and acknowledging how visitations from parents,
carers and other support members would be common throughout the day.
13.9 The acceptability of the proposed development in terms of parking and
transport and highways impacts is supported by the Local Authorities
Transport and Highways Officer, who has raised no objection to the
proposed development.
13.10 On balance, officers are satisfied that the proposal would be in accordance
with Policies T6 and T6.1 of the London Plan (2021) and Policy IM(c) of the
Royal Greenwich Local Plan: Core Strategy with Detailed Policies (2014).
14

Cycle Parking

14.1 Policy T5 of the London Plan (2021) states that development proposals should
help remove barriers to cycling and create a healthy environment in which
people choose to cycle. The policy is clear that proposals should do this by
meeting providing cycle parking at least in accordance with the minimum
standards set out in Table 10.2 and Figure 10.3. The cycle parking should be fit
for purpose, secure and well-located.
14.2 Within Policy T5, Table 10.2 in the London Plan (2021) sets out that a
proposal of the type brought forward in this application should provide two
(2) cycle parking spaces.
14.3 This is supported by Policy IM(b) and IM(c) of the Core Strategy.
14.4 The submissions do not provide details of any cycle parking provision. A
condition is suggested to be attached to the decision notice in order to
secure further details in relation to the proposed cycle parking provision.
15

Waste and refuse storage

15.1 Policy H5 of the Core Strategy identifies that development needs to minimise
the production of waste, to promote the reuse and recycling of waste
materials and to ensure that waste disposal is environmentally responsible. As
such residential schemes should incorporate measures for community
recycling that minimises waste disposal and should provide refuse bins and
recycling boxes. This is supported by London Plan (2021) Policy SI7 and SI8.
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15.2 In accordance with the “New Developments: Guidance Notes for the Storage
and Collection of Waste and Recycling Materials for the Royal Borough of
Greenwich (May 2018)” recommendations and correspondence with the
Local Authority’s Waste and Refuse Department, the proposal makes clear
that space at the side of the property would be set out for the provision of
1x500L organic waste bin, 1x1100L mixed recycling bin, and 1x1100L general
waste bin. This is considered to be an acceptable provision.
16

Flood Risk

16.1 Policy D11 of the London Plan (2021) Development proposals should
maximise building resilience and minimise potential physical risks, including
those arising from flood related hazards.
16.2 Policy E2 of the Royal Greenwich Local Plan sets out that a Flood Risk
Assessment must be used to inform development and reduce flood risk in
Royal Greenwich by
i.
applying the sequential and exceptions tests as detailed in the
National Planning Policy Framework and accompanying
Technical Guidance;
ii.
demonstrating consideration of all forms of flood risk by
preparing flood risk assessments, in line with advice from the
Environment Agency.
16.3 The proposed development is in Flood Zone 3, within an area benefitting
from flood defences.
16.4 The development has provided a robust and holistic Flood Risk Assessment
which concluded that Flood Risk is ultimately low. The assessment has applied
the sequential and exceptions tests as required by the local plan and the
NPPF. The Assessment sets out that the flood risk susceptibility of the site is
ultimately acceptable given the provision of the bedrooms on the first floor
exclusively.
16.5 The Environment Agency has raised no objection to the proposed
development, in line with the requirements of Policy E2 of the Royal
Greenwich Local Plan: Core Strategy with Detailed Policies (2014).
16.6 The Flood Risk Assessment sets out that on the ground floor, the
development should introduce flood resilience methods to further reduce
mitigate the impacts of flood risk in the unlikely instance that flooding does
occur.
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16.7 Additional details as to the proposed resilience methods utilised in the
development are sought via a condition attached to the decision notice.
17

Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL)

17.1 The Mayor has introduced a London-wide Community Infrastructure Levy
(CIL) to help implement the London Plan (2021), particularly Policy T9. The
Mayoral CIL formally came into effect on 1st April 2012, and it will be paid on
commencement of most new development in Greater London that was
granted planning permission on or after that date. The Mayor's CIL will
contribute towards the funding of Crossrail. The Mayor has arranged
boroughs into three charging bands. The rate for Greenwich is £35 per
square metre.
17.2 The current application is not liable to this requirement.
18

RBG CIL

18.1 The Royal Borough adopted its Local Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL)
charging schedule, infrastructure (Regulation 123) list, instalments policy and
exceptional circumstances relief policy on the 25th March 2015 and came into
effect in Royal Greenwich on the 6th April 2015.
18.2 The current application is not liable to this requirement.
19 Implications for disadvantaged groups
19.1 The proposed development would provide a needed children home, which
would be wheelchair accessible on the ground floor, allowing for increased
accessibility to drop in visitors.
20

