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1.

INTRODUCTION
URS Infrastructure & Environment Limited (URS) has been commissioned to undertake the
EIA on behalf of the Applicant in line with the 2011 EIA Regulations and relevant EIA
guidance, including the National Planning Practice Guidance, and the LBTH Scoping
Guidance (2012).
The site is comprised of three development plots, approximately 0.8 hectares (ha) in size and
is bounded by Network Rail lines to the north; Elder Street and Blossom Street to the east;
Folgate Street. It is located within the London Borough of Tower Hamlets (LBTH).

1.1

Requirement for EIA
Applications for development that come within the scope of the Town and Country Planning
(Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2011, hereafter referred to as the ‘EIA
Regulations’ are termed ‘EIA Applications’. Screening of developments to identify whether an
EIA is necessary is based on the likelihood of significant impacts arising from the project. ‘EIA
Developments’ are divided into Schedule 1 and Schedule 2 applications under the EIA
Regulations.

6.

PROPOSED STRUCTURE OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL
STATEMENT ................................................................... 54
7.
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS.................................. 56
APPENDIX A - EXTENDED PHASE 1 HABITAT SURVEY ..................
APPENDIX B - PRELIMINARY CONTAMINATION ASSESSMENT ....

Schedule 1 developments constitute those that are likely to have significant impacts, such as
major chemical or petrochemical projects and construction of ground or air transport
infrastructure, and for which EIA is mandatory. For all other developments which fall under
Schedule 2, the need for an EIA is determined on the basis of set criteria as follows:
x

It is within one of the classes of development stated in Schedule 2; AND

x

EITHER it exceeds the applicable threshold criteria for that class of development in
Schedule 2; OR it is to be carried out in part or all of a sensitive area; AND

x

It is likely to have significant effects on the environment by virtue of factors such as its
nature, size or location.

The selection criteria are not just simply related to the scale or characteristics of development,
but also consider the sensitivity of the environment affected by a proposed development. The
Proposed Development falls within the description in Column 1, Paragraph 10(b) of Schedule
2:
“b) Urban development projects, including the construction of shopping centres and car parks,
sports stadiums, leisure centres and multiplex cinemas”.
The EIA Regulations set, for paragraph 10(b) described above, an area threshold of 0.5ha to
assist in determining whether an EIA is required.
For the purpose of EIA, the three development plots will be considered as a single site, and
therefore the Proposed Development will be assessed as a whole, rather than as individual
sites. Given that the area of the Proposed Development is 0.8 hectares (ha), exceeding the
threshold as defined in Schedule 2, and taking into account the location of the Site and its
potential for significant effects, the Proposed Development constitutes ‘EIA development’
under the EIA Regulations.

1.1.1

Update to the EU Directive – 2014/52/EU
The revised EIA Directive (Directive 2014/52/EU amending Directive 2011/92/EU) has now
been published in the Official Journal of the European Union (OJEU). The UK has three years
to transpose this into UK Law, in the meantime there are transitional rules in place which allow
any project scoped prior to transposition to be exempt from the new requirements when the
application is submitted.
It is estimated that the New EIA Directive will come into force at the beginning of 2017.
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1.2

The Purpose of the EIA Scoping
EIA Scoping forms one of the first stages of the EIA process. It refers to the activity of
identifying the environmental ‘topics’ that should be considered within the EIA. In addition, EIA
Scoping allows for the early identification of the receptors that may be affected or impacted by
a new development. Through consideration of environmental ‘topics’ and potential receptors
(both existing and introduced as a result of a new development), EIA Scoping initiates the
process of defining the potential for significant impacts, which in turn results in the
identification of the issues to be addressed in the EIA.
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2.

SITE DESCRIPTION AND CONSULTATION

2.1

Overview of the Proposed Development
The Proposed Development is a mixed use scheme comprising office (B1), residential (C3)
uses and retail (A1/A3) uses, across 3 development plots: Site One (S1), Site Two (S2) and
Site Three (S3), as shown in Figure 3 below.
Figure 1: Proposed Development Plots

Regulation 13 of the 2011 EIA Regulations allows for an Applicant to ask the Local Planning
Authority, in this case the LBTH (who in turn seek the opinion of other relevant Statutory
Consultees), to state in writing their opinion as to the scope of the EIA. This report constitutes
a request for a Scoping Opinion under Regulation 13 of the 2011 EIA Regulations.

1.3

Structure of the Scoping Report
The Scoping Report adopts the following structure:
x

An overview of the proposed ‘Blossom Street’ development (hereafter referred to as
the ‘Proposed Development’);

x

An overview of the potential environmental sensitivities and sensitive receptors;

x

A preliminary list of EIA consultees;

x

Key legislative and planning policy documents;

x

The environmental ‘topics’ to be addressed within the EIA;

x

The approach to assessment of impacts considered less significant;

x

The proposed structure of the ES; and

x

Summary and conclusions to the EIA Scoping Report.

The Proposed Development is as follows:
x

Site One – office (B1) development incorporating 16-19 Norton Folgate, 8-11A Folgate
Street with retained façade to Blossom Street. Shoreditch One ranges in height from
approximately 4 storeys (S1A/B) to approximately 10 storeys (S1) and approximately
15 storeys (S1C);

x

Site Two – office (B1) development incorporating the retained locally listed buildings of
4-8 Elder Street which is approximately 5 storeys (ground plus 4); and

x

Site Three – residential (C3) development, which is approximately a 6 storeys (ground
plus 5).

All three development plots will include retail units on the ground floor and a basement (depth
of basement approximately 3 to 5m). Site One and Two will provide a mix of office (B1) and
retail (A1) at basement level, while Site Three will contain retail (A1)(ground and basement)
and residential units (C3).
Blossom Street EIA Scoping Report
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The quantum of the development proposals is as follows:
x

2.2

x

Provision of approximately 3,933m GEA of residential accommodation (C3);

x

Provision of approximately 26,031m GEA of office use (B1).

British Land (hereafter referred to as the ‘Applicant’) is seeking to obtain detailed planning
permission for the redevelopment of land which is located wholly with the London Borough of
Tower Hamlets (LBTH).

2

2

Demolish

Retain

-

- 15-19 Norton Folgate;
- 5-11a Folgate Street;
- Blossom Street warehouses
(façade retention);
- 1887 Blossom Street warehouse;
- 4 Elder Street;
- 6 Elder Street;
- 8 Elder Street; and
- 161 Commercial Street.

-

Site Location and Context

2

Provision of approximately 3,387m Gross External Area (GEA) of retail units at
ground floor (A1/A3);

To enable the Proposed Development, a set of buildings currently on site will need to be
demolished, while it is proposed to retain others due to their historical or aesthetic importance.
A summary of the buildings proposed to be demolished is outlined below, together with a
visual representation of the spatial scope of the buildings to be demolished and retained.

-
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2 Shoreditch High Street;
3-9 Shoreditch High Street
(1930’s showroom & warehouses);
13 & 14 Norton Folgate;
20 Norton Folagte;
Coach House;
Fleur de Lis Street
(1927 warehouse façade retention);
11-16 Fleur de Lis Street;
10 Blossom Street;
16-17 Blossom Street;
2 Elder Street; and
14-22 Elder Street.

Buildings to be demolished (shaded red)

Blossom Street EIA Scoping Report

The site is approximately 0.8 hectares (ha) in size and is bounded by Network Rail lines to the
north; Elder Street and Blossom Street to the east; Folgate Street and office and residential
units to the south; and Norton Folgate and Shoreditch High Street to the west. Figure 2
presents an approximate planning application red line boundary (hereafter referred to as the
‘site’). The site location and surrounding context is shown in Figure 3.

Figure 2: Approximate Planning Application Redline Boundary

Buildings to be retained (shaded green)

4
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2.2.1

Existing Permission
The site has been subject to several planning applications in recent years and has most
th
recently gained planning permission (ref. PA/10/02764, granted 5 October 2011) for the
following:
“Redevelopment of the former Nicholls and Clarke site and adjoining depot site, for
commercially led mixed use purposes, comprising buildings between 4 and 9 storeys in height
measuring 48.40m AOD (plus plant), to provide approximately 18,775sqm of B1 (Office);
approximately 1,816sqm of A1 (Retail) and A3 (Restaurant) and approximately 663sqm of A4
(Public House), together with the recreation of new public space (Blossom Place); provision of
new access to Blossom Place; highway works and public realm improvements to Shoreditch
High Street and Blossom Street and provision of managed offstreet servicing and parking
facilities.”
The principal site upon which the permission is based is the Nicholls and Clarke site, a roughly
rectangular plot measuring approximately 3,888 sq m which is bounded by Fleur de Lis Street
(North), Folgate Street (South), Blossom Street (East) and Norton Folgate and Shoreditch
High Street (west); and a smaller site, measuring approximately 479 sq. m lying immediately
opposite the north east corner of the principal site at the junction of Blossom Street and Fleur
de Lis Street.

2.2.2

Relationship with the Proposed Development

The application for the Proposed Development encompassing the three development plots will
be a separate planning application and will be determined on its own merits. In terms of the
EIA, the environmental statement prepared will assess the site as a whole, therefore not
requiring reference to the environmental assessments prepared as part of the application for
Planning Permission PA/10/02764.

2.3

Description of the Surrounding Environment
The site lies wholly within the Elder Street Conservation Area, as shown in Figure 4. The Brick
Lane and Fournier Street Conservation Areas lie to the east, while the South Shoreditch,
Redchurch and Boundary Estate Conservation Areas lie to the north of the site.

Blossom Street EIA Scoping Report

Figure 3: Site Location and Surrounding Context

The Proposed Development encompasses the site comprising the existing Planning
Permission (ref. PA/10/02764) – identified as ‘Site One’ (S1, S1A, S1B), but also includes the
additional areas, referred earlier as: S1C, S2, and S3 (part of included within the existing
permission). In general, the proposed design and massing for the buildings falling within the
‘Site One’ area (i.e. S1, S1A, S1B) will be largely in keeping with the development approved
for the principal site under Planning Permission PA/10/02764. Changes in the final floor space
/ areas for the various land uses will occur, however the overarching provision of retail (Use
Classes A1 / A3) on the ground floor and office floor space on the upper levels will remain.

There are listed buildings and structures in close proximity to the site. In particular, the
following Grade II listed structures lie directly adjacent to the site boundary: Road surface of
Fleur De Lis Street; Road surface of Folgate Street; Road surface of Elder Street; 1 and 3
Elder Street; 5 and 7 Elder Street; 9–13 Elder Street; 24 Elder Street; 6 and 8 Folgate Street;
10–18 Folgate Street; and Post at the corner of Worship Street.
In addition to this, three locally listed buildings lie within the site boundary: 4 to 8 Elder Street;
5 to 9 Folgate Street; and 11 to 11A Folgate Street.
The southern portion of the site lies within the Scheduled Ancient Monument of the Priory and
Hospital of St Mary Spital. The southern portion of the site also lies within an Area of
Archaeological Importance as referred to by London Borough of Tower Hamlets in their
Conservation Strategy document of November 2010, Section 4, and adopted by the LPA at
the same time as their Managing Development Document (MDD) in April 2013.

Blossom Street EIA Scoping Report
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Spitalfields City farm and Allen Gardens SINC (Site of Importance for Nature Conservation)
(Borough grade II) can be found approximately 400m east of the site at its closest point. This
site is designated for its wildflower grassland and the access to local nature that it provides in
such an urban environment. Another SINC (Borough grade II), Weaver’s Fields, is located
approximately 1km east-north-east of the site and is designated for its woodland, grassland,
breeding birds and access to nature. Other SINCs within a 1km radius include: St Botolph
without Bishopsgate churchyard; Finsbury Circus; and Bunhill Fields Burial Ground.

x

Other identified local services, including for example doctors surgeries, dentist
surgeries, libraries, child care facilities, citizen advice bureau, local amenities/shops
and convenience stores;

x

Spitalfields City farm and Allen Gardens SINC (Site of Importance for Nature
Conservation) (Borough grade II);

x

Subsurface utilities and services;

The majority of the site lies within the view from King Henry VIII’s Mound view as designated
by the London View Management Framework (LVMF).

x

There are numerous transport links in the vicinity of the site, including: Shoreditch High Street
and Whitechapel Overground; Moorgate, Liverpool Street and Old Street Rail Station; and Old
Street, Aldgate East, Aldgate, Liverpool Street and Whitechapel London Underground
Stations.

Public transport on road network (bus routes along the A10 Shoreditch High Street these include Route 8, Route 35 and Route 137. In addition, Route 67 runs adjacent
to the east of the site, along Commercial Street); and

x

The London Underground Line (Central Line).

A total of 12 bus routes run adjacent to the west of the site along the A10 Shoreditch High
Street/Norton Folgate, these include (but are not limited to): Route 8, Route 35 and Route 137.
In addition to this, Route 67 runs adjacent to the east of the site, along Commercial Street.
There are numerous learning institutions within close proximity of the site, including: Green
Valley College, Bishopsgate Institute and the London College of Fashion.
There are several community services in the area, including GP surgeries, Police Stations,
Fire Stations and Community centres.
The LBTH is entirely an Air Quality Management Area (AQMA) for NO2 and Particulate Matter
(PM10).

2.4

Potential Environmental Sensitivities / Sensitive Receptors
When undertaking an EIA it is important to understand which receptors will be considered as
part of the assessment. The following potential sensitive receptors to the Proposed
Development have been identified (as shown in Figure 4):
x

Elder Street Conservation Area;

x

King Henry VIII’s Mound view (designated by the London View Management
Framework (LVMF);

x

Nationally listed structures including: Road surface of Fleur de Lys Street, Road
surface of Folgate Street and Road surface of Elder Street;

x

Scheduled Ancient Monument of the Priory and Hospital of St Mary Spital;

x

Locally listed buildings on-site including 4 to 8 Elder Street; 5 to 9 Folgate Street; and
11 to 11A Folgate Street as well as numerous other national listed buildings in the
vicinity of the site;

x

Area of Archaeological Importance;

x

Air Quality Management Area (AQMA);

x

Surrounding arterial road network including the A10 Shoreditch High Street/Norton
Folgate and A1202 Commercial Street as well as smaller local roads including Elder
Street, Fleur De Lis Street, Folgate Street and Blossom Street;

x

Local educational institutions including Green Valley College, Bishopsgate Institute
and the London College of Fashion;

x

Surrounding residential properties along Folgate Street, Elder Street and Spital
Square;

x

Local businesses along Shoreditch High Street and Folgate Street as well as nearby
businesses at Spitalfields Market;

Blossom Street EIA Scoping Report
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2.5

EIA Consultation
The process of consultation is important to the development of a comprehensive and balanced
ES. Views of the interested parties serve to help focus the environmental studies and to
identify specific issues that require investigation. Consultation is an on-going process as part
of the design development.
A number of key stakeholders and organisations have already been consulted through the
pre-application process, as follows:
x

LBTH Officers (including planning, energy / sustainability, and housing); and

x

English Heritage (EH);

x

Transport for London;

x

Greater London Authority (GLA);

x

Chartered Association of Building Engineers (CABE); and

x

Conservation and Design Advisory Panel (CADAP – Tower Hamlets).

In addition, a number of bodies will be consulted through the EIA and design process.
Consultation is will be an on-going process and will feed back into the design of the Proposed
Development. Bodies consulted include, but are not limited to:
x

GLA;

x

TfL;

x

The Environment Agency (EA);

x

EH;

x

National Rail;

x

London Underground;

x

Utility providers (electricity, water), including Thames Water;

x

City of London; and

x

London Borough of Hackney.

Blossom Street EIA Scoping Report
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3.

KEY LEGISLATIVE, PLANNING POLICY & GUIDANCE DOCUMENTS

4.

ENVIRONMENTAL ‘TOPICS’ TO BE ADDRESSED WITHIN THE EIA

3.1

EIA Statutory Requirements & Guidance

4.1

Introduction

The ES will be prepared in accordance with legislative requirements and current guidance for
EIA, covered by ‘statutory requirements’. In particular, the ES will be prepared with due
consideration to:

3.2

x

Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2011;

x

National Planning Practice Guidance (Environmental Impact Assessment); and

The EIA and associated technical studies will reflect current guidelines and relevant legislation
and will be carried out in accordance with statutory guidance, including the requirements for
the contents of an ES. For the EIA to be an effective decision-making tool, the ES needs to
focus on the main or likely significant environmental effects, within a range of topics. These
topics have been identified through a review of existing information, baseline studies and
preliminary review of the emerging Proposed Development.

x

Institute of Environmental Management and Assessment (IEMA) Guidelines for
Environmental Impact Assessment, 2004; and

The following environmental topics have been considered in terms of having potential impacts
associated with the Proposed Development and are addressed further within this report:

Planning Policy Context
Each of the technical chapters contained within the ES will include reference to relevant
national, regional and local planning policy, a summary of which is given below.

3.2.1

National Planning Policy
The ES will have regard to the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (2012), which
replaces the previous suite of national Planning Policy Statements and Planning Policy
Guidance documents. The policies contained within the NPPF articulate the Government’s
vision of sustainable development, which should be interpreted and applied locally to meet
local aspirations. They will also make reference to the National Planning Practice Guidance
(NPPG) which was launched on the 6th March 2014 and provides a web-based resource in
support of the NPPF.

3.2.2

Regional Planning Policy
The ES will have regard to the following regional planning policy documents:

3.2.3

x

Demolition and Construction;

x

Waste and Recycling;

x

Socio-Economics;

x

Traffic and Transport;

x

Air Quality;

x

Noise and Vibration;

x

Wind Microclimate;

x

Daylight, Sunlight, Overshadowing, Light Pollution and Solar Glare;

x

TV and Radio (Electronic) Interference;

x

Ground Conditions;

x

Water Resources, Drainage and Flood Risk;

x

Archaeology;

x

The London Plan: Spatial Development Strategy for Greater London (July 2011);

x

Ecology;

x

Revised Early Minor Alterations to the London Plan (2013);

x

Aviation; and

x

Further Alterations to the London Plan (2014);

x

Townscape, Built Heritage and Visual Impact Assessment.

x

London View Management Framework SPG (March 2012);

x

Sustainable Design and Construction SPG (2014);

x

Land for Transport Function SPG (March 2007);

x

Accessible London: Achieving an Inclusive Environment (April 2004); and

x

Regional Flood Risk Appraisal for the London Plan (October 2009).

The following sections of this EIA Scoping Report provide the detail on the environmental
‘topics’, specifically, the proposed scope of each technical assessment and the assessment
methodology.
In addition to the above, the following Chapters will be provided as part of the ES:

Local Planning Policy

x

Introduction;

x

EIA Methodology (see below for further details);

x

Alternatives & Design Evolution (including the ‘Do Nothing Scenario’, ‘Alternative
Sites’ and ‘Alternatives Designs’);

The ES will have regard to the following local planning policy documents:
x

LBTH, Core strategy, (September 2010);

x

Description of the Proposed Development;

x

LBTH, Managing Development Document (MDD), (April 2013);

x

Impact interactions and Cumulative Impact Assessment (see below for further details);

x

LBTH, Affordable Housing Supplementary Planning Document, (April 2013); and

x

Residual Impact Assessment and Conclusions; and

LBTH, Planning Obligations SPD (2012).

x

Glossary & Abbreviations.

x

The ES will make reference to and, where appropriate, provide as a technical appendix to the
ES, other relevant planning application documents. In summary, the ES will comprise ES

Blossom Street EIA Scoping Report
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Volume I (main chapters), ES Volume II (Townscape, Built Heritage and Visual Impact
Assessment), ES Volume III (technical appendices) and a Non-Technical Summary (NTS).

4.2

(NAQS) standards or noise assessment guidelines), together with the use of value judgement
and expert interpretation to establish to what extent an impact is environmentally significant.
An example of the assessment summary table, to be presented in each chapter, is shown in
the below table.

EIA Methodology
The EIA will address the direct impacts of the Proposed Development on the environment in
addition to the indirect, cumulative, short, medium and long term, permanent, temporary,
beneficial and adverse impacts arising from the Proposed Development. The main mitigation
measures envisaged in order to avoid, reduce or remedy significant adverse impacts will be
described, and enhancement measures will be considered where appropriate.

Table 1 - Structure of Summary Table
Sensitivity
resource
receptor

of
/

Each technical chapter of the ES will define the baseline against which the environmental
impacts of the Proposed Development will be assessed. The baseline conditions will be taken
as the current (2014) conditions on site.

Magnitude
impact
(incorporating
environmental
design
management)

of

Initial classification
of
effect
and
statement
of
significance

Mitigation
monitoring

and

and

Residual effect and
(re)statement
of
significance
(incorporating
mitigation
and
monitoring)

Following on from the definition of the baseline conditions, the impact of the Proposed
Development will be assessed during the demolition and construction phase and on
completion and occupation of the Proposed Development.
The potential impacts of the Proposed Development will be assessed in each of the technical
chapters and appropriate mitigation measures recommended. An assessment will then be
made after the application of the recommended mitigation measures to determine the residual
impacts.

4.2.2

The residual impacts of moderate or major significance are considered to be the “likely
significant effects” of the Proposed Development.
Impact interactions and cumulative impacts will then be assessed (see below for further
details).

The application will include details associated with the amount of development and the uses
proposed. This information will form the basis of the technical assessments.

4.2.3

In summary, each technical chapter of the ES will:

4.2.1

x

Define baseline conditions (the existing site);

x

Assess the potential and residual impacts of the Proposed Development; and

x

Assess the impacts of the Proposed Development in addition to a number of other
schemes considered as having the potential to give rise to cumulative impacts.

Impact Interactions and Cumulative Impact Assessment
The EIA will identify the potential for impact interactions and cumulative impacts.
Impact interactions occur as interactions between impacts associated with just one project i.e.
the combined effect of individual impacts arising as a result of the Proposed Development, for
example impacts in relation to noise, airborne dust or traffic impacting on a single receptor.
Cumulative impacts occur as interactions between the impacts of a number of projects in an
area which may, on an individual basis be insignificant but, together (i.e. cumulatively), have a
significant effect. In this case, impacts associated with the Proposed Development and other
development schemes located within a 1 kilometre (km) radius of the site will be taken into
account.

Impact Significance
In order to provide a consistent approach to expressing the outcomes of the various studies
undertaken as part of the EIA, and thereby enable comparison between impacts upon different
environmental components, the following terminology will be used in the ES to define impacts:
x

Adverse - detrimental or negative impacts to an environmental resource or receptor;

x

Negligible - imperceptible impacts to an environmental resource or receptor; and

x

Beneficial - advantageous or positive impact to an environmental resource or
receptor.

4.2.3.1

x

Minor - slight, very short or highly localised impact of no significant consequence;

x

Moderate - limited impact (by extent, duration or magnitude) which may be
considered significant; and

x

Major - considerable impact (by extent, duration or magnitude) of more than local
significance or in breach of recognised acceptability, legislation, policy or standards.

Each of the technical chapters will provide the criteria, including sources and justifications, for
quantifying the different levels of potential and residual impact. Where possible, this will be
based upon quantitative and accepted criteria (for example, the National Air Quality Strategy
14

Impact Interactions
A review of the residual impacts presented within the ES will be undertaken, along with an
exercise which tabulates the impacts against receptors in order to identify the potential for
impact interactions and so combined effects. Only residual impacts classified as being of
minor, moderate or major significance will be considered in relation to the potential for the
combined effects of individual impacts. Residual impacts of negligible significance will be
excluded from the assessment of the combined effects of individual impacts as, by virtue of
their definition they are considered to be imperceptible impacts to an environmental / socioeconomic resource or receptor.

Where adverse or beneficial impacts have been identified these have been assessed against
the following scale:

Blossom Street EIA Scoping Report

Amount of Development and Uses Proposed

Where there is more than one impact on a particular receptor, the potential for impact
interactions will be determined. If there is the potential for impact interactions then
consideration will be given as to whether there is the potential for any resultant combined
effects.
4.2.3.2

Cumulative Impacts
The review of the combined impacts of the Proposed Development with other schemes will be
presented within the ES.
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The demolition of buildings and structures, the excavation, preservation, and exhibition of the remains of the Curtain Theatre
(D1 Use). The excavation of a basement structure containing A1-A4/B1/C3 uses. The provision of four buildings comprising
a 40-storey residential tower with shared A1-A4/B1/C3 back of house uses and retail in A1-A4 use at ground floor; a 9-storey
B1 office building with shared A1-A4/B1 back of house** uses and flexible A1-A4/B1 uses at ground floor and first floors, and
retail in A1-A4 use at ground floor, and associated servicing facilities; a 13-storey B1 office building with shared A1- A4/B1

2012/3871

The Stage Shoreditch
(LBH)
6

Demolition of existing building and erection of a new part-three, part-five and part six storey building (plus basement) for use
as a 195-bedroom hotel (use class C1), including bar, restaurant and business centre.

2010/1067
10 – 50 Willow Street,
EC2A 4BH (LBH)

5

Demolition of 91-95 Curtain Road and demolition of fourth storey of 87-89 Curtain Road, erection of three storey extension to
87-89 and new 7 storey building at 91-95, to provide 529 m2 A1 (retail) at ground floor and basement, 1830 m2B1 (offices) at
basement level
87 – 95 Curtain Road,
EC2A 3BS (LBH)

4

Full planning permission for the demolition of the rear of 233 Shoreditch High Street, perimeter walls, viaduct structure
across Plough Yard and all other structures on the site and the erection of a decking structure and buildings comprising:
x
Building 1: a part 10, part 16 storey building to provide 76,465m2 (GEA) of office floorspace (Use Class B1) together
with 1,471m2 (GEA) of retail floorspace (Use Class A1-A4) at ground floor level.
x
Building 2: a 50-storey block comprising 243 private residential units (111x one bed, 121 x two beds and 8 x three beds)
together with 242m2 (GEA) of retail floor space (Use Class A1-A4) at ground floor level.
x
Building 3: a 14-storey block providing 39 intermediate housing units (12 x one bed, 21 x two beds and 6 x three beds)
and 116m2 (GEA) of retail floorspace (Use Class A1-A4) at ground floor.
x
Building 4: a 6-storey block providing 17 affordable rent units (3 x one bed, 6 x two beds, 6 x three beds and 2 x four
beds).
x
Building 5: a single storey block linked to buildings 3 and 4 comprising of 263m2 (GEA) of flexible floorspace (Use Class
A1-A4/D1/D2/B1).
x
A single storey kiosk comprising 100m2 (GEA) of retail floorspace (Use Class A1-A4).
Together with two separately accessed basements, 51 residential parking spaces (2 blue badge) and 22 other (commercial)
car parking spaces (2 blue badge), open space with hard and soft landscaping; retention and creation of new vehicular and
pedestrian access, servicing areas and roof top plant and all other associated works.

2008/0511

86 Brick Lane, E1 6RL
(LBTH)

3

2011/0698

Demolition of existing building and erection of 2 buildings ranging from 4 to 25 storeys in height to provide 3660m of
commercial floor space within Use Classes A1, A2, A3, A4, B1, B8, D1 and/or D2 together with 360residential units
(comprising 32 studios, 135x1 bed, 116x21bed, 65 x3 bed, 7x4 bed and 5x5 bed), car parking, bicycle parking,
refuse/recycling facilities, access, amenity space and new public space.

2

Demolition of existing building and erection of a part 4 and part 5-storey (plus lower ground floor) building to provide a hotel
(5,077 m2) and a ground floor level unit (24 m2) for use as A1 (Shops), A2 (Financial & professional services): application to
vary planning permission PA/11/031435

Principal Place
(LBH)

2

PA/07/02193

Description

PA/13/00494

32-42 Bethnal Green
Road, Shoreditch
(LBTH)

Application
Number

A list of the schemes to be considered within the cumulative impact assessment is provided in
Table 1 and presented on Figure 5.

1

Address

The list of cumulative developments will be reviewed in the lead up to the submission of the
planning application to LBTH to ensure all relevant developments are captured for EIA
purposes.

No

Table 1: List of Cumulative Schemes

The EIA will consider other schemes located within 1km from the site. The 1km distance has
been applied to ensure all schemes with the potential to interact in a cumulative manner within
the vicinity of the site are taken into account. The schemes to be considered as part of the
cumulative assessment of Volume I in the ES will comprise consented schemes, those with a
resolution to grant consent and schemes under construction. In order to be considered as
being significant, the schemes identified either comprise over 50 residential units or provide
2
over 10,000m of floorspace.
17

Resolution to
Grant

Opening in 2013

Under construction

Planning
Application

(Current)

Full planning
permission

Under
Construction-near
complete

Status
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187 - 193 Shoreditch High
Street and land bounded
by Shoreditch High Street;
Holywell Lane and King
John Court London E1
6HU
(LBH)
SILWEX HOUSE, Quaker
Street, London
(LBTH)
Land within former
Truman’s Brewery Site, on
corner of Spital Street and
Buxton Street.
(LBTH)
London Fruit & Wool
Exchange, Brushfield St,
99–101 Commercial
Street, 54 Briushfield St &
Whites Row Car Park,
London
(LBTH)
Site At 3-11 Goulston
Street And 4-6 And 16-22
Middlesex Street, London
(LBTH)
River Plate House 7 - 11
Finsbury Circus (north),
London EC2M 7EA
(COL)

7

8

9

10

11

12

1-13 Long Street Hackney
LONDON E2 8HJ
(LBH)

49-51 Paul Street, London
EC2A 4NG
(LBH)
115 Curtain Road
Hackney London EC2A
3BS
(LBH)
ELECTRICITY SUB
STATION Hearn Street
Hackney EC2A 3LS
(LBH)

12-20 Paul Street & 83105 Clifton Street London
EC2
5-29 Sun Street, 1-17
Crown Place 8-16 Earl
Street and 54 Wilson
Street London EC2M 2PS

145 City Road London
EC1 - 37 East Road
London N1 6AZ

13

14

15

16

17

18

19
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No
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Address

No

Demolition of the existing buildings and erection of a nine storey building to provide a 395 room hotel (Use Class C1),
together with the creation of a new pedestrian route and other works incidental to the development.

Demolition of the existing building with partial retention of the facade to South Place in connection with construction of a 9
storey development.
Redevelopment of the site behind partially retained facade to South Place and erection of a new 9 storey office building
(ground floor plus 8 storeys) (Class B1(a)) with alternative use of part ground and part lower ground for either retail (Class
A1/A2/A3/A4) or Class D2 (gymnasium) or Class B1(a) (offices), roof top and basement M & E plant, together with servicing

PA/12/02045

12/00812/CAC

facilities, one disabled car parking space and cycle parking and other associated ancillary works. (Total floorspace: 23,928
m2).
Erection of a new part 4, part 5, part 8-storey building to provide for 237 rooms of student accommodation and associated
communal areas; erection of a new 10-storey building and two-storey extensions to the existing buildings at 1-3 Long Street
and 5-9 Long Street to create 6-storey buildings along with associated refurbishment works to provide for 73 residential units
(40 x 1-bed, 23 x 2-bed, 8 x 3-bed & 2 x 4-bed); conversion of ground floor of 5-9 Long Street to provide for 816 m2 (GEA) of
Class B1 use floorspace; construction of a landscaped podium above car parking area at ground floor level (40 car spaces);
the provision of 255 cycle spaces and access and landscape works in association with Conservation Area Consent Ref:
2012/2014 for the demolition of 11-13 Long Street and associated structures.
Erection of a part five to part eight storey building to provide Class C1 Use (hotel) together with associated facilities.

Erection of six storey building to accommodate office floorspace (B1 Use Class) at basement, ground and part first floor
levels and six residential units at first to fifth floor levels together with formation of roof terraces and balconies.

Demolition of the sub-station and the construction of a 13-storey B1 office building with shared back of house uses and
flexible retail/restaurant/bar use at ground floor to be serviced from other land in the ownership and control of the applicant,
including basement and also including associated works. The appearance of the proposed building is reserved. The building
provides 15,313 m2 of B1 office floorspace; 614 m2 of flexible retail/restaurant/bar floorspace (A1 - A4); and 614 m2 of share
back of house (sui generis).
Extension of time of planning application reference APP/U5360/A/08/2062445 for mixed use redevelopment to provide 419
student rooms, 135 m2 of flexible B1/A3 space and 5400 m2 of B1 floor space, associated parking and landscaping.
Demolition of existing buildings on site (excluding 5-11 Sun Street (bar rear elements) and construction within eastern part of
the site of a 2 basement plus part eleven, part twelve, part seventeen, part twenty, part twenty one, part twenty four storey
(105 metres AGL) office building providing 53,279 m2 of use Class B1 and 1,568m2 of flexible retail/office (Use Class A1, A2,
A3, A4 and B1) floor space, plus the refurbishment of 5- 11 Sun Street within the western part of the site and construction of
ground plus three storey terrace for a 34 room hotel (2,591 m2 C1 Use Class) and 194 m2of flexible retail (Use class A1,A2
and A3); together with the provision of vehicular access, and 220 cycle spaces off Earl Street, works of hard and soft
landscaping and enabling works associated with the development. (The application is subject to the submission of an
Environmental Statement in accordance with the Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment (England
and Wales) 1999 (SI 1999 No.293) )
Demolition of existing buildings and erection of a 39 storey residential building with retail or café / restaurant units at ground
floor, a 10 storey office building with retail or café / restaurant units at ground floor and a single storey retail or café /
restaurant kiosk. The development consists of a total of 302 residential units (26 x studios, 121 x 1 bed, 126 x 2 bed and 29 x
3 bed), 10625 m2 of Use Class B1 (Office) floorspace and 943 m2 of Use Class A1 (Retail) or A3 (Restaurant or Cafes)

MAJ
2012/2013

2012/0816

2012/0789

2012/3873

2011/1922

2009/2464

2012/3259

Application
Number

Description

Demolition of White’s Row Multi-Storey Car Park, 99-101 Commercial Street (The Bank), 54 Brushfield Street (The Gun
Public House), and partial demolition of the London Fruit and Wool Exchange behind the retained Brushfield Street Façade
and the erection of a 6 storey building with a basement, as offices and retail accommodation, with landscaping and
associated works, together with a new pavilion building for retail accommodation”.

PA/11/02220

Permitted
May 2013

April 2013

18

Permitted subject
to s106

Permitted
March 2013

Permitted
October 2012

Permitted

Planning
Application

(Current)

Status

Planning
Application

(Current)

19

Permitted January
2012

2012

Permitted March

December 2012

Planning
Application

(Current)

Permitted
December 2012

Permitted subject
to s106
August 2012

Permitted subject
to s106
January 2013

Status

EIA Scoping Report – Blossom Street

Demolition of the existing store building, substation, workshops and boundary wall to Buxton Street and Spital Street up to
Cooperage Building and erection of a 3 storey high data centre with basement accommodation (Use Class B8) and new
substation, including provision of Use Class B1 enterprise / D1 training floor space, provision of rooftop satellite dishes, roof
mounted mechanical plant, security fencing, cycle parking and provision of car parking spaces and associated works.

PA/12/00090

12/00811/FUL

Construction of a two storey roof extension in connection with a change of use from workshop/warehouse (Class B8) to
apartment hotel accommodation (Class C1) with ancillary commercial floor space (661 m2), service areas as well as
provision of basement pa

Redevelopment comprising: demolition of 186 Shoreditch High Street; refurbishment of 187 Shoreditch High Street (including
demolition of rear additions and erection of a 4 storey rear extension); and erection of 5 new buildings around an area of
landscaped open space (to be used for market activities including 10 x kiosks plus table top markets) with associated
provision for outdoor terraces, refuse provision, landscaping, roof plant and cycle parking. The new buildings include: a part 3
part 5 storey plus basement and mezzanine building; a 4 storey building; a single storey building of double storey height for
potential mezzanine; a part 4 part 9 storey plus basement building; and a 2 storey plus basement building. The
redevelopment comprises approximately 5909 m2(GEA) of Class B1/A1/A3 (office / retail / cafe / restaurant) accommodation;
5907 m2 (GEA) of Class C1 (185 room hotel); 8 x residential (Class C3) units (4 x 2 bed and 4 x 3bed).

back of house** uses and retail in A1-A4 uses at ground floor, and flexible A1-A4/B1 uses at ground floor; a 2-storey pavilion
containing D1/D2 uses. Works of demolition, alteration, extension and change of use to the railway viaduct to create a
range of A1-A4 retail uses at ground and railway bed level along with the laying out of an open space. The laying out of an
open space on land currently occupied by a service yard and shed adjacent to the railway viaduct that will connect Great
Eastern Street and Hewett Street to Plough Yard. The temporary removal and reinstatement of three grade II listed bollards
on Curtain Road.

Description

PA/07/02310

2012/3792

Application
Number
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Site bound by Corsham
Street, Brunswick Place
and Baches Street
Hackney N1 6DP
Former Beagle House
Now Known As Maersk
House, Braham Street,
London, E1
Aldgate Place Land
Bounded By Whitechapel
High Street, Leman Street,
Buckle Street &
Commercial Rd, London,
E1
Aldgate Tower - Former
Sedgwick Centre At 27 28
And 29 Whitechapel High
Street And 2 To 4
Colchester Street,
Whitechapel High Street,
London.
Site At 61-75 Alie Street
And 16-17 Plough Street
And 20 Buckle Street, Alie
Street, London
Former Site At 1
Commercial Street And
111 To 120 Whitechapel

21

22

23

24

25

26

30, 32 and 36 Brushfield
Street, London E1
65-75 Scrutton Street and
45 Curtain Road London
EC2A 4PJ
Mitre Square, International
House, Duke's Place, 11
Mitre Street & 1 Mitre
Square London EC3
(CoL)
Tenter House 45
Moorfields London EC2Y
9AE
(CoL)
3-10 Finsbury Square,
Islington, London. EC2A
1AD
(Islington)

Land bounded by Stone
House & Staple Hall
(CoL)

5 Broadgate, London.
EC2M 2QS

28

29

30

31

32

33

34
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Land bounded by Hackney
Road and Austin Street
including Mildmay Mission
Hospital, Hackney Road,
London, E2 7NS

High Street, Commercial
Street, London

Address

27

No
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84-86 Great Eastern
Street and 1-3 Rivington
Stree London EC2A 3JL

Address

20

No

Refurbishment and extension of existing Marsh Centre building, demolition of remaining buildings and redevelopment to
provide new office and retail accommodation

PA/01/1424

10/00904/FUL
EIA

Demolition of 4 and 6 Broadgate and redevelopment to provide a building of two basements, ground, mezzanine and 12
storeys plus roof top plant (maximum height 83.5m AOD) for B1 commercial office purposes (108,213sq m GEA); the
creation of a new pedestrian route from Broadgate Circle to Sun Street Passage; works of hard and soft landscaping to
Finsbury Avenue Square, Broadgate Circle, Sun Street and Sun Street Passage; the provision of a revised access on Broad

Alterations to 142- 150 Bishopsgate and 1-17 Devonshire Row (odd numbers), relocation of 1 Stone House Court and
redevelopment of Stone House (128-140 Bishopsgate and 77-84 Houndsditch), Staple Hall (87-90 Houndsditch) and 1, 3
and 5 Stone House Court, to provide mixed use development comprising a luxury hotel, residential accommodation, retail
uses (A1 - A3), hard and soft landscaping works including provision of a new public plaza, alterations to vehicular and
pedestrian access and highways layout together with ancillary plant, servicing and associated works. 55,286 sq.m. (GEA);
150.92m AOD (height)

The demolition of the existing building and construction of a ground plus eight- storey building and two basement floors with
a total of up to 19,456 sqm (GEA) of floor space, comprising up to 17,022 sqm (GEA) of class B1 office floorspace at
basement and floors one to eight and up to 2, 434 sqm (GEA) of flexible mixed use floor space (Class B1 and /or Class A1
and/or Class A3 and/or A4) at lower ground and ground floor levels. A new service access from Finsbury Square; green roof
and landscape terrace; and ancillary plant and equipment. (Conservation Area Consent application ref: P102296 also
submitted).

P102295

10/00152/FUL
EIA

Replacement of an extant outline planning permission (ref 06/00687/FULL dated 24 October 2008) in order to extend the
time limit for implementation of the redevelopment to provide office space and retail uses with car parking and servicing
(22,400 sq.m. 13 storeys)

11/00297/OUT
L

Demolition of existing building on the site and construction of two basements and a ground plus 18 storey office (Use Class
B1) building, with retail (Use Classes A1/A3) at ground floor level, alterations to vehicular and pedestrian accesses into the
site, the provision of a vehicular servicing access off Creechurch Lane and works of hard and soft landscaping and other
incidental and enabling works associated with the development (39,340sq.m).

Demolition of existing building(s) and redevelopment of the site to provide part 4, part 5, part 6-storey building (plus roof
terrace) for mixed use development, comprising 6707 m2 of boutique hotel (Use Class C1), with ancillary conference centre,
restaurant and cafe/bar; design studios (Use Class B1), parking (6 spaces), plant and associated works.

2011/3593

10/00371/FUL
MAJ

Change of use of Unit 30 (ground floor) and Units 32 and 36 (ground and lower ground floors) from Use Class A1 (Shop) to
either Class A1 (Shop), Class A2 (Financial and professional services), Class A3 (Restaurant /cafe), or Class A5 (Hot food
takeaway)

Demolition of existing buildings and structures and redevelopment to provide a campus of seven buildings from one to nine
storeys in height providing 139 residential units, a new building for Mildmay Hospital (2,795 m2), a new building for the
Shoreditch Tanbernacle Baptiste Church (423 m2), a Class A1-A4/B1 Commercial Unit (72 m2) fronting onto Hackney Road;
new landscape amenity areas, parking servicing and cycle bay provision, highway works and all necessary enabling works.

Description

20

Permitted August
2006

Permitted March
2008

Permitted Jan
2004 –
Completion 2014

Planning
Application

(Current)

21

Permitted 2011

Permitted 2010

February 2011

Permitted at
appeal

Permitted

Permitted

Permitted March
2012

Permitted October
2012

Permitted
September 2010

Status
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Erection of a building comprising basement plus 23 storey building (with roof terrace) providing (i) parking, plant and 755m²
of Class A1, A2 or A3 (retail, office and food and drink) uses at basement level; (ii) 1,367m² of either Class A1, A2, A3, D2.

PA/12/1853

PA/09/2323

Application
Number

PA/05/229

Demolition of existing buildings and erection of two buildings of 7 and 28 storeys to provide 235 residential units, A1/A3
(retail/restaurant/cafe) floor space and B1(business), formation of associated car and cycle parking and highway access,
hard and soft landscaping.

Demolition of existing buildings and creation of a mixed use development, comprising three towers of 22, 25 and 26 storeys
and a series of lower buildings ranging from 6 to 9 storeys. Provision of 463 private and affordable residential dwellings

PA/13/218

PA/07/1201
and
PA/10/1096

(Current)

Demolition of existing building (Beagle House) and construction of a 23 storey mixed-use development comprising 1,940 m2
of retail /commercial space (Class A1 - A5 use) at ground floor and 1st floor level with residential accommodation to provide
291 flats.

PA/13/305

Planning
Application

Permitted March
2012

Demolition of existing buildings and erection of part 2 to part 11 storey building to provide new education facility comprising
5,528 m2 teaching accommodation and associated facilities (D1 Class use); 541 student rooms; 376 m2 of flexible
retail/restaurant use (Class A1/A3 use); together with cycle parking, refuse and recycling and external landscaping.

