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 PURPOSE 
 
1. To advise Members of observations, consultation responses and further information 

received in respect of the following planning applications on the main agenda. These 
were received after the preparation of the report and the matters raised may not 
therefore have been taken in to account in reaching the recommendation stated. 

 
 RECOMMENDATION 
 
2. That Members note and consider the late observations, consultation responses and 

information received in respect of each item in reaching their decision.  
 
 FACTORS FOR CONSIDERATION 
 
3. Late observations, consultation responses, information and revisions have been 

received in respect of the following planning applications on the main agenda: 
 

Item 7.1 – Application 15/AP/4980 for: Full Planning Permission – 153-159 
Borough High Street, London, SE1 1HR  
 

Additional Neighbour Consultation Responses 
 

3.1 Members are asked to note that a further 4 neighbour consultation responses have 
been received following the publication of the committee report. They do not raise any 
new issues but for transparency they are set out below. For the avoidance of any 
doubt the summary of neighbour responses received to date is now as follows: 

  
Total number of representations: 55 
In favour: 1 Against: 54 Neutral: 0 
Petitions in favour: 0 Petitions against: 0 
 
 

3.2 125 Guinness Court, Snowsfields  
‘The building is an excellent example of high street architecture and should not be 
demolished, if anything, the existing shops should be encouraged to make their fronts 
look more in keeping with the beautiful building they are in.’ 
 

3.3 Flat 14, 51-53 Leroy Street 
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‘The existing building needs some TLC but we should not destroy the historical 
significance of our neighbourhood for an architecturally insignificant structure when 
there are clearly other sites that have less historical significance or actually need 
proper development. Let's not make Borough/ Bermondsey just a place for short-term 
visitors/ tourists at the cost of the neighbourhood for people who are invested in the 
community (like myself). Be bold and creative with redevelopment so that it fits the 
existing neighbourhood and is an asset to the area for the long-term not just the next 
ten years.’ 
 

3.4 6 Cranes Park, Surbiton 
‘The proposed demolition of the existing multi-use building and its replacement by a 
hotel (with ground floor fast food outlets) would be detrimental to its setting and to the 
wider area. Demolition would involve the loss of a modest but architecturally and 
culturally interesting facade on Borough High Street. The design of the proposed 
replacement is bland, generic and without any design merit. At seven storeys the 
proposed replacement is over-large for its setting and ignores the scale of its 
neighbouring buildings and that side of the street more generally. The loss of small 
commercial premises and their users, and their contribution to the local community, will 
not be compensated by the creation of a generic chain hotel whose profits will not 
remain in the borough. The demolition and replacement proposed therefore does not 
accord with either the relevant London Plan or Borough planning policies and 
permission should be refused.’  

 
3.5 5 Hatters Court, 99 Redcros Way 

‘Borough High Street undoutedly needs some redevelopment, but demolishing an old 
building with character and losing local shops is not the way to proceed. New hotels do 
nothing for the local community. The proposed building is also unattractive and makes 
no attempt to fit with the traditional character of the area (like so many of the new 
developments, unfortunately). Southwark Council should develop a plan for how 
Borough High street is developed, and open this to consultation, rather than approving, 
piecemeal, unsuitable and frankly hideous buildings with no benefit to residents.’ 

 
 

Further Officer comments on issues raised by objectors 
 
3.6 Members are also asked to note the further Officer comments which address the 

following issues that have been raised by objectors, but which were not adequately 
covered in the main report: 

 
3.7 The daylight and sunlight impact on adjacent offices 

An objection on the grounds of loss of daylight has been received from the commercial 
occupier of the adjoining building at No.151 which states that the development will 
result in a significant reduction in daylight within the business’ office. This concern 
appears to specifically relate to a modern, south-facing window located toward the rear 
of No.151 within a later extension to this original listed building. The south-facing flank 
wall in which the window sits abuts the boundary of the application site and therefore 
directly overlooks it. However, it is not clear whether it is clear-glazed or obscure-
glazed. In any case Officers have ascertained that it serves a very modest staff 
room/kitchenette of about 4sqm and a WC of approximately 2sqm. The actual main 
office rooms at first floor level in the building (of which there are two) would not be 
affected in any way. While the proposed development would result in a loss of daylight 
to the staff room/kitchenette and WC these are not rooms which require a good level of 
daylight to be maintained, and it is unreasonable not to expect this window to be 
impacted given that it is already quite unreasonably and inappropriately sited on the 
party boundary with the application site. It is also observed that a much more modest 
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redevelopment of the application site up to even only two storeys would have no less 
of an impact than the proposed development because of the position of the window on 
the boundary.     
 