Conclusion

20.1 The proposed development identifies a realistic need for the provision of this
type Residential Care, the benefit of which outweighs the loss of the existing
vacant educational use.
20.2 The proposed development would not result in a significantly detrimental
impact on the character of the application property or wider surrounding
area. The proposed development would not result in any unacceptable
impacts to the amenity enjoyed by neighbouring occupiers.
20.3 Accordingly, it is recommended that permission be granted for application
reference 20/3891/F, in line with Section 1.1 of this report.
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Background Papers:
National Planning Policy Framework (2019)
The London Plan (2021)
Royal Greenwich Local Plan: Core Strategy with Detailed Policies (2014)
Residential Extensions, Basements and Conversions Guidance SPD (Dec 2018)
(SPD)
Responses from consultations
Report Author:
Email.:

Luke Sapiano (Planning Officer)
luke.sapiano@royalgreenwich.gov.uk

Reporting to:

Victoria Geoghegan, Assistant Director, Planning & Building
Control
victoria.geoghegan@royalgreenwich.gov.uk

Email.:
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Appendix 1 – Drawing Numbers
The below lists all of the drawings taken into consideration in this assessment:
P001 (Rev. D), P101, P102, P103, P104, P201 (Rev. D), P202 (Rev. C), P203 (Rev.
C), P204 (Rev. B), Flood Risk Assessment (dated February 2021), Design and Access
Statement (Issue 02)
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Appendix 2 – Conditions and Informatives
1. Conditions and Reasons for Application Reference 20/3891/F:
01. The development to which this permission relates must be begun not later
than the expiration of three (3) years beginning with the date on which the
permission is granted.
Reason: As required by Section 91 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990.
02. The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance with
the following approved plans:
P001 (Rev. D), P101, P102, P103, P104, P201 (Rev. D), P202 (Rev. C), P203
(Rev. C), P204 (Rev. B), Flood Risk Assessment (dated February 2021), Design
and Access Statement (Issue 02)
Reason: For the avoidance of doubt and in the interests of proper planning.
03. a) Prior to the commencement of the use, details of the cycle parking
associated with the use hereby permitted shall be submitted to, and approved
in writing by, the local planning authority. Details shall include the following:
- Detailed drawings (elevations and plans at a suitable scale) to show the
appearance, siting and design of the covered and secure cycle storage
facilities.
- Type of Cycle Parking Mechanism Proposed
- Details of the proposed materiality of the cycle parking units
Reason: To promote sustainable travel and to ensure that the appearance of any
storage facilities would be acceptable in design terms. To ensure compliance with
Policy T5 of the London Plan (2021) and DH1, DH(a), IM4, IM(b) and IM(c) of the
Royal Greenwich Local Plan: Core Strategy with Detailed Policies (July 2014).
04. Prior to the commencement of the development hereby approved, full
materiality and elevation details shall be provided and approved by the Local
Authority with relation to the proposed boundary treatment to be
implemented.
Reason: To ensure that the development does not result in a significantly detrimental
impact on the character of the application building and wider surrounding area, and
to ensure that the development does not result in any significantly detrimental
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impact on neighbouring amenity, In compliance with Policy D3 of the London Plan
(2021) and Policies DH1, DH(a), and DH(b) of the Royal Greenwich Local Plan:
Core Strategy with Detailed Policies (July 2014).
05. Prior to the occupation of the development hereby approved, full details of
the Flood Resilience Measures set out in the Flood Risk Assessment hereby
approved shall be set out and approved by the Local Authority.
Reason: To ensure that proper mitigation methods to reduce the risk of flooding is
installed and to ensure compliance with Policy D11 of the London Plan (2021) and
Policy E2 of the Royal Greenwich Local Plan: Core Strategy with Detailed Policies
(2014).
2. Informative(s) for Application Reference 20/3775/F:
01. Positive and Proactive Statement: The Council engages with all applicants in a
positive and proactive way through specific pre-application enquiries and the
detailed advice available on the Council’s website. On this particular application,
positive discussions took place which resulted in further information being
submitted.
02. A Groundwater Risk Management Permit from Thames Water will be required
for discharging groundwater into a public sewer. Any discharge made without
a permit is deemed illegal and may result in prosecution under the provisions
of the Water Industry Act 1991. We would expect the developer to
demonstrate what measures he will undertake to minimise groundwater
discharges into the public sewer. Permit enquiries should be directed to
Thames Water’s Risk Management Team by telephoning 020 3577 9483 or by
emailing trade.effluent@thameswater.co.uk . Application forms should be
completed on line via www.thameswater.co.uk. Please refer to the Wholsesale;
Business customers; Groundwater discharges section.
03. The proposed development is located within 15 metres of Thames Waters
underground assets and as such, the development could cause the assets to fail
if appropriate measures are not taken. Please read Thames Waters guide
‘working near our assets’ to ensure your workings are in line with the necessary
processes you need to follow if you’re considering working above or near our
pipes or other structures.https://developers.thameswater.co.uk/Developing-alarge-site/Planning-your-development/Working-near-or-diverting-our-pipes.
Should you require further information please contact Thames Water. Email:
developer.services@thameswater.co.uk Phone: 0800 009 3921 (Monday to
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Friday, 8am to 5pm) Write to: Thames Water Developer Services, Clearwater
Court, Vastern Road, Reading, Berkshire RG1 8DB
04. Thames Water will aim to provide customers with a minimum pressure of 10m
head (approx 1 bar) and a flow rate of 9 litres/minute at the point where it
leaves Thames Waters pipes. The developer should take account of this
minimum pressure in the design of the proposed development.
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Appendix 3 – National, regional and local planning policies and
Supplementary Planning Guidance / Documents.
1. The London Plan (March 2021) – The following policies are of consideration:
Design Policies
Policy D3 – Optimising site capacity through the design led approach
Policy D6 – Housing Quality and Standards
Policy D11 – Safety, security and resilience to emergency
Policy D14 – Noise
Housing Policies
Policy H9 - Ensuring the best use of stock
Policy H12 – Supported and Specialised Accommodation
Social Infrastructure Policies
Policy S1 – Developing London’s Social Infrastructure
Policy S2 – Health and Social Care Facilities
Policy S3 – Education and Childcare Facilities
Sustainable Infrastructure Policies
Policy SI7 - Reducing waste and supporting the circular economy
Policy SI8 – Waste Capacity and Net Waste Self Sufficiency
Transport Policies
Policy T2 – Healthy Streets
Policy T5 - Cycling
Policy T6 - Car Parking
Policy T6.1 – Residential Parking
2. The Royal Greenwich Local Plan: Core Strategy with Detailed Policies
(“Core Strategy” – 2014) – The main Core Strategy policies relevant to this
application are:
Housing Policies
H1
H5
H(d)