2011/3007

Permitted January
2011

Status

Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment (England and Wales) 1999 (SI 1999 No.293) Environmental
Statement accompanying planning application for the demolition of existing buildings on the site and construction of a part
eighteen storey (Block A: ground plus seventeen floors) and part six storey (Blocks B and C: ground plus five floors) building
for use as a 350 room Hotel (23,135 m2 GIA Use Class C1 including health and fitness facilities) plus retail, bar and
restaurant, art gallery and art cinema (1500 m2 GIA Use Class A1/A3/A4/D1 and D2); Offices (1,085 m2GIA Use Class B1);
and roof top bar and restaurant (716 m2 GIA Use Class A3/A4); together with ancillary hard and soft landscaping, revised
vehicular access/egress, 48 cycle spaces and refuse/service arrangements. (Submission of further Environmental
Information to the Environmental Statement and amendments to ground level layout, and elevations to proposed buildings).

floorspace plus basement, associated landscaping, car parking (29 spaces including 4 disabled spaces), vehicular access
and cycle parking (459 spaces). Application accompanied by an Environmental Statement submitted pursuant to the Town
and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2011.

Description

2009/2405

Application
Number
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210 - 218 Old Street, 70100 City Road, 32-37
Featherstone Street and
13-15 Mallow Street,
Islington, London, EC1V
9UN
61-67 Great Eastern
Street, 5 Ravey Street and
93 Leonard Street
Hackney LONDON EC2A
3HS

35

36
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No

Development of the site involving demolition of the existing structures except for 70 -74 City Road (Building C) and 36-37
Featherstone Street; the change of use of the first to third floors of 36-37 Featherstone Street (Building E) from Class B1
office to Class C3 residential (3 units); the construction of four new buildings, Building A up to 90.09m high, Building B up to
40.39m high, Building D, up to 40.37m high and Building F up to 31.5m high to provide 32,625 sum of Class B1 floor space,
728 sum of mixed uses for Class A1/A2/A3/A4, creation of 6 residential units, alterations to an existing service access on
Mallow Street, provision of new publicly accessible hard landscaped space and ancillary plant and equipment.
Demolition of 5 Ravey Street and rear parts of 61-63 Great Eastern Street in conjunction with the development of a three to
six storey Hotel (Class C1 use) with ancillary restaurant, bar, spa and meeting room facilities together with change of use
from A4 to C3 to the upper storeys plus refurbishment of 93 Leonard Street ('The Griffin Public House') along with associated
works. (Application in conjunction with Listed Building Application reference 2012/0509 and Conservation Area Consent
Application reference 2012/0508).

2012/0506

Lane; the provision of car, cycle and motorcycle parking in the basement; works to the exposed flank wall of 8-10 Broadgate;
the creation of a new pedestrian route through the base of 3 Broadgate and the provision of plant and other works ancillary to
the main building.

Description

P101833

Application
Number

22

Permitted January
2013

Permitted October
2010

Status
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Consideration of Climate Change within the EIA
The Proposed Development will be assessed against the forecast climate as detailed in the
UK Climate projections 2009 for London; for the time period 2050, under a medium emissions
scenario (the main predicted conditions of which are summarised in Table 2). This is also the
scenario which is used within The Mayors Draft Climate Change Adaptation Strategy for
London (February 2010).
Table 2: UK Climate Projections 2009 for London (2050s medium emissions scenario)
Climate Change

Description

Rising temperatures

Summers will be warmer, with the average summer day 12 being 2.7°C
warmer and very hot days 6.5°C warmer than the baseline average. By the
end of the century the hottest day of the year could be 10°C hotter than the
hottest day today. Winters will be warmer, with the average winter day being
2.2°C warmer and a very warm winter day 3.5°C above the baseline.

More seasonal rainfall

Tidal surges

Sea level rise

Summers will be drier, with the average summer 19% drier and the driest
summer 39% drier than the baseline average. Winters will be wetter, with the
average winter 14 per cent wetter and the wettest winter 33 per cent wetter
than the baseline average.
Tidal surges (see Chapter 3 for description) are not projected to increase in
frequency, though the height of a one-in-fifty-year tidal surge is projected to
increase by up to 70 cms by the end of the century.
Sea levels are projected to rise by up to 90 cms by the end of the century. An
extreme projection of a 2-metre increase has been generated using the latest
ice-sheet modelling published after the IPCC (Intergovernmental Panel on
Climate Change) Fourth Assessment report.

Climate change impacts, adaptation and mitigation measures will be considered within the
appropriate sections of the ES and other supporting planning documents.
During the construction phase, the main measures to mitigate climate change will be
considered in terms of reducing carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions from equipment, and
reducing, and reusing and recycling site waste where possible. This will be discussed in the
Construction ES chapter. For design related construction impacts, such as the choice of
building materials, this will be considered throughout the design process to reduce its impact
on climate change. This is a key topic within the Code for Sustainable Homes (CfSH)
methodology, for which the Proposed Development will seek to achieve a Level 4 rating and
therefore will be incorporated throughout the design process. Additionally the commercial
elements of the scheme will target BREEAM ‘Excellent’.
For the operational phase, the potential for the Proposed Development to adapt to and
mitigate climate change will predominately relate to reducing CO2 emissions through reducing
the need to travel (especially by car), reducing the amount of energy usage for heating,
cooling and lighting, reducing the volume of water usage, and reducing the potential impacts
from flood risk.
Further detail will be provided within the Energy and Sustainability Strategy and Flood Risk
Assessment which will be submitted in support of the planning application.

4.3

Alternatives Assessment
The EIA process provides an opportunity to consider alternative development options with
their respective environmental impacts before a final decision is taken on the design. In
accordance with EIA regulations and statutory guidance, the ES will describe those
alternatives which were considered by the Applicant team and architects, including:
x

4.4

x

Selection of the preferred form/massing in terms of visual and townscape
considerations; and

x

‘Alternative designs’ – the ES will summarise the evolution of the current design
proposal, the modifications which have taken place to date and the environmental
considerations which have led to those modifications. A summary of the main
alternatives considered, such as alternative use mixtures, floor heights, massing, and
materials used will be presented together with a justification for the final design.

Demolition and Construction
The ES will provide details of the proposed demolition, and construction activities. Details of
assumptions made will be included in the narrative.
Information will be provided on, but not limited to, demolition, excavation, site preparation and
construction logistics including site access and egress, materials and waste management,
land or soil remediation, welfare facilities and working hours.
Estimates of demolition wastes and excavation volumes and the quantities of materials to be
used throughout the construction phase will be considered, and an estimate of the peak
periods of daily heavy goods vehicle (HGV) movements will be provided.
An indicative construction programme will be identified and broken down into a number of
timeslices to describe the main activities and allow the technical chapters to define and assess
the impacts of a reasonable worst case scenario. The peak period or level of activity will be
assessed in terms of traffic, noise and air quality impacts. The peak period will be defined on
the basis of the maximum number of HGV movements and an indication of the plant and
equipment location on site in relation to the demolition, excavation and construction boundary.
The ES will outline the broad content of the Site Waste Management Plan.
The ES will present the broad content of the Code of Construction Practice (CoCP) or
Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP). The mitigation measures identified as
a result of the demolition, excavation, site preparation and construction impact assessment will
be presented within the ES for inclusion within the CoCP or CEMP. It is likely that specific
mitigation measures will be defined to reduce impacts specifically on or arising from:
x

Site preparation, demolition, excavation and construction traffic and workforce
presence on site;

x

Working close to neighbouring boundaries;

x

Site access and egress (including mitigation for any loss of public right of way and
road closures);

x

Noise and vibration;

x

Soil removal and land remediation;

x

Archaeology and heritage resources;

x

Water usage and site drainage;

x

Emission of dust and other pollutants; and

x

Waste generation, management and disposal.

The mitigation measures and outline CoCP or CEMP will take account of LBTH ‘Code of
Construction Practice’ (2006) and the GLA’s guidance on ‘The Control of Dust and Emissions
from Construction and Demolition’ (2006).

A ‘Do nothing’ scenario - the ES will summarise the effects if the development does
not come forward;
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waste reduction measures will be in compliance with British Standards, Duty of Care
and LBTH policies;

Waste and Recycling
The Waste and Recycling Assessment chapter will include information on all phases of the
Proposed Development from demolition and construction through to occupation of the site.
The chapter will assess potentially significant impacts of the Proposed Development in relation
to waste and recycling. Potentially significant impacts will be assessed pre-mitigation,
including reference to any embedded mitigation measures that form part of the design. A postmitigation assessment will be conducted, including reference to recommendation of further
mitigation measures.

x

An assessment of any significant residual impacts with regards to waste that may
arise following the implementation of any embedded/recommended mitigation
measures. This will also consider any residual impacts to climate and climatic factors
due to waste; and

x

Consideration of any potentially significant cumulative impacts resulting from the
Proposed Development in relation to waste.

As part of the assessment process, a Waste Strategy will be devised by Arup. The Waste
Strategy will focus on waste management techniques employed during the operational phase
of the Proposed Development. Where relevant, this Waste Strategy will feed into and be used
to inform the Waste and Recycling Assessment chapter. A brief summary of the contents of
the Waste Strategy will be provided within the Waste and Recycling Assessment chapter.
Specifically, the Waste and Recycling Assessment chapter will include the following:
x

A review of requirements placed upon the Proposed Development under national
legislation and implemented policy at all levels of Government (i.e. national, regional
and local). Further to this, a review of requirements placed upon the Proposed
Development in accordance with local standards and guidance (i.e. LBTH Waste
Planning Guidelines 2012, LBTH Managing Development Document DPD 2013 and
British Standards BS5906:2005) will also be conducted in line with relevant objectives
and targets, particularly with regards to calculating waste volumes, storage and
capacity;

x

A review of baseline conditions at the site, local/district (i.e. LBTH), regional (i.e.
London) and national (i.e. England) levels. The baseline assessment will be
undertaken to ascertain current volumes of waste generation, waste composition and
waste management practices. Potentially sensitive receptors pertaining to waste
management aspects of the Proposed Development will also be identified during this
stage; these sensitive receptors will then be used as the basis for the impact
assessment;

x

An assessment of potential impacts pre-mitigation relating to the type and quantity of
waste expected to be generated by the Proposed Development during the demolition
and construction phase. Recommended mitigation measures relating to the demolition
and construction phase will be discussed, including an overview of best practice
measures (it should be noted that as of 1 December 2013 the Site Waste
Management Plan (SWMP) Regulations (2008) were revoked and as such, a SWMP
is no longer a formal requirement. However, as SWMP’s are considered to be best
practice the chapter will provide an overview of the likely content and considerations
of a SWMP in the event that one is produced);

x

A discussion of mitigation measures incorporated into the design of the Proposed
Development (i.e. embedded mitigation) to be adopted once complete and
operational. An assessment of potential impacts due to the type and quantity of waste
produced during operation of the Proposed Development, in conjunction with any
embedded mitigation measures, will then be undertaken. If further mitigation is
required, it will be recommended at this stage. Should there be any elements of the
Proposed Development that do not incorporate embedded mitigation measures, an
assessment will be conducted to assess potential impacts pre-mitigation pertaining to
the volume and type of waste produced; mitigation measures will then be
recommended as a result. Embedded mitigation measures and recommended
mitigation measures will be discussed as part of the Waste Strategy, including a
description of the proposed minimisation, segregation and recycling measures to be
incorporated within the Proposed Development. Details regarding waste handling,
storage area provision and waste collection arrangements will also be provided. All

Blossom Street EIA Scoping Report

26

Blossom Street EIA Scoping Report

27

EIA Scoping Report – Blossom Street

4.6

EIA Scoping Report – Blossom Street

x

The employment expected to be accommodated by the completed/operational
commercial floorspace would be assessed by applying standard job density ratios;

The proposals for the site are expected to bring forward an employment-led development
comprising commercial and retail (at ground floor level) uses as well as a number of
residential uses.

x

Population and child yield projections for the Proposed Development would be
calculated by applying Tower Hamlets’ population models. These figures will then be
used to assess the potential impact on healthcare and education facilities;

On this basis, the Proposed Development is expected to generate significant socio-economic
impacts arising predominantly from the increase in the number of workers brought to the Site
during both the construction and the operational phase of the development. There will also be
socio-economic impacts associated with the potential increase in demand for social
infrastructure from the new residents and the regeneration of the wider area as a whole.

x

The level of play-space provision would be assessed against the standards set out
within the GLA’s SPG (Shaping Neighbourhoods: Play and Informal Recreation,
2012). Demand for play-space would be assessed using the child yield methodology
set out within that SPG;

x

An estimate of spending generated as a result of the completed/operational
development would be calculated using average national household spending figures
and an average figure for daily worker spending.

Socio-Economics

Baseline Conditions
The site is within the City Fringe Opportunity Area (described as City Fringe/Tech City within
the FALP, 2014) as designated within the London Plan (2011). As such, it is in an area
expected to deliver significant growth (both housing and economic) over the coming years. In
economic terms, the area is identified as having a dual role to play both in supporting the
critical mass of financial and business services and also clusters of other economic activity,
such as creative industries.
A baseline assessment will be undertaken as part of the socio-economic ES chapter in order
to establish the socio-economic conditions currently surrounding the site particularly at the
local and borough level.

The socio-economic assessment will set out the scale and significance of the effects identified.
Any mitigation measures required to address any likely adverse impacts would be identified
through the assessment.
The assessment will include an assessment of the cumulative effect of planned developments
in the local area. This will be based on a list of cumulative schemes to be considered to be
agreed with Tower Hamlets.

The socio-economic ES chapter would utilise data from sources including:
x

2011 Census data;

x

Data from the Office for National Statistics including: Business Register and
Employment Survey; and Claimant Count data;

x

Indices of Multiple Deprivation (2010);

x

Annual Schools Census data (2013) and information from Tower Hamlets school
admissions documents (2014); and

x

Data on healthcare services from the NHS (2014).

Potential Impacts of the Development
The socio-economic assessment will be undertaken by Quod and will consider the impacts of
the Proposed Development during both its construction and operational phases. Consideration
will be given to the following:
x

Temporary employment during the demolition/construction phase and the potential to
maximise opportunities for local people to access employment/training;

x

Creation of long-term employment opportunities from the proposed commercial and
retail uses on-site. This aspect will be considered in the context of existing levels of
employment on-site;

x

Delivery of new homes (including affordable housing) and the impact of the population
accommodated by these homes on social infrastructure such as primary healthcare,
education, and play-space provision;

x

Spending effects associated with the residents and employees brought to the site by
the Proposed Development.

Scope of the Assessment
The assessment of effects would be undertaken using the following methodology and/or tools:
x

Demolition/construction-related employment effects would be assessed using
standard ratios of construction employment to output;
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Potential Impacts of the Development

Traffic and Transport
Baseline Conditions
Norton Folgate / Shoreditch High Street (A10) and Commercial Street are part of the Transport
for London Road Network (TLRN). Folgate Street and Blossom Street, which are both
adjacent to the site, are narrow two-way cobbled streets forming part of the Elder Street
conservation area.
Folgate Street, which runs along the southern boundary of Site 1, has a carriageway that is
approximately 4.5 to 5 metres wide. The width available to traffic is restricted by residents
parking (permit holders only) facilities along the northern side of the carriageway.
Blossom Street, located between Site1 and Site 3, has a vehicular carriageway approximately
4.4 metres wide, which reduces to approximately 2.75 metres wide at its southern end where it
joins Folgate Street.
Fleur de Lis Street, which also forms part of the Elder Street conservation area runs between
Site 2 and 3. At its western end, between Blossom Street and Norton Folgate, it is
pedestrianised with bollards at both ends restricting access to vehicular traffic. It is
approximately 3 to 4 metres wide. The remainder of Fleur de Lis Street is a two-way cobbled
street of approximately 5.3 metres wide.
The close proximity of the site to public transport services is reflected in the high level of public
transport accessibility (PTAL). The current PTAL index for the site and immediate
surroundings is 6b or 'Excellent’, this being the highest level achievable (categorised in 6
levels, 1 to 6 where 6 represents a high level of public transport accessibility and 1 a low level
of public transport accessibility).
The Blossom Street site is well situated for access to National Rail services at Liverpool Street
station, which is approximately 570 metres walk distance from the site. Liverpool Street
mainline station is the terminus for the West Anglia Main Line to Cambridge, the Great Eastern
Main Line to Norwich as well as many local commuter services to parts of east London, Essex
and Hertfordshire. It is also served by the Stansted Express.
Shoreditch High Street London Overground station is approximately 300 metres walk distance
from the site. It provides connections to West Croydon, Dalston, Highbury & Islington and
Crystal Palace.
Liverpool Street London Underground station is also approximately 570 metres walk distance
from the site and is served by the Central, Circle, Metropolitan and Hammersmith & City Lines.

The ES will address the effect of the Proposed Development on transportation and access
issues by all transport modes during the demolition and construction period and operational
phase of the Development. This includes:
x

Impact on vehicular access, including emergency vehicles, traffic flows and capacities
of the local highway network including any proposed modifications to the adjacent
highway layout;

x

Impact on walking and cycling, accessibility and facilities, including safety issues;

x

Impact public transport capacity and accessibility;

x

The effect of parking provisions; and

x

The long-term access and servicing arrangements of the site.

A Transport Assessment (TA) will be submitted in support of the planning application. The
document will address how all areas of the development will be accessed, including provision
for servicing.
The Transport Assessment will demonstrate means of access to the development for vehicles,
public transport passengers, pedestrians and cyclists and assess the impact of the proposed
development on the surrounding public transport network once the development is completed.
The TA will show how the additional trips generated by the development will be
accommodated. The EIA will summarise the findings of this, but will focus on environmental
issues associated with potential increases in trips and any consequent effects.
Scope of the Assessment
The TA will evaluate all relevant national, regional and local transport related policy and
guidance. This will ensure that the proposed development considers and conforms to all
relevant objectives. Consultation with key stakeholders such as the London Borough of Tower
Hamlets and Transport for London will be maintained throughout the assessment. In the first
instance, a TA scoping report will be produced in addition to this document, for agreement with
these consultees. The Transport Assessment will be produced in accordance with the
Transport Assessment Best Practice Guidance published by Transport for London.
The significance of traffic and transport effects on sensitive receptors will be determined by
combining the sensitivity of identified receptors with the predicted magnitude of change, using
a matrix.

The site is well served by bus services. The nearest bus stops are located on Norton Folgate /
Shoreditch High Street, which are served by routes 8, 26, 35, 42, 47, 48, 78, 135, 149, 242,
344 and 388. Numerous other services are available in the vicinity of the site from Worship
Street and Commercial Street bus stops.
All roads near the site have footways on both sides and are street-lit. To the south of Worship
Street, there is a zebra crossing provided on Norton Folgate. This provides a safe crossing
point for pedestrians walking between the site and the northbound bus stop as well as to /
from Liverpool Street station located further south.
The site is well served by designated cycle routes. Bishopsgate, Spital Square, Elder Street
and the eastern end of Fleur de Lis Street all form part of the London Cycle Network. A raised
cycle lane is provided along the eastern side of Norton Folgate, which starts just north of the
zebra crossing and continues southbound. There are several Barclays Cycle Hire docking
stations within close proximity of the site.
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Figure 6. Diffusion tube monitoring locations

Air Quality
Baseline Conditions
The London Borough of Tower Hamlets (LBTH) have declared the entire borough an Air
Quality Management Area (AQMA), due to the elevated annual mean concentrations of
nitrogen dioxide (NO2) and exceedances of the 24-hour mean particulate matter (PM10)
objective.
The data sources that will be considered in the baseline conditions review will include LBTH
air quality monitoring and background map information. An initial review indicates that 2010
data is available from a network of NO2 diffusion tubes, including locations in the vicinity of the
site. Although 2010 data is available, later years of data are not available for use as the LBTH
network was decommissioned after 2010. As this data is now four years old a project specific
NO2 diffusion tube monitoring campaign, with monitoring sites selected that are suitable for
both model verification and to provide an indication of site suitability, is proposed.
Potential Impacts of the Development
The potential impacts of the development to be considered are:
x

Impacts of dust during the demolition and construction phase of the development;

x

Impacts of vehicle and plant emissions during the demolition and construction phases
of the development;

x

Impacts of road traffic emissions from traffic generated by the operational phase of the
Proposed Development;

x

Impacts of any on-site energy plant emissions generated by the operation of the
Proposed Development;

x

Combined road traffic and on-site energy centre assessment; and

x

The assessment will also consider the suitability of the site for sensitive uses, such as
residential development.

Scope of the Assessment
A desk based study and three months of diffusion tube monitoring will be undertaken in order
to determine the baseline conditions and potential impacts of the Proposed Development. The
assessment will include:
x

Three months of diffusion tube monitoring (June to August) at sites suitable for model
verification and establishing site suitability;

Demolition and Construction Methodology

x

The identification of baseline air quality conditions and nearby sensitive receptors;

x

Assessment of the suitability of site for future residential use;

The potential impacts and nuisance from demolition and construction dust emissions
generated during the demolition and construction phase of the Proposed Development will be
considered using an approach based on the Institute of Air Quality Management Construction

x

Consideration of any demolition and construction phase impacts on dust impacts;

Dust Assessment (i.e. basic screening assessment and risk based approach).

x

Modelling of road traffic emissions (NO2, PM10 and fine particulate matter (PM2.5))
using the ADMS Roads model;

x

Modelling of any on-site energy plant emissions using the ADMS 5 detailed dispersion
model;

x

Combined assessment of road traffic and heating plant pollutant contributions; and

x

Completion of an air quality neutral assessment (in accord with the GLA ‘Sustainable
Design and Construction Supplementary Planning Guidance’ (2014)).
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Demolition and construction plant emissions will not be explicitly modelled, as these are
considered to be a small emission source relative to ambient conditions. However, suitable
mitigation measures for site plant will be presented in the working method statement, also
based on advice presented in the GLA and LBTH code of construction practice.
The demolition and construction impacts on road traffic will also be considered, including the
effect of HGVs. The assessment will take into consideration the demolition and construction
phasing of the Proposed Development in order to ensure that the assessment is robust. If
significant numbers of additional vehicles are anticipated these temporary impacts would be
modelled using ADMS-Roads.
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Operational Methodology
The detailed ADMS-Roads air dispersion model will be used to assess existing baseline air
quality to allow for the verification of modelling outputs. It will also be used to predict future air
quality to assess both the impacts on local air quality and the potential for future occupants to
be exposed to elevated pollution levels. In the event that concentrations at ground floor level
are predicted in excess of the air quality objectives, concentrations will be predicted at various
heights within the development, to inform any mitigation strategy.

EIA Scoping Report – Blossom Street

In April 2014 the Air Quality Neutral Planning Support Update: GLA 80371 (Air Quality
Consultants, 2014) was published. This document provides guidance on how to complete an
air quality neutral assessment with regards to emissions from energy plant and local road
vehicles associated with the proposals. The Air Quality Neutral Assessment is based on the
mass of key emissions from the proposed development (oxides of nitrogen and particulates)
compared against defined benchmarks for a development of this type. The conclusions of the
assessment would be presented as an appendix to the ES Chapter.
Overall Significance and Mitigation

The road traffic scenarios that will be considered as part of the assessment will include:
x

The overall significance of air quality impacts will be described using the approach outlined in
Environmental Protection UK and IAQM guidance. Reference will also be made to relevant
planning policy in determining the significance of air quality impacts (e.g. LBTH Air Quality
Action Plan) and to the findings of the air quality neutral assessment as appropriate.

Baseline scenario;

x

Opening Year – without development scenario; and

x

Opening Year – with development scenario.

ADMS-Roads will be used to model the potential impacts for a construction scenario, if
significant changes in traffic are anticipated along the local road network. ADMS 5 will be used
to model the potential impacts of any on site heat and power generation. The combined impact
on predicted pollutant concentrations from both dispersion models will be compared with
relevant air quality objectives.

Where necessary, mitigation and monitoring measures will be recommended to reduce air
quality impacts and to avoid the potential exposure of future occupants of the Proposed
Development to elevated pollution concentrations.

The opening year ‘without development’ and ‘with development’ scenarios will both include
vehicle trips associated with general growth from the baseline situation and also relevant
committed developments. The opening year ‘with development’ scenarios will also include
additional traffic associated with the Proposed Development. The inclusion of relevant
committed developments in the traffic data utilised in the assessment will allow a cumulative
assessment of the Proposed Development to be undertaken.
Air quality modelling for road sources (ADMS-Roads) and on-site energy centre emissions
(ADMS 5) will utilise the same year of meteorological data and key parameters such as
surface roughness. One year of hourly sequential meteorological data will be utilised.
The year of meteorological data utilised will depend on the years of monitoring data and traffic
data available for consideration in the air quality assessment, with the aim of aligning as many
input parameters as possible to limit the numbers of parameters which could adversely affect
model performance. Qualitative reference would be made to any potential variations in
impacts that could be expected from differing years of meteorological data.
Air Quality Neutral
The London Plan (published by the GLA) sets out in Policy 7.14 ‘Improving air quality’ a
requirement that new developments should be “Air Quality Neutral”.
“Development proposals should: …
be at least ‘air quality neutral’ and not lead to further deterioration of existing poor air quality
(such as areas designated as Air Quality Management Areas (AQMAs).”
Generally, the current assessment approach adopted for developments in London is to
calculate the change in pollutant concentrations, for the pollutants nitrogen dioxide (NO2) and
particulate matter (PM10) – it is assumed that if PM10 emissions are controlled, then, by
definition, PM2.5 will also be controlled. Through the application of physical mitigation (stacks,
catalysts, particle traps or ventilation systems) the concentration of pollutants that receptors
are exposed to can be controlled so the effect is not significant. However, the emitted
pollutants contribute to the background pollutant concentration in London as a whole and in
combination are contributing to pollutant concentrations which are higher than legislation
requires in some locations. To address this, the Air Quality Neutral approach compares the
amount of pollutants emitted against a benchmark value and aims to reduce the mass of
pollutant emitted, instead of the concentration of the pollutant emitted.
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Potential Impacts of the Development

Noise and Vibration
Baseline Conditions
The primary noise and vibration sources currently affecting the site consist of road traffic from
the surrounding network, adjacent (overground) railway and a London Underground line
intercepting the site. Noise from aircraft fly overs and mechanical service plant from nearby
buildings may also influence noise levels in the area. There are a number of noise and
vibration sensitive receptors located in close proximity to the site.
A baseline noise survey will be undertaken in line with BS 7445:1991 (Parts 2-3) and 2003
(Part 1). A baseline vibration survey will be undertaken in line with BS 7385-1:1990, BS 52282:2009 and BS 6472-1:2008.
Baseline noise & vibration survey results at the monitoring locations shown in Figure 7 will be
used to:

Potential noise and vibration effects may occur at existing residential receptors due to the
Proposed Development as a result of:
x

Construction and demolition activities;

x

Changes in road traffic flows; and

x

Fixed plant associated with the proposed development.

Scope of the Assessment
Reference will be made to the LBTH Managing Development Document (MDD) which refers to
the process of assessing proposed developments in terms of noise and vibration.

x

Assess the suitability of the site for the intended uses;

x

Characterise representative daytime and night-time noise levels at existing noise
sensitive receptors for subsequent use in setting appropriate fixed plant noise
emission criteria;

x

Predict representative vibration dose values within rooms; and

x

Establish ambient and maximum noise levels around the site in order to construct a
detailed noise map.

Figure 7: Noise and vibration monitoring locations

The suitability of the site for development will be assessed using guidance within PPG24, as
required by the MDD, however it is noted that PPG24 is now withdrawn and superseded by
the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). Noise mitigation measures for internal
spaces will be recommended based on guidance noise levels within BS 8233:2014 for
residential and commercial uses. Additionally, guidance within the British Council for Offices
(BCO) Guide to Specification 2009 will be referenced for office spaces to assist in identifying
necessary mitigation measures. Guidance within BS 6472-1:2008 will be addressed in
assessing vibration affecting humans in buildings.
A construction noise and vibration assessment in line with LBTH’s code of construction
practice will be undertaken based on construction activity, plant use and traffic movement
information. Noise levels at receptors will be calculated using BS 5228-1:2009 (and update A1
2014 Part 1 Noise) data and procedures. Vibration risks will be assessed based on the types
of plant used and their proximity to receptors, using guidance in BS 5228-2:2009 and BS
7385:1990 (Part 1) and 1993 (Part 2). From the results of the construction noise and vibration
assessment, preliminary mitigation measures will be advised in line with BS 5228 and LBTH
planning policy.

Long term
VL1

Long term
L1
Short term
‘Basement’

The current primary noise sources impacting the site and surrounding area broadly consist of
road traffic noise from the surrounding road network and the adjacent overground railway lines
to the north of the development. Current vibration sources consist primarily of railway lines and
a London Underground line intercepting the development.

Building services noise associated with the operation of the completed development will be
assessed in line with BS 4142:1997 and limits recommended such that the noise due to
building services does not exceed the typical LA90 background noise.

Long term
L3

Long term
L4

Noise levels associated with construction traffic and future operational traffic flows will be
calculated in line with Calculation of Road Traffic Noise (CRTN) issued by the Department of
Transport in 1988. Changes in road traffic noise will be assessed with reference to the Design
Manual for Roads and Bridges and mitigation measures will be detailed as necessary.

Long term
L2

Cumulative effects of combined construction works and operational traffic from nearby
consented schemes will be assessed.

Long/Short term
VL2/STV1

The ES chapter will be supported by a technical appendix which will contain reference material
and tabulated noise survey results.

Noise monitoring location
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Wind Microclimate
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4.11

The change in site massing that would be attributable to the Proposed Development would
have the potential to influence the ground level wind speed and direction on, and adjacent to,
the site. This could affect the associated relative ‘comfort’ and safety for pedestrians using the
site and its surroundings.
Potential Impacts of the Development
The wind assessment will focus on the relative comfort and safety of site users and users of
the areas surrounding the site on completion of the Proposed Development. The following
specific likely significant effects have been identified:

Daylight, Sunlight, Overshadowing, Light Pollution and Solar Glare
Baseline Conditions
Daylight and Sunlight
For the baseline assessment the daylight and sunlight conditions for each surrounding
residential property, will be assessed in accordance with the current site conditions. This
baseline condition will be assessed using the various daylight and sunlight methods described
in the BRE Guidelines (VSC, NSL and APSH methods). The daylight and sunlight analysis will
be calculated from the 3D computer model based upon specialist software.
Sun on ground

x

Temporary changes in the local wind environment during the demolition and
construction works;

x

A change in the wind conditions on surrounding roads and pavements once the
Proposed Development is completed;

x

A change in the pedestrian activity within and around the Proposed Development; and

x

The safety and comfort of pedestrians using the site, notably within new areas of
public realm and at building entrances.

With regards to the relevant surrounding amenity space, the sun on ground will be assessed
on the 21st March, in accordance with the BRE Guidelines.
Transient overshadowing
Transient overshadowing will be mapped for the following three key dates in the year with
regards to the baseline conditions:
x

21 March (Spring Equinox);

Scope of the Assessment

x

21 June (Summer Solstice); and

A Desk Based Assessment will be carried out for the Development by RWDI, a specialist wind
engineering consultancy. Using the Lawson Comfort criteria, the assessment will focus on the
comparison of the expected wind microclimate with the intended pedestrian use of the site.
The assessment will be based on calculation of the background windiness of the site; the likely
interactions of the wind with the building massing will then be assessed qualitatively using
professional experience. The assessment will consider wind from all directions, based upon
long-term meteorological data for the site. If required, mitigation measures would be proposed
to ensure that the conditions on the site would be suitable for the desired use.

x

21 December (Winter Solstice).

The conclusions of the desk based assessment will be summarised in an appropriate ES
Chapter and the desk study results appended to the ES.

Light pollution
The assessment of light pollution will consider the potential effects of the proposals on
surrounding residential receptors and within the proposed development in absolute terms and
not against baseline conditions.
Solar glare
The existing buildings on the site under baseline conditions are typically brick built with
punched windows and therefore do not consist of any large areas of reflective materials. It is
not considered that the existing structures on site will produce any detrimental effects as a
result of reflected solar glare.
Scope of the Assessment
The likely significant effects of the proposed development on daylight, sunlight,
overshadowing, light pollution and solar glare will be assessed with respect to all relevant
criteria mentioned above.
It is proposed to submit a detailed planning application. It is not proposed that phasing effects
are assessed with regards to neighbouring receptors as the assessment of the proposed
development as a whole will present the worst case scenario.
The likely effects of the completed development are as follows: -
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x

The potential loss of daylight availability, which could reduce the quality of interior
daylight and increase the need for artificial light;

x

The potential loss of sunlight availability due to increased shadowing effects arising
from the scheme which could cause a reduction in perceived brightness and warmth;

x

The potential for occupants and users of affected sensitive areas (e.g. residential
properties) to notice a reduction in the quality of natural light (sunlight and daylight),
arising from the scheme which may give rise to complaint;
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x

The potential for an increase in the amount of artificial lighting produced during the
hours of darkness which may have an effect upon the sleeping patterns of
surrounding residents; and

x

The potential for instances of reflected sunlight occurring at sensitive locations around
the site causing temporary blindness to drivers and pedestrians.

Once these effects have been established then mitigation measures will be suggested to
reduce negative effects where appropriate.
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An assessment of light intrusion will be undertaken which will identify the impacts on the
surrounding sensitive receptors. In the absence of a detailed lighting design, reasonable
assumptions will be made and the internal spaces will be lit to an average illuminance level of
400 lux at the working plane. This lighting level corresponds with those suggested by Lighting
of Work Places- Part 1: Indoor Work Places, British Standard (BS) 12464-2: 2002.
Professional judgement will be used to establish whether a potential effect would be either
adverse or beneficial and of minor, moderate, or major significance.
Solar Glare

The chapter will also assess the potential of cumulative effects arising from other
developments situated in close proximity of the site.
Potential Impacts of the Development
Daylight and Sunlight
The results of the daylight and sunlight assessments will be compared against the criteria set
out in the BRE Guidelines. Where results show compliance with the BRE criteria the potential
effect will be considered to be negligible.
The assessment criteria specified within the BRE Guidelines only suggests where a change in
daylight would be noticeable to the occupants. It does not further define effects beyond this.
As such, for the purpose of the assessments in this chapter, effects beyond the levels
suggested by the BRE Guidelines will be defined as adverse or beneficial depending upon
whether the property will be more or less favourable than the existing situation.
Professional judgement will be used to establish whether a potential effect would be either
adverse or beneficial and of minor, moderate, or major significance.
Sun on Ground
The BRE Guidelines recommend that for a garden or amenity area to appear adequately sunlit
throughout the year, at least 50% of an amenity area should receive at least 2 hours of
sunlight on the 21st March. The BRE Guidelines also suggest that if, as a result of a new
development, an existing garden or amenity area does not meet these guidelines, and the
area which can receive some sun on the 21st March is less than 0.8 times its former value,
then the loss of sunlight is likely to be noticeable.

The details of the façade treatment are yet to be finalised at present and therefore it cannot be
determined if a solar glare assessment is required. Should the façade comprise of a large
proportion of glazing or reflective cladding it is our professional opinion that the Proposed
Development may result in instances of solar glare and therefore a technical assessment will
be undertaken. If, due to the building materials, it is our professional opinion that an
assessment is not needed, commentary to this effect will be included within the chapter.
Cumulative Conditions
An assessment will be conducted to determine the extent of the effect of the proposed scheme
upon the neighbours’ daylight, sunlight and sun on ground with those cumulative schemes
located in close proximity to the site considered as built. Technical analysis will be undertaken
in accordance with BRE methodology.
Those cumulative schemes located in close proximity to the site will also be considered as
sensitive receptors for the assessment of light intrusion.
Once the façade details of the proposed buildings are available, we will be able to confirm
whether solar glare assessments are required with those cumulative schemes located in close
proximity to the site considered as built.
Internal Daylight, Sunlight and Overshadowing
The assessment of the daylight, sunlight and overshadowing within the proposed development
will not form part of the chapter but will be presented as a separate standalone report
submitted with the planning application.

Where the results show compliance with the BRE Guidelines criteria, the potential effect will
be considered negligible.
Similarly to daylight and sunlight, professional judgement will be used to establish whether a
potential effect would be adverse or beneficial and of minor, moderate or major significance.
Transient overshadowing
The BRE Guidelines provide no criteria in regards to transient overshadowing other than to
establish the time of the year and day when shadow would be cast over the surrounding area.
Professional judgement will be used to establish whether a potential effect would be either
adverse or beneficial and of minor, moderate, or major significance.
Light pollution
The design of the scheme will enable consideration of the potential effects caused by the
internal lighting of the commercial elements.
Sky glow, source intensity and building luminance assessments relate only to external
luminaires and, in the absence of a detailed lighting design (at the current stage) these will not
be undertaken. But the external luminaries will be designed in accordance with the ILP
guidance and therefore it is not considered necessary to undertake an assessment.
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connections and public sewers are confirmed it is unclear whether the basement level will
need to be pumped.

Water Resources, Drainage and Flood Risk
Existing Scheme
The available Thames Water record plans indicate that there are 2210x838mm and
1676x1118mm combined sewers running parallel to one another under Norton Folgate to the
west of the site, a 1524x813mm combined sewer in Folgate Street to the south of the site and
a 305mm dia. combined sewer in Blossom Street to the east of the site. There is also the head
of a 225mm dia. combined sewer at the north east corner of the site running eastward in Fleur
de Lis Street. Level information for these is limited but the 1523x813mm and 2210x838mm
sewers are noted as approximately 3-3.5m deep and the 1676x1118mm sewer is noted at
approximately 8.5m deep.

It is recommended that, if possible, the existing drainage connection(s) should be re-used for
both foul and surface water.
Scope of the Assessment
The Environment Agency’s Indicative Floodplain Map shows that the site lies in Zone 1 – an
area with a low probability of flooding. As the site is also less than 1 Ha in area, there would
be no requirement for a Flood Risk Assessment in accordance with the National Planning
Policy Framework.

2

The total site area is approximately 8,200m and is currently 100% hardstanding. In
accordance with the Modified Rational Method, the peak existing surface water run-off from
the site is approximately 210 l/s for the 1 in 100 year event.
It is believed that all foul water from the building currently discharges directly to one of these
public sewers via gravity but it is not clear which one. It is believed that all surface water from
the building currently discharges directly to one of these public sewers without any form of
attenuation but it is not clear which one,
CCTV surveys of the existing site drainage network will be undertaken to confirm the location
and size of all existing connections from the site.
Existing plans are available for the existing building and they indicate the location of some foul
water appliances such as toilets and wash hand basins. The number of other foul water
appliances will be estimated based on the existing room layout. Using the guidelines for
commercial developments given in BS EN 12056-2:2000 – “Gravity Drainage Systems Inside
Buildings – Part 2: Sanitary Pipework, layout and calculation”, the existing foul flow will be
calculated.
Proposed Scheme
It will be assumed that the Proposed Development will contain 100% impermeable area,
therefore the peak proposed surface water runoff under the 1 in 100 year event is also 210 l/s.
Making an allowance for climate change of 30% this gives an unattenuated design discharge
of 273 l/s.
The design will be based on the requirements outlined in the relevant Environment Agency
and Thames Water guidelines, and will comply with the Building Regulations. Additionally, the
National Planning Policy Framework and London Plan requirements will be adhered to.
There are a variety of measures that can be implemented to achieve the drainage
requirements of these guidelines including site management, source control and site control
(including the drainage hierarchy, for example, store, attenuate, discharge) as part of the
preparation of the surface water disposal strategy.
The draft architectural layouts will be used to estimate the number of foul water appliances in
the proposed scheme. Using the guidelines for commercial developments given in BS EN
12056-2:2000 – “Gravity Drainage Systems Inside Buildings – Part 2: Sanitary Pipework,
layout and calculation”, the proposed foul flow will be calculated.
Although it has not yet been possible to make an assessment of the existing and proposed
foul water flow, it is anticipated that there will be an increase in flow which will need to be
agreed with Thames Water and their written approval of this will be required once a more
detailed assessment can be made.
It is assumed that any foul water drainage from ground floor level and above will be drained by
gravity in order to minimise the amount of pumping required. Until the levels of the existing
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4.13

Archaeology
Baseline Conditions
Areas ‘S1’ and ‘S3’ lie within the precinct of the former Priory and Hospital of St Mary Spital, a
Scheduled Monument of very high significance. The site contains no Statutorily Listed
Buildings. The site lies within the Elder Street Conservation Area. Development Areas ‘S1’ and
‘S3’ lie within an Area of Archaeological Importance as outlined by London Borough of Tower
Hamlets in their Conservation Strategy document of November 2010, Section 4, and adopted
by the LPA at the same time as their Managing Development Document in April 2013. Areas
‘S1’ and ‘S2’ contain Locally Listed Buildings which are considered to have a positive
contribution to the character of the Conservation Area.
The site is currently occupied by late-19th century industrial buildings relating to the former
Nicholls and Clarke depot. The 2010 MOLA assessment carried out on the site indicated the
presence of basements or cellars within Areas ‘S1’ and ‘S3’. It is considered that these
basements may not have entirely removed archaeological remains within their footprints,
although asset survival would be heavily truncated. Survival is expected to be higher outside
the areas of known basement. Key elements of the baseline would be establishing the
presence of remains and property associated with the Priory (such as almshouses) within
Area ‘S2’ and the extent of truncation from the existing buildings.
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A Historic Environment Assessment was compiled for an earlier development scheme on the
site (2010). The baseline for the HEA report would be fully updated to reflect current national
and local planning policy, and would assess the current design proposals. This would form a
technical appendix for the Environmental Statement. The conclusions of the technical
appendix would be assessed using standard EIA methodology in identifying adverse and
beneficial effects to buried heritage assets.
The methodology used to determine the significance of buried heritage assets (i.e.
archaeological remains), the severity of any effects upon them, and the significance of residual
impacts, would be based on that typically used in EIAs. The methodology and information
sources consulted during the baseline characterisation would be set out in detail within the
technical appendix, but in summary would entail:
x

Setting the site into its archaeological and historical context, by collecting information
on the known historic environment within a suitable study area around the site with
reference to significant heritage assets outside the study area where appropriate, as
held by the primary repositories of such information within Greater London. These
comprise the Greater London Historic Environment Record, the London
Archaeological Archive and Research Centre and English Heritage; and

x

Consultation of all relevant documentary and cartographic sources, such as published
histories and journals as held in The London Society Library, the London Borough of
Tower Hamlets Archives, and of Ordnance Survey Maps, along with available
geotechnical data, British Geological Survey data, topographic surveys and any
previous heritage reports for the site that may be available.

x

A site visit would be carried out in order to determine the topography of the site and
existing land use/the nature of the existing buildings on the site, and to provide further
information on areas of possible past ground disturbance and general historic
environment potential.

Scope of the Assessment
The assessment would discuss the impact of the Proposed Development on buried heritage
assets (archaeological remains). The assessment would deal solely with the archaeological
implications of the development and would not cover possible built heritage issues, except
where buried parts of historic fabric are likely to be affected. Above ground assets (ie,
designated and undesignated historic structures and conservation areas) on the site or in the
vicinity that are relevant to the archaeological interpretation of the site would be discussed,
including any direct physical impact as a result of proposals. The report would not assess
issues in relation to the setting of above ground assets (eg visible changes to historic
character and views), which will instead form part of the townscape assessment.
The ES chapter would contain a description of the relevant planning policy context and the
methods used in the assessment. The specialist assessment would conform entirely to
standards set by the Institute for Archaeologists and other professional guidance, and would:
x

Quantify predicted buried heritage assets that may be affected by the proposed
scheme;

x

Assess any previous impacts which may have affected asset survival;

x

Provide an evaluation of buried heritage asset significance based on statutory
designation, or in the absence of designation, professional judgement against values
set out in English Heritage Conservation Principles (English Heritage 2008);

x

Assess development impacts and hence the significance of environmental effects
arising from the proposals during the construction phase phase;

x

Provide recommendations for mitigation that would offset or eliminate any adverse
effects;

x

Quantify any residual effects (those that might remain after mitigation) and cumulative
effects.