 Noise from the hotel use 
 
3.8 A neighbouring occupier has raised a concern that the proposed development will 

cause an adverse noise and disturbance impact. In terms of the existing buildings on 
either side to which it would immediately adjoin there would, of course, be an increase 
in the adjoining party wall surfaces. However, this will be an entirely new modern 
building built to at least meet, if not exceed, both the thermal and noise insulation 
requirements of the current building regulations. The current thermal insulation 
requirements along with modern cavity wall construction are such that it is highly 
unlikely that, if there is any noise transference at all, that it would be to such a level as 
to cause significant harm to the amenity of adjoining residential or commercial 
occupiers. As regards any noise and disturbance directed outwards toward Borough 
High Street from the proposed development it is noted that the hotel windows would be 
fixed shut (so as to maximise the energy efficiency of the intended heating/cooling 
system and to avoid immediate exposure of the hotel residents to traffic-generated air 
pollution in Borough High Street). This will have the further beneficial effect of reducing 
noise ‘leakage’ from the site. Mechanical plant (heating/cooling, extraction and 
ventilation) for the hotel would be located on the roof and notwithstanding this a 
condition has been recommended requiring the plant noise emissions to remain with 
an acceptable level and for a sound test to be undertaken and the results submitted to 
the LPA for approval to demonstrate that this would be achieved.  

 
3.9 The hotel will have servicing needs, however these are not anticipated to be 

significantly greater or more frequent than those of the existing commercial premises 
on the site and servicing would be done from Borough High Street. The background 
noise levels in Borough High Street are generally quite high so again it is considered 
that any noise and disturbance created as a result of servicing and the 
arrival/departure of visitors is unlikely to be especially discernible and therefore not 
significantly harmful to the amenity of the immediate environment. Any other potential 
noise from patrons using the proposed ground-floor bar and restaurant can be 
satisfactorily addressed through the process of applying to the Council for a premises 
licence, which will be required. 

 
The loss of the existing Class A and Class B floorspace 
 

3.10 A number of objectors have raised the issue of the loss of creative business space (the 
first-floor photography studio) and the existing shops. This issue has been addressed 
to an extent at paragraphs 18, 19, 24, 25 and 72 of the main committee report but it is 
considered that it may be helpful to provide a more thorough response.  
 

3.11 The loss of the existing first-floor photography studio (a B Class use) is considered to 
be acceptable in principle because the replacement floorspace, i.e., a hotel is defined 
a ‘main town centre use’ in the glossary of the Government’s National Planning Policy 
Framework, therefore it would comply with saved policy of 1.4 of the Southwark Plan 
(2007), in particular the part which states that its loss will be acceptable providing that 
the site is located within a town or local centre, in which case in accordance with policy 
1.7, suitable Class A or other town centre uses (Officers’ own emphasis) will be 
permitted in place of Class B uses. 

 
3.12 In terms of the loss of the existing shops (A Class uses), on balance, this is considered 

to be acceptable because their floorspace would effectively be replaced by a bar and 
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café/restaurant that would provide a service to the general public thus meeting the 
requirement of criterion (iv) of saved policy 1.7 (Development within town and local 
centres) of the Southwark Plan (2007). Officers also note that the proposal would still 
be policy-compliant in this respect even if it subsequently becomes apparent that the 
proposed basement needs to be significantly reduced or even omitted from the 
proposal due to archaeological reasons.  

 
3.13 Impact on Axe and Bottle Court 

Some objectors have raised a concern about the impact of the proposal on Axe and 
Bottle Court which is a small alleyway that runs parallel to Borough High Street at the 
rear of the site with pedestrian-only access from Newcomen Street. It is worth 
clarifying that the application site does not directly abut the alleyway as there is an 
existing two-storey building with a pitched roof which intervenes. The ground floor of 
the proposed hotel, which would cover the whole site, would therefore come within 
6.2m of the alleyway. However, above this the rear of the first and second floors would 
be set in from the east boundary on the north side by over half the width of the site, 
thereby ensuring that the gap between this part of the rear elevation and the alleyway 
would increase to approximately 10.35m and from the third floor upwards the entire 
rear elevation of the hotel would be so recessed. As such, Officers are satisfied that 
there would be no significant detrimental impact on the character of the alleyway or on 
the amenity of the commercial buildings to which it gives access.   