New Housing
Housing Design
Supported Housing
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Design and Heritage Policies
DH1
DH(a)
DH(b)

Design
Residential Extensions
Protection of Amenity for Adjacent Occupiers

Environment and Climate Change Policies
E(a)
E2

Pollution
Flooding

Community Facility Policies
CH1
CH(a)

Cohesive Communities
Loss of Community Facilities

Infrastructure and Movement Policies
IM4
IM(a)
IM(b)
IM(c)

Sustainable Travel
Impact on the Road Network
Walking and Cycling
Parking Standards

3. Supplementary Planning Guidance / Documents – the following planning
guidance / documents are considered relevant:
• New Developments: Guidance Notes for the Storage and Collection of
Waste and Recycling Materials for the Royal Borough of Greenwich (May
2018)
• Residential Extensions, Basements and Conversions Guidance SPD (Dec
2018)
• Thamesmead and Abbey Wood Opportunity Area Planning Framework
(December 2020).
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APPENDICES
Appendix 1 – Drawing Numbers
The below lists all of the drawings taken into consideration in this assessment:
P001 (Rev. D), P101, P102, P103, P104, P201 (Rev. D), P202 (Rev. C), P203 (Rev.
C), P204 (Rev. B), Flood Risk Assessment (dated February 2021), Design and Access
Statement (Issue 02)
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APPENDICES
Appendix 2 – Conditions and Informatives
1. Conditions and Reasons for Application Reference 20/3891/F:
01. The development to which this permission relates must be begun not later
than the expiration of three (3) years beginning with the date on which the
permission is granted.
Reason: As required by Section 91 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990.
02. The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance with
the following approved plans:
P001 (Rev. D), P101, P102, P103, P104, P201 (Rev. D), P202 (Rev. C), P203
(Rev. C), P204 (Rev. B), Flood Risk Assessment (dated February 2021), Design
and Access Statement (Issue 02)
Reason: For the avoidance of doubt and in the interests of proper planning.
03. a) Prior to the commencement of the use, details of the cycle parking
associated with the use hereby permitted shall be submitted to, and approved
in writing by, the local planning authority. Details shall include the following:
- Detailed drawings (elevations and plans at a suitable scale) to show the
appearance, siting and design of the covered and secure cycle storage
facilities.
- Type of Cycle Parking Mechanism Proposed
- Details of the proposed materiality of the cycle parking units
Reason: To promote sustainable travel and to ensure that the appearance of any
storage facilities would be acceptable in design terms. To ensure compliance with
Policy T5 of the London Plan (2021) and DH1, DH(a), IM4, IM(b) and IM(c) of the
Royal Greenwich Local Plan: Core Strategy with Detailed Policies (July 2014).
04. Prior to the commencement of the development hereby approved, full
materiality and elevation details shall be provided and approved by the Local
Authority with relation to the proposed boundary treatment to be
implemented.
Reason: To ensure that the development does not result in a significantly detrimental
impact on the character of the application building and wider surrounding area, and
to ensure that the development does not result in any significantly detrimental
impact on neighbouring amenity, In compliance with Policy D3 of the London Plan
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(2021) and Policies DH1, DH(a), and DH(b) of the Royal Greenwich Local Plan:
Core Strategy with Detailed Policies (July 2014).
05. Prior to the occupation of the development hereby approved, full details of
the Flood Resilience Measures set out in the Flood Risk Assessment hereby
approved shall be set out and approved by the Local Authority.
Reason: To ensure that proper mitigation methods to reduce the risk of flooding is
installed and to ensure compliance with Policy D11 of the London Plan (2021) and
Policy E2 of the Royal Greenwich Local Plan: Core Strategy with Detailed Policies
(2014).
2. Informative(s) for Application Reference 20/3775/F:
01. Positive and Proactive Statement: The Council engages with all applicants in a
positive and proactive way through specific pre-application enquiries and the
detailed advice available on the Council’s website. On this particular
application, positive discussions took place which resulted in further
information being submitted.
02. A Groundwater Risk Management Permit from Thames Water will be
required for discharging groundwater into a public sewer. Any discharge
made without a permit is deemed illegal and may result in prosecution under
the provisions of the Water Industry Act 1991. We would expect the
developer to demonstrate what measures he will undertake to minimise
groundwater discharges into the public sewer. Permit enquiries should be
directed to Thames Water’s Risk Management Team by telephoning 020 3577
9483 or by emailing trade.effluent@thameswater.co.uk . Application forms
should be completed on line via www.thameswater.co.uk. Please refer to the
Wholsesale; Business customers; Groundwater discharges section.
03. The proposed development is located within 15 metres of Thames Waters
underground assets and as such, the development could cause the assets to
fail if appropriate measures are not taken. Please read Thames Waters guide
‘working near our assets’ to ensure your workings are in line with the
necessary processes you need to follow if you’re considering working above
or near our pipes or other
structures.https://developers.thameswater.co.uk/Developing-a-largesite/Planning-your-development/Working-near-or-diverting-our-pipes. Should
you require further information please contact Thames Water. Email:
developer.services@thameswater.co.uk Phone: 0800 009 3921 (Monday to
Friday, 8am to 5pm) Write to: Thames Water Developer Services,
Clearwater Court, Vastern Road, Reading, Berkshire RG1 8DB
ITEM NO: 7 - Appendices