The operational (completed development) phase would not involve any additional ground
disturbance and there would be no archaeological impact. Therefore an assessment would not
been undertaken of operational effects on buried assets.
The Environmental Statement would include a cumulative assessment of impacts to buried
heritage assets.
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4.14

ES Volume II – Townscape, Built Heritage and Visual Impact Assessment

EIA Scoping Report – Blossom Street

x

Elder Street conservation area (LBTH) – within which the Site lies.

x

Fournier Street and Brick Lane CA (LBTH).

x

South Shoreditch CA (LBH).

Volume II of the ES will include an assessment of the townscape, built heritage and visual
effect of the Proposed Development in relation to townscape character areas, a selection of
short, medium and long range views, and above-ground heritage assets. Both construction
and operational impacts will be assessed. More information on how the assessment will be
carried out is provided below.

x

Listed buildings in Folgate Street and Elder Street (listed Grade II).

x

Former Police Station in Commercial Street (listed Grade II).

Townscape

x

Other listed buildings within a distance of up to 300m from the site

x

Locally listed buildings on and close to the Site, in Folgate Street and Elder Street.

An assessment will be made of the existing state of the Site and surrounding townscape. This
will be based on study of the historic development of the area with reference to relevant
publications, and study of the present-day condition of the area based on site visits, study of
maps and aerial photographs, and relevant publications.
This analysis will inform the division of the study area into townscape character areas i.e.
geographical areas which have readily identifiable characteristics in common. The impact of
the Proposed Development on these townscape character areas will then be assessed,
informed by conclusions drawn from the views analysis.
Views
The study area for the visual assessment is centred on the Site and limited to locations from
which the Site can be seen, or from which new buildings on the Site have the potential to
result in a significant visual impact at the height proposed.
Viewpoints are identified on the basis of the following method, and informed by considerable
previous experience of projects for tall buildings in the wider area around the Site. Four
principal types of viewing location are identified:

Non-designated heritage assets for the purposes of the assessment are considered to be
locally listed buildings identified by the LBTH or LBH, and where relevant the effect of the
Proposed Development with regard to such buildings will also be considered.
Outline Scope of the Assessment
The methodology for the townscape and visual impact assessment is based broadly on the
principles set out in the third (2013) edition of 'Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact
Assessment' (GLVIA), produced by the Landscape Institute with the Institute of Environmental
Management and Assessment. However, these principles are better suited to assessing
landscape than townscape, and so they can form only a general guide to the method to be
used. Also relevant to the method of assessment is the national Planning Policy Guidance, ‘By
Design’ (DETR/CABE, 2000), which sets out the aspects of urban form and the objectives of
urban design against which townscape can be assessed, and ‘Design review’ (CABE, 2006)
which provides guidance on assessing architectural quality.
A brief overview of the methodology follows. A more detailed explanation will be provided as
part of the townscape, visual and built heritage assessment.

x

Views if any that have been identified as significant, by LBTH or LBH or others, e.g. in
relevant planning policy and guidance documents;

x

Other locations or views of particular sensitivity, including those viewpoints in which
the Proposed Development may significantly affect the settings of designated heritage
assets;

Assessment of the effect of any proposed development on a receptor (an area of townscape,
a heritage asset or view) is made on the basis of professional judgement which takes into
account relevant planning policies and guidance. It is based on the following method.

x

Representative townscape locations from which the Proposed Development will be
visible; and

The sensitivity of the receptor as existing will be assessed as high, medium or low, depending
on the importance, value and quality of the receptor, and nature and expectation of the viewer.

x

Locations where there is extensive open space between the viewer and the Proposed
Development so that it will be prominent rather than obscured by foreground buildings.

The set of viewpoints is chosen so that it covers:
x

The range of points of the compass from which the Proposed Development will be
visible;

x

A range of distances from the site; and

x

Different types of townscape area.

Townscape, Views and Built Heritage Assets – Methodology for Assessment

The assessment takes into account the townscape setting of grade II listed buildings, and
other areas, and the amenity value of the viewing location and area in which it is located. The
assessment of the sensitivity of the receptor under consideration is moderated to take into
account a judgement about its quality in the round.
The magnitude of the change resulting from the Proposed Development will be assessed as
major, moderate, minor or negligible according to the change to the townscape, view or
heritage asset’s townscape setting.

Possible locations in these categories within the study area are identified based on an
examination of maps and aerial photographs; maps of Conservation Areas; and maps and lists
of listed buildings.
A map and a list of proposed views are provided below for agreement with LBTH.

These two measures are combined to provide a measure of the significance – major,
moderate or minor - of the effect on the receptor which will result from the Proposed
Development, the most significant effects being effects of major magnitude on receptors of
high sensitivity.

Built Heritage

Effects are assessed qualitatively as beneficial, adverse, or neutral. The assessment as
beneficial or adverse is a 'net equation', since with regard to the receptor that is being
assessed; there may be both positive and negative effects as a result of the development.

Built heritage assets around the Site that have the potential to be affected to a significant
extent in terms of their townscape setting by the Proposed Development will be considered.
The designated heritage assets to be considered will include:

An overall assessment of cumulative effects i.e. of the effect of the Proposed Development
taking into account other proposed and consented schemes, will also be provided. The
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approach to cumulative assessment will be to focus on the additional effects of the Proposed
Development on top of the cumulative baseline.
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Figure 7: Location of viewpoints

Existing and Proposed View Images
For each of the identified views to be produced, there will be images of the view as existing
and as proposed. Images as proposed will take the form of 'Accurate Visual Representations'
('AVRs') produced by accurately combining images of the Proposed Development (typically
created from a three-dimensional computer model) with a photograph of its context as
existing. The method by which AVRs are produced will be described in the assessment.
Where appropriate, the view as proposed will be shown as a fully rendered image, showing
the proposed new buildings and landscape treatment in a realistic manner. In other cases, the
proposed buildings will be shown diagrammatically, in a 'wireline' outline. The list of views
provided above includes proposals as to which of the views are proposed to be render and
which to be wireline images, for agreement with LBTH.
For each of the identified views, a description of the view as existing will be given, identifying
its visual quality, sensitivity to change and reason for that sensitivity, where relevant. A
description of the view as proposed will then be given with an assessment, based on the
method set out above, of the effect that the Proposed Development will have on the view.
Where other developments in the wider area which are proposed or have been granted
consent would be visible to a significant extent in the view, a further image showing these
schemes together with the Proposed Development will be produced, and a further assessment
of the cumulative effects, if any, will be provided for each view.
Table 3: List of Views
No.
LVMF 9A.1

Location
King Henry VIII’s Mound (off map)

1

Norton Folgate looking north

2

Worship Street

3

Shoreditch High Street from junction with Bowl Court

4

Shoreditch High Street from junction with Commercial Street – looking south

5

Shoreditch High Street from junction with Commercial Street – looking along
Commercial Street

6

Commercial Street - looking into Fleur de Lis Street

7

Fleur de Lis Street - looking north-west

8

Fleur de Lis Street - looking west

9

Folgate Street, further east

10

Folgate Street - looking at junction with Blossom Street

11

Elder Street – looking north

12

Blossom Street - looking north

13

Blossom Street, corner with Fleur de Lis Street

14

Blossom Street – looking south

15

Commercial Street, corner with Quaker Street

16

Commercial Street, opposite no. 169

17

Wheler Street
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These will be considered within the relevant ES chapters. The ES will also describe where
improvements have been made to the public realm, through landscaping and improved
pedestrian access, and how car usage has been reduced to benefit the local community.
Additional local spending and the proposed employment created by the Proposed
Development will also be considered.

ENVIRONMENTAL TOPICS TO SCOPED OUT OF THE ES
The aim of the EIA Scoping Phase is to focus the EIA on those environmental aspects that
may be significantly impacted by the Proposed Development. In so doing, the significance of
impacts associated with each environmental aspect become more clearly defined, resulting in
certain aspects being considered ‘non-significant’. It is the intention to scope the following out
of the ES:

5.1

Ecology
The majority of the site comprises buildings and hard-standing. In addition, the site is set in a
dense urban environment with buildings and associated roads and hardstanding surrounding
the site in all directions. The nearest area of open green space is the Spitalfields Viaduct; an
area of scrub vegetation on a section of raised track from the former East London line that
now sits next to the modern day Shoreditch High Street Station, approximately 50m north of
the site at its closest point. As such, it is considered unlikely that the Proposed Development
will result in any significant ecological impacts.
An extended Phase 1 habitat survey was undertaken in 6th September 2013 by Greengage
(please see Appendix A for full report), to identify, characterise and map the habitats within the
Site according to the Phase 1 habitat survey methodology. The survey was ‘extended’ to also
assess the potential of the Site to support rare and protected species such as bats and black
redstarts. This survey was undertaken in accordance with the Joint Nature Conservation
Committee (JNCC) Phase 1 Survey Guidelines. Furthermore, a desktop study was undertaken
to collate data on notable flora and fauna and designated sites within 1km.
The results of the extended Phase 1 survey indicate that the ecological value of the habitats
present within the site is low, due to lack of vegetation and the presence of well used buildings
and hard standing, such as road and pavements. Furthermore the site does not have the
potential to support notable or protected species groups. Therefore, given its current state, the
habitats present on Site are therefore considered to be of negligible ecological value.
In addition to the Phase 1 Habitat Survey, bat emergence and activity surveys were
undertaken on-site in accordance with guidance in the Bat Conservation Trust: Bat Survey
Good Practice Guidelines and presented as an appendix to the Phase 1 Report (Appendix A).
Overall it was found that the potential for roosting bats was low and no bat roosts were
identified during the survey. In addition, the potential for foraging was also considered to be
low and surveys observed no bat foraging or commuting activity.
Based on the results of the extended Phase 1 survey, desk based surveys, and bat surveys,
no further ecological surveys or assessments are recommended. Overall it is considered that
the majority of the on-site habitat is considered highly unlikely to support protected and/or
notable species and is therefore of negligible value to wildlife and limited to the site-level only.
As such, an ecological impact assessment will not be required and will be scoped out of the
ES.

5.2

With respect to the future residents of the Proposed Development, the scheme will be fully
accessible and comprise the appropriate level of facilities for people with disabilities. Potential
impacts on primary healthcare facilities will be assessed as part of the Socio-Economic
chapter prepared. An internal daylighting assessment will also be carried out, in addition to
specific CfSH credits for “Health and Wellbeing” including hea1 “daylighting”, hea2 “sound
insulation”, he3 “private space” and he4 “lifetime homes”, which will be targeted in order to
achieve Code Level 4.

Health and Well-being
The health and wellbeing of the local community is an important consideration for the
Proposed Development, and it has the potential to result in a number of diverse effects. During
the construction phase, impacts from dust, noise, traffic, and exposure to potentially
contaminated land will be mitigated through measures stated in the relevant technical ES
chapters. An assessment of construction employment and associated local spending will also
be undertaken and described in the socio-economics chapter.
When the Proposed Development is complete it is also recognised that changes to amenity,
such as open space, children’s play space , daylight, sunlight and overshadowing and wind
conditions can result in impacts to the health and wellbeing of local residents in particular.
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As such it is not proposed that the ES will include a separate ES chapter addressing health
and wellbeing.

5.3

Electronic Interference
Baseline Conditions
Terrestrial TV signals are transmitted in digital format (Freeview). The Crystal Palace
transmitter provides this service in London. It is located about 10.8km to the south of the
Proposed Development. Satellite TV signals are provided by both Sky and Freesat. Cable
television (CATV) is available as well.
Potential Impacts of the Proposed Development
The introduction of new structures of significant height and bulk into a residential environment
can potentially cause disruption to both terrestrial and satellite TV reception. The only relevant
interference mechanism affecting TV signals is attenuation due to buildings physically blocking
(and absorbing) the signals and, if they are too weak, the pictures very quickly deteriorate into
random ‘blocks’ and then disappear altogether.
Principles of radiowave propagation from transmitting to receiving antennae were used to
study the likely significant effect of the Proposed Development on TV reception in the area
surrounding the Site.
The Proposed Development (notably the proposed 15 storey building located in the northwestern corner of the site) has the potential to block terrestrial TV signals to dwellings to the
north. Calculations based on preliminary designs suggest that the terrestrial TV shadow
should be no more than 0.6km in length (running north of the site).
The location of the Proposed Development is immediately to the north of the established tall
buildings along the A10 (Bishopsgate / Shoreditch High Street). Accordningly, many of the
dwellings in the predicted terrestrial TV shadow will already have been exposed to reduced
terrestrial signals and sought other signal sources, such as satellite or cable TV. A site visit
was undertaken to survey the potential receptors and identified the bulk of the buildings within
the predicted terrestrial TV shadow to be shops and offices, with only six dwellings having
terrestrial TV aerials, three of which also had satellite dishes.
A small satellite shadow would be cast from the site (i.e. the 15 storey building) in a north-west
direction for approximately 70 metres. It was observed from the site visit that there are no
satellite dishes within this area, so there is no potential for interference to satellite TV
reception.
There is considered to be no significant risk to radio reception (either analogue or digital) as
they use signals at lower frequencies that can bend to a greater extent around obstructions.
Combined with an ability to make constructive use of reflected signals, radios are able to
operate successfully in urban environments.
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Based on the information available and site visit undertaken, some impact may occur.
However taking into account the size and extent of the potential impacts, the likely effects on
surrounding receptors are not considered to be significant and therefore can be scoped out
the EIA.

5.4

Site’. It is likely that there is significant contamination on these sites. However, it is not
considered that a sufficient amount of contaminants will migrate onto the site, causing
significant contamination issues.
The available information has been used to produce a summary of the potential risks and
mitigation for this site, in accordance with guidance/standards CIRIA C552 (2001) and BS
10175 (2001), and this table is presented within the report.

Ground Conditions
A Preliminary Contamination Assessment was undertaken in January 2014 by AKT II (please
see Appendix B for full report), to provide an initial assessment of the environmental
conditions of the site as well as the potential contamination of the site. The following presents
a summary of the report and proposed mitigation.

Subject to the adoption of appropriate mitigation measures (i.e. presented within the table), it
is anticipated that the site is not constrained by issues relating to contaminated land.
Appropriate mitigation proposed, which could be attached to any permission, would include a
written programme of ground investigation for the presence of soil and groundwater
contamination and landfill gas, and following agreement on the written programme, an
investigation shall be carried out in accordance with the approved programme and the results
and a written scheme of remediation measures (if necessary) shall be submitted to and
approved by the local planning authority.

Baseline Conditions
The site is made up of low rise buildings of different heights, ages and styles. The land use of
the site and surrounding area is mainly commercial, light industrial and residential
development. The London Overground railway line into Liverpool Street forms a boundary to
the north of the site, beyond which is the Shoreditch High Street.

The ground investigations would confirm whether or not there is any risk to the workforce
carrying out the works, from buried contaminants and for future site users / visitors to the site.
In the unlikely event that contaminated material is to be excavated and removed from site, the
implementation of appropriate mitigation measures (i.e. protocols, procedures, standards –
presented within documents relating to the remediation measures, and/or Construction
Management Plan) will ensure the correct safe handling and disposal of the waste material on
sensitive receptors (i.e. ground works contractors).

The history of the area is recorded as early as AD190 when it may have been used by the
Romans as a burial ground. Following the decline of the Roman Empire little is known of the
site until 1197 when it became part of the Priory of St Mary Spital. Following the dissolution of
the priory (re 1536AD), the area remained as fields and nursery gardens until being developed
and used around the mid seventeenth century, involving primarily the construction of
residential dwellings (i.e. three storeys, with accommodation contained in the basement).
Development has continued in the area, particularly in the early to mid-20th century with some
of the dwellings being demolished and buildings being erected which exist today.
In terms of geology, London belongs to the Thames Basin which is a broad syncline of chalk
occupied in its centre by sands and clays. Fluvial deposits associated with the River Thames
lie on top of the bedrock. Boreholes within the surrounding area indicate that the strata on site
is comprised of Made Ground over superficial Terrace Gravel which in turn overlays London
Clay, Lambeth Group, Thanet Sands and finally Chalk. The Made Ground layer, within the
older urban areas, has been partially or wholly disturbed by human activity. The layer is of
variable thickness (up to approx. 3m), and is predominantly comprised of construction waste
underlain by reworked clay and silty sand.
The site is underlain by a Secondary A Superficial Aquifer (i.e. permeable layer within
unconsolidated (loose) deposits, capable of supporting water supplies at a local rather than
strategic scale; formerly classified as minor aquifers) which is likely to be associated with the
underlying terrace gravel. Groundwater levels, obtained from information from surrounding
boreholes, has been recorded at approx. 8.8m below ground level. The site and surrounding
area generally comprise of impermeable surfaces, with surface water discharging to the
combined public sewers.
Potential Impacts of the Proposed Development

Based on the information available, some impacts may be likely. However, taking into account
the size and extent of the potential impacts, and in conjunction with the
adoption/implementation of mitigation measures, the likely effects on receptors are not
considered to be significant and therefore can be scoped out the EIA.

5.5

Aviation
The Proposed Development is located within close proximity to arrival and departure flight
paths from the major airports of London Heathrow and London City Airport. The Civil Aviation
Authority in their CAP 738 document (CDR45) requires that new development needs to
maintain safe and efficient use of airspace over London. Internal aviation require 1000 foot
(304.8m) obstacle clearance to allow for clear flight paths and therefore any development in
the central London area not exceeds 1000 feet (304.8m) in height.
The maximum height of the Proposed Development will be significantly below the 1000 ft zone
threshold within which the Civil Aviation Authority would support an objection to a planning
application. On this basis, it is proposed that an aviation impact assessment is scoped out of
the EIA as it is not likely that the Proposed Development will result in significant impacts in
terms of aviation, however the CAA and London City Airport will be consulted with in relation
to the Development Proposals.

The site has been associated with the textile industry for many years. Searches relating to
contemporary trade entries identify furriers, printers and clothing manufacturers located in
close proximity of the site. Potential contaminants from the textile industry include:
biodegradable organic matters and toxic organic compounds such as phenols and heavy
metals.
As such, there is the potential for the site to be locally impacted by these contaminants, along
with others such as petroleum hydrocarbons. These contaminants are likely to be in a state of
natural degradation.
The search also found a metal recycling site located approximately 125 m west of the site,
recorded as a ‘Licensed Waste Management Facility’. It also found a scrapyard located
approximately 164 m west of the site, recorded as a ‘Registered Waste Treatment or Disposal
Blossom Street EIA Scoping Report
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6.

EIA Scoping Report – Blossom Street

x

Design Code;

x

Sustainability and Energy Strategy;

The ES will comprise the following set of documents.

x

Structural, Demolition and Construction Method Statement;

ES Non-Technical Summary (NTS): This document will provide a summary of the key issues
and findings of the EIA. The NTS will be presented in non-technical language to assist the
reader in understanding the site context, the Development Proposals, the design alternatives,
the environmental issues arising and proposed mitigation measures.

x

Landscaping Strategy;

x

Statement of Community Involvement; and

x

Design and Access Statement.

PROPOSED STRUCTURE OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL STATEMENT

ES Volume I: This will contain the full text of the EIA with the proposed Chapter headings as
follows:
x

Introduction;

x

EIA Methodology;

x

Alternatives and Design Evolution;

x

The Proposed Development;

x

Demolition and Construction;

x

Waste and Recycling;

x

Socio-economics;

x

Traffic and Transport;

x

Air Quality;

x

Noise and Vibration;

x

Wind Microclimate;

x

Daylight, Sunlight, Overshadowing, Light Pollution and Solar Glare;

x

Water Resources, Drainage and Flood Risk;

x

Archaeology;

x

Impact interactions and Cumulative Impact Assessment; and

x

Residual Impact Assessment and Conclusions.

ES Volume II: Townscape, Built Heritage and Visual Impact Assessment: The ES will
include a stand-alone Townscape, Built Heritage and Visual Assessment accompanied by a
full set of views and verified images.
ES Volume III: Technical Appendices: This will provide supplementary details of the
environmental studies conducted during the EIA including relevant data tables, figures and
photographs.
In addition to the ES, the Planning Application is likely to include the following documents:
x

Development Specification;

x

Layout Plans, Scale Plans, Land Use Plans, Access and Circulation Plans, Detailed
Plans and Sections and Elevations;

x

Planning Statement;

x

Transport Assessment;

x

Retail Assessment;

x

Affordable Housing Statement;

x

Heritage Statement;

x

Site Wide Masterplan;
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7.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

EIA Scoping Report – Blossom Street

APPENDIX A - EXTENDED PHASE 1 HABITAT SURVEY

This Report requests a Scoping Opinion of the LBTH pursuant to Regulation 13 of the Town
and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2011. The EIA
Scoping Report suggests a comprehensive scope of work based on previous experience of
the assembled team of specialists and existing knowledge of the site. The LBTH and
consultees are invited to consider the contents of this Report and comment accordingly within
the five-week period prescribed by the EIA Regulations.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

surveys and assessments. He is the Partner at Greengage Environmental and manages
the team.

1.1

Greengage Environmental LLP were commissioned to undertake an Ecological Extended

1.10

who confirms in writing (see the QA sheet at the front of this report) that the report is

Shoreditch Estate, in the London Borough of Tower Hamlets, in order to establish the

in line with the following:

ecological value of this site and its potential to support notable and/or legally protected
species.
1.2

This report was written by Morgan Taylor and reviewed and verified by Mitch Cooke

Phase 1 Survey (hereafter ‘Phase 1 Survey’) by M3 Consulting on a site known as the

The Phase 1 survey was undertaken in accordance with guidance in the Joint Nature
Conservation Committee (JNCC) (2010) Handbook for Phase 1 Habitat Survey and the
1

Chartered Institute of Ecological and Environmental Management (CIEEM) (2013)
Guidelines for Preliminary Ecological Appraisal2, in accordance with BS42020:2013:

x

Represents sound industry practice;

x

Reports and recommends correctly, truthfully and objectively;

x

Is appropriate given the local site conditions and scope of works proposed; and

x

Avoids invalid, biased and exaggerated statements.

Biodiversity . The overall assessment consisted of:
3

x

Site specific biological information gained from statutory and non-statutory
consultation; and

x
1.3

A site walkover and ecological survey.

The site-specific consultation provided the ecological context for the Phase 1 Survey
carried out on the 6th September 2013. Site photographs are shown in Appendix 1.0.

1.4

The survey boundary and existing site is shown at Figure 1.0.

1.5

Greengage undertook the site walkover during clear and mild weather conditions.
Features within the site boundary and accessible features immediately bordering it
were evaluated and the extent and distribution of habitats and plant communities were
recorded, supplemented with target notes on areas or species requiring further
commentary.

1.6

Fauna using the area were recorded and areas of habitat suitable for statutorily
protected species were identified where present, with an active search carried out for
evidence of such use.

1.7

The recommendations and opinions expressed in this report are based on the
combination

of

information

stated,

site

observations

and

feedback

from

the

consultation exercise.
1.8

Morgan Taylor and Mitch Cooke undertook the site visit. Morgan has an integrated
Masters degree in Marine Biology (MSci Hons) and is a graduate member of IEEM. He
has 3 years’ experience in ecological surveying and has undertaken assessments of
numerous development sites.

1.9

Mitch Cooke has a degree in Ecology (Hons), an MSc in Environmental Assessment and
Management, and is a full member of IEEM with over 20 years’ experience in ecological
survey and assessment. Mitch has set up and developed ecological and environmental
teams for over 10 years and has undertaken and managed numerous ecological
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2.0 SITE DESCRIPTION
2.1

3.0 METHODOLOGY
DESK TOP REVIEW

The assessment site covers an area of 0.8 hectares (ha) and is approximately centred
on National Grid Reference TQ334820, OS Co-ordinates 533480, 182062.

2.2

3.1

The assessment site consists of three building blocks referred to as One, Two and

databases (included Defra’s Multi-Agency Geographic Information for the Countryside

Three Shoreditch in the London Borough of Tower Hamlets. The site is bounded by the

(MAGIC) website ) was undertaken for the site and its vicinity. In addition local London
4

A10 (Norton Folgate and Shoreditch High Street) to the west, Folgate Street to the

Borough websites were reviewed to identify the location and citations of local non

south, Elder Street to the east, and Commercial Street and the main Liverpool Street

statutory designated sites. This provided the overall ecological context for the site, to

train line to the north.
2.3

A review of readily available ecological information and other relevant environmental

better inform the Phase 1 Survey.

The site is set in a dense urban environment with buildings and associated roads and

ON SITE SURVEYS

hardstanding surrounding the site in all directions. The nearest area of open green
space is the Spitalfields Viaduct; an area of scrub vegetation on a section of raised

Flora

track from the former East London line that now sits next to the modern day
Shoreditch High Street Station, ~50m north of the site at its closest point.

3.2

The extent and distribution of different habitats on site were identified and mapped
according to the standard Phase 1 Survey methodology1,2, supplemented with target
notes describing the dominant botanical species and any valuable or interesting
features. A habitat map has been produced to illustrate the results, as shown on Figure
2.0.

Fauna - Protected Species
3.3

The Phase 1 Survey specifically includes surveys to identify the likely presence of
protected species and species protected by statute. This involved identifying potential
habitats in terms of refugia, breeding sites and foraging areas.

3.4

The likelihood of occurrence is ranked as follows and relies on the current survey and
evaluation of existing data through the desk top study.
x

Negligible - While presence cannot be absolutely discounted, the site includes
very limited or poor quality habitat for a particular species. The site may also be
outside the known national range for a species;

x

Low - On-site habitat is poor to moderate quality for a given species, with few
or no information about their presence from desk top study. However, presence
cannot be discounted due to the national distribution of the species or the
nature of on-site and surrounding habitats;

x

Moderate - The on-site habitats are of moderate quality, providing most or all of
the key requirements for a species. Several factors may limit the likelihood of
occurrence, habitat severance, habitat disturbance and small habitat area;

Ecological Extended Phase 1 Habitat & Protected Species Survey
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High - On-site habitat of high quality for given species. Site is within a regional

3.10

or national stronghold for that particular species with good quality surroundings
and good connectivity; and
x

Present - Presence confirmed for the survey itself or recent, confirmed records
3.11

from information gathered through desk top study.
3.5

Signs of possible bat presence were taken to be:
x

Stains; and

x

Moth and butterfly wings.

Features with potential as roost sites include mature trees with holes, crevices or splits
(the most utilised trees being oak, ash, beech, willow and Scots pine), caves, bridges,

The species surveyed for included:

tunnels and buildings with cracks or crevices serving as entrance or exit holes.

Badgers (Meles meles)

3.12

Additionally, linear natural features such as tree lines, hedgerows and river corridors
are often considered valuable for foraging and commuting. Consideration was given to

3.6

The potential for badgers to inhabit or forage within the study area was established

the presence of these features both immediately within and adjacent to the

during the site walkover. Evidence of badger activity includes the identification of setts

assessment area.

(a system of underground tunnels and nesting chambers), grubbed up grassland

3.13

(caused by the animals digging for earthworms, slugs, beetles etc.), badger hairs,

large enough to allow entry of bats.

paths, latrines and paw prints.
3.14
Great Crested Newts (Triturus cristatus)
3.7

The availability of access to roosts was assessed based upon the presence of holes

The exterior and interior of the buildings (where necessary) were checked for gaps,
cavities, access points and crevices, and any signs of bat droppings, in accordance with
English Nature (now Natural England) guidelines.

During the site walkover, an assessment was carried out to identify any potential
habitats that may support great crested newts (GCN) and other native amphibians.

Reptiles

The aquatic and terrestrial habitats required generally include small, still ponds or
water bodies suitable for breeding; and woodland or grassland areas where there is

3.15

optimal invertebrate prey potential.

The potential for reptile species on site was assessed during the walkover survey.
Possible species include the grass snake (Natrix natrix), smooth snake (Coronella
austriaca), adder (Vipera berus), common and sand lizards (Lacerta vivipara and L.

Bat species (Chiroptera)
3.8

agilis) and the slow worm (Anguis fragilis). These native reptile species generally
require open areas with low, mixed-height vegetation, such as heathland, rough

The site visit was undertaken in daylight and the evaluation of bat potential comprised

grassland, and open scrub or, in the case of grass snake, waterbody margins. Suitable

an assessment of natural features on site that aimed to identify characteristics suitable

well drained and frost free areas are needed so they can survive the winter.

for bat roosts, foraging and commuting. In accordance with the guidelines and
methods given in English Nature’s (now Natural England) Bat Mitigation Guidelines

5

Dormice (Muscardinus avellanarius)

consideration was given to:

3.9

3.16

During the walkover survey the potential for dormice to be present on site was

x

The availability of access to roosts for bats;

x

The presence and suitability of crevices and other places as roosts; and

woodland, scrub and linking hedgerows, particularly those species offering suitable

x

Signs of bat activity or presence.

food sources such as honeysuckle and hazel, in addition to direct evidence such as

assessed. This included observations for suitable habitat such as well-layered

characteristically gnawed hazelnuts, chewed ash keys and honeysuckle flowers, or

Definite signs of bat activity were taken to be:
x

The bats themselves;

x

Droppings;

x

Grease marks;

x

Scratch marks; and

x

Urine spatter.

nests.
Water voles (Arvicola terrestris)

Ecological Extended Phase 1 Habitat & Protected Species Survey
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Water vole potential was assessed during the walkover survey. The potential is
identified by the presence of ditches, rivers, dykes and lakes with holes and runs along
the banks. Latrines, footprints or piles of food can also be noted.
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4.0 BASELINE CONDITIONS

Otters (Lutra lutra)
3.18

Where desk-top review or consultation indicates the presence of otters in a river

DESK TOP REVIEW

catchment, the presence of water bodies with good cover and potential holt (den) sites
would be noted.

Designations

Birds
3.19

4.1

Consultations with the MAGIC dataset have confirmed that there are no statutory
designations of national or international importance within a 1km radius of the site.

During the walkover survey, the potential for breeding birds was assessed. In
particular, this includes areas of trees, scrub, heathland and wetlands that could

4.2

support nests for common or notable birds.

The Spitalfields Viaduct (~50m north east of the site) was designated a Site of Local
Importance for Nature Conservation (SINC) within Tower Hamlets. The removal and
development of parts of this viaduct however as part of the East London railway line

Notable Invertebrates
3.20

extension has only left small fragmented sections of vegetation remaining, resulting in
the removal of the designation in a 2011 review.

As part of the walkover survey the quality of invertebrate habitat and the potential for
4.3

notable invertebrate species was considered. There is a wide variety of habitats

and the access to local nature that it provides in such an urban environment.

ephemeral brownfield vegetation and meadows.
4.4

Other Fauna

Another SINC (Borough grade II), Weaver’s Fields, is located ~1km east-north-east of
the site and is designated for its woodland, grassland, breeding birds and access to
nature.

Biodiversity Action Plan priority species
3.21

Spitalfields City farm and Allen Gardens SINC (Borough grade II) can be found ~400m
east of the site at its closest point. This site is designated for its wildflower grassland

suitable for invertebrates including wetland areas, heathland, areas of bare sandy soil,

4.5

Where consultation and desk-study indicates the presence of BAP priority species not

Other SINCs within a 1km radius include:

protected by statute, effort was made to establish the potential for the site to support

x

St Botolph without Bishopsgate churchyard;

these species.

x

Finsbury Circus; and

x

Bunhill Fields Burial Ground.

4.6

The nature conservation value of these sites does not stand to be impacted by the
proposed development.

Biodiversity Action Plans
4.7

UK Biodiversity Action Plans (BAPs) have been developed which set priorities for
nationally important habitats and species. To support the BAPs, Species Statements
have been produced that provide an overview of the status of the species and set out
the broad policies that can be developed to conserve them.

4.8

Local Biodiversity Action Plans (LBAPs) ensure that national action plans are translated
into effective action at the local level, and establish targets and actions for locally
characteristic species and habitats. The site is subject to two LBAPs; the London and
LB Tower Hamlets BAPs.
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London Biodiversity Action Plan
4.9

Target Note 2

The London BAP lists 26 priority habitats and species to protect and enhance, which

4.17

6

are of importance to London’s nature conservation. Notable features of the London BAP

Potential bat roosting opportunities in a burnt out building and line of tiled terraced
buildings in the north eastern corner of the Two Shoreditch plot.

that are of relevance to this report are:
x

The onus placed on the importance of built structures to local wildlife;

x

The bat Species Action Plan (SAP);

x

The house sparrow SAP; and

x

The former black redstart SAP.

DETAILED DESCRIPTION OF SITE: PROTECTED SPECIES POTENTIAL
Badger
4.18

There were no setts, grubbed areas of grassland (caused by the animals digging for
earthworms, slugs, beetles etc.), badger hairs, paths, latrines and paw prints observed
on-site. The site itself and much of the surrounding area is totally isolated from

Southwark BAP
4.10

suitable badger habitat and there is therefore negligible potential for badgers to be
using the site.

The Tower Hamlets Biodiversity Partnership delivers the Tower Hamlets Biodiversity
Action Plan (BAP) for important habitats and species within the area. This identifies
7

Great Crested Newts

priority habitats and species that are of particular importance for biodiversity in the
Borough. Some of the habitats and species have been identified as needing targeted

4.19

action to secure their future in Tower Hamlets, and these have their own Habitat or

There are no waterbodies on site and no terrestrial habitat suitable for GCN. Therefore
the potential for Great Crested Newt to be using the site can be considered negligible.

Species Action Plans (HAPs and SAPs).
4.11

Bats

Of these HAPs, the Tower Hamlets BAP the Built Environment and Brownfield Land HAP
is of particular relevance for this site. This HAP’s objectives include 'promotion of

4.20

sustainable new development with a particular emphasis on biodiversity'.
4.12

In addition, the Tower Hamlets BAP includes SAPs for black redstarts and bats.

4.13

Given the site’s location, ~50m from the City of London , it is also of importance to

Bat emergence and activity surveys were undertaken on-site in accordance with
guidance in the Bat Conservation Trust: Bat Survey Good Practice Guidelines with the
accompanying report given in Appendix 2.0. A summary of the findings from the
scoping and emergence and activity surveys is outlined below.

8

consider the targets of the City BAP which also includes a HAP for the built

Roosting

environment with similar objectives.
4.21

DESCRIPTION OF SITE ECOLOGY

marks or other evidence that may suggest they are present. All buildings were of
overall low roosting value however there were some notable features that may be

Detailed Description of Site: Habitats
4.14

utilised by roosting bats such as loose lead flashing or cracked tiles. Overall the
potential can be considered low for roosting bats.

Photographs 1-5 in Appendix 1.0 refer to the site. The JNCC habitats presented across
4.22

the site consist solely of Buildings/Hardstanding (J3.6).
4.15

Figure 1.0 identifies a number of “Target Notes” which are summarised below:

Further surveys identified no bat roosts.
Foraging

Target Note 1
4.16

The buildings on site showed no direct signs of bats, with no droppings, stains, scratch

4.23

The habitats directly present on site provide limited foraging potential, with an absence
of vegetation to support invertebrate prey. Adjacent brownfield sites (the Spitalfields

Small area of introduced shrub planting in the garden of the pub in the south eastern

Viaduct and development plot to the west of the A10) do hold the potential to support

corner of the One Shoreditch plot.

foraging however, so commuting bats may utilise the site. Overall the potential can be
considered low for foraging.
4.24
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Surveys observed no bat foraging or commuting activity.
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Reptiles
4.25

Table 4.2 Baseline Summary

No reptiles were identified during the site visit. General habitats across the site were

Presence/Potential
Presence

Receptor

not suitable as there were no open areas with low height vegetation, such as
heathland, rough grassland and open scrub. Overall, potential is therefore considered

Badgers

Negligible

Local habitat is limited. No
direct evidence of badgers on
site.

Great Crested Newts

Negligible

Local habitat is limited. No
direct evidence of great
crested newts on site.

Foraging bats

Low (confirmed absent)

Local habitat is limited. No
foraging bats were observed
during the additional surveys.

Roosting bats

Low (confirmed absent)

Local habitat is limited,
although there are some
limited features for roosting
bats in the buildings. There
are no trees on site to
support bats. No direct
evidence of roosting bats was
observed during additional
surveys.

Reptiles

Negligible

No open areas with low
height vegetation, such as
heathland, rough grassland
and open scrub.

Water Voles

Negligible

Local habitat is limited. No
direct evidence of water voles
on site.

Dormice

Negligible

Local habitat is limited. No
direct evidence of dormice on
site.

Otters

Negligible

Local habitat is limited. No
direct evidence of otters on
site.

Invertebrates

Negligible

Lack of habitat mosaic, no
suitable areas of vegetation.

Birds

Negligible

Limited nesting habitat
onsite. No direct evidence.

negligible.

Dormice
4.26

No direct evidence of dormouse activity or suitable habitat was identified during the
site visit. As such, the potential for the site to support dormice is considered negligible.

Water Voles
4.27

No direct evidence of water vole activity or suitable habitat was identified during the
site visit. No latrines, footprints or piles of food were noted. Therefore we can consider
the potential for water voles on site to be negligible.

Otters
4.28

There are no water bodies on site to provide habitat for otters. Overall the potential is
considered to be negligible.

Invertebrates
4.29

There are no areas on site that provide good habitat opportunities for invertebrates.
The potential can be considered as negligible.

Birds
4.30

No potential nesting habitat for birds was identified. There are no trees or sheltered
scrub areas and the site will not require any vegetative clearing. Overall the potential
can be considered as negligible.

Other BAP Species
4.31

None were observed during the site walkover.

Baseline Summary
4.32

Comments

CONSERVATION VALUE – RATCLIFFE CRITERIA

The assessment site and its surroundings have potential to support the following

4.33

The nature conservation value of the site was assessed using the Ratcliffe Criteria,

ecological receptors of note, which could therefore, be impacted upon by any future

currently accepted as being the most effective method for assessing the nature

prospective development proposals, as indicated in Table 4.2 below:

conservation value of sites.
4.34
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The results of the use of Ratcliffe Criteria are indicated in Table 4.3 below.
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Habitats associated with the sites are generally common across the UK and therefore,
Table 4.3 Ratcliffe Criteria and Site Conservation Value

not considered fragile and are less sensitive to potential future redevelopment or

Assessment.

changes in land use.

Size – A habitat’s importance for nature conservation generally increases with

VALUE: Low

its size.
The site is approximately 0.8 hectares. The entire site consists of buildings and
Typicalness – Those habitats, which are representative or typical of good

hardstanding.

examples of their type, are considered of higher value than those which are
VALUE: Low

not.
The site is typical of the area, with Tower Hamlets very much dominated by urban
development.

Naturalness – Sites which have remained relatively unaltered by man tend to
be the most valuable. Further, the sites which are considered most natural

VALUE: Moderate

are generally those which are hardest to recreate. NB throughout the UK
there is probably no site that can be considered completely natural and
therefore an assessment must be made related to degrees of naturalness

Rarity – A site where rare or protected species or habitats exist is considered
of higher value.

All areas of the sites show that they have been altered by previous development and
usage on site.

There is low potential for breeding birds, and foraging and roosting bats. The potential
for all other notable/protected species was negligible.

VALUE: Low

VALUE: Low
Diversity – Variety is better than uniformity, species or habitat richness is
generally better than a poor species or habitat complement. It should be

Position in an ecological or geographical unit – Sites, and their associated

noted that certain habitats are intrinsically poor in species diversity and that

habitats, which are contiguous with other similar sites, tend to be more

this should be borne in mind when making any assessment.

valuable than those sites which are situated in isolation.

All areas on both sites are urban hard-standing or bare ground, with the small

The site is situated in east London within an area very much dominated by urban

exception of the patches of introduced shrub in the pub beer garden to the south of

development. The site is similar to contiguous areas but these areas are of very low

the One Shoreditch plot. This does not represent a diverse habitat.

ecological importance.

VALUE: Low

VALUE: Low

Fragility – A habitat that is fragile is one that is sensitive to changing

Intrinsic Value – This criterion is based upon the value humans place on a

influences. Habitats that are liable to such influences are likely to be of higher

feature of ecology as opposed to its actual nature conservation value.

value than those that are not.

Ecological Extended Phase 1 Habitat & Protected Species Survey
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The site shows limited intrinsic value from an ecological perspective.

5.0

POLICY & LEGISLATIVE CONTEXT

VALUE: Low

5.1

This section includes the legislative context of those protected species or other notable
species that are recorded on site, or have the potential to be present on site. Details
on specific legislation for other protected or notable species that have not been

Potential Value – Habitats that, through an adjustment of current influences,

identified as being present, or having the potential to be present, are not included

have the potential to be of higher nature conservation value than they are

below.

currently.

NATIONAL POLICY

There are opportunities to increase the ecological value of the site with scope for

5.2

planting aimed at enhancing the habitat for local BAP target species such as bats,

The introduction of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) in March 2012 sets
out the Government’s planning policies for England and how these are expected to be

house sparrows and black redstarts. .

applied in the presumption in favour of sustainable development. It sets out the
Government’s requirements for the planning system only to the extent that it is

VALUE: Moderate

relevant, proportionate and necessary to do so and is a material consideration for local
planning authorities in determining applications.
5.3

Re-creatibility – A site that is difficult to recreate, generally because of its

Planning Policy Statements have been revoked although they are still considered as
general guidance now that the NPPF has been published. Therefore features of

more natural development, is deemed to be of higher nature conservation

ecological value should be considered in the context of:

value than one which can be recreated reasonably simply (additional
assessment criterion from Ratcliffe).

x

Planning Policy Statement on Biodiversity and Geological Conservation
(PPS9); and

All habitats on-site are easily reproducible.

x

The UK Biodiversity Action Plan (UK BAP) (details of which are found at
paragraph 4.5).

VALUE: Low
5.4

The Governments objectives for planning are to promote sustainable development, to
conserve enhance and restore the diversity of England’s wildlife and geology and to

4.35

Using the Ratcliffe Criteria it is determined that overall the site has a LOW

contribute to rural renewal and urban renaissance.

conservation interest.

REGIONAL POLICY
The London Plan: Spatial Development Strategy for Greater London
5.5

9

The London Plan is comprised of separate chapters relating to a number of areas,
including London's Places, People, Economy and Transport. The following policies have
been identified within the London Plan, which relate specifically to ecology and this
development.
Policy 2.18 Green Infrastructure

5.6

‘Policy 2.18 aims to protect, promote, expand and manage the extent and quality of,
and access to, London’s network of open and green spaces’.

Ecological Extended Phase 1 Habitat & Protected Species Survey
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Policy 5.10 Urban Greening
5.7

Urban greening

This policy encourages the ‘greening of London’s buildings and spaces and specifically

5.14

those in central London by including a target for increasing the area of green space

A Priority is for developers to ‘integrate green infrastructure into development
schemes, including by creating links with wider green infrastructure network’.

(including green roofs etc) within the Central Activities Zone’.
Use less energy
Policy 5.11 Green Roofs and Development Site Environs
5.15
5.8

5.9

‘The design of developments should prioritise passive measures’ which can include

Policy 5.11 specifically supports the inclusion of planting within developments and

‘green roofs, green walls and other green infrastructure which can keep buildings

encourages boroughs to support the inclusion of green roofs.

warm or cool and improve biodiversity and contribute to sustainable urban drainage’.

Policy 5.13 Sustainable Drainage

LOCAL POLICY

‘Policy 5.13 promotes the inclusion of sustainable urban drainage systems in

LB Tower Hamlets Core Strategy 2010

developments and sets out a drainage hierarchy that developers should follow when
5.16

designing their schemes’.