 
Extension of target date for completion of the S.106 agreement 
 

3.14 Members are asked to note that it has since been agreed with the applicant that the 
target decision date (by which the s.106 agreement should be completed) will be 
September 30th rather than August 31st. 

 
Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) contributions 

 
3.15 Members are asked to note that the following CIL contributions would be payable on 

commencement of the development:   
 

Mayoral CIL = £62,455 
 
Southwark CIL = £191,310 
 
S143 of the Localism Act 2011 states that any financial sum that an authority has 
received, will, or could receive in the payment of CIL as a material 'local financial 
consideration' in planning decisions. The requirement for Mayoral CIL is a material 
consideration.  However, the weight to be attached to a local finance consideration 
remains a matter for the decision-maker.    

 
 
Changes to the conditions set out in the draft Officer recommendation 

 
3.16 Conditions 3, 4, 5, 6 now omitted from the list of conditions 

Since the agenda was finalised and published advice from the Council’s Senior 
Planning Lawyer (who is attending this meeting) was received to the effect that it 
would be more appropriate for the Council to seek to secure the terms for dealing with 
archaeology on the site through the S.106 legal agreement rather than by conditions 
as a S.106 agreement affords better protection in a situation like this both in terms of 
ensuring implementation of the measures and enforcing them. As such Members are 
asked to note that conditions 3, 4, 5 and 6 (all concerning archaeology) no longer form 
part of the officer recommendation (Appendix 3, page 43 of the agenda). The same 
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requirements as were contained in these four conditions are now recommended to be 
incorporated into S.106 (the other details of which are reported at paragraph 66, page 
28 of the agenda).        

 
 

3.17 Revised conditions 
 

 Condition 2 (Approved Plans) 
 
 The following plan ref. no has been removed from this condition as this drawing has 

been superseded.   
 

14069_G100_P_AL_001 Rev.A (Proposed Location Plan) 
 
Condition 17 (Attenuation of noise generated by M&E plant) 
 
The requirement for a validation test to be carried out and the results to be submitted 
to the LPA for approval has been removed from the wording of this condition. This 
condition is now simply a compliance condition. 
 
Condition 20 (Kitchen extract system details) 
 
The wording to be amended to state,  
 
‘Prior to the commencement of above grade works, details of the kitchen exhaust 
system (including means of noise and odour control) shall be submitted for approval to 
the local planning authority, and the development shall not be carried out otherwise 
than in accordance with any approval given. The exhaust system shall be designed to 
terminate at roof level and at least 1m above any open-able windows and eaves of 
neighbouring buildings within 20m of its location.’  
 
Additional condition 
 

3.18 With regard to the recommendation of the Council’s Flood and Drainage Team as 
reported in paragraph 80 of the main report Members are asked to note the following 
additional condition is now recommended below – conditions in the main 
recommendation remain except where clearly amended below: 

 
 ‘The development shall only be undertaken in accordance with the recommendations 

of the Revised Flood Risk Assessment (developed by AKT II Ltd, dated 22 February 
2016, in particular with regard to the provision of a Sustainable Drainage System 
(SuDS) and the proposed surface water runoff rates. 

 
Reason: 
To minimise the potential for the site to contribute to surface water flooding in 
accordance with policies 5.12 (Flood risk management) and 5.13 (Sustainable 
drainage) of the London Plan (2015), strategic policy 13 (High environmental 
standards) of the Southwark Core Strategy (2011), saved policy 3.9 (Water) of the 
Southwark Unitary Development Plan (2007) and guidance in the Sustainable Design 
and Construction SPD (2009).’ 

 
 

Additional informative recommended 
 
3.19 Members are asked to note the following recommended additional Informative: 
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The applicant is advised that the provision of external facade lighting (which would 
require a further application for planning permission) is not considered to be 
appropriate having regard to the special character and appearance of Borough High 
Street Conservation Area.    

 
Errata 
 

3.20 Paragraph 18 – Correction 
This should read ‘photography studio’ rather than ‘office’.  

 
          Pre-application enquiry  
 
3.21 A pre-application enquiry was submitted in advance of the planning application. The 

planning advice that was issued is attached below as appendix A and a response from 
the applicant as appendix B.  