Page 129

APPENDICES
04. Thames Water will aim to provide customers with a minimum pressure of
10m head (approx 1 bar) and a flow rate of 9 litres/minute at the point where
it leaves Thames Waters pipes. The developer should take account of this
minimum pressure in the design of the proposed development.
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Appendix 3 – National, regional and local planning policies and
Supplementary Planning Guidance / Documents.
1. The London Plan (March 2021) – The following policies are of consideration:
Design Policies
Policy D3 – Optimising site capacity through the design led approach
Policy D6 – Housing Quality and Standards
Policy D11 – Safety, security and resilience to emergency
Policy D14 – Noise
Housing Policies
Policy H9 - Ensuring the best use of stock
Policy H12 – Supported and Specialised Accommodation
Social Infrastructure Policies
Policy S1 – Developing London’s Social Infrastructure
Policy S2 – Health and Social Care Facilities
Policy S3 – Education and Childcare Facilities
Sustainable Infrastructure Policies
Policy SI7 - Reducing waste and supporting the circular economy
Policy SI8 – Waste Capacity and Net Waste Self Sufficiency
Transport Policies
Policy T2 – Healthy Streets
Policy T5 - Cycling
Policy T6 - Car Parking
Policy T6.1 – Residential Parking

2. The Royal Greenwich Local Plan: Core Strategy with Detailed Policies
(“Core Strategy” – 2014) – The main Core Strategy policies relevant to this
application are:
Housing Policies
H1
New Housing
H5
Housing Design
H(d)
Supported Housing
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Design and Heritage Policies
DH1
Design
DH(a)
Residential Extensions
DH(b)
Protection of Amenity for Adjacent Occupiers
Environment and Climate Change Policies
E(a)
Pollution
E2
Flooding
Community Facility Policies
CH1
Cohesive Communities
CH(a)
Loss of Community Facilities
Infrastructure and Movement Policies
IM4
Sustainable Travel
IM(a)
Impact on the Road Network
IM(b)
Walking and Cycling
IM(c)
Parking Standards

3. Supplementary Planning Guidance / Documents – the following planning
guidance / documents are considered relevant:
• New Developments: Guidance Notes for the Storage and Collection of
Waste and Recycling Materials for the Royal Borough of Greenwich
(May 2018)
• Residential Extensions, Basements and Conversions Guidance SPD (Dec
2018)
• Thamesmead and Abbey Wood Opportunity Area Planning Framework
(December 2020).
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