Adopted in 2010 the Tower Hamlets core strategy looks to maintain and enhance the
green and blue grid of the Borough.

Policy 7.19 Biodiversity and Access to Nature
5.10

5.17

those existing features and new developments and connect all of the features to form

the protection, enhancement, creation, promotion and management of biodiversity in

a contiguous green and blue grid for wildlife.

support of the Mayors Biodiversity Strategy.’

WILDLIFE & COUNTRYSIDE ACT (1981)

Draft Supplementary Planning Guidance (SPG): Sustainable Design
and Construction 2013
5.11

5.18

10

This policy strengthened the protection for SSSIs, providing additional safeguards for
particular types of area and restricting the killing, taking from the wild and disturbance

As part of the London Plan 2011 implementation framework, the draft SPG, relating to

of various species. All of the UK’s wild bird species are protected under the 1981 Act.

sustainable design and construction, was released in July 20913 for consultation which

Extra protection is given to birds listed in Schedule 1 of the 1981 Act.

includes the following sections detailing Mayoral priorities in relation to biodiversity of

NESTING BIRDS

relevance to this development.
5.19

Nature conservation and biodiversity
5.12

The aim is to protect existing ecological features of note, create new ones, enhance

‘The Mayor will work with all the relevant partners to ensure a proactive approach to

All birds, their nests and eggs are protected by law and it is thus an offence, with
certain exceptions intentionally to:

The Mayor’s priorities include ensuring ‘developers make a contribution to biodiversity
on their development site’.

x

Kill, injure or take any wild bird;

x

Take, damage or destroy the nest of any wild bird while it is in use or being
built; and

Overheating
5.13

x

Where priorities include the inclusions of ‘measures, in the design of schemes, in line
with the cooling hierarchy set out in London Plan policy 5.9 to prevent overheating

Take or destroy the egg of any wild bird.

BATS

over the scheme’s lifetime’
5.20

The Wildlife & Countryside Act 1981 (WCA) was the first legislation to provide
protection for all bats and their roosts in England, Scotland and Wales (earlier
legislation gave protection to horseshoe bats only.)

Ecological Extended Phase 1 Habitat & Protected Species Survey
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All eighteen British bat species are listed in Schedule 5 of the Wildlife and Countryside

6.0

Act, 1981 and under Annexe IV of the Habitats Directive, 1992 as a European
protected species. They are therefore fully protected under Section 9 of the 1981 Act

6.1

and under Regulation 39 of the Conservation (Natural Habitats etc) Regulations, 2010,

Deliberately capture, injure or kill a bat;

x

Intentionally or recklessly disturb a bat in its roost or deliberately disturb a group

species. Along with a review of readily available ecological information an assessment
of the sites ecological value was made.
6.2

of bats;
x

Details received from the consultation process and the site walkover have confirmed
the site:

Damage or destroy a bat roosting place (even if bats are not occupying the roost

x

Has negligible potential to provide habitat for badgers;

x

Has low potential to provide habitat for roosting and foraging bats,;

x

Has negligible potential to provide habitat for reptiles;

x

Has negligible potential to provide habitat for great crested newts;

x

Has negligible potential to provide habitat for otters;

x

Has negligible potential to provide habitat for dormice;

must first be determined that work is compulsory and if so, appropriate licenses must

x

Has negligible potential to provide habitat for water voles;

be obtained from Natural England.

x

Has negligible invertebrate potential;

x

Has negligible potential to provide habitat for nesting birds; and

x

Using the Ratcliffe Criteria it was determined the site has an overall LOW

at the time);

5.22

A site survey was carried out on the 6th September 2013 in order to establish the
ecological value of this site and its potential to support notable and/or legally protected

which transposes the Habitats Directive into UK law. Consequently, it is an offence to:
x

SUMMARY & CONCLUSIONS

x

Possess or advertise/sell/exchange a bat (dead or alive) or any part of a bat; and

x

Intentionally or recklessly obstruct access to a bat roost.

x

This legislation applies to all bat life stages.

The implications of the above in relation to the proposals are that where it is necessary
during construction to remove trees, buildings or structures in which bats roost, it

conservation value.
6.3

The scale and nature of the proposed development will not give rise to any negative
impacts to any designated site for nature conservation and, with ecological
enhancements such as brown roofs and bird/bat boxes will result in a positive impact
on the biodiversity value.

6.4

Enhancements such as these will complement the British Land Sustainability Brief for
Developments which includes an objective ‘to create, enhance and conserve habitat for
flora and fauna, particularly protected species, both on site and in the wider area’ and
a core target for ‘developments to result in a net improvement in site biodiversity’; the
enhancements will enable a gain in BAP species and habitats and contribute to the
achievement of heavily weighted BREEAM credits.

6.5

Enhancements will add to the green grid in the area, complementing the open
vegetation of the brown roofs located nearby to the south in the City (including the
roof of 199 Bishopsgate) and the green spaces to the east and north including Allen
Gardens and the Spitalfields Viaduct.

6.6

The integration of green infrastructure would follow best practice guidance and reflect
the requirements of the Greater London Authority, as detailed in the London Plan and
the Draft Supplementary Planning Guidance Document, Sustainable Design and

Ecological Extended Phase 1 Habitat & Protected Species Survey
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Construction, reaching biodiversity (brown roofs can provide valuable ecological
resources for local wildlife, notably invertebrates, birds and bats) and energy saving
(brown roofs can help contribute to an affective energy strategy and can help minimise
the urban heat island effect) targets.
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Photograph 3 – looking west from the rooftop of the large warehouse in the One Shoreditch
plot. The small plot of shrub planting in the pub beer garden is visible to the left of the image

Photograph 1 – site frontage along Norton Folgate/Bishopsgate

(target note 1).

Photograph 2 – rooftop of 10 Blossom Street

Photograph 4 – rooftop of the 18887 warehouse in Two Shoreditch. Tiles are in good condition
having been reroofed recently.
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Photograph 5 – Spitalfields viaduct adjacent to the site
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1.0

INTRODUCTION

1.1

Greengage Environmental LLP were commissioned by M3 Consulting to undertake a

M3 Consulting
Shoreditch Estate

SITE DESCRIPTION
1.8

1.2

An Extended Ecological Phase 1 Habitat and Protected Species Survey (herein Phase 1

1.4

1.5

1.9

Three Shoreditch in the London Borough of Tower Hamlets. The site is bounded by the

in a number of buildings across the site. In accordance with Bat Conservation Trust Bat

A10 (Norton Folgate and Shoreditch High Street) to the west, Folgate Street to the

Surveys: Good Practice Guidelines1, further surveys were therefore recommended to

south, Elder Street to the east, and Commercial Street and the main Liverpool Street

confirm the presence/absence of roosting bats, and assess the levels and forms of bat

train line to the north.
1.10

hardstanding surrounding the site in all directions. The nearest area of open green

by any future plans, and as such, this report identifies potential ecological constraints

space is the Spitalfields Viaduct; an area of scrub vegetation on a section of raised

relating to the entire site with respect to these species.

track from the former East London line that now sits next to the modern day
Shoreditch High Street Station, ~50m north of the site at its closest point.

The recommendations and opinions expressed in this report are based on the
combination of information stated and site observations.

POLICY AND LEGISLATIVE CONTEXT

AIMS OF SURVEY

National Policy

The aim of the initial Phase 1 survey was to determine if there are any features or

1.11

roosts in England, Scotland and Wales, additional legislation and amendments have

x

Determine the presence/absence of bat species utilising these features;

x

Determine the intensity of bat activity both spatially and temporally across the

x

x

been implemented throughout the UK.
1.12

Six of the 18 British species of bat have Biodiversity Action Plans (BAPs) assigned to
them, which highlights the importance of specific habitats to species, details of the
threats they face and proposes measures to aid in the reduction of population declines.

Determine the type of activity across the site, if present, most usually -

1.13

Although habitats that are important for bats are not legally protected, care should be

o

foraging ( by feeding buzzes);

taken when dealing with the modification or development of an area if aspects of it are

o

commuting (by high directional pass rates);

deemed important to bats such as flight corridors and foraging areas.

o

mating (by mating social calls);

Wildlife & Countryside Act (1981)

Find roosts by tracking back bat flight paths or observing dawn flight activity at
roosts; and/or

x

All UK bats and their roosts are protected by law. Since the first legislation was
introduced in 1981, which gave strong legal protection to all bat species and their

These further specific surveys aim to:

site, to help estimate bat populations;

1.7

The site is set in a dense urban environment with buildings and associated roads and

It has been assumed that all areas of the site and associated habitats will be affected

habitats on site that could potentially support bats.
1.6

The assessment site consists of three building blocks referred to as One, Two and

survey) was undertaken in August 2013 which identified the potential for bat roosting

activity across the site.
1.3

The assessment site covers an area of 0.8 hectares (ha) and is approximately centred
on National Grid Reference TQ334820, OS Co-ordinates 533480, 182062.

Bat Emergence and Activity Survey at the Shoreditch Estate site.

1.14

The Wildlife & Countryside Act 1981 (WCA) was the first legislation to provide
protection for all bats and their roosts in England, Scotland and Wales (earlier

Find emergence of bats from the features of note within the buildings.

By using a collation of existing data for the area to support the survey, it is possible to

legislation gave protection to horseshoe bats only.)
1.15

All eighteen British bat species are listed in Schedule 5 of the Wildlife and Countryside

determine the presence/absence of bats across the site and in the wider area. This

Act, 1981 and under Annexe IV of the Habitats Directive, 1992 as a European

information can then be used to determine the form and extent of any mitigation that

protected species. They are therefore fully protected under Section 9 of the 1981 Act

would be required if bats were found to be present.

and under Regulation 39 of the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations
2010, which transposes the Habitats Directive into UK law. Consequently, it is an
offence to::
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2.0

x

Deliberately capture, injure or kill a bat;

x

Intentionally or recklessly disturb a bat in its roost or deliberately disturb a group

PRELIMINARY ASSESSMENT & BAT SCOPING SURVEY

of bats;
x

1.16

METHODOLOGY

Damage or destroy a bat roosting place (even if bats are not occupying the roost

2.1

From the findings of the initial Phase 1 survey and consultation with the London Bat

at the time);

Group, a number of features of potential value to bats were noted. These included the

x

Possess or advertise/sell/exchange a bat (dead or alive) or any part of a bat; and

following;

x

Intentionally or recklessly obstruct access to a bat roost.

x

Potential bat foraging habitat associated with the vegetation adjacent to the site;

x

This legislation applies to all bat life stages.

x

Suitable

The implications of the above in relation to the proposals are that where it is necessary
x

during construction to remove trees, buildings or structures in which bats roost, it

corridors

from

several

areas

known

to

support

bat

Several bat records and known roosts within a 2km search area of the application
site.

must first be determined that work is compulsory and if so, appropriate licenses must
be obtained from Natural England.

commuting

populations; and

2.2

For the reasons listed above, and given the legal protection afforded to bats, the
requirement for emergence and activity surveys was confirmed in order to establish
whether or not bats are using the application site.

2.3

A visual assessment of the buildings on-site and an assessment of the suitability of the
habitats present for bats was carried out prior to the first dusk survey. The area was
surveyed for bat signs, including the presence of droppings, urine staining, grease
marks and signs of food remnants such as moth and butterfly wings.

2.4

The potential access points, roost locations, foraging areas and commuting routes were
identified. This information was used to inform the placement of the surveyors during
the emergence and activity surveys and help further assess the possible implications
for bats on site with the proposed redevelopment.

EMERGENCE/RE-ENTRY AND ACTIVITY SURVEYS
2.5

Dawn surveys were undertaken on the 11th and 17th September 2013 (sunrise 18:29
and 18:39 respectively) with an additional dusk survey on 25th September 2013
(sunset 18:52). The emergence/re-entry and activity surveys were undertaken during
clear and dry conditions with an average temperature of 17 °C. The dusk survey
commenced approximately 30 minutes before sunset and was completed up to 2 hours
after sunset. The dawn surveys commenced approximately 1.5 hours before sunrise
and continued until sunrise.

2.6

There were two surveyors present, who during the first dusk survey walked two
transects throughout the site and for the second dusk and dawn surveys were
positioned on the roof of the 1927 warehouse in the northern Shoreditch two block,
overlooking the site.

2.7

The surveyors were equipped with BatBox Duet Heterodyne detector and an Echo
Meter EM3+ Bat detector to detect, visualise and record the sonar calls of any bats

Bat Emergence & Activity Survey Report
Bat Emergence & Activity Survey Report

M3 Consulting
Shoreditch Estate
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3.0

BAT SURVEY RESULTS

software to help with verification of species.

ASSESSMENT OF THE SITE
3.1

The habitats directly present on site provide some moderate to high bat foraging
potential, with a considerable amount of vegetation present to encourage prey species.

3.2

The buildings on site were externally and, internally inspected for evidence of bats. No
direct signs were observed, with no droppings, stains, scratch marks or other evidence
that may suggest bats are present. The roofs were in good condition with no
immediate signs of ingress or egress points. There was no evidence of bat activity in
any of the accessible roof voids.

3.3

Consultation with London Bat Group (see Appendix 1.0) identified records of
Pipistrellus

spp.,

Noctule

Nyctalus

noctule,

Serotine

Eptesicus

serotinus

and

Daubentons Myotis daubentonii bats in a 2km radius of the site.

EMERGENCE AND ACTIVITY SURVEY
3.4

A total of 3 surveys were undertaken over a period of 3 weeks, which included 2 dawn
surveys and 1 dusk survey. All surveys were in accordance with Bat Conservation
Trust, Bat Surveys Good Practice Guidelines. The weather was mild and dry on all
1

survey occasions. The desktop review of the site and an in situ assessment precommencement of the first dusk survey informed positions for the surveyors. Each
surveyor concentrated on notable spots where potential commuting corridors, roost
spots or foraging resources were located.
3.5

No bat activity was observed during any of the surveys.

TIMING & CONDITIONS
3.6

The survey visits were conducted in September 2013. This was a suitable period for
the emergence/re-entry and activity survey according to Bat Conservation Trust, Bat
Surveys Good Practice Guidelines1.

3.7

Weather during the survey visits was conducive for surveying for bats, being dry and
mild with temperatures averaging 17oC.
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4.0

RECOMMENDATIONS & MITIGATION

5.0

CONCLUSIONS

4.1

The survey results identified no bat activity in or around the site.

5.1

No bats were observed during any of the surveys. No mitigation is required and there

4.2

It is considered unlikely that there will be a significant adverse impact on bats in the
local surrounding area, and the overall impact from the proposed development will be

5.2

Enhancement recommendations for the site include bat boxes, suitable lighting and
landscaping (to potential include brown roofs), to encourage bats and their prey.

negligible.
4.3

will be a negligible impact upon bats in the local area.

However, the following enhancements measures for bats are recommended due to the
potential scope for enhancement with the redevelopment for the site, complementing
local BAP and core strategy targets:
x

Most species of bats will use bat boxes at various time of year but in particular
they are favoured by pipistrelles, Leisler’s, noctules and Myotis species. Pipistrelles
are known to be in the wider area, therefore, we would propose that bat boxes or
bricks should be incorporated on external features of the building; the use of
these bat boxes will increase roosting opportunities for bats in the area. Bat boxes
or bricks should be positioned in sunny locations mainly to the south or west
façade of the building or trees. However, a variety of different locations would
provide a range of climatic conditions and attract several different species. The
optimal height for a bat box is 3 to 6 metres with an entrance free from
obstruction and obstacles. The behaviour of bats varies from species to species
but generally they will use a number of different roosts so it is best to erect
several boxes in different locations across the site and include a range of aspects.

x

Appropriate lighting should be included. A lighting strategy can be formally agreed
before construction but the design will be based upon guidance within the
Institution of Lighting Engineers guidance notes for the reduction of obtrusive
light and should include the following:
2

o

Directional street lighting: This can refer to light being controlled to provide
some

dark

periods

or direction

control

avoiding

light

spillage

and

unnecessary light pollution;

x

o

No high level security lighting; and

o

Low level bollard lighting.

In addition, we recommend any landscaped areas incorporate suitable native
planting and therefore encourage a range of invertebrate species to become
established on site. All species of bat feed upon invertebrates, so an increase in
invertebrate diversity and populations will encourage bats to forage and feed
across the site. The inclusion of brown/green roofs on some of the buildings will
help to encourage invertebrates and therefore foraging bats.
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APPENDIX 1.0 LONDON BAT GROUP RECORDS

Bat records as requested by James Bumphrey, Greengage
Records within a 4x4 km square centred on TQ 334 820
By e-mail only

27 September 2013
Your Ref: Shoreditch Estate/550459
Job Ref: 2013-086

Bat Emergence & Activity Survey Report

Bat roosts
08/03/2013
01/07/2008
13/06/2006

Rosemary Street N1
Chadwell Street
Kingsland Road, Hackney

TQ32778384
TQ314830
TQ335837

Chiroptera
Pipistrellus
Pipistrellus pipistrellus

Casualty records
29/05/2012
19/06/2011
01/03/2010
17/04/2009
31/12/2008
01/07/2008
12/03/2007
29/09/1989

Shoe Lane EC4A
Wapping High Street
Faringdon
Whitechapel Road E1
Whitechapel Road E1
off Chadwell Street
Old Broad Street EC2
Nat West Bank, City

TQ314813
TQ346800
TQ317820
TQ347816
TQ347816
TQ314830
TQ331815
TQ330813

Chiroptera
Pipistrellus pipistrellus
Pipistrellus pipistrellus
Vespertilio murinus
Vespertilio murinus
Pipistrellus
Pipistrellus nathusii
Pipistrellus nathusii

TQ313833
TQ3171383295
TQ3190483267
TQ3195583251
TQ3195683234
TQ3195783254
TQ3195883246
TQ3195883246
TQ3196483247
TQ3197383252
TQ3197583249
TQ3216883314
TQ3217483319
TQ321833
TQ321833
TQ3222483344
TQ3227283376
TQ3231083404

Vespertilionidae
Pipistrellus pipistrellus
Pipistrellus
Pipistrellus
Vespertilionidae
Pipistrellus
Pipistrellus pipistrellus
Pipistrellus pygmaeus
Pipistrellus pipistrellus
Vespertilionidae
Pipistrellus pipistrellus
Pipistrellus
Pipistrellus pipistrellus
Pipistrellus pipistrellus
Pipistrellus pygmaeus
Pipistrellus
Pipistrellus
Pipistrellus

Boat Surveys
10/08/2007
10/08/2007
10/08/2007
10/08/2007
10/08/2007
10/08/2007
10/08/2007
10/08/2007
10/08/2007
10/08/2007
10/08/2007
10/08/2007
10/08/2007
10/08/2007
10/08/2007
10/08/2007
10/08/2007
10/08/2007

The London Bat Group is a registered charity no: 1068048

10/08/2007
10/08/2007
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Field records
July 2013
03/08/2012
16/07/2012
May 2010
20/08/2009
23/07/2009
July 2009
2008
2008
2008
2008
2007
2007
2007
30/08/2006
30/08/2006
08/05/2000
08/05/2000
13/10/1999
26/07/1999
30/08/1994
25/07/1994
10/03/1994

Hackney
King Edwards Road, Hackney
Kingsland Basin
Hackney City Farm
Ironmonger Row EC1
Norman Street EC1
Ironmonger Row EC1
Kingsland Basin
Kingsland Basin
Kingsland Basin
The Angel Centre, Islington
De Beauvoir, Kleine Wharf
De Beauvoir, Kleine Wharf
De Beauvoir, Kleine Wharf
Packington Estate, Regent's Canal
Packington Estate, Regent's Canal
King Edwards Road, Hackney
King Edwards Road, Hackney
Borough High St, SE1
Regent's Canal
Grand Union Canal - west
Grand Union Canal - east
Southborough Road,E9

TQ3233683431
TQ3234783428
TQ3237683451
TQ3240783475
TQ3243083493
TQ3243783498
TQ3243883510
TQ3244583505
TQ3244983512
TQ3245083515
TQ3245183479
TQ3246683527
TQ3248483489
TQ3248583489
TQ3253083608
TQ3284583795
TQ3291083801
TQ3313983769
TQ3337083699
TQ3339183738
TQ3339683726
TQ3340583733

Pipistrellus pipistrellus
Pipistrellus pipistrellus
Pipistrellus pipistrellus
Pipistrellus pipistrellus
Pipistrellus
Pipistrellus
Pipistrellus
Pipistrellus
Pipistrellus pipistrellus
Pipistrellus
Pipistrellus pipistrellus
Pipistrellus pipistrellus
Pipistrellus
Pipistrellus
Pipistrellus
Nyctalus noctula
Pipistrellus pipistrellus
Pipistrellus pipistrellus
Pipistrellus pipistrellus
Pipistrellus pipistrellus
Pipistrellus pipistrellus
Pipistrellus pipistrellus

TQ340839
TQ349839
TQ335837
TQ342832
TQ322825
TQ322825
TQ322826
TQ334839
TQ334839
TQ334839
TQ314830
TQ331837
TQ331837
TQ331837
TQ323835
TQ323835
TQ349839
TQ349839
TQ326800
TQ354834
TQ322833
TQ347835
TQ355839

Vespertilionidae
Pipistrellus
Pipistrellus pipistrellus
Pipistrellus pipistrellus
Pipistrellus pipistrellus
Pipistrellus pipistrellus
Pipistrellus pipistrellus
Myotis daubentonii
Pipistrellus pipistrellus
Pipistrellus pygmaeus
Pipistrellus pipistrellus
Myotis daubentonii
Pipistrellus pipistrellus
Pipistrellus pygmaeus
Pipistrellus pipistrellus
Pipistrellus pygmaeus
Nyctalus noctula
Pipistrellus
Myotis daubentonii
Pipistrellus
Pipistrellus
Pipistrellus
Pipistrellus
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27/07/1993
27/07/1993
1991
25/03/1989
1989
10/06/1987
02/09/1986
02/09/1986
02/09/1986
02/09/1986
21/07/1986
21/07/1986
1985

Grand Union Canal - west
Regent's Canal East
Regent's Canal East
Regent's Canal East
City Road EC1
Hertford Union Canal
Grand Union Canal
Regent's Canal East
Victoria Park
Victoria Park
Grand Union Canal
Grand Union Canal
Verney Road wasteland

NBMP Field Surveys
23/07/2012
23/07/2012
23/07/2012
09/07/2012
09/07/2012
09/07/2012
09/07/2012
09/07/2012
18/07/2011
18/07/2011
11/07/2011
11/07/2011
11/07/2011

TQ322833
TQ321833
TQ317833
TQ319832
TQ317830
TQ3583
TQ334837
TQ317833
TQ354834
TQ354834
TQ3583
TQ3583
TQ3482

Pipistrellus
Pipistrellus
Pipistrellus
Pipistrellus
Pipistrellus
Pipistrellus
Pipistrellus
Pipistrellus
Nyctalus noctula
Pipistrellus
Nyctalus noctula
Pipistrellus
Vespertilionidae

TQ3584
TQ3584
TQ3584
TQ3584
TQ3584
TQ3584
TQ3584
TQ3584
TQ3584
TQ3584
TQ3584
TQ3584
TQ3584

Nyctalus/Eptesicus
Pipistrellus pipistrellus
Pipistrellus pygmaeus
Eptesicus serotinus
Nyctalus noctula
Nyctalus/Eptesicus
Pipistrellus pipistrellus
Pipistrellus pygmaeus
Pipistrellus
Pipistrellus pipistrellus
Nyctalus noctula
Pipistrellus
Pipistrellus pygmaeus

© London Bat Group. All rights reserved. The moral rights of the Author are asserted. The copyright of this collection of
material provided in response to this request for information is vested in the London Bat Group. This information is
provided subject to the condition that it shall not in any way of trade or otherwise, be lent, sold or resold, hired out, or
otherwise circulated in any form without the prior written consent of the London Bat Group.
The information provided here is believed to be correct. However, no responsibility can be accepted by the London Bat
Group or any of its partners or officers for any consequences of errors or omissions, nor responsibility for loss
occasioned to any person acting or refraining from action as a result of this information and no claims for compensation
for damage or negligence will be accepted.
The records held by the London Bat Group are not the result of systematic survey, so the absence of data for any
particular site or area cannot be taken to indicate that bats are not present or use it as a place of shelter. The London Bat
Group advises that before any work starts a competent surveyor should check any site, building or tree on which any
work is planned, to reduce the risk of harming bats.
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View down Fleur De Lis Street (formerly Magpie Alley)

View down Fleur De Lis Street looking West
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Fig. 1.6:
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View Looking South down Elder Street

Panoramic view of the East side of Newton Folgate

Fig. 1.3:

Fig. 1.7:

Images of the site are displayed in Figures 1.1 to 1.8.

A number of streets, providing vehicular access, divide the
site into three distinct areas. These areas are referred to as
Shoreditch 1, 2 and 3.

The site occupies an area of approximately 0.82 ha and
comprises of various low rise buildings of different heights, ages
and styles. A number of the warehouses along Blossom Street
and terraced houses along Norton Folgate are listed and so will
need to be retained.

Site description

1

View looking South down Blossom Street

Fig. 1.4: View of North East end of site on Commercial Street

Fig. 1.1:

Steve Toon
Gerry O’Brien
Approved by:

3

2

Fig. 1.8: View of warehouse on the North side of Fleur De Lis Street

Fig. 1.5: View of Folgate Street looking West

The western perimeter of the site is bound by Bishopsgate. This
area is home to high rise office developements and is at the
Eastern most edge of the City of London.

To the South of the site is Spitalﬁelds, a large, historic market
which is also a popular tourist destination.

To the East of the site beyond Commercial Street is Brick Lane,
famous for it’s market, it is a popular tourist destination.

The London Overground rail line into Liverpool Street forms a
boundary to the North of the site, beyond which is Shoreditch
Highstreet.

The surrounding land use is mainly commercial, light industrial
and residential developments.

1.2
Surrounding Land
Use
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2.3: 1894
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Fig. 2.2: Map of London S.Parker 1720

Site location

Fig. 2.1: Roman Map of London AD190

Site location
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Historical
Investigation

Site location

Fig. 2.6: 1916 OS Map (Envirocheck)

Fig. 2.5:Cruchley’s New Plan of London 1827

Site location

Site location

Fig. 2.4: Civitas Londinum 1570-1605 by Ralph Agas

Site location

Presently, the area is in a state of redevelopement as it becomes
an evermore popular place to live and work due to it’s proximity
to the City of London.

In the late 20th century the area became inhabited by
Bangladeshi immigrants who worked in the local textile
industry, bringing a new culture to the area and making Brick
Lane the curry capital of London. Urban regeneration also took
place, producing large modern office buildings and leading to
gentriﬁcation of the area.

The 18th century saw a depression in the trade as the English
silk industry was priced out of the market by the French. This
resulted in the migration of the industry to the countryside
leaving an area of urban deprivation that continued through to
the Victorian era and beyond.

The area remained as ﬁelds and nursery gardens becoming
developed around the mid seventeenth century into streets and
dwellings for Irish linen weavers, who came to England following
a decline in the Irish industry, and Huguenot silk weavers, who
ﬂocked to the city to avoid religious persecution in France. The
area, now within the Liberty of Norton Folgate following the
dissolution, developed from a state of poverty, that was brought
about by the inﬂux of Huguenot refugees, into an industrial hub
for silk weaving. This new prosperity in the late 17th century
led to the development of an estate of well appointed terraced
houses and grand urban mansions, built around the newly
created Spital Square to the South of the site, for master silk
weavers and traders.

Fig. 2.9: 1992 OS Map (Envirocheck)

Fig. 2.8: Stanford’s Map of Central London 1897

Site location

Site location

Fig. 2.7: Ogilby and Morgan’s map of London 1677

Site location

The whole south side of the street between Blossom and Elder Street,
which was mainly wasteground, was leased by the Tillards in order to
construct four houses. These houses were demolished and replaced in
the early to mid 20th century with the structures that exist today.

Fleur De Lis Street was constructed by the Tillards as a thirty-foot
roadway running from Blossom Street on the West to the liberty
boundary on the East. On Rocque’s map of 1746 it is joined to Norton
Folgate High Street by a narrow alley called Shoreditch Alley and to
Wheler Street by Flower-de-lis Alley.

Most of the surviving houses on the east side of Blossom Street,
between Folgate and Fleur-de-lis Street, date from the 1880’s, whilst
the Western edge of this street is occupied by a series of high quality 4
storey brick warehouses built from 1886 onwards. They were occupied
by Nicholls and Clarkes Builder’s Merchants until very recently.

Blossom Street, originally known as Sote’s Hole, was started as an
approach road to a burial ground now occupied by the railway line.
Stables were erected on the East side of the street in 1717, followed
by a row of terrace houses. This land also made up part of the Tillard
estate.

The South area of the site is dominated by Folgate Street. Folgate
Street, origionally known as White Lion Yard, lay within the former
Liberty of Norton Folgate and was developed in the late 17th century.
By 1675 there were 60 houses located along the street thought to
be inhabitated mainly by weavers and their families. The road was
widened and renamed as White Lion Street in 1700. Buildings to the
south side of the street were demolished and the area was proposed
as the site of a church. Edward Tillard purchased a number of plots
towards the East end of the street and built a number of houses again
occupied mainly by weavers. The Street became known as Folgate
street in the early 20th century following redevelopment.

To the East of the site lies Elder Street. This street was begun around
1722 as a row of Georgian houses, part of an upmarket development of
houses based around Spital Square. These houses were occupied by
owners of the silk weaving and trading industries and were singlefronted, one room deep structures with accommodation contained in a
basement, three storeys, and a roof garret. The houses were built on
wasteland owned by William Tillard as part of his father’s, Issac Tillard,
estate.

The area is recorded as early as AD190 when it may have been
used by the Romans as a burial ground. At this time Shoreditch
High Street formed part of the ‘Ermine Road’ which ran between
London and York.
Following the decline of the Roman Empire little is known of
the site until 1197 when it became part of the Priory of St Mary
Spital. The priory, which existed up until the dissolution of the
monastries by Henry VIII in 1536, was considered to be one of
the biggest hospitals in medieval England.

2.2
Site History

2.1
Historical Background

2.3
Historical Maps
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BGS Reference

TQ38SW/1990
TQ38SW/1991
TQ38SW/2251
TQ38SW/2252

Borehole

1
2
3
4

533544

533485

533390

533370

Easting

Table 3.1 : BGS Borehole References

Fig. 3.4: Borehole location map (BGS)

Approximate site location

The Envirocheck bedrock geology map in Figure 3.3 indicates
that the bedrock underlying the site is London Clay. A cross
section of the general geology of the area is shown in Figure 3.1.

The Envirocheck superﬁcial geology map in Figure 3.2 indicates
that the majority of the site is underlain by Terrace Gravel over
London Clay.

London belongs to the Thames Basin which is a broad syncline
of chalk occupied in its centre by sands and clays. Fluvial
deposits associated with the River Thames lie on top of the
bedrock. These different terraces are associated with the
remains of the river’s historical ﬂoodplains.

3.1
Published geology

Northing

181957

181926

182010

181990

0m

24.4m

18.3m

8.9m

3.1m
4.9m

STIFF BLUE FISSURED
CLAY

BROWN FISSURED CLAY

SAND AND GRAVEL

FIRM SILT, SANDY CLAY
AND STONES

MADE GROUND

15.0m O.D

Fig. 3.5: Borehole graphic

Fig. 3.6: Expected Soil Proﬁle

24.4m

8.5m
8.9m

4.7m

2.9m

0m

BOREHOLE TQ38SW/1990

Figure 3.1: BGS Geological cross section (extract from BGS Geology Map)

Borehole records located in close vicinity to the site
were obtained from the British Geological Survey (BGS)
archives. The locations of the boreholes are shown in
Figure 3.4 and the corresponding BGS references for the
boreholes are indicated in Table 3.1. A graphic of the
boreholes is shown in Fig 3.5.

3.2
BGS Borehole
Records

Upper Devonian mudstone, siltstone,
sandstone & limestone

Gault Formation

Upper Greensand

Grey Chalk

White Chalk

Thanet Sands

Lambeth Group

London Clay

Geology cross section legend

The purpose of this section of the report is to highlight any
risks associated with geotechnical studies and underground
structures.

3
Ground model

24.4m
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MADE GROUND
SOFT BROWN SANDY CLAY
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BOREHOLE TQ38SW/1991

London Clay

Hackney Terrace Gravel

Taplow Terrace Gravel

Langley Silt Member

Geology Map Legend

15.0m

8.3m
9.4m

5.5m

3.1m

0m

STIFF BROWN FISSURED
CLAY

SANDY CLAY AND GRAVEL

DENSE BROWN SAND AND
FLINT GRAVEL

SOFT BROWN SANDY CLAY
WITH GRAVEL

MADE GROUND

14.7m O.D

BOREHOLE TQ38SW/2251

Fig. 3.3: Bedrock geology map (Envirocheck)

Site location

Fig. 3.2: Superﬁcial geology map (Envirocheck)

Site location
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WITH GRAVEL
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BOREHOLE TQ38SW/2252
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25-30
15-20
Approx. 5
150 +

London Clay
Lambeth Group
Thanet Sands
Chalk

Has potential to transmit
Secondary Aquifer
signiﬁcant quantities of water. Due
to the underlying impermeable clay
below it is likely to contain perched
groundwater
The London Clay is an aquitard
and therefore will not contain
signiﬁcantly large quantities of
groundwater.

Terrace
Gravels

London
Clay

Anticipated
Aquifer Potential
Made
Ground

Chalk

Thanet
Sands

Chalk strata contains large
quantities of water and is often
used for water abstraction

Principle Aquifer

This strata is highly permeable and Principle Aquifer
is likely to be in hydraulic continuity
with the underlying Chalk.

Lambeth The Lambeth Group is unlikely
Unproductive
Group
to contain signiﬁcantly large
Stratum
quantities of groundwater, however
the lower part of the stratum may
contain ground water where the
material has less clay content.

Unproductive
Stratum

Variable

Hydrogeological signiﬁcance
Variable material that may contain
some perched water

Strata

Table 3.3: Summary of Environment Agency classiﬁcation and
anticipated aquifer

According to the Envirocheck Superﬁcial Aquifer Map (new
designation) in Figure 3.5, the site is underlain by a Secondary
A Superﬁcial Aquifer which is likely to be associated with the
underlying Terrace Gravel. According to the Bedrock Aquifer
Map in Figure 3.6, the site is underlain by a Bedrock Secondary
B Aquifer. Table 3.3 contains a summary of the hydrological
properties of the anticipated geology underlying the site.

3.4.1
Hydrogeological properties of
anticipated geology

3.4
Hydrogeology and
hydrology

Terrace Gravels are a mixture of quartz sand, comminuted quartz
and mainly brown ﬂint and chert gravel. The proportions of
sand and gravel vary considerably in short lateral and vertical
distances, depending on the local conditions at deposition.
There are also frequent zones of ﬁner-grained material, such as
clay and silty sand and even occasional organic deposits. The
Terrace Gravel is typically medium dense to dense orange brown,
very sandy (medium to coarse) sub-angular to sub-rounded, ﬁne
to coarse, ﬂint gravel.

Terrace Gravel

The BGS boreholes indicate that Made Ground in the vicinity
of the site has a variable thickness of up to appoximately 3 m,
predominantly compromising of construction waste underlain by
re-worked clayey and silty sand.

Within older urban areas, much of the surface has been partially
or wholly disturbed by human activity and is known as made
ground.

Made Ground

Variable
4-6

Made Ground

Thickness (m)

Terrace Gravels

Stratum

Table 3.2: Expected stratum underlying the site (indicative only)

It is recommended that a Ground Investigation is carried out in
order to determine the ground conditions speciﬁc to the site.
The anticipated geology is described in the following sections.

Following the information gained for the BGS boreholes shown
in section 3.2 it is assumed that the strata on site is comprised
of Made Ground over superﬁcial Terrace Gravel which in turn
overlays London Clay, Lambeth Group, Thanet Sands and ﬁnally
Chalk.

The site has been developed and used since the mid 17th
century and as such buried foundations, services and other
obstructions above those provided by the existing buildings
should be anticipated.

3.3
Anticipated ground
conditions

Fig. 3.5:

Superﬁcial Aquifer map (Envirocheck)

Groundwater levels are subjected to variations caused by
changes in the local drainage conditions and also by seasonal
effects.

The cessation of water abstraction from the chalk after the mid
1960’s for industrial purposes caused groundwater levels to rise
throughout the London basin. The General Aquifer Research
Development and Investigation Team (GARDIT) was developed
in order to minimise and ultimately halt the groundwater rise,
but the EA’s view is that rising groundwater no longer poses a
problem and underground infrastructure is no longer threatened
by inundation.

Fig. 3.6:

Bedrock Aquifer map (Envirocheck)

The site is located approximately 1.7 km north of the River
Thames. The site and surrounding area generally comprise of
impermeable surfaces, with surface water likely discharging to
the surrounding combined public sewers.

Groundwater was recorded on one of the boreholes obtained
from BGS. The groundwater level was recorded at approximately
8.8 m below ground level.
It is anticiapted that perched groundwater will be present within
the Terrace Gravel Strata and conﬁned groundwater will be
present in the Thanet Sand Strata, which will have a hydraulic
connectivity with the underlying Chalk.

3.4.3
Hydrology

3.4.2
Groundwater levels

The Upper Chalk is typically a very ﬁne grained white limestone,
sometimes with layers of ﬂint. The surface of the Upper Chalk is
weathered and therefore variable. The strength of the chalk will
improve with depth as the structure becomes more intact. The
surface of the Upper Chalk is not a good geotechnical material
as it is variable however at depth it has an extremely high
bearing capacity.

Upper Chalk

Thanet Beds generally consist of a very dense clayey green ﬁnegrained sand. They are a very strong material and provide a high
bearing resistance, however they become weaker with depth.

Thanet Beds

The Lambeth Group typically comprises of interbedded stiff
to hard multicoloured clays, dense silts and sands, with
pebble beds towards the base. The sands are generally
yellow, greenish, or brown and contain layers of mottled clay
occasionally with bands of lignite. The base of this stratum is
formed of greenish sand with ﬂint pebbles.

Lambeth Group

London Clay is a stiff to very stiff ﬁssured clay which is over
consolidated containing shell fragments. It is weathered near
the top of the stratum where it is brown in colour and ranges
between soft and stiff. The unweathered London Clay is
grey in colour and is stiff to very stiff, becoming harder with
depth. It is generally characterised by a high plasticity, high
shrinkage potential, low to very low compressibility and low
hydraulic conductivity. Horizontal discontinuities are sometimes
encountered within the stratum, such as sand or silt lenses or
bands of claystones.

London Clay
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Heavy industries
Electric substations, power stations, gas works, etc.
Chemical plants
Landﬁll sites, recycling or disposal sites
Railway sidings
Works including ﬁnishing processes (plating, painting, etc.)
Fuel storage facilities, garages, etc.
Former mining sites
Ministry of Defence sites
Timber treatment works
Sewer farms or sewage treatment plants

Property

Contaminated soils and groundwater Rainfall inﬁltration, soil leaching and
migration of contamination
Contaminated soils and groundwater Rainfall inﬁltration, soil leaching and
migration of contamination

River Thames

Chalk Aquifer

Controlled waters

On site structures, foundations and infrastructure

Migration through soils

Direct contact, ingestion, inhalation

Asbestos

Contaminated soils and ground gas

Low

Inhalation

Ground gas

Low

Low

Low to Moderate

Moderate

Low to Moderate

Contaminated soils and groundwater Direct contact, ingestion, inhalation

Human Health
Existing and future site users, visitors and
maintenance staff and construction workers

Risk

Potential sources

Pathways

The existing buildings at the site are likely to contain asbestos
of some form within the site, therefore it is recommended that
an asbestos survey is carried out to determine the risk and
locations.

As such, there is a potential for the site to be locally impacted
by these contaminants along with others such as petroleum
hydrocarbons. These contaminants are likely to be in a state of
Natural degradation.

Nevertheless, the site has been at the centre of the textile
industry for many years and is still a home to light industries;
Envirocheck found Contemporary Trade Directory Entries
associated with furriers, printers and clothing manufacturers
located in close proximity to the site. Contaminants from the
textile industry include: Biodegradable organic matter, toxic
organic compounds such as phenols and heavy metals.

When looking through the history of the site there has been
mention of wasteground being leased t0 builders in order to
construct the streets and houses that reﬂect the layout of the
site today. However, these historic references to wasteground
may be dismissed as being associated with signiﬁcant
contamination issues because the materials that were deposited
here are unlikely to cause such problems.

Soil discolouration
Unusual or different soil texture
Unusual odour
Standing water or trench with hydrocarbon sheen
Abandoned industrial waste such as drums or asbestos
sheeting
(None of the above was recorded during a site walkover).

••
••
••
••
••

During a site walkover, suspect soils are usually identiﬁed
by sight and olfactory observations. Some obvious signs of
contamination include, but are not limited to:

••
••
••
••
••
••
••
••
••
••
••

Contamination may arise from a wide range of activities both on
and off site. Activities may include:

Information on the potential contaminants that could be present
within the ground can come from many sources (historical
maps, Environment Agency, Envirocheck Report, previous
contamination tests, etc..).

Additionally, the objective is to characterise the contaminants,
their pathways and potential receptors for the purpose of a risk
assessment. This aims to provide relevant information to protect
the health and safety of future site users and construction
workers and protection to the environment.

The aim of this part of the report is to provide an initial
assessment of the environmental conditions of the site as well
as the potential contamination of the site.

4.1
Introduction

Receptor

Table 4.1: Summary of Preliminary Contamination Risk

4.2
Preliminary
Contamination
Assessment

4
Environmental
assessment

Local “hot spots” of contamination may be present although limited.

Low potential of migration due to presence of London clay at shallow depths.

The London Clay provides a conﬁning layer separating the superﬁcial deposits from the underlying Upper Chalk Major Aquifer, and
providing a barrier for the migration of groundwater and potential contamination reaching the Chalk Aquifer.

The nearest groundwater abstraction is located 150m to the north of the site from the Upper Chalk Major Aquifer and the site is
not located within an EA designated protection zone.

The nearest surface water feature to the site is the River Thames, which is located approximately 1.7 km South of the site. It is
considered that if contamination was present at the site, there is a low potential for the migration of the contaminants through
the superﬁcial deposits to this watercourse.

Durability requirements of structures are to be design in accordance with Eurocodes.

Concentrations of chemicals that have the potential to cause harm to any structures. fundations and infrastructure on site are to
be established during the Ground Investigation.

No signiﬁcant contamination has been identiﬁed at the time of writing this report to cause potential harm to any properties.

If asbestos is present, is it to be removed off site by specialists prior to the demoliton of any building on site.

Undertake a Type III Asbestos Survey prior to the demolition works.

Levels of potential harmful gases at the site are to be established during the Ground Investigation. If signiﬁcant levels are found,
appropriate measures are to be used to reduc this threat to human health.

gas migration occurring at the site.

The site is underlain by largely cohesive soils and contains a relatively shallow ground water level, hence there is minimal risk of

Construction workers to wear appropriate PPE to avoid dermal contact with the underlying soil.

Concentrations of contaminants to be established during Ground Investigation. If signiﬁcant contamination is found, appropriate
measures are to be used to remediate the soil.

Low

Low

Low

Low

Very low

Low

Risk level after
Mitigation

Based on the information currently available, it is anticipated
that the site should not be constrained by issues relating to
contaminated land, although this is to be conﬁrmed as part of a
ground investigation at the site.