 
 

Item 7.2  –  Application 16/AP/1393 for: Full Planning Permission – 95 PECKHAM 
ROAD, LONDON, SE15 5LJ 
 

Amendments To Officer Report  
 
3.22 Correction to paragraph 26 

The number and mix of the affordable units is confirmed in paragraph 26.  An error 
was made to this paragraph.  The number of affordable habitable rooms is 35 not 30 
as specified in the main report.  This equates to 35% of habitable rooms of the 
scheme.  The mix does not change.    
 

3.23 Correction to paragraph 58  
There is an error in paragraph 58. The minimum of cycle spaces for the 33 dwellings 
should be 52 long stay and 1 short stay (visitor) and not the 59 specified in the main 
report.  The proposal would provide for a total number of 57 including the 5 visitor 
spaces (46 of which are within the Two Tier system, 11 of which are as Sheffield 
stands).  The over provision is welcomed.   
 

3.24 Correction to paragraph 68  
This paragraph should read as follows:  
 
The buildings surrounding the courtyard garden generally alternate between 1 and 2 
storeys and have been designed to be no higher than the existing brick wall that 
currently forms the boundaries. 
 

3.25 Further clarification to paragraph 106 of the main report  
An objection raised by a resident at 92 Peckham Road was that an error has been in 
the daylight and sunlight assessment.  The resident notes that the assessment 
assumes the building is residential from the third floor where in fact it is residential 
from the first floor.  
 
Officers can confirm that whilst the commentary in the daylight and sunlight 
assessment mentions the third floor accommodation, the other floors have also been 
assessed and are not significantly affected.  
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Further evidence from an objector has also been submitted in respect of 
overshadowing of Wodehouse Avenue properties.  The applicant has carried out an 
overshadowing analysis and the result is that there would not be significant 
overshadowing of gardens at adjoining properties.  
 
Amendments to conditions 

 
3.26 Amend condition 2 

The applicant has submitted amended drawings for the floorplans to omit the partitions 
that may have allowed some of the areas marked as studies to function as bedrooms.  
It is recommended that condition 2 be amended to reference the amended drawings to 
read: 
The development hereby permitted shall not be carried out otherwise than in 
accordance with the following approved plans: 

 
141_P_100 P11, 141_P_101 P07, 141_P_102 P07, 141_P_103 P07, 141_P_104 P07, 
141_P_105 P07, 141_P_106 P06, 141_P_200 P05, 141_P_201 P04, BXMW/HI-RISE 
(E) 

 
Reason: 
For the avoidance of doubt and in the interests of proper planning. 
 

3.27 Delete condition 4 
This condition required the applicant to submit a piling method statement to the Local 
Planning Authority (in consultation with Thames Water).  
Officers have reconsidered this condition and suggest that this be deleted.  It is a 
condition that Thames Water recommends to protect their own assets, something that 
is not a planning matter but a matter between the two owners of the property/asset.  
They have power under other legislation to take action on any damage to their 
infrastructure. 

 
3.28 Delete Condition 5 

This condition required full details of all proposed planting of four trees on Peckham 
Road to be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.  
However, the highway is outside of the applicant’s red line and they are not in control 
of it.  Officers now consider this to be unreasonable condition.  It is to be addressed in 
the legal agreement and this should suffice to secure the street trees.   

 
3.29 Amend wording of Condition 14  
 

Prior to occupation of the unit/s hereby approved, 1 No. disabled parking space, as 
shown on the south-western part of the site in drawing 141_P_100 P11 hereby 
approved, shall be made available, and retained for the purposes of car parking for the 
disabled for as long as the development is occupied. 

 
Reason: 
To ensure that the parking spaces for disabled people are provided and retained in 
accordance with The National Planning Policy Framework 2012, Strategic Policy 2 - 
Sustainable Transport of The Core Strategy 2011 and Saved Policy 5.7 Parking 
standards for disabled people and the mobility impaired of the Southwark Plan 2007. 

 
 
 
 
3.30 Amend wording of Condition 15  
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Before the first occupation of the building the cycle storage facilities as shown on the 
approved drawing 141_P_100 P11 shall be provided and thereafter such facilities shall 
be retained and the space used for no other purpose and the development shall not be 
carried out otherwise than in accordance with any such approval given. 