It is assumed that chalk strata is present beneath the low
permeability London Clay strata. It is therefore considered that
the risk to any borehole abstractions within the vicinity of the
site can be considered negligible.

The site lies on a minor aquifer strata, but does not lie within
a groundwater source protection zone. The nearest recorded
groundwater abstraction lies 150m north of the site.

During site redevelopment, construction workers have the
potential to become exposed to the potentially contaminated
materials beneath the site and it is recommended that workers
involved in groundworks should avoid dermal contact with the
soils.

site development, it will be necessary to inspect the existing
structures prior to any refurbishment or demolition works for the
possible presence of materials containing asbestos and also to
control dust arising from the development works.

Potential ground contamination sources are likely to have been removed during excavations associated with previous
development on site.

No contamination sources identiﬁed during site walkover.

Justiﬁcation/Mitigation

In order to comply with statutory requirements, control risks to
construction workers and to neighbours/general public during

The available information has been used to produce a preliminary
Conceptual Site Model for this site, in accordance with CIRIA
C552 (2001) and BS 10175 (2001), and this is presented in Table
4.1.

Due to the anticipated underlying geology, it is considered that
precautions against the ingress of radon gas are not required for
this development. The proposed development should therefore
not be constrained by issues relating to soil gases.

The Envirocheck search found a metal recycling site located
approximately 125 m West fo the site, recorded as a ‘Licensed
Waste Management Facility’. It also found a scrapyard located
approximately 164 m West of the site, recorded as a ‘Registered
Waste Tratment or Disposal Site’. It is likely that there is
signiﬁcant contamination on these sites however it is not
considered that a sufficient amount of contaminants will migrate
onto the site, causing signiﬁcant contaminantion issues.

The rail tracks and stations adjacent to the site may have had
contaminated materials transported on them or could be a
potential source of contamination that will need to be considered.

3461 Blossom Street, E1
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It is considered there is a potential for the existing buildings to
contain asbestos . It is recommended that a Type III asbestos
survey is undertaken prior to the demolition of the existing
buildings to ascertain the extent.

Based on the information currently available, it is anticipated
that the site should not be constrained by issues relating to
contaminated land. A detailed contamination assessment should
be undertaken as part of the Ground Investigation. If potentially
contaminated material is to be excavated and removed from site,
waste disposal contractors should be made aware of the levels
of contaminants within the waste to ensure correct handling
and disposal of the material.

5
Conclusion
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FOREWORD
1.

This opinion has been prepared by the London Borough of Tower Hamlets
with all reasonable skill, care and diligence.

2.

It is based on the information provided to London Borough of Tower
Hamlets on behalf of the Applicant and the comments and opinions
resulting from consultation with the Applicant and internal/ external
consultees prior to adopting this opinion.

3.

The fact that London Borough of Tower Hamlets has given this opinion shall
not preclude them from subsequently requiring the developer to submit
further information in connection with any submitted development
application to the council.
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INTRODUCTION

Policy Guidance (NPPF).
1.9.

Context
1.1.

The Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment)
Regulations 2011 (hereafter referred to as ‘the EIA Regulations’) require that
for certain planning applications, an Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA)
is undertaken, and an Environmental Statement (ES) produced. EIA is a
procedure which serves to provide information about the likely effects of
proposed projects on the environment, so as to inform the process of decision
making as to whether the development should be allowed to proceed, and if
so on what terms (Carroll and Turpin, 2009).

The issuing of this EIA Scoping Opinion does not prevent the planning
authority from requesting ‘further information’ at a later stage under
Regulation 22 of the EIA Regulations.

1.10. No indication of the likely success of an application for planning permission for
the proposed development is implied in the expression of this EIA Scoping
Opinion.
Report Structure
1.11. The contents of the remainder of this EIA Scoping Opinion are set out below.

Schedule 1 of the EIA Regulations lists developments that always require EIA,
and Schedule 2 lists developments that may require EIA if it is considered that
they could give rise to significant environmental effects by virtue of factors
such as its nature, size or location.

1.12. Chapter 2 details the Councils’ understanding of the proposed development.

1.3.

Where a proposed development is determined to be an ‘EIA development’ the
Applicant can ask the relevant planning authority for advice on the scope of
the EIA (an EIA Scoping Opinion).

1.14. Chapter 4 provides a review of the proposed scope and approach to
assessment of each of the following EIA topics:

1.4.

An EIA Scoping Report was received from URS by the London Borough of
Tower Hamlets (LBTH) as the ‘relevant planning authority’ on 17th July 2014.

1.5.

The EIA Scoping Report requested an EIA Scoping Opinion for a proposed
redevelopment at Blossom Street, as the Applicant had determined that the
development would constitute an ‘EIA development’.

1.2.

1.6.

1.7.

1.8.

1.13. Chapter 3 reviews the overall approach to the EIA in the context of prevailing
EIA legislation.

• Demolition and Construction;
• Waste and Recycling;
• Socio-Economics;
• Traffic and Transport;

This document constitutes LBTH’s EIA Scoping Opinion.

• Air Quality;

EIA Scoping Opinion

• Noise and Vibration;

This EIA Scoping Opinion outlines LBTH’s opinion on the proposed scope of
the EIA (based on the information provided to date), and identifies any
suggested amendments and/ or concerns.
In addition to the information provided by the Applicant, this EIA Scoping
Opinion has been drawn up with reference to the following documents:

• Wind Microclimate;
• Daylight, Sunlight, Overshadowing, Light Pollution and Solar Glare;
• TV and Radio (Electronic) Interference;
• Ground Conditions;

• EIA Scoping Guidance (LBTH, 2012);

• Water Resources, Drainage and Flood Risk;

• relevant site history, including the previous planning applications and

• Archaeology;

permissions for the site;

• Ecology;

• interactive map from LBTH and supplementary site visit;

• Aviation; and

• consultation with internal LBTH consultees and external consultees;
• LBTH’s Local Plan – made up of the Core Strategy (LBTH, 2010)
Managing Development Document (MDD) (LBTH, 2013); and

• Townscape, Built Heritage and Visual Impact Assessment.
1.15. Chapter 5 reviews those assessments proposed to be scoped out of the EIA.

• the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and National Planning
1
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Submission Documents
1.16. The planning application should be accompanied by a copy of the ES, both as
a hard copy and electronically. A minimum of three copies of the ES will need
to be provided to LBTH.
1.17. A further three copies (both hard and electronic) of the ES should be sent
directly to the Council’s EIA Consultants – address to be supplied separately.
1.18. A CD of the full application will also need to be submitted to the Council for
submission to the Secretary of State as required by Regulation 16(2) of the
EIA Regulations.

3
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new access to Blossom Place; highway works and public realm improvements
to Shoreditch High Street and Blossom Street and provision of managed
offstreet servicing and parking facilities’.

THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT
Site and Surrounding Area

2.1.

British Land is seeking to obtain detailed planning permission for the
redevelopment of Blossom Street. The site is approximately 0.8 hectares (ha)
in size and is bounded by Network Rail lines to the north; Elder Street and
Blossom Street to the east; Folgate Street and office and residential units to
the south; and Norton Folgate and Shoreditch High Street to the west.

2.5.

It is noted that the proposed development encompasses the site comprising
the existing planning permission (PA/10/02764) – identified as ‘Site One’ (S1,
S1A, S1B), but also includes the additional areas: S1C, S2, and S3.

2.6.

In general, the proposed design and massing for the buildings falling within
the ‘Site One’ area will be largely in keeping with the development approved.

2.7.

The new application for the proposed development (to which this EIA Scoping
Opinion relates) encompassing the three development plots will be a separate
planning application and will be determined on its own merits.

The Proposed Development
2.2.

2.3.

The Proposed Development is a mixed use scheme comprising office (B1),
residential (C3) uses and retail (A1/A3) uses, across 3 development plots:
Site One (S1), Site Two (S2) and Site Three (S3), as shown in Figure 3
below.

Consultation

For the purpose of the EIA Scoping Report the following description was
provided for the proposed development:

2.8.

The EIA Regulations require that the local planning authority consults
‘consultation bodies’ prior to issuing an EIA Scoping Opinion.

‘The Proposed Development is as follows:

2.9.

The LBTH internal and external specialists consulted are listed at Appendix A.
The internal responses received are integrated into the main text, and the
external responses received are included in Appendix B.

• Site One – office (B1) development incorporating 16-19 Norton Folgate, 811A Folgate Street with retained façade to Blossom Street. Shoreditch
One ranges in height from approximately 4 storeys (S1A/B) to
approximately 10 storeys (S1) and approximately 15 storeys (S1C);

• Site Two – office (B1) development incorporating the retained locally listed
buildings of 4-8 Elder Street which is approximately 5 storeys (ground plus
4); and

• Site Three – residential (C3) development, which is approximately a 6
storeys (ground plus 5).
All three development plots will include retail units on the ground floor and a
basement (depth of basement approximately 3 to 5m). Site One and Two will
provide a mix of office (B1) and retail (A1) at basement level, while Site Three
will contain retail (A1)(ground and basement)and residential units (C3)’.

2.10. Consultation responses have been received from adjoining local authorities –
these are summarised in the section below and included in full in Appendix B.
2.11. Section 2.5 of the EIA Scoping Report identifies a number of bodies who will
be consulted as part of the EIA. It is recommended that Network Rail and
Greater London Archaeology Advisory Service (GLAAS) are also consulted by
the applicant.
2.12. Please note that any works to Scheduled Ancient Monuments are
administered under a separate consenting system, and any scheme, even if it
has planning permission must obtain scheduled monument consent. It is
recommended that consultation is undertaken with English Heritage’s
Inspector of Ancient Monuments.
City of London

Extant Planning Consent
2.4.

The site has been subject to several planning applications in recent years and
has most recently gained planning permission (ref. PA/10/02764) for the
following:

2.13. The sites identified in the list of cumulative developments do not represent a
comprehensive list of relevant development sites in the City. The list should
be updated with those listed in the City of London’s response – see Appendix
B.

‘Redevelopment of the former Nicholls and Clarke site and adjoining depot
site, for commercially led mixed use purposes, comprising buildings between
4 and 9 storeys in height measuring 48.40m AOD (plus plant), to provide
approximately 18,775sqm of B1 (Office); approximately 1,816sqm of A1
(Retail) and A3 (Restaurant) and approximately 663sqm of A4 (Public House),
together with the recreation of new public space (Blossom Place); provision of

2.14. The EIA should refer to guidance ‘The Control of Dust and Emissions during
Construction and Demolition Supplementary Planning Guidance’ (2014) rather
than 2006 version.

5
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2.15. Surface flood water flood risk maps show that some streets within the
development site and adjacent railway line are vulnerable to flooding from
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surface water. The EIA should include full assessment of the potential impact
of the development on surface water, sewer and ground water flood risk in the
surrounding area.

Tower has an extensive green roof which has significantly enhanced the
ecological value of the area.

2.16. The Townscape and Visual Impact Assessment should (in addition to what is
already detailed on Table 3, page 48) assess the proposed development with
regard to the following LVMF viewing locations and assessment points:

• River Prospect view 15B.1 Waterloo Bridge: downstream – close to the
Westminster bank (Crossing bank);

• River Prospect view 15B.2 Waterloo Bridge: downstream – at the centre of
the bridge;

• River Prospect view 16B.1The South Bank: Gabriel’s Wharf viewing
platform –centre of north rail; and

• River Prospect view 16B.11The South Bank: Gabriel’s Wharf viewing
platform –centre of north-east rail.
2.17. The proposed scheme should also be assessed against the background of the
City’s St Paul’s Heights policy area. Protection of the background is included
in several policies.
2.18. The site lies close to Broadgate Tower, Principle Place/ Plough Yard and
Bishopsgate Goodsyard sites, all of which have significantly tall buildings
either existing, approved or proposed. Broadgate Tower, for example, has
seriously adverse effect on the backdrop to views of St Paul’s protected by St
Paul’s Heights from Waterloo Bridge. From the southern part of the bridge
Broadgate Tower appears behind the dome. While some existing tall building
appear behind the Cathedral on the skyline from other viewpoints protected
by the Heights, none of these appears higher than the drum/ peristyle.
Broadgate Tower, however is the only building tall enough to appear behind
the dome itself, significantly compromising its outline.
2.19. Therefore careful consideration needs to be given to how any proposed tall
buildings at the Blossom Street site would appear alongside Broadgate Tower
in the views from Waterloo Bridge and along the South Bank (as the viewer
walks along Waterloo Bridge and the South Bank, as well as the LVMF River
Prospect View assessment points), looking to ensure that the adverse effect
that already exists is not exacerbated further. The relationship of any
proposed development at Blossom Place with tall developments at
Bishopsgate Goodsyard, Broadgate Tower and Principal Place/ Plough Yard
should also be assessed as part of the Townscape and Visual Impact
Assessment.
2.20. Ecology has been scoped out of the EIA. Consideration should still be given to
how the site can contribute to the creation of future ecological habitats
through the use of landscaping, green roofs etc. which contribute to the linking
up of urban habitats beyond the site. For example, the nearby Broadgate
7
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3.

REGULATORY AND LBTH EIA REQUIREMENTS

3.1.

This section comments on the over-arching approach to the EIA, as described
in the EIA Scoping Report.

3.2.

The applicant has determined that the development will constitute ‘EIA
development’ as the scale of the development proposals could give rise to
significant effects on the environment.

3.3.

Table 3.1 below assesses whether the EIA Scoping Report meets the
requirements set out in the EIA Regulations (Section 13), whilst Table 3.2
assesses whether it meets the requirements set out in LBTH’s EIA Scoping
Guidance.
Table 3.1: Review of Contents of the EIA Scoping Report in Respect to
the EIA Regulations
EIA Regulation Requirement

Requirement met in EIA Scoping
Report?

A plan sufficient to identify the land.

A plan showing the location of the
proposed
development
site
is
provided in Figures 1, 2 and 3.

LBTH
Scoping
Requirement

Guidance Requirement
met
in
EIA
Scoping Report?
initial assessment as required by
Section 2.6 of the LBTH Scoping
Guidance.

List of cumulative developments

Yes. Table 1.

Overall methodology for the ES

Yes. Section 4.2.

Organisations consulted as part of Yes. Section 2.5.
Scoping.
Initial topic-by-topic assessment

Yes. Section 4.

Details of any supporting material to be Yes. As appropriate.
submitted
It would have been helpful to
include a full list of planning
application documents in the EIA
Scoping Report.
Proposed contents of the ES

Yes. Section 6.

A brief description of the nature and Descriptions of the particular features
purpose of the development and of its of the proposed development and
their possible effects on the
possible effects on the environment.
environment are provided.
Such
other
information
or As appropriate.
representations as the person making
the request may wish to provide or
make.

Table 3.2: Review of Contents of the EIA Scoping Report in Respect to
LBTH’s EIA Scoping Guidance
LBTH
Scoping
Requirement

Guidance Requirement
met
Scoping Report?

Description of the development
Conditions present
surrounding area

on

site

How alternatives will be considered
Initial assessment
implications

of

in

EIA

Yes. Section 2.1.
and Yes. Section 2.2. to 2.4.
Yes. Section 4.3.

micro-climate No. The EIA Scoping Report
contains a summary of the
potential microclimate impacts of
the proposal (Section 4), but no
9
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4.

REVIEW OF POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS BY TOPIC

4.1.

This section summarises the review of the proposed approach to the
assessment of each EIA topic.

mitigate adverse effects.

Review of Section 4.1: Introduction
4.2.

The EIA Scoping Report states ‘In terms of the EIA, the environmental
statement prepared will assess the site as a whole, therefore not requiring
reference to the environmental assessments prepared as part of the
application for Planning Permission PA/10/02764’. It would be helpful for
the ES to set out what the differences between the previous permission
and the proposed development are, for information purposes. It would also
be helpful if the ES included a section in each chapter to explain how the
effects of the proposed development relate to those identified for the extant
permission i.e. are the effects going to be better/ worse? This should be an
additional part of the ES, not a fundamental part of the assessment.
Review of Section 4.2: EIA Methodology

4.11. It is important that the EIA does not rely upon mitigation measures
implemented by other developments when determining the effect of the
proposed development. For example, whilst Crossrail can be referenced in
the EIA, it should not be relied on to mitigate the proposed developments
effect on public transport.
4.12. LBTH is keen to understand how mitigation measures/ enhancement
measures are going to be secured. It would therefore be helpful if the ES
could identify potential conditions based on these mitigation measures.
4.13. The ES should clearly identify the effects both pre and post mitigation.
Impact Significance
4.14. The significance terminology is set out in Section 4.2.1 of the EIA Scoping
Report. Whilst the significance of the effects is identified, it is unclear which
effects are considered to be ‘significant’ as specified in the EIA Regulations.
This should be clarified in the ES.
4.15. Table 1 shows an example of the summary table to be used. It is helpful that
the table summarises the effects both pre and post mitigation.

4.3.

It is noted that baseline conditions are taken as 2014.

4.4.

The ES should clearly set our where the assessment is quantitative and
qualitative. Where a qualitative assessment is proposed, this should be
agreed with LBTH prior to the submission of the planning application.

4.5.

The ES should include maps showing the location of receptors, as well as any
monitoring location, to provide clarity to the reader. For example, surrounding
daylight receptors.

4.6.

The ES should provide an indication of the typical plant to be used during the
works. Information should also be provided on site access and egress
(particularly in relation to the adjacent site), and any changes to these
locations over the construction period should be highlighted.

4.7.

It is requested that all correspondence with consultees (including LBTH) is
appended to the ES, for completeness.

4.8.

The EIA process should influence the location and basic design of a proposed
development in order to limit adverse effects on receptors and this should be
reported in the ES e.g. why the new tower is located where it is. The ES
should set out the main reasons for the choice made, taking into account the
environmental effects.

4.9.

The EIA must appropriately consider both the potential significant effects on
both external and internal receptors (introduced as a result of the proposed
development) where significant effects are anticipated.

4.16. The determination of the significance of the effects for each discipline is not
set out in the EIA Scoping Report and therefore LBTH is unable to comment
on this. It is recommended that this is agreed with the relevant technical
specialists prior to submission of the planning application, to ensure that there
are no discrepancies post-submission (for example, see English Heritage’s
advice on the sensitivity of listed buildings/ conservation areas below).
4.17. The ES should clearly set out how the significance has been determined for
each discipline in the ES.
4.18. The ES should clearly illustrate the effects identified. For example, highlighting
the effect in bold can assist the reader in identifying the effects of the
proposed development quickly and easily e.g. minor adverse.
Impact Interactions and Cumulative Impact Assessment
4.19. The EIA Scoping Report contains a list of the developments which are
proposed to be used to assess the cumulative effects in each of the ES
chapters. The schemes selected are all within 1 km of the site, and also
conform to a number of other criteria.

4.10. The ES should differentiate between measures that have been incorporated
into the design of the development, and those additional measures required to

4.20. Section 4.2.2 of the EIA Scoping Report states ‘The schemes to be
considered as part of the cumulative assessment of Volume I in the ES will
comprise consented schemes, those with a resolution to grant consent and
schemes under construction’. The Council’s standard advice is that the EIA
should also assess cumulative developments that have been submitted but
not yet approved/ refused should also be included, as the Council considers

11
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these to be ‘reasonably foreseeable’.
4.21. The EIA may also need to assess surrounding cumulative developments that
have been submitted at the same time as the detailed planning application. It
is therefore recommended that consultation is undertaken with surrounding
developers.
4.22. Table 2 (labelled Table 1) sets out the proposed list of cumulative
developments. There are a number of missing planning permissions from this
list that will need to be included:

• an application for Bishopsgate Goods Yard (PA/14/2011) has now been
submitted and should be included in the cumulative assessment;

delivering reductions to greenhouse gas emissions, minimising vulnerability
and providing resilience to climate change. The NPPF also notes that
planning supports the delivery of renewable and low carbon energy and
associated infrastructure. At a strategic level, the climate change policies as
set out in Chapter 5 of the London Plan 2011, London Borough of Tower
Hamlets Core Strategy (SO24 and SP11) and the Managing Development
Document Policy DM29 collectively require developments to make the fullest
contribution to the mitigation and adaptation to climate change, and to
minimise carbon dioxide emissions.
4.30. The London Plan sets out the Mayor’s energy hierarchy for development to be
designed to:

• use Less Energy (Be Lean);

• Goodman’s Fields site (PA/11/3587);

• supply Energy Efficiently (Be Clean); and

• 60 Commercial Road (PA/10/1481);

• use Renewable Energy (Be Green).

• 15 to 17 Leman Street (PA/14/286); and
• 27 Commercial Road (PA/13/2338).
4.23. It should also be noted that the reference number for Beagle House should be
PA/14/255 and Aldgate Tower PA/09/219.
4.24. It is recommended that the list of cumulative developments is reviewed
regularly to ensure that all relevant current applications are captured for EIA
purposes.
4.25. The EIA will need to carefully assess the effect that proposed development
has both on, and with, cumulative developments. LBTH is finding that
separate developments in the borough are referencing the same existing
capacity (e.g. school places, public transport capacity etc.) leading to an
underestimation of the cumulative effects and insufficient mitigation. The EIA
will therefore need to carefully and quantifiably (e.g. using data in other ESs)
assess cumulative effects, and demonstrate this in the ES.
4.26. Discussions should also be undertaken with the City of London and London
Borough of Hackney, to confirm that there are no additional cumulative
developments that need to be assessed within their jurisdiction.
Consideration of Climate Change
4.27. The EIA Scoping Report correctly references the assessment of climate
change. LBTH is happy for the potential impacts of climate change to be
considered in the appropriate parts of the ES, rather than a standalone
chapter.
4.28. The EIA Scoping Report correctly references the UK Climate Projections 2009
and Mayors Climate Change Adaptation Strategy.

4.31. The proposed development will need to comply with Policies 5.5 and 5.6 of
the London Plan and Developers should assess the potential for their
development to:

• connect to an existing district heating or cooling network;
• expand an existing district heating or cooling network, and connect to it; or
• establish a site wide network, and enable the connection of existing
buildings in the vicinity of the development.
4.32. The MDD policy DM29 includes CO2 emissions reduction targets against the
Building Regulations 2010, to be achieved through the cumulative steps of the
Energy Hierarchy. Policy DM 29 also requires sustainable design assessment
tools to be used to ensure the development has maximised use of climate
change mitigation measures. At present the current interpretation of this policy
is to require all residential development to achieve Code for Sustainable
Homes Level 4 rating.
4.33. The current wording of MDD policy DM29 is to require a 50 per cent carbon
reduction target beyond Part L of the Building Regulations 2010. This is
broadly equivalent to a 45% reduction over Building Regulations 2013 which it
the required target for new developments.
4.34. Also, policy SO3 of the Core Strategy (2010) seeks to incorporate the
principle of sustainable development, including limiting carbon emissions from
development, delivering decentralised energy and renewable energy
technologies and minimising the use of natural resources. The London
Borough of Tower Hamlets Core Strategy Policy SP11 requires all new
developments to provide a reduction of carbon dioxide emissions through onsite renewable energy generating technologies.

4.29. At a national level, the NPPF sets out that planning plays a key role in
13
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4.35. The energy assessment submitted in support of the planning application
should follow the latest Greater London Authority (GLA) guidance available at:
https://www.london.gov.uk/priorities/planning/strategic-planningapplications/preplanning-application-meeting-service/energy-planning-glaguidance-on-preparing-energy-assessments
Review of Section 4.3: Alternative Assessments
4.36. The alternative assessment should also make reference to alternative
locations.
4.37. Reference should be made to the previous planning permission.
Review of Section 4.4: Demolition and Construction
4.38. No information is provided on the assessment years i.e. when demolition/
construction will commence, how long it will take and when the site is likely to
be operational.
4.39. The ES should clearly set out the timescales (as assessment years) to ensure
a consistent approach throughout the various discipline chapters. This should
include the year that baseline data was collected, the year that construction
starts and its duration, as well as the anticipated year of opening.
4.40. The EIA Scoping Reports does not state whether the proposed development
is to be phased.
4.41. If the proposed development is to be phased, it is important that any new
receptors introduced during the demolition/ construction phase are
appropriately assessed. For example, the effects of the construction of S2 on
new receptors introduced during S1. This should be discussed in more detail
with LBTH.
4.42. Any phasing plan submitted with the application should be for approval, rather
than indicative. Indicative phasing means that there would be no certainty
that the development would be progressed in this manner, and therefore
this may lead to uncertainty about what the likely significant effects of the
development are going to be.
Review of Section 4.5: Waste and Recycling
4.43. The Council will require the implementation of a Site Waste Management Plan
(SWMP), even though it is no longer a formal requirement. The principle of
Waste Hierarchy should be practiced through waste minimization, reuse and
recycling.

Review of Section 4.6: Socio-Economics
4.45. The ES should include an assessment of the loss of the existing site users,
and this should be taken into account when calculating the operational effects.
4.46. Sufficient data from the 2011 census has now been published to enable the
consultants to provide comprehensive assessment of the socio-economic
characteristics of the area surrounding the proposed development.
4.47. When calculating child yield the Council’s Planning Obligations
Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) should be utilised. Please note
different calculations should be used for school places and child playspace.
School yield calculations take into account that a proportion of the children will
attend private school, which is not applicable when calculating playspace. For
playspace calculations, reference should be made to policy DM4.2 which
states “apply LBTH Child Yields”. These are not presented in the Planning
Obligations SPD, but are published in the ‘Planning for Population Change
and Growth Baseline Report’ which is publically available.
4.48. Employment should be calculated using the Council’s Planning Obligations
Supplementary Planning Document and HCA’s Employment Densities Guide.
Where there are a range of ‘area per FTEs’, information should be provided
on why a specific figure has been used e.g. B1. It should be noted that this
document references both gross internal area (GIA) and net internal area
(NIA), and therefore the EIA should ensure that the correct figures are used
for the correct land uses.
4.49. For open space, reference should be made to LBTH’s Planning Obligations
SPD, which requires 12m2 per resident.
4.50. The EIA Scoping Report makes no mention to affordable housing. The EIA
will need to include an assessment of the provision of affordable housing,
specifically in relation to the Council’s affordable housing target i.e. between
35% and 50%. If this target cannot be met, this should not be seen as a
beneficial effect. If these targets cannot be met on-site, but will instead be
secured through financial contributions and/ or off-site locations, the ES
should consider these off-site effects.
4.51. It is important that the correct affordable housing offer is assessed in the EIA,
as using the incorrect figure can have implication on the child yield etc., and
therefore the validity of the EIA. If the affordable housing offer changes after
the planning application has been submitted, reassessment may be required
and an ES Addendum submitted and consulted upon.

4.44. The EIA Scoping Report proposes to incorporate appropriate waste storage
and recycling facilities in accordance with LBTH Managing Development
Document (DPD) 2013. This is the guiding principle which will assist in
calculating waste volumes, storage and capacity once the site is occupied.

4.52. The Council has a statutory duty to provide sufficient school places for the
local population. Reference is made to the assessment of school places in the
EIA. The EIA will need to use more up to date data than referred to in the EIA
Scoping Report i.e. data from 2012 is not appropriate. The Council publishes
an annual Planning for School Places Report, which should be referred to as
appropriate - most recently published information on the projections of need
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for school places (Cabinet Report September 2013, annual update due
September 2014).
4.53. The cumulative effect of other known residential developments on the need
for school places will also be important.
Health
4.54. Primary care services in Tower Hamlets are structured across four localities
each comprising two networks or local area partnerships (LAPs). In this case
the development is in the North West Locality which comprises the wards
Weavers, St Peters, Bethnal Green and Spitalfields & Banglatown (pre 2104
wards Bethnal Green North, Bethnal Green South, Mile End and Globe Town,
Spitalfields and Banglatown, Weavers).
4.55. Current whole time equivalent (WTE) GP numbers plus existing list sizes
obtained from NHS England (London region) February 2014 should be used
and are given below. Table 4.1 identifies the practices in the area and their
WTE.
Table 4.1: Work time Equivalent Figures
NW Locality Practices

List size 1 January
2014 (raw) - source
SBS

Total GP WTE
Source PCIS
(downloaded
19/03/14)

ALBION HEALTH CENTRE

8861

5.01

THE MISSION PRACTICE

10946

8.45

WHITECHAPEL HEALTH PRACTICE

8299

7.00

STROUTS PLACE MEDICAL CENTRE

3777

1.67

THE SPITALFIELDS PRACTICE

12537

5.33

BETHNAL GREEN HEALTH CTR.

8286

6.33

THE GLOBE TOWN SURGERY

12207

7.56

POLLARD ROW SURGERY

4516

3.00

4.58. Consultation with the Council’s Highways Officers and Transport for London
(TfL) will need to be undertaken to agree the scope of the TA e.g. such as the
peak hours to be assessed.
4.59. Para 4.7 should note that Fleur de Lis Street is a listed street. There will be an
impact on this listed street as it is proposed to narrow the carriageway in order
to widen the footways.
4.60. Under potential impacts, there should be an item on mitigation. New
pedestrian routes are proposed and LBTH would like to see improvements to
crossing points along the public highway, particularly Commercial Street.
Although car free, there are impacts on the public transport network and this
should be noted under potential impacts.
4.61. The EIA Scoping Report doesn’t mention the need for cumulative assessment
of nearby new and consented developments, which should include
Bishopsgate Goodsyard. This is of particular relevance to public transport
capacity.
4.62. The Department for Transport (DfT) Guidance on Transport Assessment
document (March 2007), specific LBTH requirements and IEMA 1993
Guidelines for The Environmental Assessment of Road Traffic should also be
referred to when generating the EIA.
4.63. The construction traffic assessment should consider both vehicles bringing
material/ equipment to/ from the site, as well as construction staff i.e. the ES
needs to consider how the workers will get to site (e.g. by car (parking on/ off
site) and/ or via public transport) and the effects that this will have on the
network capacity. The inclusion of construction staff movements is often
underplayed in the EIA, but it is important to acknowledge that on large
developments construction staff can generate high volumes of new transport
movements.
4.64. Likely construction traffic routes should be established, so that receptors can
be appropriately assessed.
4.65. Consideration should also be given to LBTH’s Local Plan with respect to
acceptable parking levels.
4.66. The effect of the development should be assessed with regard to severance,
delay, fear and intimidation, amenity, and accidents and safety, in accordance
with IEMA guidance.

&ŝŐƵƌĞƐƉƌŽǀŝĚĞĚďǇE,^ŶŐůĂŶĚƉƌŝůϮϬϭϰ


4.56. A capacity analysis can then be undertaken for the locality using a GP to
patient ratio of a maximum of 1:1800.
Review of Section 4.7: Traffic and Transport

4.67. The impacts of trip generation movements on the road network should be
shown as a percentage increase in trips over the baseline, and the impact on
junction capacity.

4.57. This section of the EIA Scoping Report has been reviewed by LBTH’s
Highways Officer.

4.68. The EIA Scoping Report does not include water transport as a mode. The ES
should set out whether there is the potential for construction material to be
moved by water, and/ or for site users to utilise water transport to/ from the
site. If water transport is not going to be utilised as a transport mode during
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either construction/ or operation, or the effects are not considered to be
significant, this should be clearly set out in the ES.
4.69. The planning application will need to include a Travel Plan, Service
Management Plan, Construction Management Plan and a Parking
Management Plan. All of these can be draft at times of submission but they
should be dealt with at an early stage. The TA should also identify
improvements in walking/ cycling routes as well as public transport.
Transport for London

Crossrail
4.71. Crossrail Limited does not wish to make any comments on this application as
submitted.
Network Rail
4.72. The proposed development site is located adjacent to Network Rail’s
operational railway.
4.73. The applicant will need to ensure that the operational railway will not be
adversely affected by the proposed development both during construction and
after it is completed.

4.70. TfL offers the following comments:
1) Given the quantum and nature of the proposed development, a full
transport assessment (TA) should be submitted supporting this application.
The TA shall be produced fully in accordance with the current TfL’s
Transport Assessment Guidance.
http://www.tfl.gov.uk/info-for/urbanplanning-and-construction/transport-assessment-guidance.
2) All baseline conditions should be reviewed in details including existing trip
generation, highway, car parking, walking, cycling and public transport
facilities near the site. For walking, a pedestrian environment review
system (PERS) audit should be undertaken.
3) It is understood that the proposed development would include changes to
the highway network; all impacts should be assessed ensuring the
proposal would be acceptable in highway capacity and road safety terms.

4.74. The applicant should visit the following Network Rail website
www.networkrail.co.uk/aspx/1538.aspx which contains information and
guidelines that should be considered when developing land next to the
railway.
4.75. Due to the proximity of the proposed development to Network Rail’s
operational railway, Network Rail’s Asset Protection team will need to be
consulted on the proposal when more detailed plans are created. I
recommend that Network Rail’s Asset Protection Anglia team are consulted
on the application at an early stage. The team can be contacted at
AssetProtectionAnglia@networkrail.co.uk.
Port of London Authority

4) Proposed level of car and cycle parking, servicing facilities must be
detailed in the TA.

The Port of London Authority (PLA) has no comments on the EIA Scoping
Request, and can confirm that the PLA does not need to be consulted on any
subsequent planning application.

5) Details of pedestrian and cycle access needs to be included. It is
recommended that a way-finding strategy should be developed which
forms part of the public realm improvements.

Review of Section 4.8: Air Quality

6) Travel plan and green travel measures should be included in the
submission to promote sustainable travel, as the site has excellent public
transport accessibility in central London.
7) The TA shall also assess impact to the surrounding highway network
resulted from the construction of the proposal. A commitment to produce a
construction management plan (CMP) and construction logistics plan
(CLP) to minimise highway impact should be clearly set out. Weblink for
TfL’s construction logistics plan guidance is attached below:
http://www.tfl.gov.uk/cdn/static/cms/documents/construction-logistics-planguidance-for-developers.pdf
8) The applicant shall also commit to minimise highway and traffic impact
from servicing vehicle by committee to implement a Delivery & servicing
plan (DSP).
19

4.76. The applicant will need to discuss the methodology in more detail with the Air
Quality Officer.
4.77. With respect to the proposed monitoring locations, LBTH requests an
additional location mid-way between receptor 3 and 4.
4.78. LBTH prefers the use of GLA guidance on demolition and construction dust
rather than IAQM guidance.
4.79. As stated in the EIA Scoping Report, the whole of the LBTH has been
designated as an Air Quality Management Area (AQMA). This means that
even small increases in emissions can lead to significant effects. It is
therefore not considered appropriate for an increase in emissions, however
small, to be categorised as negligible.
4.80. The ES should provide a transparent account of the modelling undertaken, all
assumptions made and all input data (for example, traffic flows) used.
20

Blossom Street – EIA Scoping Opinion

Blossom Street – EIA Scoping Opinion

4.81. When assessing the heating plant emissions, consideration should be given to
the fuel type, thermal rating and location of the equipment.
Review of Section 4.9: Noise and Vibration
4.82. This section of the EIA Scoping Report has been reviewed by the Council’s
Environmental health Officer (EHO) (noise), who has identified the following
possible noise sources that will impact on the scheme/ any sensitive facades:
i.

rail noise;

ii.

road traffic noise;

iii.

ground-borne noise;

iv.

plant noise; and

v.

construction noise.

4.83. The use of A3 will require a detailed DEFRA guidance for kitchen extract
system so as to mitigate possible odour nuisance on surrounding residents
and future occupants.
4.84. A Detailed Methodology for Construction Environmental Management Plan
(CEMP) taking into account of LBTH’s Code of Construction Practise (CoCP)
and the Control of Dust/ Emissions will be required.
4.85. Figure 7 of the EIA Scoping Report shows four monitoring locations for noise
and two monitoring locations for vibration, taking into account BS 7445, BS
5228, BS 6472 & BS 4142. LBTH will require further long-term vibration
monitoring at Elder Street and Folgate Street (see red spots in the figure
below) and also another long-term noise monitor at Folgate St (see pink spot
in the figure below). This is to take into account the listed Huguenot Buildings
in Elder Street and Folgate Street, also the Dennis Severs House Museum in
Folgate Street. These are shown on the map below.

4.86. The scope of Assessment should take into account a) MDD (LBTH) with
calculations b) BS 8233:2014 with glazing specification c) BS 6472 :2008
with actual data d) BS 5228: with construction noise cals e) BS 4142: with
Plant noise calculations f) Ground-borne noise to meet Lmax 35dB(A)g)
Cumulative impacts at the most sensitive residential facades should be
considered.
4.87. Whilst the development itself will not generate a significant increase in aircraft
noise impact, the high-rise development will be subjected to high number of
aircraft overflying the development both now and increasingly in future years this needs to be taken fully into consideration in the EIA.
4.88. The EIA will need to assess the effects of the adjacent rail lines, and how the
development can be designed to ensure appropriate mitigation for residents
and the school, including outside space.
4.89. BS5228 allows the prediction of construction impacts, although it cannot
predict the vibration impact due to demolition and construction, so any piling
methodologies must be agreed up front.
4.90. The EHO would require the ES to be supported with Technical Appendix,
showing noise surveys results.
4.91. The requirement for any Control of Pollution Act Section 61 applications
should be referred to in the ES.
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Review of Section 4.10: Wind Microclimate

uninhabitable.

4.92. The ES should provide a qualitative assessment of wind effects during
demolition/ construction.
4.93. The operational assessment will require wind tunnel modelling – it is not
appropriate, given the size and complexity of the proposed development, to
rely on a computer model.
4.94. The Council would also like the wind model to test any mitigation/ landscaping
as part of the EIA, to ensure that it is satisfactory. The wind tunnel should also
test cumulative developments.
4.95. The assessment should assess the wind climate to be experienced on
balconies, open space and roof terraces as appropriate.
4.96. It would be useful if the surrounding receptors were shown on a figure, and
the types of receptor (thoroughfare, balcony, entrance etc.) clearly
differentiated on the supporting figures.
4.97. A full statistical breakdown of the wind microclimate should be provided. All
data should be submitted in a form which can be independently verified and
should include digital copies of any drawings, 3D models, calculation sheets,
etc.
Review of Section 4.11: Daylight, Sunlight, Overshadowing, Light
Pollution and Solar Glare
4.98. Both internal and external receptors will need to be assessed in the EIA. The
internal daylight and sunlight assessment can be appended to the main ES,
but the conclusions of the internal daylight and sunlight assessment will need
to be incorporated in to the main chapter.
4.99. It is useful for the actual assessment criteria for Vertical Sky Component
(VSC) and No Sky Limit (NSL) to be agreed at the EIA Scoping stage. The
appropriate bands that should be used for VSC and NSL are:

•

0% to 20% - Negligible significance;

4.102. For sunlight, the Annual Probability of Sunlight Hours (APSH) in summer and
winter should be assessed for windows that face within 90 degrees of due
south.
4.103. Data should be provided in the chapter as a table, showing the existing,
proposed and cumulative situations. All data should be submitted in a form
which can be independently verified and should include digital copies of any
drawings, 3D models, calculation sheets, etc.
4.104. Mitigation measures should be identified where necessary.
Review of Section 4.12: Water Resources, Drainage and Flood Risk
4.105. LBTH’s Flood Engineer has reviewed the EIA Scoping Report.
4.106. Reference needs to be made to the Surface Water Management Plan as the
site is on the boundary of a Critical Drainage Area.
4.107. The site is in Flood Zone 1, so no sequential/ exemption test will be required.
4.108. The proposed development proposes to keep all surfaces impermeable, with
no reference to SUDs. The ES will need to include an explanation as to why
the use of SUDs has been discounted.
4.109. It should be noted that National Standards (still in draft) have been produced
which state:
‘SuDS NS1. Surface runoff not collected for use must be discharged to one or
more of the following, listed in order of priority:
1) discharge into the ground (infiltration); or where not reasonably
practicable;
2) discharge to a surface water body; or where not reasonably
practicable;
3) discharge to a surface water sewer, highway drain, or another drainage
system; or where not reasonably practicable; and

• 20.1% to 30% reduction – Minor significance;

4) discharge to a combined sewer’.

• 30.1 to 40% reduction – Moderate significance; and

4.110. The ES should identify on a map, all water sensitive receptors and their
current condition established.

• Above 40% reduction – Major significance.
4.100. A ‘pass/ fail’ column must to be included for the daylight and sunlight tables.
4.101. Where low levels of daylight in the outline elements of the development are
apparent from the VSC calculations, it would be helpful to provide Average
Daylight Factor (ADF) values for notional window and room sizes for the worst
affected areas so as to establish that it is possible to avoid the creation of
rooms in residential properties that are so dark as to be effectively
23

4.111. The EIA Scoping Report identifies the requirement for an assessment of the
potential water demand and wastewater generation of the development, which
is welcomed by LBTH. Consultation should be undertaken with Thames Water
on this, and the required studies undertaken pre-consent. This should include
volume estimates and consideration of remedial measures such as water
efficient fixtures and fittings.
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4.112. Mitigation should also consider best practice guidance to reduce pollution
incidents, for example the Environment Agency (EA) Pollution Prevention
Guidelines.

4.120. Thames Water would therefore recommend that any EIA report should be
expanded to consider the following.

Environment Agency

• the developments demand for water supply and network infrastructure
both on and off site and can it be met;

4.113. The Environment Agency cannot identify any environmental constraints on
this site, as the site is not in a Flood Zone or a Source Protection Zone or
near to a watercourse. When drawn on the Environment Agency’s systems
the site appears to be over 1 ha and therefore Environment Agency have
attached the guidance for developments over 1 ha and the surface water
requirements that need to be taken on board, however the EIA Scoping report
indicated the site to be under 1 ha (0.8 ha) and therefore the factsheet will not
apply.

• the

developments demand for Sewage Treatment
infrastructure both on and off site and can it be met;

and

network

• the surface water drainage requirements and flood risk of the development
both on and off site and can it be met;

• any piling methodology and will it adversely affect neighbouring utility
services; and

• there are sewers and water mains located within the development site

Canal and River Trust
4.114. This application falls outside the notified area for its application scale. The
Canal and River Trust therefore returned the EIA Scoping Report as there is
no requirement to consult the Canal and River Trust in their capacity as a
Statutory Consultee.
Marine Management Organisation
4.115. The Marine Management Organisation (MMO) was established by the Marine
and Coastal Access Act 2009 to make a contribution to the achievement of
sustainable development in the marine area and to promote clean, healthy,
safe, productive and biologically diverse ocean and seas. The UK
Government’s Marine Policy Statement forms the framework for the MMO’s
management of the marine area.
4.116. The responsibilities of the MMO include licensing of construction works,
deposits and removals in the marine area. Marine licences are required for all
deposits or removals of articles or substances below the level of mean high
water springs, unless relevant exemptions apply.
4.117. As there appears to be no proposed works within the marine area associated
with scoping request PA/14/02015 the MMO has no comments to make
regarding this application.
Thames Water

area. The proposed EIA should include information on how these assets
will be protected during construction, and also as a result of any vehicle
movement within and accessing the site.
4.121. Should the developer wish to obtain information on the above issues they
should contact Thames Water’s Developer Services department on 0845 850
2777.
Fire Authority
4.122. The Brigade needs to ensure that the Access and Water Supplies for the
proposed development are sufficient and meet the requirements in Approved
documents B (B5, Section 15, 16 and 17) and British Standard 9990.
4.123. With regards to Fire Service vehicular access, it is noted that page 30 of the
EIA Scoping Report refers to carriageway widths, however it does not
explicitly indicate if these will be maintained once the developments complete.
4.124. In addition to this some of the quoted carriageway widths do not meet the
requirements of Approved Document B(B5). In particular, access on the
western end of Fleur De Lis Street and the southern end of Blossom Street.
4.125. The Brigade has requested that information on access and water supplies of
the proposed development is provided so that observations can be made.
Review of Section 4.13: Archaeology

4.118. The provision of water and waste water infrastructure is essential to any
development.
4.119. It is unclear as to how the buildings will be constructed. Thames Water is
concerned that water mains and sewers immediately adjacent to the site may
be affected by vibration as a result of piling, possibly leading to water main
bursts and or sewer collapses.

4.126. LBTH does not have an in-house archaeology specialist and therefore relies
on GLAAS to provide detailed archaeology advice.
4.127. When documenting the general historical background to the site, reference
should be made to the London Archaeological Archive and Resource Centre
(LAARC), the London and Metropolitan Archives and the Royal Institute of
British Architects Library which contain extensive collections on archaeology.
4.128. Consultation with the GLAAS who provide archaeological advice to LBTH
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should be undertaken and reference should be made to their guidance
document ‘Standards for Archaeological Work’.
4.129. The proposed development should protect as much of the SAM as possible.
Greater London Archaeology Advisory Service
4.130. This is a large site in a highly sensitive area. There are several important
heritage aspects to consider, with responsibility for them shared among a
number of different offices.
4.131. The mediaeval remains that justify the designation of much of the site as a
SAM is included in the EIA Scoping Report but there is also likely to be
important Roman archaeology at the site. This may include deeply buried
human remains from the known cemetery that straddles Ermine Street as well
as possible evidence of Roman buildings and industry. The recent discovery
of 30 Roman graves at Principal Place in Hackney suggests that the cemetery
extended further north from Bishopsgate than was previously thought.
4.132. Furthermore, there is a possible archaeological interest in many of the
standing buildings at the site in that their fabric reflects changing uses and
social and industrial development on the edge of the City of London during the
nineteenth and twentieth centuries.
4.133. In view of the size of the site and the potential for the remains, the necessary
archaeological assessment should include the following information in
addition to that already proposed:

• a building by building historical and archaeological assessment of each of
the standing structures to inform on their relative significances;

• modelling of the buried deposits using existing archaeological and
geotechnical data to inform on the extent of intact archaeological horizons
and proposed impact on them; and

• assessment of the historic street pattern and consideration of its
reintroduction
4.134. The second point is contrary to the current scoping which states that it does
not propose to address built heritage matters. It understand from Mike Dunn
(English Heritage - Built Heritage) that no up-to-date assessment of the
heritage significance of the standing buildings currently exists however, and
such an omission would not permit a full consideration of the overall impact on
undesignated heritage assets.
Review of Section 4.14: ES Volume II Townscape, Built Heritage and
Visual Impact Assessment
4.135. The Council’s Heritage and Design Officer has reviewed the EIA Scoping
Report.
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4.136. Section 2.1 (page 4): the schedule of demolition and retention indicates that
14 Norton Folgate is to be demolished. The latest pre-application proposals
would retain this building.
4.137. Section 4.2.3.2 (pages 15 to 16): the scope of schemes to be considered
cumulatively is too narrow and should include schemes that have been
subject to a planning application, or for which the submission of a planning
application is reasonably foreseeable.
4.138. Table 1 (pages 17 to 22): in view the above comment, the recently submitted
application for the proposed redevelopment of Bishopsgate Goodsyard should
be included in the list of cumulative schemes.
4.139. Section 4.14 (page 47): ‘non-designated heritage assets’ should not be
restricted to locally listed buildings. For example, the following buildings
within the application site, which are not locally listed, are also considered to
be non-designated heritage assets:

• 11 to 15 Blossom Street;
• 14 to 19 Norton Folgate;
• 161 Commercial Street;
• 2 to 8 (odd nos.) Elder Street;
• 1887 Blossom Street Warehouse; and
• 1927 Warehouse.
4.140. Section 4.14 (page 47, paragraph 2): it is not agreed that third edition of the
Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment is ‘better suited’ to
assessing landscape than townscape. This guidance has been specifically
drafted to take account of the wider definition landscape, as set out by the
European Landscape Convention, and it provides specific guidance on the
assessment of townscape impacts. In addition, it is suggested that the
following guidance is also relevant to the assessment of townscape, built
heritage and visual impacts:

• Seeing History in the View (EH, 2011);
• The Setting of Heritage Assets (EH, 2012); and
• London View Management Framework Supplementary Planning Guidance
(SPG) (GLA, 2012)
4.141. Section 4.14 (pages 47 to 48, ‘Methodology for Assessment’): the proposed
methodology for assessment is considered acceptable.
However, the
assessment of impacts on townscape, built heritage and visual effects should
be carried out separately, with the relevant effects identified for each
separately (although the assessments may inform each other). In addition, it
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is recognised that assessments are made on the basis of professional
judgement, but it is important that these judgements are fully justified. This is
particularly important if effects are assessed as beneficial. It will not be
sufficient to make unsupported claims such as ‘the scheme will be of a high
quality design’. Specific details of why the scheme is considered why the
scheme is high quality and why it is considered to be beneficial will be
required.
4.142. Section 4.14 (page 48 paragraph 2): accurate visual representations should
be produced in accordance with the guidance in the London View
Management Framework SPG (2012) and the Landscape Institute’s Advice
Note 01/11 (2011).

4.149. It is noted that LVMF viewpoint 9A.1: King Henry VIII’s Mound has been
included in Table 3, as it is acknowledged that there is the potential for the
proposed development to affect these views.
4.150. It should be noted that the GLA has recently requested additional strategic
viewpoints on a site on the Isle of Dogs. It is therefore advised that the ES
provides evidence that the proposed development will not be seen from
strategic views and river prospects, as identified in the Mayor’s LVMF.
4.151. The City of London has also requested additional views.
Built Heritage

the following additional viewpoints are

4.152. It is recommended that information is obtained from English Heritage’s
National Monuments Record (NMR).

• Norton Folgate (west side of the street) from the junction with Folgate

4.153. Reference should be made to LBTH Character Appraisals and Management
Guidelines for relevant Conservation Areas.

4.143. Table 3 (page 48, List of Views):
suggested:

Street – looking east/northeast to gain an understanding of how the
southern elevation of the new building on plot S1A will sit within the
existing streetscene; and

• Blossom Street (east side of the street) from the junction of Fleur de Lis
Street – looking south/southwest to gain an understanding of how the
retained warehouse façade relates to the new building on plot S1B and the
retained public house.
Townscape Assessment
4.144. An assessment of townscape character should be provided, with information
regarding the location and sensitivity of the townscape character area in
which the proposal lies, and of any other affected character areas (with
reference to the characterisation documents cited in the LBTH’s EIA Scoping
Guidance).
Visual Assessment
4.145. The proposed viewpoints are set out in Table 3 in the EIA Scoping Report.
4.146. The EIA should contain a detailed methodology, which demonstrates that the
views can be relied on as a fair representation of the impacts of the proposed
development.
4.147. The visual assessment should only take into account adverse and beneficial
visual effects.
Other adverse and beneficial effects arising from the
development as a whole will form part of the overall planning balance for the
proposed development.

4.154. The Applicant should refer to any current guidance on assessment of heritage
assets (e.g. the PPS 5 Practice Guide which remains valid pending the final
outcome of the review of guidance supporting the NPPF http://www.englishheritage.org.uk/publications/pps-practice-guide/pps5practiceguide.pdf)
and
English Heritage’s guidance on 'The Setting of Heritage Assets’, ‘Seeing the
History in the View’ And ‘Conservation Principles, Policy and Guidance
(2008).
4.155. English Heritage has previously advised that there should also be no
distinction drawn between Grade I and II* buildings and Grade II buildings.
The degree of protection afforded to listed buildings by the legislation does
not distinguish between grades and as a national designation all grades
should be regarded as ‘high’ importance.
4.156. English Heritage has also previously advised that there should be no
distinction in sensitivity between Conservation Areas - as a national
designation they should be historic assets of ‘high’ importance. If a distinction
is then to be drawn in townscape terms between those of consistent
architectural or townscape character that should be reflected in the magnitude
of change and not in their importance.
4.157. A clear analysis of the heritage significance of each affected heritage asset,
including the contribution of its setting to heritage significance, should be
provided. All judgements on the significance and direction of effects on
heritage assets need to be fully explained and justified.
English Heritage

4.148. Images should be prepared in accordance with the Landscape Institute’s
Advice Note 01/11 ‘Photography and photomontage in landscape and visual
impact assessment’.

4.158. On the basis of the information provided, it appears that the plans are likely to
lead to an application for which English Heritage would be a statutory
consultee. However, it is not possible or necessary for English Heritage to
engage with every proposal which may affect the historic environment. On the
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basis of English Heritage’s understanding of the present scope of work
English Heritage does not feel that it is essential for us to participate in preapplication discussions. English Heritage therefore has no comment to make
on these proposals.
Historic Royal Palaces
4.159. As none of the buildings concerned is likely to be taller than 15 storeys, the
development will not have any effect on views northwards from the Tower of
London or on the setting of the Tower World Heritage Site. We therefore
have no comments to offer.

5.

ASSESSMENTS TO BE EXCUDED FROM THE ES

5.1.

Section 4.17 of the EIA Scoping Report sets out the disciplines scoped out of
the EIA.

5.2.

Consideration has also been given to odour, as no reference has been made
to this assessment in the EIA Scoping Report.
Ecology

5.3.

This section of the EIA Scoping Report has been reviewed by LBTH’s
Biodiversity Officer, who agrees that ecology can be scoped out as the
extended Phase 1 and bat surveys show nothing of value.

5.4.

That said, LBTH will still expect biodiversity enhancements in the new
development. Black redstarts are known to be in this general area, so
biodiverse green roofs would be highly suitable here. This is echoed by the
comments made by the City of London.

5.5.

This section of the EIA Scoping Report has also been reviewed by LBTH’s
Tree Officer, who believes that an opportunity exists to create some urban
greening on the highways with this development, which could be achieved via
a s106 agreement.
Natural England

31

5.6.

Natural England is a non-departmental public body. Natural England’s
statutory purpose is to ensure that the natural environment is conserved,
enhanced, and managed for the benefit of present and future generations,
thereby contributing to sustainable development.

5.7.

The EIA Scoping Report is for a proposal that does not appear, from the
information provided, to affect any nationally designated geological or
ecological sites (Ramsar, SPA, SAC, SSSI, NNR) or landscapes (National
Parks, AONB’s, Heritage Coasts, National Trails), or have significant impacts
on the protection of soils (particularly of sites over 20 ha of best or most
versatile land), nor is the development for a mineral or waste site of over 5 ha.

5.8.

At present therefore it is not a priority for Natural England to advise on the
detail of this EIA. Natural England would, however, like to draw your attention
to some key points of advice, presented in annex to this letter, and we would
expect the final ES to include all necessary information as outlined in
Schedule 4 of the Town & Country Planning (Environmental Impact
Assessment) Regulations 2011. If you believe that the development does
affect one of the features listed in paragraph 3 above, please contact Natural
England at consultations@naturalengland.org.uk, and we may be able to
provide further information.
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Health and Wellbeing
5.9.

The EIA Scoping Report states that health and well-being will not be included
in the EIA, but that a Health and Well-being Assessment will be undertaken.

5.10. LBTH is satisfied with this approach, providing all the issues detailed in the
EIA Scoping Guidance (Health and Wellbeing) are considered within the ES.
This can be incorporated into the relevant chapters e.g. socio-economic, wind
micro-climate, daylight/ sunlight, noise and air quality chapters.
Electronic Interference
5.11. Based on the scale and massing of the proposed development it is considered
appropriate to scope out electronic interference from the EIA.
Ground Conditions
5.12. This section of the EIA Scoping Report has been reviewed by the
Contaminated Land Officer. LBTH considers that ground contamination
should be scoped into the EIA.

consistent with the current guidance available on the Environment Agency’s
website
5.16. Where the risk assessment indicates that remediation is required a report or
series of reports setting out the remedial objectives, remedial options,
selected remedial strategy and implementation plan should be submitted for
approval. Occupation of the completed development will generally not be
permitted until a Verification Report is submitted and approved. This should
include a description of the remedial works, analytical data used to verify that
the works have achieved the agreed remedial objectives, photographs and
as-built drawings of the works, records of consultations and agreements with
regulatory authorities, records relating to waste management and disposal
held under the Duty of Care Regulations, environmental monitoring data, a
description of any residual contamination and arrangements for any postremediation management/monitoring.
Aviation
5.17. Based on the proposed height of the development it is considered unlikely that
there will be significant effects on aviation.

5.13. The PRA indicates that the site and surrounding area have been subject to
former industrial uses, which have the potential to contaminate the area and
has recommended further assessment work including a detailed site
investigation and contamination assessment of the site to determine
associated risks.

5.18. It is recommended that consultation is undertaken with London City Airport
and the Civil Aviation Authority. If upon consulting London City Airport, it can
be confirmed that significant effects are not likely, LBTH would be satisfied to
scope this assessment out of the ES.

5.14. The Ground investigation should be undertaken in accordance with the
following guidance:

5.19. If significant effects are anticipated, an assessment of aviation will need to be
included in the EIA.

• DCLG (2012) NPPF, National Planning Policy Framework (All relevant
sections);

• Environment Agency and Defra (2004) Model Procedures for the
Management of Land Contamination. CLR 11.;

Odour
5.20. The Council’s EHO has advised that odour should not be scoped out of the
EIA if “A” class uses are proposed, as these can cause significant impact,
especially if it is unclear what type of establishments will be developed/
installed.

• NHBC and Environment Agency (2008) Guidance for the Safe
Development of Housing on Land Affected by Contamination.
Publication 66.; and

• British

Standards: BS10175: 2011.
contaminated sites. Code of practice

Investigation

of

R&D

potentially

5.15. The Phase 2 site investigation should include a risk assessment of the
contamination at the site. Risk assessment can be undertaken by comparing
measured levels of soil contamination with generic assessment criteria, such
as the UK Soil Guideline Values or by deriving site-specific assessment
criteria. Within section 3.7.4 the proposed assessment methodology for
contamination is given as CLR7-11. Please note that CLR7-10 and CLEA UK
were withdrawn by the Environment Agency in August 2008. The assessment
methodology used for assessing contamination should be undertaken
33

34

APPENDIX A: LBTH CONSULTATION LIST
1

2

3



LBTH consulted both internal and external consultees on the EIA Scoping Report
requesting their views on the scope of the EIA for the proposed development.

Table A.2: LBTH External Consultees
KƌŐĂŶŝƐĂƚŝŽŶ

A list of the internal consultees consulted is provided in Table A.1, and external
consultees in Table A.2. The responses received from external consultees are also
provided at Appendix B.
Internal LBTH consultees can be contacted via the relevant department at London
Borough of Tower Hamlets through the main switchboard on 020 7364 5000 or
through the EIA Officer.

Table A.1: LBTH Internal Consultees
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ĐŽŶƐƵůƚĂƚŝŽŶƐǁŝƚŚƵƐ͕ŝŶŽƵƌĐĂƉĂĐŝƚǇĂƐĂ^ƚĂƚƵƚŽƌǇŽŶƐƵůƚĞĞ͘ƌŝƚŝƐŚtĂƚĞƌǁĂǇƐŝŶƚƌŽĚƵĐĞĚĂŶŽƚŝĨŝĞĚĂƌĞĂĨŽƌ
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tĂƚĞƌǁĂǇƐŽĂƌĚ;dƌĂŶƐĨĞƌŽĨ&ƵŶĐƚŝŽŶƐͿKƌĚĞƌϮϬϭϮŚĂƐƐƵďƐƚŝƚƵƚĞĚƌĞĨĞƌĞŶĐĞƐƚŽƌŝƚŝƐŚtĂƚĞƌǁĂǇƐŝŶƚŚĞdŽǁŶ
ĂŶĚŽƵŶƚƌǇWůĂŶŶŝŶŐ;ĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚDĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚWƌŽĐĞĚƵƌĞͿ;ŶŐůĂŶĚͿKƌĚĞƌϮϬϭϬƚŽƚŚĞĂŶĂůΘZŝǀĞƌdƌƵƐƚ͘Ɛ
ƐƵĐŚ͕ůŽĐĂůƉůĂŶŶŝŶŐĂƵƚŚŽƌŝƚŝĞƐĂƌĞŶŽǁƌĞƋƵŝƌĞĚƚŽĐŽŶƐƵůƚƚŚĞĂŶĂůΘZŝǀĞƌdƌƵƐƚŽŶĂƉƉůŝĐĂƚŝŽŶƐĨŽƌƉůĂŶŶŝŶŐ
ƉĞƌŵŝƐƐŝŽŶŝŶƚŚĞƐĂŵĞǁĂǇĂƐƌŝƚŝƐŚtĂƚĞƌǁĂǇƐǁĞƌĞƉƌĞǀŝŽƵƐůǇĐŽŶƐƵůƚĞĚ͘
dŚŝƐĂƉƉůŝĐĂƚŝŽŶĨĂůůƐŽƵƚƐŝĚĞƚŚĞŶŽƚŝĨŝĞĚĂƌĞĂĨŽƌŝƚƐĂƉƉůŝĐĂƚŝŽŶƐĐĂůĞ͘tĞĂƌĞƚŚĞƌĞĨŽƌĞƌĞƚƵƌŶŝŶŐƚŚŝƐĂƉƉůŝĐĂƚŝŽŶƚŽ
ǇŽƵĂƐƚŚĞƌĞŝƐŶŽƌĞƋƵŝƌĞŵĞŶƚĨŽƌǇŽƵƚŽĐŽŶƐƵůƚƵƐŝŶŽƵƌĐĂƉĂĐŝƚǇĂƐĂ^ƚĂƚƵƚŽƌǇŽŶƐƵůƚĞĞ͘
tĞĂƌĞŚĂƉƉǇƚŽĐŽŵŵĞŶƚŽŶƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌĂƉƉůŝĐĂƚŝŽŶƐƚŚĂƚĨĂůůŽƵƚƐŝĚĞƚŚĞŶĞǁŶŽƚŝĨŝĞĚĂƌĞĂƐŝĨǇŽƵǁŽƵůĚůŝŬĞƚŚĞ
ĂŶĂůΘZŝǀĞƌdƌƵƐƚƐĐŽŵŵĞŶƚƐŝŶƐƉĞĐŝĨŝĐĐĂƐĞƐ͕ďƵƚƚŚŝƐǁŽƵůĚďĞŽƵƚƐŝĚĞƚŚĞƐƚĂƚƵƚŽƌǇĐŽŶƐƵůƚĂƚŝŽŶƌĞŐŝŵĞĂŶĚ
ƚŚŝƐŵƵƐƚďĞŵĂĚĞĐůĞĂƌƚŽƵƐŝŶĂŶǇŶŽƚŝĨŝĐĂƚŝŽŶůĞƚƚĞƌǇŽƵƐĞŶĚ͘dŚĞĚŽĐƵŵĞŶƚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚDĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚĂŶĚ
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ĐĂƐĞƐŵĂǇŽĐĐƵƌ͘dŚŝƐĂŶĚĨƵƌƚŚĞƌŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶŽŶWůĂŶŶŝŶŐĂŶĚƚŚĞĂŶĂůΘZŝǀĞƌdƌƵƐƚĐĂŶďĞĨŽƵŶĚĂƚ͗
ǁǁǁ͘ĐĂŶĂůƌŝǀĞƌƚƌƵƐƚ͘ŽƌŐ͘ƵŬ^ŚŽƵůĚǇŽƵƌĞƋƵŝƌĞĂŶǇĨƵƌƚŚĞƌŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶƌĞŐĂƌĚŝŶŐƚŚĞĐŚĂŶŐĞƐƚŽƚŚĞŶŽƚŝĨŝĞĚĂƌĞĂƐ
ŽƌŚĂǀĞĂƋƵĞƌǇŝŶƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƚŽĐŽŶƐƵůƚĂƚŝŽŶŽƌŶŽƚŝĨŝĐĂƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞĂŶĂůΘZŝǀĞƌdƌƵƐƚŽŶƉůĂŶŶŝŶŐĂƉƉůŝĐĂƚŝŽŶƐ͕ƉůĞĂƐĞ
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Sites over 1 hectare factsheet
Harriet Peacock
Tower Hamlets
Mulberry Place (5) Clove Crescent
London
E14 2BG

Our ref:
Your ref:

NE/2014/120971/01-L01
PA/14/02015

Date:

6 August 2014

By email:
harriet.peacock@towerhamlets.gov.uk
Dear Harriet
Land bounded by Norton Folgate, Commercial Street, Elder Street, Blossom
Street and Folgate Street.
Request for scoping opinion as to what information should be contained
within an Environmental Impact Assessment to be submitted in respect of
an application for mixed use scheme comprising office (B1), residential (C3)
uses and retail (A1/A3) uses, across 3 development plots.
Thank you for your consultation on the above scoping opinion. We cannot identify
any environmental constraints on this site, as the site is not in a Flood Zone or a
Source Protection Zone or near to a watercourse. When drawn on our systems
the site appears to be over 1 ha and therefore I have attached the guidance for
developments over 1 hectare and the surface water requirements that need to be
taken on board, however the scoping report indicated the site to be under 1
hectare and therefore the factsheet will not apply.
Please contact me with any further queries.
Yours sincerely

Hertfordshire & North London Area

Produced October 2013 v.1

This factsheet provides information on the requirements for Flood Risk
Assessments (FRA) on sites over 1 hectare within North East Thames area, to
assist you with producing a satisfactory FRA for your development. It should
be read alongside the National Planning Policy Framework and the
Environment Agency's general FRA advice (FRA Guidance note 1).
It covers matters relating to flood risk assessments only, and does not outline other considerations we may
take into account, (e.g. proximity to a watercourse, contaminated land, biodiversity requirements).
The Environment Agency will assess Flood Risk Assessments for all planning applications over a hectare
in size. A local exception to this is when the actual development footprint is 250 square metres or less,
when we will pass the assessment over to the Local Planning Authority (LPA).
A surface water strategy should be carried out to demonstrate that the proposed development will not
create an increased risk of flooding from surface water. It should be carried out in accordance with the
National Planning Policy Framework and the Practice Guide, giving preference to infiltration over discharge
to a watercourse, which in turn is preferable to discharge to surface water sewer. Guidance on the
preparation of surface water strategies can be found in the Defra/Environment Agency R&D Technical
Report W5-074/A/TR/1 Revision E "Preliminary rainfall runoff management for developments".
We recommend that the FRA demonstrates the following (1-4) as a minimum:
1. Runoff rates
Peak discharge rates from site will not increase as a result of the proposed development, up to a 1 in 100
chance in any year including an allowance for climate change storm event. We encourage all applicants to
strive to achieve greenfield runoff rates to reduce the impact of the development on the surface water
drainage infrastructure, unless it is demonstrated that this is not practicable
2. Storage volumes
Storage volumes for all events up to a 1 in 100 chance in any year including an allowance for climate
change storm event can be provided on site.
The site will not flood from surface water up to a 1 in 100 year chance in any year including an allowance
for climate change event, OR surface water flooding will be safely contained on site up to this event,
ensuring that surface water runoff will not increase flood risk to the development or third parties.
3. Sustainable drainage techniques

Mrs Eleri Randall
Planning Advisor

Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS) such as green roofs, ponds, swales and permeable pavements will
be used.

Direct dial 020 3263 8055
Direct e-mail northlondonplanning@environment-agency.gov.uk

SuDS are an approach to managing surface water run-off which seeks to mimic natural drainage systems
and retain water on or near the site as opposed to traditional drainage approaches which involve piping
water off site as quickly as possible.SuDS offer significant advantages over conventional piped drainage
systems in reducing flood risk by attenuating the rate and quantity of surface water run-off from a site,
promoting groundwater recharge and biodiversity benefits, as well as improving water quality and amenity
value.
The SuDS hierarchy should be followed as you design the site. The methods at the top of the hierarchy
are preferred because they are beneficial in terms of sustainability and biodiversity. The hierarchy should
be used in descending order, with any obstacles to the use of SuDS methods clearly justified.
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SuDS Hierarchy

Most Sustainable

SuDS technique

Flood
reduction

Pollution
reduction

Living roofs and walls

9

9

Landscape
and wildlife
benefit
9

Basins and ponds

9

9

9

Filter strips and swales

9

9

9

Infiltration devices

9

9

9

Permeable surfaces and filter drains

9

9

Tanked and piped systems

9

Least sustainable
A site’s drainage design can be made up of a range of SUDS techniques. The variety of SuDS techniques
available means that any development should be able to include a scheme based around these principles.
These should be explored early on in the design of any development, to ensure they are an integral part of
the site layout. Further information on SuDS can be found in:
•
•

CIRIA C522 Sustainable Drainage Systems – design manual for England and Wales
CIRIA C697 SuDS manual

•
•

CIRIA C609 SuDS management train
The Interim Code of Practice for Sustainable Drainage Systems.

4. Residual Risk
The residual risk of flooding can be managed and contained safely on site should any drainage features fail
(e.g. pumps or hydrobrakes) OR during an extreme storm event. The location and depth and flow routes of
any overground flooding should be clearly shown on a plan.
5. Climate change allowances
Guidance on climate change allowances can be found within the National Planning Policy Framework
Technical Guidance.
6. Infiltration rates
Infiltration rates should be worked out in accordance with BRE 365. If it is not feasible to access the site to
carry out soakage tests before planning approval is granted, a desktop study could be undertaken looking
at the underlying geology of the area and assuming a worst-case infiltration rate for that site.
Local policies and recommendations
You should, as part of the surface water strategy, demonstrate to the LPA that the requirements of any
local surface water drainage planning policies have been met and the recommendations of the relevant
Strategic Flood Risk Assessment and Surface Water Management Plan have been considered.
Further Information
We cannot prepare or provide FRAs. Our Customers and Engagement Team can provide any relevant
flooding information that we have available for you to use. There may be a charge for this information.
Please email: NETenquiries@environment-agency.gov.uk, or telephone 03708 506 506 and ask for the
North East Thames Customers and Engagement team. For further information on our flood map products
please visit our website at: www.environment-agency.gov.uk/research/planning/93498.aspx
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Dear Harriet
Thank you for consulting GLAAS on the archaeological aspects of the above scoping report.
This is a large site in a highly sensitive area. There are several important heritage aspects to consider, with
responsibility for them shared among a number of different offices.
The mediaeval remains that justify the designation of much of the site as a Scheduled Monument is included in the
scoping report but there is also likely to be important Roman archaeology at the site. This may include deeply buried
human remains from the known cemetery that straddles Ermine Street as well as possible evidence of Roman
buildings and industry. The recent discovery of 30 Roman graves at Principal Place in Hackney suggests that the
cemetery extended further north from Bishopsgate than was previously thought.
Furthermore, there is a possible archaeological interest in many of the standing buildings at the site in that their fabric
reflects changing uses and social and industrial development on the edge of the City of London during the nineteenth
and twentieth centuries.
In view of the size of the site and the potential for the remains, the necessary archaeological assessment should
include the following information in addition to that already proposed:

•
•
•

A building by building historical and archaeological assessment of each of the standing structures to inform on
their relative significances.
Modelling of the buried deposits using existing archaeological and geotechnical data to inform on the extent of
intact archaeological horizons and proposed impact on them
Assessment of the historic street pattern and consideration of its reintroduction

The second point is contrary to the current scoping which states that it does not propose to address built heritage
matters. I understand from my colleague Mike Dunn that no up-to-date assessment of the heritage significance of the
standing buildings currently exists however, and such an omission would not permit a full consideration of the overall
impact on undesignated heritage assets.

Best wishes

Adam Single | Archaeology Adviser
Direct Line: 0207 973 3748
Mobile: 07867 902 092

English Heritage | 1 Waterhouse Square
138-142 Holborn | London | EC1N 2ST
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NB Please send all your planning and pre-planning archaeology consultations from now
on to our new, initial contact address: e-glaas@english-heritage.org.uk

-----Original Message----From: dr.developmentcontrol@towerhamlets.gov.uk [mailto:dr.developmentcontrol@towerhamlets.gov.uk]
Sent: 30 July 2014 12:05
To: Glaas
Subject: PA/14/02015 : Land bounded by Norton Folgate, Commercial Street, Elder Street, Blossom Street and
Folgate Street E
Reference: PA/14/02015
Location: Land bounded by Norton Folgate, Commercial Street, Elder Street, Blossom Street and Folgate Street E
Consultee: English Heritage Archaeology
Proposal: Request for Scoping Opinion as to what information should be contained within an Environmental Impact
Assessment to be submitted in respect of an application for mixed use scheme comprising office (B1), residential (C3)
uses and retail (A1/A3) uses, across 3 development plots.
Please click on the following link to see details of the above planning application, including any submitted documents
and drawings:
http://planreg.towerhamlets.gov.uk/WAM/findCaseFile.do?appNumber=PA/14/02015
Please click on the following link to open the LBTH GIS Map Web Pages:
http://cms.esriuk.com/TowerHamlets/Sites/Environment_Planning/
Please reply in writing or by email, with your comments on the planning application. Final comments must be received
within 21 calendar days of this email.
Please contact Harriet Peacock, the planner dealing with the application,if you want any further information about the
proposal at harriet.peacock@towerhamlets.gov.uk.

yours sincereley,
Jerry Bell
Strategic Applications Manager

This e-mail (and any attachments) is confidential and may contain personal views which are not the views
of English Heritage unless specifically stated. If you have received it in error, please delete it from your
system and notify the sender immediately. Do not use, copy or disclose the information in any way nor act
in reliance on it. Any information sent to English Heritage may become publicly available.
Portico: your gateway to information on sites in the National Heritage Collection; have a look and tell us
what you think.
http://www.english-heritage.org.uk/professional/archives-and-collections/portico/
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Ward: SPB
Proposal: Request for Scoping Opinion as to what information should be
contained within an Environmental Impact Assessment to be submitted in
respect of an application for mixed use scheme comprising office (B1),
residential (C3) uses and retail (A1/A3) uses, across 3 development plots.
Please click on the following link to see details of the above planning
application, including any submitted documents and drawings:
http://idoc2ksrv:8080/IDOXSoftware/IG_extapp_search?applicationnumber=
PA/14/02015&SearchType=DC
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Dear Sirs

Please then click on the following link to enter your comments on the
planning application. Final comments must be received within seven calendar
days of this email.
http://thplanaco01/acolnet/content_live/scripts/acolnetcgi.exe?ACTION=UN
WRAP&TheSystemKey=110782&TheConsultee=1360634&RIPNAME=Roo
t.Pages.PgeDC.PgeeConsultationView

PA/14/02015 Land bounded by Norton Folgate and Shoreditch High Street,
Thank you for notfiying Historic Royal Palaces of this request for a Scoping Opinion on the contents of an EIA to
support an application for a proposed mixed use development on the above site.
As none of the buildings concerned is likely to be taller than 15 storeys, the development will not have any effect on
views northwards from the Tower of London or on the setting of the Tower World Heritage Site. We therefore have no
comments to offer.

Please contact Harriet Peacock, the planner dealing with the application, if
you want any further information about the proposal at
harriet.peacock@towerhamlets.gov.uk.

yours sincereley,

Yours faithfully

Jerry Bell
Strategic Applications Manager

Anna McPherson
For Historic Royal Palaces.

Anna McPherson DipArch RIBA IHBC FRSA
Partner
Drury McPherson Partnership
114 Shacklegate Lane
Teddington
TW11 8SH
tel: 020 8977 8980
fax: 020 8977 8990
www.dmpartnership.com
)URP7UDF\6LPPRQV>PDLOWR7UDF\6LPPRQV#KUSRUJXN@
6HQW$XJXVW
7RDPFSKHUVRQ#GPSDUWQHUVKLSFRP
6XEMHFW)ZG3$'&3ODQQLQJ&RQVXOWDWLRQ

From: <dr.developmentcontrol@towerhamlets.gov.uk>
Date: 30 July 2014 15:05:03 BST
To: <Tracy.Simmons@hrp.org.uk>
Subject: PA/14/02015- DC Planning Consultation
Reference: PA/14/02015
Location: Land bounded by Norton Folgate, Commercial Street,
Consultee: Historic Royal Palaces
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Dear Mr Bell,
Thank you for your consultation to the Marine Management Organisation (MMO).
The MMO was established by the Marine and Coastal Access Act 2009 to make a contribution to the achievement of
sustainable development in the marine area and to promote clean, healthy, safe, productive and biologically diverse
ocean and seas. The UK Government’s Marine Policy Statement forms the framework for the MMO’s management of
the marine area.
The responsibilities of the MMO include licensing of construction works, deposits and removals in the marine area.
Marine licences are required for all deposits or removals of articles or substances below the level of mean high water
springs, unless relevant exemptions apply.
As there appears to be no proposed works within the marine area associated with scoping request PA/14/02015 the
MMO have no comments to make regarding this application.
Regards

ŚƚƚƉ͗ͬͬƚŚƉůĂŶĂĐŽϬϭͬĂĐŽůŶĞƚͬĐŽŶƚĞŶƚͺůŝǀĞͬƐĐƌŝƉƚƐͬĂĐŽůŶĞƚĐŐŝ͘ĞǆĞ͍d/KEсhEtZWΘdŚĞ^ǇƐƚĞŵ<ĞǇсϭϭϬϳ
ϴϮΘdŚĞŽŶƐƵůƚĞĞсϭϯϲϬϲϯϱΘZ/WEDсZŽŽƚ͘WĂŐĞƐ͘WŐĞ͘WŐĞĞŽŶƐƵůƚĂƚŝŽŶsŝĞǁ

WůĞĂƐĞĐŽŶƚĂĐƚ,ĂƌƌŝĞƚWĞĂĐŽĐŬ͕ƚŚĞƉůĂŶŶĞƌĚĞĂůŝŶŐǁŝƚŚƚŚĞĂƉƉůŝĐĂƚŝŽŶ͕ŝĨǇŽƵǁĂŶƚĂŶǇĨƵƌƚŚĞƌ
ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶĂďŽƵƚƚŚĞƉƌŽƉŽƐĂůĂƚ ŚĂƌƌŝĞƚ͘ƉĞĂĐŽĐŬΛƚŽǁĞƌŚĂŵůĞƚƐ͘ŐŽǀ͘ƵŬ͘

ǇŽƵƌƐƐŝŶĐĞƌĞůĞǇ͕
:ĞƌƌǇĞůů

Victoria Morgan BSc (Hons) AIEMA
Inshore Marine Case Manager
Marine Management Organisation
Lancaster House, Hampshire Court, Newcastle upon Tyne, NE4 7YH
Tel: 0191 376 2559

Web: www.marinemanagement.org.uk
Enabling sustainable development in our seas.
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ŵĂŝůƚŽ͗Ěƌ͘ĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚĐŽŶƚƌŽůΛƚŽǁĞƌŚĂŵůĞƚƐ͘ŐŽǀ͘ƵŬ
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^ƚƌĂƚĞŐŝĐƉƉůŝĐĂƚŝŽŶƐDĂŶĂŐĞƌ
The Marine Management Organisation (MMO)
The information contained in this communication is intended for the named recipient(s) only. If you have
received this message in error,
you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution or
taking action in reliance of the content is strictly prohibited and may
be unlawful.
Whilst this email and associated attachments will have been checked for known viruses whilst within MMO
systems, we can accept no responsibility once it has left our systems.
Communications on the MMO's computer systems may be monitored and/or recorded to secure the effective
operation of the system and for other lawful purposes.
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Annex A – Advice related to EIA Scoping Requirements

Planning Department
Mulberry Place
5 Clove Crescent
London
E14 2BG

Sustainable Development
Hornbeam House
Crewe Business Park
Electra Way
Crewe
Cheshire
C W1 6GJ

BY EMAIL ONLY

T 0300 060 3900

Dear Harriet,
Environmental Impact Assessment Scoping consultation (Regulation 15 (3) (i) of the EIA
Regulations 2011): Request for Scoping Opinion as to what information should be contained within an
Environmental Impact Assessment to be submitted in respect of an application for mixed use scheme
comprising office (B1), residential (C3) uses and retail (A1/A3) uses, across 3 development plots.
Location: Norton Folgate, Commercial Street, Elder Street, Blossom Street and Folgate Street E1.
Thank you for your consultation dated and received by Natural England on 30th July 2014
Natural England is a non-departmental public body. Our statutory purpose is to ensure that the natural
environment is conserved, enhanced, and managed for the benefit of present and future generations,
thereby contributing to sustainable development.
The scoping request is for a proposal that does not appear, from the information provided, to affect any
nationally designated geological or ecological sites (Ramsar, SPA, SAC, SSSI, NNR) or landscapes
(National Parks, AONB’s, Heritage Coasts, National Trails), or have significant impacts on the
protection of soils (particularly of sites over 20ha of best or most versatile land), nor is the development
for a mineral or waste site of over 5ha.
At present therefore it is not a priority for Natural England to advise on the detail of this EIA. We would,
however, like to draw your attention to some key points of advice, presented in annex to this letter, and
we would expect the final Environmental Statement (ES) to include all necessary information as
outlined in Schedule 4 of the Town & Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment)
Regulations 2011. If you believe that the development does affect one of the features listed in
paragraph 3 above, please contact Natural England at consultations@naturalengland.org.uk, and we
may be able to provide further information.
Yours faithfully

1. General Principles
Schedule 4 of the Town & Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2011,
sets out the necessary information to assess impacts on the natural environment to be included in an
ES, specifically:
x A description of the development – including physical characteristics and the full land use
requirements of the site during construction and operational phases.
x Expected residues and emissions (water, air and soil pollution, noise, vibration, light, heat,
radiation, etc.) resulting from the operation of the proposed development.
x An assessment of alternatives and clear reasoning as to why the preferred option has been
chosen.
x A description of the aspects of the environment likely to be significantly affected by the
development, including, in particular, population, fauna, flora, soil, water, air, climatic factors,
material assets, including the architectural and archaeological heritage, landscape and the
interrelationship between the above factors.
x A description of the likely significant effects of the development on the environment – this
should cover direct effects but also any indirect, secondary, cumulative, short, medium and long
term, permanent and temporary, positive and negative effects. Effects should relate to the
existence of the development, the use of natural resources and the emissions from pollutants.
This should also include a description of the forecasting methods to predict the likely effects on
the environment
x A description of the measures envisaged to prevent, reduce and where possible offset any
significant adverse effects on the environment.
x A non-technical summary of the information.
x An indication of any difficulties (technical deficiencies or lack of know-how) encountered by the
applicant in compiling the required information.
It will be important for any assessment to consider the potential cumulative effects of this proposal,
including all supporting infrastructure, with other similar proposals and a thorough assessment of the ‘in
combination’ effects of the proposed development with any existing developments and current
applications. A full consideration of the implications of the whole scheme should be included in the ES.
All supporting infrastructure should be included within the assessment.
2. Biodiversity and Geology
2.1. Ecological Aspects of an Environmental Statement
Natural England advises that the potential impact of the proposal upon features of nature conservation
interest and opportunities for habitat creation/enhancement should be included within this assessment
in accordance with appropriate guidance on such matters. Guidelines for Ecological Impact
Assessment (EcIA) have been developed by the Institute of Ecology and Environmental Management
(IEEM) and are available on their website.
EcIA is the process of identifying, quantifying and evaluating the potential impacts of defined actions on
ecosystems or their components. EcIA may be carried out as part of the EIA process or to support
other forms of environmental assessment or appraisal.
The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) sets out guidance in S.118 on how to take account of
biodiversity interests in planning decisions and the framework that local authorities should provide to
assist developers.

James Hughes
Sustainable Development Consultation Team

2.2. Internationally and Nationally Designated Sites
Natural England undertakes an initial assessment of all development consultations, by determining
whether the location to which they relate falls within geographical ‘buffer’ areas within which
development is likely to affect designated sites. The proposal is located outside these buffer areas and
therefore appears unlikely to affect an Internationally or Nationally designated site. However, it should
be recognised that the specific nature of a proposal may have the potential to lead to significant
impacts arising at a greater distance than is encompassed by Natural England’s buffers for designated
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sites. The ES should therefore thoroughly assess the potential for the proposal to affect designated
sites, including Special Areas of Conservation (SAC), Special Protection Areas (SPA), Ramsar sites
and Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI). Should the proposal result in an emission to air or
discharge to the ground or surface water catchment of a designated site then the potential effects and
impact of this would need to be considered in the Environmental Statement
Local Planning Authorities, as competent authorities under the provisions of the Conservation of
Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 (the ‘Habitats Regulations), should have regard to the Habitats
Regulations Assessment process set out in Regulation 61 of the Habitats Regulations in their
determination of a planning application. Should a Likely Significant Effect on a
European/Internationally designated site be identified or be uncertain, the competent authority (in this
case the Local Planning Authority) may need to prepare an Appropriate Assessment, in addition to
consideration of impacts through the EIA process.
Statutory site locations can be found at www.magic.gov.uk. Further information concerning particular
statutory sites can be found on the Natural England website.
2.3. Protected Species
The ES should assess the impact of all phases of the proposal on protected species. Records of
protected species should be sought from appropriate local biological record centres, nature
conservation organisations, groups and individuals; and consideration should be given to the wider
context of the site for example in terms of habitat linkages and protected species populations in the
wider area, to assist in the impact assessment.
The conservation of species protected by law is explained in Part IV and Annex A of Government
Circular 06/2005 Biodiversity and Geological Conservation: Statutory Obligations and their Impact
within the Planning System. The area likely to be affected by the proposal should be thoroughly
surveyed by competent ecologists at appropriate times of year for relevant species and the survey
results, impact assessments and appropriate accompanying mitigation strategies included as part of
the ES.
Natural England has adopted standing advice for protected species. It provides a consistent level of
basic advice which can be applied to any planning application that could affect protected species. It
also includes links to guidance on survey and mitigation.
Natural England does not hold comprehensive information regarding the locations of species protected
by law, but advises on the procedures and legislation relevant to such species.
2.4. Regionally and Locally Important Sites
The ES should thoroughly assess the impact of the proposals on non-statutory sites, for example Local
Wildlife Sites (LoWS), Local Nature Reserves (LNR) and Regionally Important Geological and
Geomorphological Sites (RIGS). Natural England does not hold comprehensive information on these
sites. We therefore advise that the appropriate local biological record centres, nature conservation
organisations, Local Planning Authority and local RIGS group should be contacted with respect to this
matter.
2.5. Biodiversity Action Plan Habitats and Species
The ES should thoroughly assess the impact of the proposals on habitats and/or species listed in the
UK Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP). These Priority Habitats and Species are listed as ‘Habitats and
Species of Principal Importance’ within the England Biodiversity List, recently published under the
requirements of S14 of the Natural Environment and Rural Communities (NERC) Act 2006. Section 40
of the NERC Act 2006 places a general duty on all public authorities, including local planning
authorities, to conserve and enhance biodiversity. Further information on this duty is available in the
Defra publication ‘Guidance for Local Authorities on Implementing the Biodiversity Duty’.
Government Circular 06/2005 states that BAP species and habitats, ‘are capable of being a material
consideration…in the making of planning decisions’. Natural England therefore advises that survey,

impact assessment and mitigation proposals for Habitats and Species of Principal Importance should
be included in the ES. Consideration should also be given to those species and habitats included in
the relevant Local BAP.
The record centre for the relevant Local Authorities should be able to provide the relevant information
on the location and type of BAP habitat for the area under consideration.
3. Landscape, Access and Recreation
3.1. Landscape and Visual Impacts
The consideration of landscape impacts should reflect the approach set out in the Guidelines for
Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (Landscape Institute and the Institute of Environmental
Assessment and Management, 2013, 3rd edition), the Landscape Character Assessment Guidance for
England and Scotland (Scottish Natural Heritage and The Countryside Agency, 2002) and good
practice. The assessment should also include the cumulative effect of the development with other
relevant existing or proposed developments in the area. In this context Natural England would expect
the cumulative impact assessment to include those proposals currently at Scoping stage. Due to the
overlapping timescale of their progress through the planning system, cumulative impact of the
proposed development with those proposals currently at Scoping stage would be likely to be a material
consideration at the time of determination of the planning application.
The assessment should refer to the relevant National Character Areas which can be found on our
website. Links for Landscape Character Assessment at a local level are also available on the same
page.
3.2. Access and Recreation
The ES should include a thorough assessment of the development’s effects upon public rights of way
and access to the countryside and its enjoyment through recreation. With this in mind and in addition
to consideration of public rights of way, the landscape and visual effects on Open Access land, whether
direct or indirect, should be included in the ES.
Natural England would also expect to see consideration of opportunities for improved or new public
access provision on the site, to include linking existing public rights of way and/or providing new
circular routes and interpretation. We also recommend reference to relevant Right of Way
Improvement Plans (ROWIP) to identify public rights of way within or adjacent to the proposed site that
should be maintained or enhanced.
4. Land use and soils
Impacts from the development should be considered in light of the Government's policy for the
protection of the best and most versatile (BMV) agricultural land as set out in paragraph 112 of the
NPPF. We also recommend that soils should be considered under a more general heading of
sustainable use of land and the valuing of the ecosystem services they provide as a natural resource in
line with paragraph 109 of the NPPF.
Soil is a finite resource that fulfils many important functions and services (ecosystem services) for
society; for instance as a growing medium for food, timber and other crops, as a store for carbon and
water, as a reservoir of biodiversity and as a buffer against pollution. It is therefore important that the
soil resources are protected and used sustainably. The Natural Environment White Paper (NEWP) 'The
Natural Choice: securing the value of nature' (Defra , June 2011), emphasises the importance of
natural resource protection, including the conservation and sustainable management of soils and the
protection of BMV agricultural land.
Development of buildings and infrastructure prevents alternative uses for those soils that are
permanently covered, and also often results in degradation of soils around the development as result of
construction activities. This affects their functionality as wildlife habitat, and reduces their ability to
support landscape works and green infrastructure. Sealing and compaction can also contribute to
increased surface run-off, ponding of water and localised erosion, flooding and pollution.
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Defra published a Construction Code of Practice for the sustainable use of soils on construction sites
(2009). The purpose of the Code of Practice is to provide a practical guide to assist anyone involved in
the construction industry to protect the soil resources with which they work.
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As identified in the NPPF new sites or extensions to new sites for Peat extraction should not be
granted permission by Local Planning Authorities or proposed in development plans.
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General advice on the agricultural aspects of site working and reclamation can be found in the Defra
Guidance for successful reclamation of mineral and waste sites.