 
Reason: 
To ensure that satisfactory safe and secure bicycle parking is provided and retained 
for the benefit of the users and occupiers of the building in order to encourage the use 
of alternative means of transport and to reduce reliance on the use of the private car in 
accordance with The National Planning Policy Framework 2012, Strategic Policy 2 - 
Sustainable Transport of The Core Strategy and Saved Policy 5.3 Walking and Cycling 
of the Southwark Plan 2007. 

 
Amendments to the Recommendation 

 
3.31 The recommendation remains that planning permission be granted with conditions and 

subject to completion of a s106 agreement.   
 

Item 7.3 – Application 15/AP/1991 for: Full Planning Permission – 
BOURNEMOUTH CLOSE (LAND AT THE REAR OF 177-207 RYE LANE), LONDON 
SE15 4TP 

Late representations 
 

3.32 Members are asked to note that a further consultation response has been received 
following the publication of the committee report from a local residents’ network. These 
do not raise any new issues but for transparency they are included below: 
 
The impact of crime and anti-social behaviour has not been considered properly and 
there has been a lack of consultation with the local police force.  
 

 Secondly the operating hours could cause problems for residents. 
 

3.33 The Metropolitan Police were consulted and did not comment on the application as it 
does not meet their threshold criteria. The scheme would improve security locally as it 
would encourage people to use the area, increasing surveillance. In addition there 
would be a security/management company on site to monitor the site and report any 
anti-social behaviour.  

 
3.34 The operating hours have been considered appropriate given the town centre location. 

However, additional measures have been put in place to protect the amenity of 
neighbouring residential occupiers.  

 
3.35 Comments have been received from the council’s Environmental Protection Team.  

Following review of these comments, additional conditions are recommended as 
below: 

 
Condition - Plant Noise  

 
The rated noise level from any plant, together with any associated ducting shall be 
10dB(A) or more below the lowest relevant measured LA90 (15min) at the nearest 
noise sensitive premises. 
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Reason: 
To ensure that occupiers of neighbouring premises do not suffer a loss of amenity by 
reason of noise nuisance or the local environment from noise in accordance with the 
National Planning Policy Framework 2012, .Strategic Policy 13 High Environmental 
Standards of the Core Strategy 2011 and Saved Policy 3.2 Protection of Amenity of 
the Southwark Plan (2007). 

 
 Condition – Noise and Use Class 
 
 Any unit proposed as an A3 or A4 Class Use (as defined within the Use Class Order) 

shall not play music or any amplified sound that would be defined as regulated 
entertainment.   

 
Reason: 
To ensure that occupiers of neighbouring premises do not suffer a loss of amenity by 
reason of noise nuisance or the local environment from noise in accordance with the 
National Planning Policy Framework 2012, .Strategic Policy 13 High Environmental 
Standards of the Core Strategy 2011 and Saved Policy 3.2 Protection of Amenity of 
the Southwark Plan (2007). 

 
 Condition - Servicing Hours  
 

Any deliveries or collections to the commercial units shall only be between the 
following hours: 08.00 – 20.00hrs Mon – Sat and 10.00 – 16.00hrs Sundays and Bank 
Holidays.  
 
Reason: 
To ensure that occupiers of the development and occupiers of neighbouring premises 
do not suffer a loss of amenity by reason of noise nuisance in accordance with The 
National Planning Policy Framework 2012, Strategic Policy 13 High Environmental 
Standards of the Core Strategy 201 and Saved Policies 3.2 Protection of Amenity of 
The Southwark Plan 2007. 
 
Amendments to conditions 
 

3.36  It is recommended that condition 11 be deleted and replaced with the condition below: 
 
Proposed: Prior to the commencement of use full particulars and details of a ventilation 
system for the premises that achieves the appropriate outlet level, including details of 
sound attenuation for any necessary plant and the standard of dilution expected, has 
been submitted to and approved by the Local Planning Authority and the development 
shall not be carried out otherwise than in accordance with any approval given. 

 
Reason:  
In order to ensure that that the ventilation ducting and ancillary equipment will not 
result in an odour, fume or noise nuisance and will not detract from the appearance of 
the building in the interests of amenity in accordance with The National Planning Policy 
Framework 2012, Strategic Policy 13 - High Environmental Standards of The Core 
Strategy 2011 and Saved Policy 3.2 Protection of Amenity of The Southwark Plan 
2007. 