Dear Harriet,

5. Air Quality
Air quality in the UK has improved over recent decades but air pollution remains a significant issue; for
example over 97% of sensitive habitat area in England is predicted to exceed the critical loads for
ecosystem protection from atmospheric nitrogen deposition (England Biodiversity Strategy, Defra
2011). A priority action in the England Biodiversity Strategy is to reduce air pollution impacts on
biodiversity. The planning system plays a key role in determining the location of developments which
may give rise to pollution, either directly or from traffic generation, and hence planning decisions can
have a significant impact on the quality of air, water and land. The assessment should take account of
the risks of air pollution and how these can be managed or reduced. Further information on air
pollution impacts and the sensitivity of different habitats/designated sites can be found on the Air
Pollution Information System (www.apis.ac.uk). Further information on air pollution modelling and
assessment can be found on the Environment Agency website.
6. Climate Change Adaptation
The England Biodiversity Strategy published by Defra establishes principles for the consideration of
biodiversity and the effects of climate change. The ES should reflect these principles and identify how
the development’s effects on the natural environment will be influenced by climate change, and how
ecological networks will be maintained. The NPPF requires that the planning system should contribute
to the enhancement of the natural environment “by establishing coherent ecological networks that are
more resilient to current and future pressures” (NPPF Para 109), which should be demonstrated
through the ES.
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Thank you very much for consulting with Network Rail in regards to Scoping Request application PA/14/02015.
The proposed development site is located adjacent to Network Rail’s operational railway.
The applicant will need to ensure that the operational railway will be not adversely affected by the proposed
development both during construction and after it is completed.
The applicant should visit the following Network Rail website www.networkrail.co.uk/aspx/1538.aspx which contains
information and guidelines that should be considered when developing land next to the railway.
Due to the proximity of the proposed development to Network Rail’s operational railway, Network Rail’s Asset
Protection team will need to be consulted on the proposal when more detailed plans are created. I recommend that
Network Rail’s Asset Protection Anglia team are consulted on the application at an early stage. The team can be
contacted at AssetProtectionAnglia@networkrail.co.uk.
Thank you
Kind Regards

Elliot Stamp
Town Planning Technician
1 Eversholt Street
London, NW1 2DN
T Unfortunately I temporarily have no access to a landline, therefore please contact me on my mobile number
M 07740 224772
E Elliot.Stamp@networkrail.co.uk
www.networkrail.co.uk/property
Please send all Notifications and Consultations to TownPlanningSE@networkrail.co.uk or by post to Network Rail,
th
Town Planning, 5 Floor, 1 Eversholt Street, London, NW1 2DN

**************************************************************************************
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The content of this email (and any attachment) is confidential. It may also be legally privileged or otherwise
protected from disclosure.
This email should not be used by anyone who is not an original intended recipient, nor may it be copied or
disclosed to anyone who is not an original intended recipient.
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If you have received this email by mistake please notify us by emailing the sender, and then delete the email
and any copies from your system.
Liability cannot be accepted for statements made which are clearly the sender's own and not made on behalf
of Network Rail.
Network Rail Infrastructure Limited registered in England and Wales No. 2904587, registered office Kings
Place, 90 York Way London N1 9AG
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>ŽĐĂƚŝŽŶ͗>ĂŶĚďŽƵŶĚĞĚďǇEŽƌƚŽŶ&ŽůŐĂƚĞ͕ŽŵŵĞƌĐŝĂů^ƚƌĞĞƚ͕ůĚĞƌ^ƚƌĞĞƚ͕ůŽƐƐŽŵ^ƚƌĞĞƚĂŶĚ&ŽůŐĂƚĞ^ƚƌĞĞƚ
ŽŶƐƵůƚĞĞ͗WŽƌƚŽĨ>ŽŶĚŽŶƵƚŚŽƌŝƚǇ
WƌŽƉŽƐĂů͗ZĞƋƵĞƐƚĨŽƌ^ĐŽƉŝŶŐKƉŝŶŝŽŶĂƐƚŽǁŚĂƚŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶƐŚŽƵůĚďĞĐŽŶƚĂŝŶĞĚǁŝƚŚŝŶĂŶŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂů/ŵƉĂĐƚ
ƐƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚƚŽďĞƐƵďŵŝƚƚĞĚŝŶƌĞƐƉĞĐƚŽĨĂŶĂƉƉůŝĐĂƚŝŽŶĨŽƌŵŝǆĞĚƵƐĞƐĐŚĞŵĞĐŽŵƉƌŝƐŝŶŐŽĨĨŝĐĞ;ϭͿ͕ƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚŝĂů
;ϯͿƵƐĞƐĂŶĚƌĞƚĂŝů;ϭͬϯͿƵƐĞƐ͕ĂĐƌŽƐƐϯĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚƉůŽƚƐ͘

WůĞĂƐĞĐůŝĐŬŽŶƚŚĞĨŽůůŽǁŝŶŐůŝŶŬƚŽƐĞĞĚĞƚĂŝůƐŽĨƚŚĞĂďŽǀĞƉůĂŶŶŝŶŐĂƉƉůŝĐĂƚŝŽŶ͕ŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐĂŶǇƐƵďŵŝƚƚĞĚ
ĚŽĐƵŵĞŶƚƐĂŶĚĚƌĂǁŝŶŐƐ͗

ŚƚƚƉ͗ͬͬƉůĂŶƌĞŐ͘ƚŽǁĞƌŚĂŵůĞƚƐ͘ŐŽǀ͘ƵŬͬtDͬĨŝŶĚĂƐĞ&ŝůĞ͘ĚŽ͍ĂƉƉEƵŵďĞƌсWͬϭϰͬϬϮϬϭϱ

WůĞĂƐĞĐůŝĐŬŽŶƚŚĞĨŽůůŽǁŝŶŐůŝŶŬƚŽŽƉĞŶƚŚĞ>d,'/^DĂƉtĞďWĂŐĞƐ͗

ŚƚƚƉ͗ͬͬĐŵƐ͘ĞƐƌŝƵŬ͘ĐŽŵͬdŽǁĞƌ,ĂŵůĞƚƐͬ^ŝƚĞƐͬŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚͺWůĂŶŶŝŶŐͬ

WůĞĂƐĞƌĞƉůǇŝŶǁƌŝƚŝŶŐŽƌďǇĞŵĂŝů͕ǁŝƚŚǇŽƵƌĐŽŵŵĞŶƚƐŽŶƚŚĞƉůĂŶŶŝŶŐĂƉƉůŝĐĂƚŝŽŶ͘&ŝŶĂůĐŽŵŵĞŶƚƐŵƵƐƚďĞ
ƌĞĐĞŝǀĞĚǁŝƚŚŝŶϮϭĐĂůĞŶĚĂƌĚĂǇƐŽĨƚŚŝƐĞŵĂŝů͘

WůĞĂƐĞĐŽŶƚĂĐƚ,ĂƌƌŝĞƚWĞĂĐŽĐŬ͕ƚŚĞƉůĂŶŶĞƌĚĞĂůŝŶŐǁŝƚŚƚŚĞĂƉƉůŝĐĂƚŝŽŶ͕ŝĨǇŽƵǁĂŶƚĂŶǇĨƵƌƚŚĞƌŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶĂďŽƵƚ
ƚŚĞƉƌŽƉŽƐĂůĂƚŚĂƌƌŝĞƚ͘ƉĞĂĐŽĐŬΛƚŽǁĞƌŚĂŵůĞƚƐ͘ŐŽǀ͘ƵŬ͘


ǇŽƵƌƐƐŝŶĐĞƌĞůĞǇ͕

:ĞƌƌǇĞůů
^ƚƌĂƚĞŐŝĐƉƉůŝĐĂƚŝŽŶƐDĂŶĂŐĞƌ
ǁĞďƐŝƚĞ͗ǁǁǁ͘ƉůĂ͘ĐŽ͘ƵŬ
ΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎ
dŚŝƐĞŵĂŝůĂŶĚĂŶǇĨŝůĞƐƚƌĂŶƐŵŝƚƚĞĚǁŝƚŚŝƚĂƌĞĐŽŶĨŝĚĞŶƚŝĂůĂŶĚŝŶƚĞŶĚĞĚƐŽůĞůǇĨŽƌƚŚĞƵƐĞŽĨƚŚĞŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůŽƌĞŶƚŝƚǇ
ƚŽǁŚŽŵƚŚĞǇĂƌĞĂĚĚƌĞƐƐĞĚ͘/ĨǇŽƵĂƌĞŶŽƚƚŚĞŝŶƚĞŶĚĞĚƌĞĐŝƉŝĞŶƚ͕ǇŽƵĂƌĞŚĞƌĞďǇŶŽƚŝĨŝĞĚƚŚĂƚĂŶǇƵƐĞŽƌ


ĚŝƐƐĞŵŝŶĂƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚŝƐĐŽŵŵƵŶŝĐĂƚŝŽŶŝƐƐƚƌŝĐƚůǇƉƌŽŚŝďŝƚĞĚ͕ĂŶĚĂƐŬĞĚƚŽŶŽƚŝĨǇƵƐŝŵŵĞĚŝĂƚĞůǇ;ďǇƌĞƚƵƌŶĞŵĂŝůͿ͕
ƚŚĞŶĚĞůĞƚĞƚŚŝƐĞŵĂŝůĂŶĚǇŽƵƌƌĞƉůǇ͘
ŵĂŝůƚƌĂŶƐŵŝƐƐŝŽŶƐĐĂŶŶŽƚďĞŐƵĂƌĂŶƚĞĞĚƚŽďĞƐĞĐƵƌĞŽƌĞƌƌŽƌͲĨƌĞĞĂŶĚW>ĚŽĞƐŶŽƚĂĐĐĞƉƚĂŶǇůŝĂďŝůŝƚǇĨŽƌĂŶǇ
ĞƌƌŽƌƐŽƌŽŵŝƐƐŝŽŶƐŝŶƚŚĞĐŽŶƚĞŶƚƐŽĨƚŚŝƐŵĞƐƐĂŐĞ͘
ŶǇǀŝĞǁƐŽƌŽƉŝŶŝŽŶƐƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĞĚĂƌĞƚŚŽƐĞŽĨƚŚĞĂƵƚŚŽƌĂŶĚĚŽŶŽƚŶĞĐĞƐƐĂƌŝůǇƌĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚƚŚŽƐĞŽĨW>͘
ΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎΎ


+DUULHW3HDFRFN
)URP
6HQW
7R
6XEMHFW

3DN/LP:RQJ3DN/LP:RQJ#WIOJRYXN!
$XJXVW
+DUULHW3HDFRFN
5H3$/DQGERXQGHGE\1RUWRQ)ROJDWH&RPPHUFLDO6WUHHW(OGHU
6WUHHW%ORVVRP6WUHHWDQG)ROJDWH6WUHHW

ĞĂƌ,ĂƌƌŝĞƚ

ZĞ͗WͬϭϰͬϬϮϬϭϱ͖>ĂŶĚďŽƵŶĚĞĚďǇEŽƌƚŽŶ&ŽůŐĂƚĞ͕ŽŵŵĞƌĐŝĂů^ƚƌĞĞƚ͕ůĚĞƌ^ƚƌĞĞƚ͕ůŽƐƐŽŵ^ƚƌĞĞƚĂŶĚ&ŽůŐĂƚĞ
^ƚƌĞĞƚ
ZĞƋƵĞƐƚĨŽƌ/^ĐŽƉŝŶŐKƉŝŶŝŽŶ

dŚĂŶŬǇŽƵĨŽƌĐŽŶƐƵůƚŝŶŐdĨ>ƚŚĞĂďŽǀĞŵĞŶƚŝŽŶĞĚƐƵďŵŝƐƐŝŽŶ͕dĨ>ŽĨĨĞƌƐƚŚĞĨŽůůŽǁŝŶŐĐŽŵŵĞŶƚƐ͗

ϭ͘ 'ŝǀĞŶƚŚĞƋƵĂŶƚƵŵĂŶĚŶĂƚƵƌĞŽĨƚŚĞƉƌŽƉŽƐĞĚĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ͕ĂĨƵůůƚƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƐƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚ;dͿƐŚŽƵůĚďĞ
ƐƵďŵŝƚƚĞĚƐƵƉƉŽƌƚŝŶŐƚŚŝƐĂƉƉůŝĐĂƚŝŽŶ͘dŚĞdƐŚĂůůďĞƉƌŽĚƵĐĞĚĨƵůůǇŝŶĂĐĐŽƌĚĂŶĐĞǁŝƚŚƚŚĞĐƵƌƌĞŶƚdĨ>͛Ɛ
dƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚƐƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚ'ƵŝĚĂŶĐĞ͘ŚƚƚƉ͗ͬͬǁǁǁ͘ƚĨů͘ŐŽǀ͘ƵŬͬŝŶĨŽͲĨŽƌͬƵƌďĂŶͲƉůĂŶŶŝŶŐͲĂŶĚͲ
ĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚŝŽŶͬƚƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚͲĂƐƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚͲŐƵŝĚĂŶĐĞ͘

Ϯ͘ ůůďĂƐĞůŝŶĞĐŽŶĚŝƚŝŽŶƐƐŚŽƵůĚďĞƌĞǀŝĞǁĞĚŝŶĚĞƚĂŝůƐŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐĞǆŝƐƚŝŶŐƚƌŝƉŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝŽŶ͕ŚŝŐŚǁĂǇ͕ĐĂƌƉĂƌŬŝŶŐ͕
ǁĂůŬŝŶŐ͕ĐǇĐůŝŶŐĂŶĚƉƵďůŝĐƚƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĨĂĐŝůŝƚŝĞƐŶĞĂƌƚŚĞƐŝƚĞ͘&ŽƌǁĂůŬŝŶŐ͕ĂƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚƌĞǀŝĞǁ
ƐǇƐƚĞŵ;WZ^ͿĂƵĚŝƚƐŚŽƵůĚďĞƵŶĚĞƌƚĂŬĞŶ͘

ϯ͘ /ƚŝƐƵŶĚĞƌƐƚŽŽĚƚŚĂƚƚŚĞƉƌŽƉŽƐĞĚĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚǁŽƵůĚŝŶĐůƵĚĞĐŚĂŶŐĞƐƚŽƚŚĞŚŝŐŚǁĂǇŶĞƚǁŽƌŬ͖ĂůůŝŵƉĂĐƚƐ
ƐŚŽƵůĚďĞĂƐƐĞƐƐĞĚĞŶƐƵƌŝŶŐƚŚĞƉƌŽƉŽƐĂůǁŽƵůĚďĞĂĐĐĞƉƚĂďůĞŝŶŚŝŐŚǁĂǇĐĂƉĂĐŝƚǇĂŶĚƌŽĂĚƐĂĨĞƚǇƚĞƌŵƐ͘

ϰ͘ WƌŽƉŽƐĞĚůĞǀĞůŽĨĐĂƌĂŶĚĐǇĐůĞƉĂƌŬŝŶŐ͕ƐĞƌǀŝĐŝŶŐĨĂĐŝůŝƚŝĞƐŵƵƐƚďĞĚĞƚĂŝůĞĚŝŶƚŚĞd͘

ϱ͘ ĞƚĂŝůƐŽĨƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶĂŶĚĐǇĐůĞĂĐĐĞƐƐŶĞĞĚƐƚŽďĞŝŶĐůƵĚĞĚ͘/ƚŝƐƌĞĐŽŵŵĞŶĚĞĚƚŚĂƚĂǁĂǇͲĨŝŶĚŝŶŐƐƚƌĂƚĞŐǇ
ƐŚŽƵůĚďĞĚĞǀĞůŽƉĞĚǁŚŝĐŚĨŽƌŵƐƉĂƌƚŽĨƚŚĞƉƵďůŝĐƌĞĂůŵŝŵƉƌŽǀĞŵĞŶƚƐ͘

ϲ͘ dƌĂǀĞůƉůĂŶĂŶĚŐƌĞĞŶƚƌĂǀĞůŵĞĂƐƵƌĞƐƐŚŽƵůĚďĞŝŶĐůƵĚĞĚŝŶƚŚĞƐƵďŵŝƐƐŝŽŶƚŽƉƌŽŵŽƚĞƐƵƐƚĂŝŶĂďůĞƚƌĂǀĞů͕
ĂƐƚŚĞƐŝƚĞŝƐŽĨĂŶĞǆĐĞůůĞŶƚƉƵďůŝĐƚƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂĐĐĞƐƐŝďŝůŝƚǇŝŶĐĞŶƚƌĂů>ŽŶĚŽŶ͘

ϳ͘ dŚĞdƐŚĂůůĂůƐŽĂƐƐĞƐƐŝŵƉĂĐƚƚŽƚŚĞƐƵƌƌŽƵŶĚŝŶŐŚŝŐŚǁĂǇŶĞƚǁŽƌŬƌĞƐƵůƚĞĚĨƌŽŵƚŚĞĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞ
ƉƌŽƉŽƐĂů͘ĐŽŵŵŝƚŵĞŶƚƚŽƉƌŽĚƵĐĞĂĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚŝŽŶŵĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚƉůĂŶ;DWͿĂŶĚĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚŝŽŶůŽŐŝƐƚŝĐƐ
ƉůĂŶ;>WͿƚŽŵŝŶŝŵŝƐĞŚŝŐŚǁĂǇŝŵƉĂĐƚƐŚŽƵůĚďĞĐůĞĂƌůǇƐĞƚŽƵƚ͘tĞďůŝŶŬĨŽƌdĨ>͛ƐĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚŝŽŶůŽŐŝƐƚŝĐƐ
ƉůĂŶŐƵŝĚĂŶĐĞŝƐĂƚƚĂĐŚĞĚďĞůŽǁ͗ŚƚƚƉ͗ͬͬǁǁǁ͘ƚĨů͘ŐŽǀ͘ƵŬͬĐĚŶͬƐƚĂƚŝĐͬĐŵƐͬĚŽĐƵŵĞŶƚƐͬĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚŝŽŶͲůŽŐŝƐƚŝĐƐͲ
ƉůĂŶͲŐƵŝĚĂŶĐĞͲĨŽƌͲĚĞǀĞůŽƉĞƌƐ͘ƉĚĨ

ϴ͘ dŚĞĂƉƉůŝĐĂŶƚƐŚĂůůĂůƐŽĐŽŵŵŝƚƚŽŵŝŶŝŵŝƐĞŚŝŐŚǁĂǇĂŶĚƚƌĂĨĨŝĐŝŵƉĂĐƚĨƌŽŵƐĞƌǀŝĐŝŶŐǀĞŚŝĐůĞďǇĐŽŵŵŝƚƚĞĞ
ƚŽŝŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚĂĞůŝǀĞƌǇΘƐĞƌǀŝĐŝŶŐƉůĂŶ;^WͿ͘

WůĞĂƐĞĚŽŶŽƚŚĞƐŝƚĂƚĞƚŽĐŽŶƚĂĐƚŵĞŝĨ/ĐĂŶďĞŽĨĂŶǇĨƵƌƚŚĞƌĂƐƐŝƐƚĂŶĐĞ͘

<ŝŶĚƌĞŐĂƌĚƐ

WĂŬ>ŝŵtŽŶŐ
WůĂŶŶŝŶŐKĨĨŝĐĞƌ
ŽƌŽƵŐŚWůĂŶŶŝŶŐ͕dƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĨŽƌ>ŽŶĚŽŶ
ϵƚŚ&ůŽŽƌ͕tŝŶĚƐŽƌ,ŽƵƐĞ͕ϱϬsŝĐƚŽƌŝĂ^ƚƌĞĞƚ͕>ŽŶĚŽŶ^tϭ,Ϭd>




dĞů͗;ϬϮϬͿϯϬϱϰϭϳϳϵͮƵƚŽ͗ϴϭϳϳϵͮ
ŵĂŝů͗ƉĂŬůŝŵ͘ǁŽŶŐΛƚĨů͘ŐŽǀ͘ƵŬ

+DUULHW3HDFRFN


For more information regarding the TfL Borough Planning team, including TfL’s Transport assessment best practice
guidance and pre-application advice please visit
http://www.tfl.gov.uk/info-for/urban-planning-and-construction/planning-applications?intcmp=3484
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***********************************************************************************

Dear Harriet Peacock,

The contents of this e-mail and any attached files are confidential. If you have received this email in error, please notify us immediately at postmaster@tfl.gov.uk
and remove it from your system. If received in error, please do not use, disseminate, forward, print or copy this email or its content. Transport for London
excludes any warranty and any liability as to the quality or accuracy of the contents of this email and any attached files.

Thank you for giving Thames Water the opportunity to comment on the above document. The
provision of water and waste water infrastructure is essential to any development.

Transport for London is a statutory corporation whose principal office is at Windsor House, 42-50 Victoria Street, London, SW1H 0TL. Further information about
Transport for London’s subsidiary companies can be found on the following link: http://www.tfl.gov.uk/corporate/about-tfl/

It is unclear as to how the buildings will be constructed, Thames water is concerned that water
mains and sewers immediately adjacent to the site may be affected by vibration as a result of
piling, possibly leading to water main bursts and or sewer collapses.
We would therefore recommend that any EIA report should be expanded to consider the following.

Although TfL have scanned this email (including attachments) for viruses, recipients are advised to carry out their own virus check before opening any
attachments, as TfL accepts no liability for any loss, or damage which may be caused by viruses.

•

***********************************************************************************

•
•
•
•

The developments demand for water supply and network infrastructure both on and off site
and can it be met
The developments demand for Sewage Treatment and network infrastructure both on and off
site and can it be met
The surface water drainage requirements and flood risk of the development both on and off
site and can it be met
Any piling methodology and will it adversely affect neighbouring utility services.
There are sewers and water mains located within the development site area. The proposed
EIA should include information on how these assets will be protected during construction, and
also as a result of any vehicle movement within and accessing the site.

Should the developer wish to obtain information on the above issues they should contact our
Developer Services department on 0845 850 2777
Yours Sincerely





Mark Dickinson
Development Planning Manager
Thames Water Utilities Ltd,
Maple Lodge STW,
Denham Way,
Rickmansworth
WD3 9SQ
È 07747640591
( 02035770591
8 mark.j.dickinson@thameswater.co.uk

http://corporate/dts/Pn_DevPlan/DevPlanDetails.asp?selDevPlan=3365

Did you know you can manage your account online? Pay a bill, set up a Direct Debit, change your details or
even register a change of address at the click of a button, 24 hours a day. Please visit
www.thameswater.co.uk.
Thames Water Limited (company number 2366623) and Thames Water Utilities Limited (company number
2366661) are companies registered in England and Wales each with their registered office at Clearwater
Court, Vastern Road, Reading, Berkshire RG1 8DB. This email is confidential and intended solely for the
use of the individual to whom it is addressed. Any views or opinions presented are solely those of the author
and do not necessarily represent those of Thames Water Limited or its subsidiaries. If you are not the
intended recipient of this email you may not copy, use, forward or disclose its contents to any other person;
please notify our Computer Service Desk on +44 (0) 203 577 8888 and destroy and delete the message and
any attachments from your system.
We provide the essential service that's at the heart of daily life.
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Crossrail Ref: CRL-00-124701

Dear Harriet Peacock,
PA/14/02015 : Land bounded by Norton Folgate, Commercial Street, Elder Street, Blossom Street
and Folgate Street E1

Thank you for your letter dated 30 July 2014 and the accompanying planning application documents
relating to the above site, requesting the views of Crossrail Limited on the above application.
Crossrail is a proposed new railway that will link Heathrow and Maidenhead in the west to Shenfield and
Abbey Wood in the east using existing Network Rail tracks and new tunnels under Central London.
The Crossrail Bill which was introduced into Parliament by the Secretary of State for Transport in February
2005 was enacted as the Crossrail Act on the 22nd July 2008. The first stage of Crossrail preparatory
construction works began in early 2009. Main construction works have started with works to the central
tunnel section to finish in 2018, to be followed by a phased opening of services.
Crossrail Limited administers a Direction issued by the Department for Transport on 24th January 2008 for
the safeguarding of the proposed alignment of Crossrail.
The site of this planning application is identified outside the limits of land subject to consultation under the
Safeguarding Direction.
The implications of the Crossrail proposals for the application have been considered and I write to inform
you that Crossrail Limited do not wish to make any comments on this application as submitted.
You may inspect and/or purchase copies of Plans, Sections, Environmental Statements, Explanatory Notes
and Non-Technical Summaries pertaining to the Crossrail proposals at specified Libraries, Local Authority
Offices or directly from Crossrail Limited at "28th Floor, 25 Canada Square, Canary Wharf, London E14
5LQ".
In addition, the latest project developments can be found on the Crossrail website
www.crossrail.co.uk/safeguarding , which is updated on a regular basis.
I hope this information is helpful, but if you require any further assistance then please feel free to contact a
member of the Safeguarding Team on 0345 602 3813, or by email to safeguarding@crossrail.co.uk
Yours sincerely,

Will Orlik | Safeguarding Coordinator

Crossrail Limited | 25 Canada Square | London | E14 5LQ
Tel: 020 3229 9100 | Helpdesk (24hr) 0345 602 3813
Desk Location CS28/Y1/22
T 020 3229 9207
willorlik@crossrail.co.uk
www.crossrail.co.uk


22 October 2014

London City Airport,
Royal Docks,
London,
E16 2PB

Our Ref:
Your Ref:

47070513

Dear Sir/Madam,
Development Location: Land bound by Elder Street, Blossom Street, Folgate Street, and
Norton Folgate and Shoreditch High Street, London, E1
Introduction
This letter has been prepared on behalf of British Land Property Management Ltd and relates
to the Proposed Development at the above address, within the London Borough of Tower
Hamlets (LBTH). This letter requests that London City Airport (LCY), who is the Safeguarding
Aviation Authority within whose zone the Proposed Development lies, assess the Proposed
Development and confirm whether they agree with the assertion from URS and the LBTH that
no significant effects will arise in terms of aviation.
Site Location and Proposed Development
The Blossom Street Site is approximately 0.8 hectares (ha) in size and is centred at national
grid reference TQ334820. It is bounded by Network Rail lines to the north; Elder Street and
Blossom Street to the east; Folgate Street and office and residential units to the south; and
Norton Folgate and Shoreditch High Street to the west. The Site comprises of three
development areas (denoted for the purposes of the planning application as Site One (S1), Site
Two (S2) and Site Three (S3)). The location of the Site is shown in Figure 1.
The description of the development is for:
‘Redevelopment of the Site for a mixed use scheme comprising residential (Class C3), office
(Class B1), retail (Class A1), restaurant and café (Class A3) and a public house (Class A4),
across three development plots: S1/S1c, S1a, S1b, S2 and S3’.

URS Infrastructure & Environment UK Limited
Scott House, Alençon Link
Basingstoke, Hampshire
RG21 7PP
United Kingdom
Tel: +44 (0)1256 310 200
Fax: +44 (0)1256 310 201
www.ursglobal.com
URS Infrastructure & Environment UK Limited
Place of Registration: England & Wales
Registered Number: 880328
Registered Office: Scott House, Alençon Link, Basingstoke, Hampshire, RG21 7PP, United Kingdom
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The tallest proposed building will be on S1c (located to the north-east of the Site, refer Figure
2), comprising of 12 storeys (plus plant and equipment), to a total height of 65.68 metres (m)
above ordnance datum (AOD). The remaining mix of buildings within the Site range between
four and ten storeys.

Given the above, it is considered that at no stage of the construction or the completion of the
Proposed Development would the Proposed Development infringe on the safeguarding
obstacle limitation protecting LCY’s flying operations, and that due to its location and design,
would have no significant effect on the safety and regularity of flying operations.

Aviation Safeguarding Review

It is therefore concluded that the heights of the completed buildings and the temporary
construction cranage would not present an aviation safeguarding issue and there would be a
negligible effect on aviation, enabling the consideration of aviation to be scoped out of the
EIA.

Aviation Safeguarding
The Office of the Deputy Prime Minister (ODPM) Circular 1/2003 gives planning powers in
respect of safeguarding aerodromes and requires the Civil Aviation Authority (CAA) to be
advised of any building or works extending 91.4m or more above ground level.
The responsibility of safeguarding operations and procedures at aerodromes (airports) has
been transferred from the CAA (acting as the regulator) to aerodrome/airport operators. CAA
AN01 sets out the safeguarding process with regards to proposed developments in
safeguarded areas of an airport or aerodrome.

In order to satisfy the requirements of the LBTH, a conditional ‘no safeguarding objection’ is
requested from LCY.
URS consider that sufficient information has been provided within this letter, with regards to the
Proposed Development, to allow LCY to confirm that no significant effects will be generated
and have no ‘aviation safeguarding’ objection. It would be much appreciated if this could please
be confirmed by replying to this letter and if there are any questions please contact me on the
number provided below.

The key policy of relevance to the Proposed Development with respect to aviation is the Office
of the Deputy Prime Minister (ODPM) Circular 1/2003, which came into effect on 10th February
2003 and marks a shift in the

Yours sincerely
for URS Infrastructure & Environment UK Limited

Due to the height of the buildings and the scale of the Proposed Development, LBTH identify
within their EIA scoping guidance that the topic of aviation be considered as an issue to be
addressed as part of the Environmental Impact Assessment. The guidance identifies that
consideration will need to be given, not only to the height of the buildings, but also the impact
on the Airport’s communication and navigation system. Also, the need for aeronautical obstacle
lighting on tall structures, such as cranes during demolition and construction works, and on the
completed buildings, should also be considered in terms of the potential for significant effects.

Andrew Dickson
Environmental Consultant

If however the Applicant can demonstrate that no significant effects are anticipated, then it is
considered that aviation can be scoped out the EIA. This letter therefore considers the potential
effect of the Proposed Development in terms of the safeguarding zone. The main consideration
is the potential for the Proposed Development to create a physical obstacle to the operating
procedures at LCY, specifically affecting the flight paths of aircraft taking off and landing at
selected runways.
Due to the height of the buildings and scale of the Proposed Development, the LBTH identify
within their EIA Scoping Opinion that the topic of aviation be considered and request
consultation with the LCY.
Safeguard Review
The Proposed Development will comprise a number of buildings, with the tallest element of
building having a maximum completed building height of 65.68m AOD, falling below the
threshold of 91.4m.
During construction, temporary cranage will be used and will operate up to a height of 100m
AOD. We recommend that the attention of crane operators be brought to the British Standard
Code of Practice for the safe use of cranes, British Standard Institute 7121:Part 1: 1989 (as
amended), and that the temporary cranage used be provided with fixed red aeronautical
obstacle lighting, to accord with the safety requirements of the CAA and LCY. This could be
secured through a planning condition to a planning permission for the Proposed Development.

Direct Line: +44 (0)207 963 9813
Andrew.Dickson@urs.com
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Figure 1 – Site Location and Surrounding Context
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Figure 2 – Proposed Development Plan
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Dickson, Andrew
Harriet Peacock (Harriet.Peacock@towerhamlets.gov.uk)
FW: Safeguarding Review for new development at Blossom Street, E1
28 October 2014 14:53:00
BlossomStreetSafeguarding for LondonCityAirport_221014.pdf

Hi Harriet
Please find below the response from the London City Airport confirming that they have no
safeguarding objection to the Blossom Street development.
Regards
Andrew

3 Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail.

Andrew Dickson
URS - Environmental Consultant
Wimbledon, London
Direct: +44 (0)207 963 9813

From: Emma Worby [mailto:Emma.Worby@londoncityairport.com]
Sent: 23 October 2014 10:10
To: Irish, Andy; Safeguarding
Cc: Dickson, Andrew
Subject: RE: Safeguarding Review for new development at Blossom Street, E1

Dear Andy,
Thank you for your email.
With a maximum height of 65.68m AOD, London City Airport would have no safeguarding
objection to this development at Blossom Street, E1.
Kind regards
Emma

Emma Worby
Technical Operations Coordinator
Phone:

0203 203 2523

Mobile:

0784 186 5334

Email:

Emma.Worby@londoncityairport.com

Website: www.londoncityairport.com

From: Irish, Andy [mailto:andy.irish@urs.com]
Sent: 22 October 2014 10:34
To: Safeguarding
Cc: Dickson, Andrew
Subject: Safeguarding Review for new development at Blossom Street, E1

Dear Sir/Madam,
The attached safeguarding review letter has been prepared on behalf of British Land Property
Management Ltd and relates to the Proposed Development at Blossom Street, London, E1, within
the London Borough of Tower Hamlets (LBTH). The letter requests that London City Airport
review and confirm whether they agree with the assertion from URS and the London Borough of
Tower Hamlets that no significant effects will arise in terms of aviation.
It would be much appreciated if this could please be confirmed by replying to the attached letter.
If there are any questions please contact me on the number provided below.
Best regards,
Andy
Andy Irish BSc MA
Senior Assistant Environmental Consultant
Tel: 0207 963 9846
Mobile: 07919 157937
URS Infrastructure & Environment UK Limited
Andy.Irish@urs.com

This e-mail and any attachments contain URS Corporation confidential information that may be proprietary or privileged. If
you receive this message in error or are not the intended recipient, you should not retain, distribute, disclose or use any of
this information and you should destroy the e-mail and any attachments or copies.

London City Airport Limited: registered in England and Wales number 01963361.
Registered office: City Aviation House, Royal Docks, London, E16 2PB. VAT Registration: 740 1688 41.
Confidentiality: This e-mail, including any attachments, contains proprietary information, some or all of which may be confidential and/or
legally privileged. It is for the intended recipient(s) only. If you have received this email in error, please notify the author by replying to
this e-mail and then deleting the original from your system and destroying all copies. If you are not the intended recipient you are strictly
prohibited from using, disclosing, distributing, copying, printing and/or relying on this e-mail, any attachments and/or any information
contained in it.

Blossom Street

Appendix A3 – URS Response to Scoping Opinion

Environmental Statement
Volume III

26 September 2014
Ms Harriet Peacock
London Borough of Tower Hamlets
Directorate of Development and Renewal
Town Hall
Mulberry Place
5 Clove Crescent
London, E14 2BG

Dear Harriet
Blossom Street – Response to Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) Scoping Opinion
Thank you for providing your EIA Opinion in respect of the above named project. We confirm that
st
this was received via email on 21 August 2014.
Having reviewed the EIA Scoping Opinion, we confirm that the majority of the opinion is in accord
with the proposed scope of the EIA as set out in the EIA Scoping Report dated July 2014 (ref.
47070513). We also note that the EIA Scoping Opinion suggests additional points which we are
happy to accommodate within the preparation of the EIA. However, there are a few points raised in
the EIA Scoping Opinion which we are providing clarification or request reconsideration. Details
are provided as follows on a topic by topic basis where relevant.
Introduction
Section 4.2 of the EIA Scoping Opinion quotes from the EIA Scoping Report (July 2014),
specifically at section 2.2.2 (page 7), which outlines the relationship between the extant planning
th
permission PA/10/02764 (granted 5 October 2011) and the Proposed Development, and requests
that for information purposes, it would be helpful to draw reference to the environmental
assessments of the previous permission.
To summarize the reasons set out within section 2.2.2 of the EIA Scoping Report (July 2014), the
extent of development being sought comprising the Proposed Development is greater, when
considered as a whole, than that granted under the extant planning permission PA/10/02764, and
to enable a comparison of the results of the assessments is therefore not considered to derive any
benefit to enable any useful observations in terms of changes in effects (i.e. better / worse), as
suggested. Taking into account also that the environmental assessments subject of planning
permission PA/10/02764 were not part of an EIA (i.e. no consistent criteria to determine effect
significance), and that the assessments were prepared in 2010 at the latest (acknowledgement to
changes in baseline data and assessment methodologies), it is considered that for these reasons
providing the differences would not be helpful and alternatively complicate the EIA by introducing a
level of detail for the comparison of schemes that are different spatially in terms of size and scale.
Socio-Economics
Table 4.1 of the EIA Scoping Opinion presents the work time equivalent figures for identifying
available GP practices within the surrounding area and their capacity.
When reviewing this list within the ‘NHS Choices website’, it is noted that from the search
undertaken there is a health facility missing from the information obtained, when compared against
the facilities presented within Table 4.1 of the EIA Scoping Opinion. The facility in question is the

‘Blithehale Health Centre’. Can it please be confirmed the inclusion of this health centre within the
list of practices presented within Table 4.1 of the EIA Scoping Opinion, and the relevant data to be
provided for this facility.
Air Quality
It is requested at paragraph 4.77 of the EIA Scoping Opinion that an additional monitoring location
be sited mid-way between receptor 3 and 4 (refer Figure 6 of the EIA Scoping Report (July 2014),
page 33).
The air quality diffusion tube monitoring programme (3 months) is already well advanced and has
been recently completed. It is considered that the data collected at receptor locations 3 and 4 will
be sufficient to appropriately represent the area suggested for an additional monitoring location,
and if there is particular concern, can be considered as part of the dispersion modelling exercise.
This aspect can be a point of discussion with the LBTH Air Quality Officer as part of the
consultation on the assessment methodology (as referred above).
Paragraph 4.78 of the EIA Scoping Opinion notes that it is the preference of the LBTH for the use
of the Greater London Authority (GLA) guidance on demolition and construction dust, rather than
the Institute of Air Quality Management (IAQM) guidance.
The Control of Dust and Emissions During Construction and Demolition, Supplementary Planning
Guidance(July 2014) notes in the Risk Evaluation Considerations section that:
‘The approach outlined below is based on the site evaluation process set out in the Institute of Air
Quality Management’s (IAQM) 2014 Guidance on the Assessment of dust from demolition and
construction. This guidance is periodically updated and, therefore, the latest version of the IAQM
Guidance should be used.’
Therefore, the use of the latest IAQM guidance for assessing potential impacts during the
demolition and construction phase is consistent with GLA Guidance requirements.
Paragraph 4.79 of the EIA Scoping Opinion states, with respect to the consideration of
significance when assessing emissions, that it is ‘…not considered appropriate for an increase in
emissions, however small, to be categorized as negligible.’
In line with IAQM guidance, a change of 0.4 or less in pollutant concentration is classified as a
negligible impact. We will follow the guidance as it accounts for the uncertainty within dispersion
3
modelling and relates to the air quality objective value (i.e. 0.4 is 1% of the 40 ug/m annual mean
objective for NO2 and PM10).
In order to account for the small changes in overall air pollution levels, an Air Quality Neutral
(AQN) assessment will be undertaken in accord with the GLA ‘Sustainable Design and
Construction Supplementary Planning Guidance (SPG)’ (refer outline scope, page 34, of the EIA
Scoping Report (July 2014)). This method of assessment has been put in place by the GLA in
order to enable consideration of, and account for, any small changes in emissions at the local (site)
level, as is being highlighted within paragraph 4.79 of the EIA Scoping Opinion.
Noise and Vibration
Paragraph 4.85 of the EIA Scoping Opinion requests further long-term vibration monitoring at Elder
Street and Folgate Street, as well as another long-term noise monitor at Folgate Street, in order to
account for the listed Huguenot Buildings in Elder Street and Folgate Street, also Dennis Severs
House Museum in Folgate Street.

Long term noise monitoring was proposed at four locations and long term vibration monitoring was
proposed at one location. Noise monitoring will be complemented with short term attended
measurements at multiple locations and supported by computer simulations of the noise climate in
the area. The long term vibration monitoring location was chosen to be representative of the worst
affected position (directly above the London Underground Line) for the residential part of the
development.
We believe the proposed monitoring methodology will provide sufficient information to characterise
the existing noise and vibration climate and provide the required data to robustly assess the
potential impact associated with the Proposed Development. We therefore consider that further
noise and vibration monitoring is not necessary.
Water Resources, Drainage and Flood Risk
With respect to ‘Sustainable Urban Drainage’ (SUDs), paragraph 4.108 of the EIA Scoping Opinion
notes that no reference is made to SUDs and that the ES will need to include an explanation as to
why the use of SUDs has been discounted.
The consideration of SUDs will be discussed within the ES, and is noted within the EIA Scoping
Report (July 2014), where it stated (page 42) that:
There are a variety of measures that can be implemented to achieve the drainage requirements of
these guidelines including site management, source control and site control (including the drainage
hierarchy, for example, store, attenuate, discharge) as part of the preparation of the surface water
disposal strategy.

existing surrounding buildings and the Proposed Development with cumulative surrounding
buildings will each be assessed quantitatively. A qualitative assessment of the likely significant
effects of the demolition and construction works will be undertaken using professional judgment.
Townscape and Visual Impact Assessment
With regard to the viewpoints to be used to inform the Townscape and Visual Impact Assessment
assessed, it is suggested (at paragraph 4.143) within the EIA Scoping Opinion that the following
additional viewpoints be included, in addition to those already listed at Table 3 (pg 48) of the EIA
Scoping Report (July 2014):
x Norton Folgate (west side of the street) from the junction with Folgate Street (looking
east/northeast); and
x Blossom Street (east side of the street) from the junction of Fleur de Lis Street (looking
south/southwest.
The proposed viewpoints, identified within the EIA Scoping Report (July 2014) (table 3, figure 7,
pages 48 and 49 respectively) submitted, were discussed and agreed in advance with the officers
of LBTH. Additional viewpoints were added at their request and others have been pre-tested,
including the London View Management Framework (LVMF) views from City Hall (results confirm
that the Proposed Development will not be visible from here).
The two new viewpoints suggested within the EIA Scoping Opinion above are located close to the
Site and we would not normally include this type of view in a TVIA assessment as they focus on
the Proposed Development and do not show it within its context. It is considered that other material
submitted with the planning application (such as plans and elevations and graphic material in the
DAS) would assist in illustrating the points raised in paragraph 1.434 of the EIA Scoping Opinion.

Wind Microclimate
Within paragraph 4.93 of the EIA Scoping Opinion, it is stated that:
“The operational assessment will require wind tunnel modelling – it is not appropriate, given the
size and complexity of the proposed development, to rely on a computer model.”
th

The above point has been subject of separate correspondence (email dated 11 September 2014)
and has been attached as Appendix A. Within the correspondence, it is elaborated with reasons
why it is considered that there is the potential for significant wind effects without appropriate
mitigation, and reiterates the request that “wind tunnel modelling is undertaken for this proposed
development.”
The reasoning for the wind tunnel assessment is acknowledged and is confirmed to be undertaken
as part of the EIA for the Proposed Development. An outline of the scope of the wind tunnel
assessment is presented below.
Wind tunnel tests will be carried out for the Development by RWDI, a specialist wind engineering
consultancy. Using the Lawson Comfort criteria, the assessment will focus on the comparison of
the wind microclimate with the intended pedestrian use of the Site. The assessment will consider
wind from all wind directions and will be based upon long-term meteorological data for the Site. A
full statistical breakdown of the wind microclimate at locations on main thoroughfares, likely seating
areas and main building entrances will therefore be provided. Where required, mitigation measures
would be tested to ensure that the conditions on the Site would be suitable for the desired use.
The conclusions of the wind tunnel testing will be summarised in an appropriate ES Chapter and
the full wind tunnel test results appended to the ES. The baseline, Proposed Development with

It is also noted (paragraph 4.150) that the Greater London Authority (GLA) “has recently requested
additional strategic viewpoints on a site on the Isle of Dogs” and “advised that the ES provides
evidence that the proposed development will not be seen from strategic views and river prospects,
as identified in the Mayor’s LVMF.”
This is dealt within the below response to the City of London (CoL) consultation comments.
However, in general, there is no requirement in the LVMF to demonstrate that Proposed
Development will not be seen in strategic views and river prospects.
The consultation response from the City of London (CoL) outlines several points within respect to
the scope of the EIA for the Proposed Development, including identifying the following additional
LVMF viewing locations and assessment points:
x River Prospect view 15B.1 Waterloo Bridge: downstream (close to the Westminster bank
(Crossing bank);
x River Prospect view 15B.2 Waterloo Bridge: downstream (at the centre of the bridge);
x River Prospect view 16B.1 The South Bank: Gabriel’s Wharf viewing platform (centre of
north rail); and
x River Prospect view 16B.1 The South Bank: Gabriel’s Wharf viewing platform (centre of
north-east rail).
The comments go on to state (paragraph 2.17) that the Proposed Development “should also be
assessed against the background of the City’s St Paul’s Heights policy area”, while also noting
(paragraph 2.18) that “careful consideration needs to be given to how any proposed tall buildings
at the (…) site would appear alongside Broadgate Tower in the views from Waterloo Bridge and
along the Southbank…”. It is also identified (paragraph 2.19) that the “relationship of any proposed

development (…) with tall developments at Bishopsgate Goodsyard, Broadgate Tower and
Principal Place / Plough Yard should also be assessed.”

With regard to the corrections to the planning reference at paragraph 4.23, it is noted that
correction to Aldgate Tower is PA/04/01190.

The LVMF River Prospect views listed above will be tested using the visualiser’s computer model
(as was done for the LVMF City Hall views). The tallest building proposed on Site is c.13 storeys
and is similar in height to the 14 storey 208 Bishopsgate, the lower block adjacent to Broadgate
Tower which is not visible from the Southbank for Waterloo bridge, The Site itself is located outside
the St Paul’s Height policy area and it is considered that the effect of the Proposed Development
can be adequately assessed from the modelled LVMF views.

The consultation response from the CoL further identifies (paragraph 2.13) additional schemes that
fall within the City to be included to those listed within Table 2 (page 17):

Built Heritage
Within section 4.14 of the EIA Scoping Report (Jul 2014), the consideration of Built Heritage was
identified to be accommodated within the ES Volume II: Townscape, Built Heritage and Visual
Impact Assessment.
Within paragraph 4.141 of the Scoping Opinion, it is advised that “the assessment of impacts on
townscape, built heritage and visual effects should be carried out separately, with the relevant
effects identified for each separately.”
It is confirmed that the assessment of Built Heritage component will be assessed separately from
the Townscape and Visual Impact Assessment, and will form its own separate chapter within the
ES (Volume I) to be produced.
Further to the comments raised within the EIA Scoping Opinion (paragraphs 4.152 to 4.159), an
outline of the scope of the Built Heritage assessment is presented below confirming the separate
assessment to be undertaken.
The Built Heritage chapter of the ES will describe the baseline condition of the historic built
environment in and around the site, and in an area assessed in which the historic built environment
is likely to be affected by the Development. It will express that baseline condition in terms of the
inherent heritage significance of designated and non-designated built heritage assets as measured
against National Planning Policy Framework and English Heritage criteria, and in terms of their
sensitivity to that significance being affected by the Development. The chapter will assess the
temporary effect of the Development on heritage significance during the construction phase, the
permanent effect once the Development is completed, mitigation measures, residual effects, and
cumulative effects with other developments.

x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x

We agree to consider the above developments within the cumulative schemes list to enable to be
taken into account within cumulative effects assessment.
Since receipt of the EIA Scoping Opinion and the inclusion of the above schemes, we have also
reviewed the cumulative scheme list submitted as part of the EIA Scoping Report (July 2014) and
identify the following schemes that can now be removed given their updated status:
x
x
x
x

Cumulative Schemes
At paragraph 4.22 of the EIA Scoping Opinion, it is recommended that the following schemes be
considered within the cumulative effects assessment (in addition to those already listed within
Table 2 (page 17) of the EIA Scoping Report (July 2014):
x
x
x
x
x

Bishopsgate Goods Yard (PA/14/2011);
Goodman’s Fields site (PA/10/03587);
60 Commercial Road (PA/10/01481);
15 to 17 Leman Street (PA/14/00286); and
27 Commercial Road (PA/13/02338).

With regard to the Bishopsgate Goods Yard (PA/14/2011), can it please be clarified and confirmed
what the status of this application is for the purpose of our assessments. At the time of writing, the
application is not yet validated and none of the information is currently publicly available to enable
the assessments to be undertaken.

60-60 St Mary Axe (08/00739/FULEIA);
117, 119 & 121 Bishopsgate, Aldermans House, 34-37 Liverpool Street, 1 Aldermans
Walk & part of White Hart Court (09/00192/FULMAJ);
101 Moorgate (11/00773/FULEIA);
15 Bishopsgate (12/00309/FULL);
3 Broadgate Circle (12/00431/FULL);
1 Angel Court & 33 Throgmorton Street (10/00889/FULMAJ);
22-24 Bishopsgate, 38 Bishopsgate (Crosby Court) & 4 Crosby Square
(06/01123/FULEIA);
61 St Mary Axe, 80-86 Bishopsgate, 88-90 Bishopsgate, 12-20 Camomile Street, 1516 St Helens Place & 33-35 St Mary Axe (11/00332/FULEIA);
52-54 Lime Street & 21-26 Leadenhall, 27 & 27A Leadenhall Street & 4-5 Billiter
Street (12/00870/FULEIA); and
120 Moorgate (11/00231/FULMAJ).

x

(1) 32-42 Bethnal Green Road (PA/07/02193): This development is now complete
and part of the existing environment;
(4) 87-95 Curtain Road (2008/0511): This development is now complete and part of
the existing environment;
(27) Land bound by Hackney Road and Austin Street including Mildmay Mission
Hospital, Hackney Road (PA/09/02323): This development is now complete and part
of the existing environment;
(28) 30, 32 and 36 Brushfield Street (PA/12/01853): The application relates to a
change of use of the units and is now complete and part of the existing environment.
It is also considered that the size and scale of the units comprising the application do
not exceed the criteria identified for the cumulative assessment (i.e. provide over
2
10,000m of floorspace);
(32) 3-10 Finsbury Square (P102295): This development is now complete and part of
the existing environment.

Ground Conditions – To be Scoped Out
Paragraph 5.12 of the EIA Scoping Opinion considers that ground contamination should be
‘scoped into’ the EIA, and provides further discussion within the following paragraphs (5.13 to
5.16), principally referring to ensuring that Phase 2 site investigations be in accordance with
appropriate guidance and methodology, and the proposed approach to remediation.
We refer to our justification within section 5.4 of the EIA Scoping Report (July 2014) and the
supporting Preliminary Contamination Assessment (Appendix B of the EIA Scoping Report (July
2014), which provided a desk-top assessment of the environmental conditions of the site, as well

as identifying the potential contamination risks, and proposes appropriate mitigation measures to
avoid or reduce the potential impacts arising, including undertaking a detailed site investigation
and contamination assessment. This is acknowledged within paragraph 5.13 of the EIA Scoping
Opinion.

We trust that the contents of the letter allow you to reconsider certain aspects of the EIA Scoping
Opinion received. We look forward to your confirmation of this. However, should you have any
questions or queries, please do not hesitate to contact me.
Yours Sincerely,

We consider that sufficient information has been provided to identify the potential risk of ground
contamination and have proposed appropriate mitigation measures to either avoid, reduce or
remedy the potential for adverse impacts in order to result in likely effects not being significant.
One of the measures proposed, being a detailed site investigation and contamination assessment,
will be undertaken in accord with the guidance and methodology outlined within the EIA Scoping
Opinion. The timing of the investigation would be programmed to occur during the site being
cleared, and subject to a relevant planning condition in a form that has been adopted on numerous
urban developments within LBTH and London, which involves a written programme of
investigation, and to be agreed in advance with the LBTH before works commence. A secondary
planning condition can then be applied requiring (if necessary) the remediation strategy and
implementation, as outlined within paragraph 5.16 of the Scoping Opinion, the details of which
would be again subject to the approval of the LBTH.
We consider the level of information provided and mitigation measures proposed to be
proportionate and appropriate to the potential ground contamination risk and do not consider the
issue of ground contamination to result in likely significant effects associated with the Proposed
Development requiring inclusion within the EIA.
Aviation – To be Scoped Out
Paragraph 5.17 of the EIA Scoping Opinion considers that it is unlikely that there will be significant
effects on aviation, but then goes on to recommend consultation with the London City Airport
(LCY) and Civil Aviation Authority (CAA) to confirm this topic being scoped from the EIA.
Whilst it is noted that the LCY has not responded to the LBTH consultation on the EIA Scoping
report, further to the discussion presented section 5.5 of the EIA Scoping Report, we confirm that
the LCY and the CAA will be consulted in relation to the Proposed Development.
Odour – To be Scoped Out
Paragraph 5.20 of the EIA Scoping Opinion advises that odour should not be scoped out of the EIA
if Class A Land Uses are proposed.
The Proposed Development does propose Class A Land Uses, including making provision for Use
Class A3 (restaurant, café). Where restaurants / cafes are proposed, it is envisaged that the
potential effect of odour will be controlled from kitchen exhausts in accordance with Defra’s
‘Guidance on the Control of Odour and Noise from Commercial Kitchen Exhaust Systems’ (2005).
The location of kitchen exhausts, and details of an appropriate extraction and abatement system,
will be determined at the detailed design stage post-consent, and installed prior to the operation of
the restaurant / café (Use Class A3). It is considered that adherence with the Defra guidance will
avoid the potential of significant effects arising associated with odour emissions during the
occupation of the Proposed Development, and therefore the consideration of odour can be scoped
out from the EIA.
The mitigation proposed can be appropriately covered by planning conditions requiring that any
details of any extraction system are agreed with the LBTH and that the approved system will be in
operation prior to the occupation of the restaurant / café.

Andrew Dickson
Environmental Consultant
URS Infrastructure & Environment UK Limited
Tel: +44 (0)207 963 9813
E-mail: andrew.dickson@urs.com
cc. Tom Horne (DP9)

Blossom Street
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Cc:
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Harriet Peacock
Dickson, Andrew
tom.horne@dp9.co.uk; Beth Eite
RE: Blossom Street - Response to EIA Scoping Opinion
08 October 2014 09:03:14
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‘further information’.
•

Cumulative – PA/14/2011 will be available on the Council’s website on 20th October 2014.

•

Ground conditions - Our contamination officer has queried the fact that you have
done/are proposing to do all this work means that this discipline has been scoped in? To
scope it out, it would have had to be trivial which it is not.

•

Aviation – To avoid objections to the proposed development, it is recommended that
discussions are undertaken with LCY ASAP.

•

Odour - I am awaiting comments back from our environmental health officer, so I will
have to get back to on this point separately.

Andrew
In response to your letter I have the following comments:
•

Introduction – A comparison with the previous scheme would assist the planning officers
understanding of the acceptability of the development. This approach was used recently
for Wood Wharf (noting that both applications were accompanied by ESs), and was
considered helpful by officers and the planning committee. I do however note that an EIA
was not undertaken for the previous application, and therefore a direct comparison is
difficult as the same terminology will not have been used. That said, the previous planning
permission is a material planning consideration, and therefore I do believe some
commentary should be included (just a paragraph or two) comparing the two
developments.

•

Socio economics – our health officer is out the office until Thursday, so I will have to get
back to on this point separately.

•

Air quality - I am awaiting comments back from our air quality officer, so I will have to get
back to on this point separately. I would say, that it does seem unhelpful to ask our
opinion on monitoring locations if you are not going to take on board our comments.

•

Noise and Vibration - Our noise specialists requires these locations to be monitored.

•

Water resources – The inclusion of SuDs within the ES is welcomed. We are due to publish
SuDS Guidance on the Council’s website imminently, and it is recommended that this is
referenced as appropriate.

•

Wind microclimate – Wind tunnel tests will be undertaken by RWDI, which is welcomed. It
is requested that mitigation measures /landscaping is tested in addition to the proposed
development on its own, to ensure that the mitigation is sufficient.

•

Townscape and Visual – our design officer is out the office until Wednesday, so I will have
to get back to on this point separately. It would be helpful if you could let me know who
you agreed the viewpoints with?
With respect to the reference to the GLA, I just thought this point was worth highlighting.
It is surprising what can be seen from some of these viewpoints! I appreciate that
comments have been received from the CoL, but it was the GLA that requested additional
views previously.

Thanks
Harriet
From: Dickson, Andrew [mailto:andrew.dickson@urs.com]
Sent: 26 September 2014 12:09
To: Harriet Peacock
Cc: tom.horne@dp9.co.uk
Subject: Blossom Street - Response to EIA Scoping Opinion

Dear Harriet
Further to the initial clarification in respect of the approach / methodology to the wind
microclimate assessment, please find attached our response to the LBTH Scoping Opinion for
review and clarification on the matters raised.
I look forward to receiving your response on the matters raised. Please contact me should you
have any queries regarding.
Kind Regards
Andrew
Andrew Dickson
Environmental Consultant
St. George's House, 3rd Floor, 5 St George's Road, Wimbledon, London, SW19 4DR, UK
Direct: +44 (0)207 963 9813

URS Infrastructure & Environment UK Limited
www.ursglobal.com
Please consider the environment and only print this email if necessary

•

Built heritage – The built heritage assessment does not necessarily need to be its own
chapter, but does need to be its own assessment undertaken by a heritage specialist e.g.
based on built heritage sensitivity etc. Often the built heritage component is immersed
into the townscape assessment, which is not appropriate and can lead to requests for

This e-mail and any attachments are confidential and may be proprietary or privileged. If you receive this message in error or are not the intended
recipient, you should not retain, distribute, disclose or use any of this information and you should destroy the e-mail and any attachments or
copies.
URS Infrastructure & Environment UK Limited
Place of Registration: England & Wales

Registered Number: 880328
Registered Office: Scott House, Alencon Link, Basingstoke, Hampshire, RG21 7PP, United Kingdom

This e-mail and any attachments contain URS Corporation confidential information that may be proprietary or privileged. If
you receive this message in error or are not the intended recipient, you should not retain, distribute, disclose or use any of
this information and you should destroy the e-mail and any attachments or copies.

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Harriet Peacock
Dickson, Andrew
RE: Blossom Street - Response to EIA Scoping Opinion
14 October 2014 15:12:00
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Andrew
I’ve received the following response from our EHO on odour:
Whilst a condition can be agreed during the planning process for odour abatement which
incorporate the Defra guidance for commercial kitchen extract systems. Not all premises are
suitable for Class A3 uses, for instance, the council has had adverse comments where low level
extract systems are installed in mixed residential developments. Whilst the Defra guidance
normally requires odour to be emitted at high level, this is not always technically feasible in some
mixed use developments. It is therefore imperative at the EIA stage, we understand if any low level
extract systems will be installed and if so how their abatement plant will alleviate any adverse
odour impact within the proposed development.
I am yet to hear back from our air quality officer, however we don’t always require air quality
monitoring to be undertaken, and therefore I would assume that we can make do with the
locations you have used (although not ideal).
Our noise officer is adamant that the additional locations are included, to ensure that local
receptors are adequately tested with the aim of avoiding objections to the planning application.
Thanks
Harriet
From: Dickson, Andrew [mailto:andrew.dickson@urs.com]
Sent: 14 October 2014 09:44
To: Harriet Peacock
Subject: RE: Blossom Street - Response to EIA Scoping Opinion

Thanks Harriet for feeding through the below information. Will you likely receive any feedback
today from the AQ Officer and EH Officer?
If able, are you free at some point today in order to discuss some matters, including the
consideration of the need to scope in Ground Conditions? If so, please let me know a good time
to call.
Regarding the matter of the monitoring locations, I am keen to resolve and propose that our
respective technical consultants follow up with the AQ / Noise Officers in order to further discuss
the rationale for the locations and approach to the assessment.
Thanks
Andrew
Andrew Dickson
URS - Environmental Consultant
Wimbledon, London

Thanks
Andrew

Direct: +44 (0)207 963 9813

From: Harriet Peacock [mailto:Harriet.Peacock@towerhamlets.gov.uk]
Sent: 14 October 2014 09:22
To: Dickson, Andrew
Subject: RE: Blossom Street - Response to EIA Scoping Opinion

Andrew Dickson
URS - Environmental Consultant
Wimbledon, London
Direct: +44 (0)207 963 9813

Andrew
With respect to the socio-economic point, our health officer has revised the list of GP practices as
follows:
North West Locality which comprises the wards Weavers, St Peters, Bethnal Green and Spitalfields
& Banglatown (pre 2104 wards Bethnal Green North, Bethnal Green South, Mile End and Globe
Town, Spitalfields and Banglatown, Weavers).

From: Harriet Peacock [mailto:Harriet.Peacock@towerhamlets.gov.uk]
Sent: 10 October 2014 15:59
To: Dickson, Andrew
Cc: 'tom.horne@dp9.co.uk'; Beth Eite
Subject: RE: Blossom Street - Response to EIA Scoping Opinion

Andrew
I’ve added the response from our Design Officer below in red.

NW Locality Practices

List size 1 January 2014
(raw) - source SBS

ALBION HEALTH CENTRE
THE MISSION PRACTICE
STROUTS PLACE MEDICAL CENTRE
THE SPITALFIELDS PRACTICE
BETHNAL GREEN HEALTH CTR.
XX PLACE SURGERY (Mile End
Hospital)*
THE GLOBE TOWN SURGERY
THE BLITHEHALE MED.CTR.
POLLARD ROW SURGERY

8861
10946
3777
12537
8286

Total GP WTE
Source PCIS
(downloaded
19/03/14)
5.01
8.45
1.67
5.33
6.33
7.56

7558
12207
9419
4516

Thanks
Harriet
From: Harriet Peacock
Sent: 08 October 2014 09:03
To: 'Dickson, Andrew'
Cc: tom.horne@dp9.co.uk; Beth Eite
Subject: RE: Blossom Street - Response to EIA Scoping Opinion

Andrew
7.56
3.12
3.00

In response to your letter I have the following comments:
•

Introduction – A comparison with the previous scheme would assist the planning officers
understanding of the acceptability of the development. This approach was used recently
for Wood Wharf (noting that both applications were accompanied by ESs), and was
considered helpful by officers and the planning committee. I do however note that an EIA
was not undertaken for the previous application, and therefore a direct comparison is
difficult as the same terminology will not have been used. That said, the previous planning
permission is a material planning consideration, and therefore I do believe some
commentary should be included (just a paragraph or two) comparing the two
developments.

•

Socio economics – our health officer is out the office until Thursday, so I will have to get
back to on this point separately.

•

Air quality - I am awaiting comments back from our air quality officer, so I will have to get
back to on this point separately. I would say, that it does seem unhelpful to ask our
opinion on monitoring locations if you are not going to take on board our comments.

•

Noise and Vibration - Our noise specialists requires these locations to be monitored.

* XX Place has two branches one at Mile End the other at Bromley by Bow but only have one Practice number so
list and GP have been split equally between them.
Health E1 although located in this locality, is a specialist practice for the homeless and those without a fixed
address and so is not included in the above figures.
Figures provided by NHS England April 2014

Thanks
Harriet
From: Dickson, Andrew [mailto:andrew.dickson@urs.com]
Sent: 10 October 2014 16:09
To: Harriet Peacock
Subject: RE: Blossom Street - Response to EIA Scoping Opinion

Thanks Harriet
Who is picking matters for the AQ and who is the EH Officer you are waiting on?

•

•

•

Water resources – The inclusion of SuDs within the ES is welcomed. We are due to publish
SuDS Guidance on the Council’s website imminently, and it is recommended that this is
referenced as appropriate.
Wind microclimate – Wind tunnel tests will be undertaken by RWDI, which is welcomed. It
is requested that mitigation measures /landscaping is tested in addition to the proposed
development on its own, to ensure that the mitigation is sufficient.
Townscape and Visual – our design officer is out the office until Wednesday, so I will have
to get back to on this point separately. It would be helpful if you could let me know who
you agreed the viewpoints with? Design Officer - Whilst I do consider that the proposed
additional viewpoints would, to some degree, show the proposed development in its
context – on reflection I agree that other material submitted in support of the application
would enable the impact of the scheme to be adequately determined. As such, I agree
that the suggested additional viewpoints do not need to be included in the TVIA.

Further to the initial clarification in respect of the approach / methodology to the wind
microclimate assessment, please find attached our response to the LBTH Scoping Opinion for
review and clarification on the matters raised.
I look forward to receiving your response on the matters raised. Please contact me should you
have any queries regarding.
Kind Regards
Andrew
Andrew Dickson
Environmental Consultant
St. George's House, 3rd Floor, 5 St George's Road, Wimbledon, London, SW19 4DR, UK
Direct: +44 (0)207 963 9813

With respect to the reference to the GLA, I just thought this point was worth highlighting.
It is surprising what can be seen from some of these viewpoints! I appreciate that
comments have been received from the CoL, but it was the GLA that requested additional
views previously.
•

Built heritage – The built heritage assessment does not necessarily need to be its own
chapter, but does need to be its own assessment undertaken by a heritage specialist e.g.
based on built heritage sensitivity etc. Often the built heritage component is immersed
into the townscape assessment, which is not appropriate and can lead to requests for
‘further information’.

•

Cumulative – PA/14/2011 will be available on the Council’s website on 20th October 2014.

•

Ground conditions - Our contamination officer has queried the fact that you have
done/are proposing to do all this work means that this discipline has been scoped in? To
scope it out, it would have had to be trivial which it is not.

•

Aviation – To avoid objections to the proposed development, it is recommended that
discussions are undertaken with LCY ASAP.

•

Odour - I am awaiting comments back from our environmental health officer, so I will
have to get back to on this point separately.

Thanks
Harriet
From: Dickson, Andrew [mailto:andrew.dickson@urs.com]
Sent: 26 September 2014 12:09
To: Harriet Peacock
Cc: tom.horne@dp9.co.uk
Subject: Blossom Street - Response to EIA Scoping Opinion

Dear Harriet

URS Infrastructure & Environment UK Limited
www.ursglobal.com
Please consider the environment and only print this email if necessary
This e-mail and any attachments are confidential and may be proprietary or privileged. If you receive this message in error or are not the intended
recipient, you should not retain, distribute, disclose or use any of this information and you should destroy the e-mail and any attachments or
copies.
URS Infrastructure & Environment UK Limited
Place of Registration: England & Wales
Registered Number: 880328
Registered Office: Scott House, Alencon Link, Basingstoke, Hampshire, RG21 7PP, United Kingdom

This e-mail and any attachments contain URS Corporation confidential information that may be proprietary or privileged. If
you receive this message in error or are not the intended recipient, you should not retain, distribute, disclose or use any of
this information and you should destroy the e-mail and any attachments or copies.
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Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Dickson, Andrew
"Harriet Peacock"
RE: Blossom Street - Response to EIA Scoping Opinion
28 October 2014 15:05:00
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SuDS Guidance on the Council’s website imminently, and it is recommended that this is
referenced as appropriate.
•

Wind microclimate – Wind tunnel tests will be undertaken by RWDI, which is welcomed. It
is requested that mitigation measures /landscaping is tested in addition to the proposed
development on its own, to ensure that the mitigation is sufficient.

•

Townscape and Visual – our design officer is out the office until Wednesday, so I will have
to get back to on this point separately. It would be helpful if you could let me know who
you agreed the viewpoints with?

Hi Harriet
Under the topic ‘Water resources’ reference is made to the publishing of SuDS Guidance (on the
Council’s website imminently), and it is recommended that this is referenced as appropriate.
Has this document been published (as unable to locate at present) or know of the date when?

With respect to the reference to the GLA, I just thought this point was worth highlighting.
It is surprising what can be seen from some of these viewpoints! I appreciate that
comments have been received from the CoL, but it was the GLA that requested additional
views previously.

Thanks
Andrew
Andrew Dickson
URS - Environmental Consultant
Wimbledon, London

•

Built heritage – The built heritage assessment does not necessarily need to be its own
chapter, but does need to be its own assessment undertaken by a heritage specialist e.g.
based on built heritage sensitivity etc. Often the built heritage component is immersed
into the townscape assessment, which is not appropriate and can lead to requests for
‘further information’.

•

Cumulative – PA/14/2011 will be available on the Council’s website on 20th October 2014.

•

Ground conditions - Our contamination officer has queried the fact that you have
done/are proposing to do all this work means that this discipline has been scoped in? To
scope it out, it would have had to be trivial which it is not.

•

Aviation – To avoid objections to the proposed development, it is recommended that
discussions are undertaken with LCY ASAP.

•

Odour - I am awaiting comments back from our environmental health officer, so I will
have to get back to on this point separately.

Direct: +44 (0)207 963 9813

From: Harriet Peacock [mailto:Harriet.Peacock@towerhamlets.gov.uk]
Sent: 08 October 2014 09:03
To: Dickson, Andrew
Cc: tom.horne@dp9.co.uk; Beth Eite
Subject: RE: Blossom Street - Response to EIA Scoping Opinion

Andrew
In response to your letter I have the following comments:
•

Introduction – A comparison with the previous scheme would assist the planning officers
understanding of the acceptability of the development. This approach was used recently
for Wood Wharf (noting that both applications were accompanied by ESs), and was
considered helpful by officers and the planning committee. I do however note that an EIA
was not undertaken for the previous application, and therefore a direct comparison is
difficult as the same terminology will not have been used. That said, the previous planning
permission is a material planning consideration, and therefore I do believe some
commentary should be included (just a paragraph or two) comparing the two
developments.

Thanks
Harriet

•

Socio economics – our health officer is out the office until Thursday, so I will have to get
back to on this point separately.

•

From: Dickson, Andrew [mailto:andrew.dickson@urs.com]
Sent: 26 September 2014 12:09
To: Harriet Peacock
Cc: tom.horne@dp9.co.uk
Subject: Blossom Street - Response to EIA Scoping Opinion

Air quality - I am awaiting comments back from our air quality officer, so I will have to get
back to on this point separately. I would say, that it does seem unhelpful to ask our
opinion on monitoring locations if you are not going to take on board our comments.

Dear Harriet

•

Noise and Vibration - Our noise specialists requires these locations to be monitored.

Further to the initial clarification in respect of the approach / methodology to the wind
microclimate assessment, please find attached our response to the LBTH Scoping Opinion for
review and clarification on the matters raised.

•

Water resources – The inclusion of SuDs within the ES is welcomed. We are due to publish

I look forward to receiving your response on the matters raised. Please contact me should you
have any queries regarding.
Kind Regards
Andrew
Andrew Dickson
Environmental Consultant
St. George's House, 3rd Floor, 5 St George's Road, Wimbledon, London, SW19 4DR, UK
Direct: +44 (0)207 963 9813

URS Infrastructure & Environment UK Limited
www.ursglobal.com
Please consider the environment and only print this email if necessary
This e-mail and any attachments are confidential and may be proprietary or privileged. If you receive this message in error or are not the intended
recipient, you should not retain, distribute, disclose or use any of this information and you should destroy the e-mail and any attachments or
copies.
URS Infrastructure & Environment UK Limited
Place of Registration: England & Wales
Registered Number: 880328
Registered Office: Scott House, Alencon Link, Basingstoke, Hampshire, RG21 7PP, United Kingdom
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RE: Blossom Street - Response to EIA Scoping Opinion
10 November 2014 15:48:00
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Hi Harriet
I am writing to follow up on our phone discussion on the 31st October relating to several matters
in regard to the Scoping Opinion received and the proposed approach to the EIA, including
following up on my email below.
Further to my email below, I understand that you have spoken with the LBTH Contamination
Officer to relay the below comments outlining our reasoning as to why the assessment of ground
conditions is not likely to result in significant environmental effects (moderate or major adverse)
arising from the Proposed Development. From the Phase 1 Preliminary Contamination
Assessment prepared that was submitted with the Scoping Report, the risks associated with the
contamination of the ground have been identified to have the potential to result in adverse
effects, although it is concluded that the site should not be constrained by issues relating to
contaminated land given the nature of the site, the scale and extent of the works and the ability
to address through appropriate and standard mitigation measures (i.e. there have been no
unusual risks that suggest the need for non-standard measures). This has resulted in mitigation
measures being proposed as part of the scheme and which would be submitted with the planning
application. It is a standard and well understood approach to produce a written scheme of
investigation, incorporating remediation measures, etc, and reflects the approach to mitigation as
outlined within the LBTH Scoping Guidance (2012). As I understand it from your conversation with
the LBTH Contamination Officer, it was acknowledged that from review it is likely this standard
mitigation would be recommended as part of the scheme, if approved. It is not typical for similar
sites to require an intrusive Phase 2 investigation and report at this stage, although this would
normally be required by planning condition.
Despite the correspondence regarding this, you have advised me that the Contamination Officer is
still of the view that the consideration of ground contamination be scoped in to the EIA, which
appears inherent on the view that a lot of work has been done to date / to do and therefore the
matter is not trivial.
We agree that this isn’t trivial, but the purpose of having submitted the Phase 1 report, was to
identify the potential ground contamination issues, from which an understanding of the site
would be gained, and identify the likely degree of mitigation measures needed. In doing so, the
likely impact of ground contamination would result in non-significant effects and therefore be
scoped from the EIA (in accordance with the Planning Practice Guidance). The mitigation
measures relating to ground contamination would be referred within the relevant chapters in the
ES (i.e. Chapters for Demolition and Construction, Water Resources, Air Quality) without the need
for undertaking a separate assessment, and therefore focusing the ES on the main issues
requiring assessment.
From our discussion, you highlighted the risk involved should the opinion of the LBTH not be
complied with (i.e. a Regulation 22 request for further information), although it is noted that this
would be dependent on the information presented within the Environmental Statement and it
may be likely that further information is not sought for this scheme if sufficient information is

presented and mitigation proposed. Therefore, I am keen for you to confirm that the absence of a
specific ground conditions chapter despite the LBTH scoping opinion to the contrary will not
automatically trigger a Regulation 22 request, when the ES can demonstrate that the baseline
conditions, likely impacts and mitigation measures are well understood and no significant effects
are anticipated?
On a separate matter, we also discussed about the Draft LBTH SUDs Guidance, which at the time
had not be finalised / released for consideration. If this has been subsequently released on the
LBTH website, please advise at the earliest.

out from the ES / EIA, enabling the ES / EIA to focus on the consideration of the main
environmental effects, in accord with the Planning Practice Guidance.
Please call me if you have any further queries regarding the above, or I am happy to discuss
further with the Contamination Officer should they have any further queries.
Many thanks
Andrew

Any queries regarding the above, please call me.

Andrew Dickson
URS - Environmental Consultant
Wimbledon, London

Regards
Andrew

Direct: +44 (0)207 963 9813

Andrew Dickson
URS - Environmental Consultant
Wimbledon, London

From: Harriet Peacock [mailto:Harriet.Peacock@towerhamlets.gov.uk]
Sent: 14 October 2014 18:10
To: Dickson, Andrew
Subject: RE: Blossom Street - Response to EIA Scoping Opinion

Direct: +44 (0)207 963 9813

From: Dickson, Andrew
Sent: 27 October 2014 16:17
To: 'Harriet Peacock'
Subject: RE: Blossom Street - Response to EIA Scoping Opinion
Importance: High

Hi Harriet
Further to our last phone call, have you had the opportunity to clarify the matter of the approach
to the consideration of the topic of Ground Conditions, and scoping it out from the Environmental
Statement / EIA, on the basis that there is not likely to be any significant effects arising from the
Proposed Development? As discussed, this conclusion is drawn on the following basis (summary):
-

-

-

Existing basements already on Site and proposed to deepen, albeit leaving at a single
level;
Phase 1 Preliminary Contamination Assessment presented with Scoping Report, outlining
historic context / potential risks and mitigation, and concludes that the site should not be
constrained by issues relating to contaminated land.
Appropriate mitigation measures will be proposed in order to mitigate any potential
impacts arising during demolition / construction (to be discussed within the respective
chapter).
Appropriate mitigation proposed (to be included in the ES - taking into account the level
of risk (Phase 1) and extent and scale of the site and works proposed – not identify any
issues that would require non-standard mitigation measures, as referred by relevant case
law) by the Applicant in the form of a standard condition for Phase 2 (i.e. a written
scheme of investigation when able to gain access to cleared site; remediation plan, etc –
undertaken in accord with established industry guidance and requirements). This is
consistent with the LBTH Scoping Guidance (re para 4.75).

As discussed, for the above reasons we consider that it is unlikely that significant effects will arise
from the Proposed Development in terms of ground conditions and that the topic can be scoped

Andrew – I am out the office in the morning, but back in at 1pm so I will try and give you a call
then.
From: Dickson, Andrew [mailto:andrew.dickson@urs.com]
Sent: 14 October 2014 17:02
To: Harriet Peacock
Subject: RE: Blossom Street - Response to EIA Scoping Opinion

Thanks Harriet
I still wish to follow up on a couple of matters – are you available tomorrow morning for a call?
Thanks
Andrew
Andrew Dickson
URS - Environmental Consultant
Wimbledon, London
Direct: +44 (0)207 963 9813

From: Harriet Peacock [mailto:Harriet.Peacock@towerhamlets.gov.uk]
Sent: 14 October 2014 15:12
To: Dickson, Andrew
Subject: RE: Blossom Street - Response to EIA Scoping Opinion

Andrew
I’ve received the following response from our EHO on odour:
Whilst a condition can be agreed during the planning process for odour abatement which
incorporate the Defra guidance for commercial kitchen extract systems. Not all premises are
suitable for Class A3 uses, for instance, the council has had adverse comments where low level
extract systems are installed in mixed residential developments. Whilst the Defra guidance

normally requires odour to be emitted at high level, this is not always technically feasible in some
mixed use developments. It is therefore imperative at the EIA stage, we understand if any low level
extract systems will be installed and if so how their abatement plant will alleviate any adverse
odour impact within the proposed development.
I am yet to hear back from our air quality officer, however we don’t always require air quality
monitoring to be undertaken, and therefore I would assume that we can make do with the
locations you have used (although not ideal).
Our noise officer is adamant that the additional locations are included, to ensure that local
receptors are adequately tested with the aim of avoiding objections to the planning application.
Thanks
Harriet
From: Dickson, Andrew [mailto:andrew.dickson@urs.com]
Sent: 14 October 2014 09:44
To: Harriet Peacock
Subject: RE: Blossom Street - Response to EIA Scoping Opinion

Thanks Harriet for feeding through the below information. Will you likely receive any feedback
today from the AQ Officer and EH Officer?
If able, are you free at some point today in order to discuss some matters, including the
consideration of the need to scope in Ground Conditions? If so, please let me know a good time
to call.
Regarding the matter of the monitoring locations, I am keen to resolve and propose that our
respective technical consultants follow up with the AQ / Noise Officers in order to further discuss
the rationale for the locations and approach to the assessment.
Thanks
Andrew

& Banglatown (pre 2104 wards Bethnal Green North, Bethnal Green South, Mile End and Globe
Town, Spitalfields and Banglatown, Weavers).
NW Locality Practices

List size 1 January 2014
(raw) - source SBS

ALBION HEALTH CENTRE
THE MISSION PRACTICE
STROUTS PLACE MEDICAL CENTRE
THE SPITALFIELDS PRACTICE
BETHNAL GREEN HEALTH CTR.
XX PLACE SURGERY (Mile End
Hospital)*
THE GLOBE TOWN SURGERY
THE BLITHEHALE MED.CTR.
POLLARD ROW SURGERY

8861
10946
3777
12537
8286

Total GP WTE
Source PCIS
(downloaded
19/03/14)
5.01
8.45
1.67
5.33
6.33
7.56

7558
12207
9419
4516

* XX Place has two branches one at Mile End the other at Bromley by Bow but only have one Practice number so
list and GP have been split equally between them.
Health E1 although located in this locality, is a specialist practice for the homeless and those without a fixed
address and so is not included in the above figures.
Figures provided by NHS England April 2014

Thanks
Harriet
From: Dickson, Andrew [mailto:andrew.dickson@urs.com]
Sent: 10 October 2014 16:09
To: Harriet Peacock
Subject: RE: Blossom Street - Response to EIA Scoping Opinion

Thanks Harriet
Andrew Dickson
URS - Environmental Consultant
Wimbledon, London

Who is picking matters for the AQ and who is the EH Officer you are waiting on?

Direct: +44 (0)207 963 9813

Thanks
Andrew

From: Harriet Peacock [mailto:Harriet.Peacock@towerhamlets.gov.uk]
Sent: 14 October 2014 09:22
To: Dickson, Andrew
Subject: RE: Blossom Street - Response to EIA Scoping Opinion

Andrew Dickson
URS - Environmental Consultant
Wimbledon, London

Andrew
With respect to the socio-economic point, our health officer has revised the list of GP practices as
follows:
North West Locality which comprises the wards Weavers, St Peters, Bethnal Green and Spitalfields

7.56
3.12
3.00

Direct: +44 (0)207 963 9813

From: Harriet Peacock [mailto:Harriet.Peacock@towerhamlets.gov.uk]
Sent: 10 October 2014 15:59
To: Dickson, Andrew
Cc: 'tom.horne@dp9.co.uk'; Beth Eite
Subject: RE: Blossom Street - Response to EIA Scoping Opinion

context – on reflection I agree that other material submitted in support of the application
would enable the impact of the scheme to be adequately determined. As such, I agree
that the suggested additional viewpoints do not need to be included in the TVIA.

Andrew
I’ve added the response from our Design Officer below in red.

With respect to the reference to the GLA, I just thought this point was worth highlighting.
It is surprising what can be seen from some of these viewpoints! I appreciate that
comments have been received from the CoL, but it was the GLA that requested additional
views previously.

Thanks
Harriet
From: Harriet Peacock
Sent: 08 October 2014 09:03
To: 'Dickson, Andrew'
Cc: tom.horne@dp9.co.uk; Beth Eite
Subject: RE: Blossom Street - Response to EIA Scoping Opinion

•

Built heritage – The built heritage assessment does not necessarily need to be its own
chapter, but does need to be its own assessment undertaken by a heritage specialist e.g.
based on built heritage sensitivity etc. Often the built heritage component is immersed
into the townscape assessment, which is not appropriate and can lead to requests for
‘further information’.

•

Cumulative – PA/14/2011 will be available on the Council’s website on 20th October 2014.

•

Ground conditions - Our contamination officer has queried the fact that you have
done/are proposing to do all this work means that this discipline has been scoped in? To
scope it out, it would have had to be trivial which it is not.

•

Aviation – To avoid objections to the proposed development, it is recommended that
discussions are undertaken with LCY ASAP.

•

Odour - I am awaiting comments back from our environmental health officer, so I will
have to get back to on this point separately.

Andrew
In response to your letter I have the following comments:
•

•

Introduction – A comparison with the previous scheme would assist the planning officers
understanding of the acceptability of the development. This approach was used recently
for Wood Wharf (noting that both applications were accompanied by ESs), and was
considered helpful by officers and the planning committee. I do however note that an EIA
was not undertaken for the previous application, and therefore a direct comparison is
difficult as the same terminology will not have been used. That said, the previous planning
permission is a material planning consideration, and therefore I do believe some
commentary should be included (just a paragraph or two) comparing the two
developments.
Socio economics – our health officer is out the office until Thursday, so I will have to get
back to on this point separately.

•

Air quality - I am awaiting comments back from our air quality officer, so I will have to get
back to on this point separately. I would say, that it does seem unhelpful to ask our
opinion on monitoring locations if you are not going to take on board our comments.

•

Noise and Vibration - Our noise specialists requires these locations to be monitored.

•

Water resources – The inclusion of SuDs within the ES is welcomed. We are due to publish
SuDS Guidance on the Council’s website imminently, and it is recommended that this is
referenced as appropriate.

•

•

Thanks
Harriet
From: Dickson, Andrew [mailto:andrew.dickson@urs.com]
Sent: 26 September 2014 12:09
To: Harriet Peacock
Cc: tom.horne@dp9.co.uk
Subject: Blossom Street - Response to EIA Scoping Opinion

Dear Harriet

Wind microclimate – Wind tunnel tests will be undertaken by RWDI, which is welcomed. It
is requested that mitigation measures /landscaping is tested in addition to the proposed
development on its own, to ensure that the mitigation is sufficient.
Townscape and Visual – our design officer is out the office until Wednesday, so I will have
to get back to on this point separately. It would be helpful if you could let me know who
you agreed the viewpoints with? Design Officer - Whilst I do consider that the proposed
additional viewpoints would, to some degree, show the proposed development in its

Further to the initial clarification in respect of the approach / methodology to the wind
microclimate assessment, please find attached our response to the LBTH Scoping Opinion for
review and clarification on the matters raised.
I look forward to receiving your response on the matters raised. Please contact me should you
have any queries regarding.
Kind Regards
Andrew
Andrew Dickson
Environmental Consultant

St. George's House, 3rd Floor, 5 St George's Road, Wimbledon, London, SW19 4DR, UK
Direct: +44 (0)207 963 9813
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