  
3.37 It is recommended that part a of condition 4a be amended to read: 
 
 Proposed: a) Should any works for soft landscaping require works in the ground, 

before the works take please, a site investigation and risk assessment shall be 
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completed in accordance with a scheme to assess the nature and extent of any 
contamination on the site, whether or not it originates on the site. The phase 1 site 
investigation (desk study, site categorisation; sampling strategy etc.) shall be 
submitted to the Local Planning Authority for approval before the commencement of 
any intrusive investigations. The subsequent Phase 2 site investigation and risk 
assessment shall be conducted in accordance with any approved scheme and 
submitted to the Local Planning Authority for approval prior to the commencement of 
any remediation that might be required. 

 
3.38 Condition - Drainage of Commercial Food Premises  
 

All drainage systems serving commercial food premises within the development shall 
be fitted with a fat-trap of appropriate size determined by the maximum potential 
demand that will be created by the commercial kitchen. 

 
Reason: 
The development may lead to sewer blockage and sewage flooding. This is in order to 
avoid adverse environmental impact upon the community in accordance with The 
National Planning Policy Framework 2012, Strategic Policy 13 High Environmental 
Standards of the Core Strategy 2011 and Saved Policies 3.1 Environmental Effects 
and 3.9 Water of the Southwark Plan 2007. 

 
3.39 Proposed: A1, A3 & A4 Class Use Restricted Use Condition  

 
No more than three of the 10 units with flexible A1, A3 & A4 Class Use (highlighted 
Pink in drawing A-628-GA-001) within the site shall be used within use classes A3 
(Food and Drink) and/or A4 (Drinking Establishments). 

 
Reason: 
 
In granting this permission the Local Planning Authority has had regard to the special 
circumstances of this case and wishes to have the opportunity of exercising control 
over any subsequent alternative use in accordance with Strategic Policy 13 - High 
environmental standards of The Core Strategy 2011and Saved Policy 3.2 Protection of 
Amenity of the Southwark Plan 2007 and the National Planning Policy Framework 
2012. 

 
 Amendments to the Report 
 
3.40 Paragraph 5 of the report states that the site is within the Rye Lane conservation area.  

This is not correct, the site is not within the conservation area but adjacent to it, the 
conservation area being to the west of the site.  

 
3.41 Paragraph 30: To the west of the site there is one residential building in close 

proximity. This is a backland development of 195-197 Rye Lane. The living 
accommodation of this unit starts at first floor and therefore there is no impact on 
daylight/sunlight or vertical sunlight component. 

 
Revised to: 

 
To the west of the site there is one residential building in close proximity. This is a 
backland development of 195-197 Rye Lane. The living accommodation of this unit 
starts at first floor and is set back by 8.3m and elevated by 3.6m. There is no impact 
on the daylight/sunlight or vertical sunlight component. Further, given the set back and 
height of the residential building the occupant’s amenity and privacy is protected. 
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Item 7.4 – Application 16/AP/0631 for: Full Planning Permission – MORLEY 
COLLEGE, KING EDWARD WALK, LONDON, SE1 7HT 

        
  Late representations 

 
3.42 A further email of enquiry was received on 19 July 2016 seeking details of the press 

notice and site notice for the application. Officers advised that the press notice was 
posted on the 10th March 2016 and the Site Notice was posted on the 9th March 2016 
as opposed to the 7th March 2016 as noted in the Case Officers Report. Officers 
advised on where the notice was posted and confirmed that a photo was unavailable 
due to technical issues. 

 
           Pre-application enquiry  
 
3.43 A pre-application enquiry was submitted in advance of the planning application. The 

planning advice that was issued is attached below as appendix C. 
 
 

REASON FOR URGENCY 
 
4. Applications are required by statute to be considered as speedily as possible. The 

application has been publicised as being on the agenda for consideration at this 
meeting of the Planning Committee and applicants and objectors have been invited to 
attend the meeting to make their views known. Deferral would delay the processing of 
the applications and would inconvenience all those who attend the meeting 

 
REASON FOR LATENESS 

 
5. The new information, comments reported and corrections to the main report and 

recommendation have been noted and/or received since the committee agenda was 
printed. They all relate to an item on the agenda and Members should be aware of the 
objections and comments made. 
 

BACKGROUND DOCUMENTS 
 

Background Papers Held At Contact 
Individual files 

 

 

Chief Executive's 
Department 
160 Tooley Street 
London 
SE1 2QH 

Planning enquiries 
telephone: 020 7525 5403 
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