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Meeting Name: Planning Committee (Major Applications) A 
 

Date: 
 

14 October 2025 

Report title: 
 

Addendum report  
Late representations, clarifications, corrections, 
and further information  
 

Ward(s) or groups affected: 
 

London Bridge & West Bermondsey  

Classification: Open 
 

Reason for lateness (if applicable):  Clarifications to published reports and response 
to further public comments  
 

From: 
 

Director of Planning and Growth 
 

PURPOSE 

1. To advise members of clarifications, corrections, representations and 
further information received in respect of the following items on the main 
agenda. These were received after the preparation of the report(s) and the 
matters raised may not therefore have been taken into account in reaching 
the stated recommendation. 

RECOMMENDATION 

2. That members note and consider the additional information in respect of 
each item in reaching their decision. 

 

FACTORS FOR CONSIDERATION 

3. Late observations, consultation responses, information and/or revisions 
have been received in respect of the following items on the main 
agenda: 
 

ITEM 7.1: 25/AP/0772 - Site Known as Snowsfields Quarter 
including 92-95 Snowsfields, 96 Snowsfields (The Miller Pub), 
NCP London Bridge Car Park, And 111 Snowsfields (the 
Former Margaret House), London, SE1 3SS 
 
Late objections 
 

4. A further objection was received in relation to application 25/AP/0772, which was 
submitted as a PDF and published on the Council’s planning register. In total 127 
consultation responses have been received, 96 through the planning register and 
31 by email, including some response with multiple appendices. This total 
number includes 22 from previous or repeat submitters. This included 110 
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objections, 15 comments of support, and 2 neutral comments. Officers note the 
total is incorrectly stated as 130 in the main officer’s report, however this was 
due to double counting of some submissions which include appendices.  
 

5. The main focus of the further objection received relates to the following points:     
– Objection in response to letter from Guy’s and St Thomas’ NHS 

Foundation Trust and Velocity’s further Blue Badge Parking survey 
– Objection as these documents were submitted late in the process and 

do not provide new information  
– Objection to patient transport plan  
– Objection due to disagreement with the findings of parking survey results  

 
 Officer response 

6. Transport matters and equalities impacts are assessed in full in the main officer’s 
report, and the updated survey from Velocity was considered in the assessment 
in the main report. The applicant’s further responses were intended to provide 
clarifications only, including an additional on-street survey taken in September, 
during the school term time, which confirmed that the findings from the August 
survey were consistent with the findings taken in September. As assessed in the 
main report, officers consider that on-street parking on Snowsfields and the 
northern extent of Kipling Street may not be possible during construction. The 
applicant’s findings indicate that there would be sufficient surplus blue badge 
parking within 150m of the entrances of the Hospital to accommodate increased 
demand associated with the loss of the car park, even when blue badge parking 
on Snowsfields and Kipling Street is not considered.    
 

Conditions 
 

7. The applicant has agreed to amended Condition 27 as shown below to specify 
the locations of obscure glazing to be incorporated into the design to mitigate 
privacy impacts. Condition 27 shall be updated to include the following additions 
in bold:  
 

27. Details of the means of enclosure Details of the means of enclosure 
for all site boundaries shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the 
Local Planning Authority prior to the commencement of above grade 
works. The development shall be carried out in accordance with the 
details approved and the boundary treatment shall be provided prior to the 
occupation of the building and maintained as such thereafter.  
 
The following obscure glazing shall be incorporated in the design for 
approval and shall be maintained as approved for the lifetime of the 
development:  

 Stairwell windows on southern façade of Plot 1,   

 Lower level windows on southern façade of Plot 1 as shown in 
section 5.2.3 figure 11 of the Design and Access statement, and  
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 Eastern ground floor windows of Plot 2 adjacent to Guy Street 
Park as shown in section 6.1.6 figure 20 of the Design and Access 
statement.  

 
Reason: In the interests of visual and residential amenity in accordance 
with the National Planning Policy Framework (2024); Policy D4 (Delivery 
good design) of the London Plan (2021); Policy P13 (Design of Places), 
Policy P14 (Design Quality), Policy P15 (Residential Design) and Policy 
P56 (Protection of amenity) of the Southwark Plan (2022). 

 
8. For the avoidance of doubt, the applicant has agreed to add an additional 

compliance condition, Condition 65, which shall incorporate the wording below 
and the full list of plans as shown in the recommendation in Appendix 1 of item 
7.1 25/AP/0772. 

 
65. The development shall be carried out in accordance with the following 

approved plans:  
 

[Full list of approved plans in th4e recommendation in Appendix 1 of item 7.1 
25/AP/0772 to be inserted]  

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

 

Corrections to main report  
 

9. Correction to Paragraph 5 summary table: The table indicates 4 electric vehicle 
charging points are proposed. However, no car parking spaces are offered. The 
proposal features only loading bays and an electric cycle parking and charging 
bay is proposed in the service yard for delivery use only.   
 

10. Correction to Paragraph 5 summary table: The table states the incorrect heights 
for Plots 1 and 2, however the correct heights are referred to in the body of the 
officer’s report and the correct heights are referenced in recommended Condition 
63 which secures the maximum heights. The correct heights for all proposed 
buildings are:  

Plot 1 – Maximum height of +39.6m AOD (At Ordnance Datum) 
Plot 2 – Maximum height of +69.55m AOD (At Ordnance Datum) 
Plot 3 – Maximum height of +36.10m AOD (At Ordnance Datum) 

 
11. Paragraph 21 incorrectly refers to the Community Floor space as being located 

at the ground and first floor of Plot 1. The Community Floor space in Plot 1 is 
proposed at the ground floor only, as correctly shown in the main Officers report 
in Figure 8 and on plan 350- DSD-P1-GF-DR-A-020100. This space has a Gross 
External Area of 108 m² (with Gross Internal Area of 102 m² / Net Internal Area 
of 97 m²). This space would be secured at a peppercorn rent under the agreed 
s106 heads of terms.  
 

12. Paragraph 357 set out requirements for a s278 agreement. The application has 
agreed that this wording be amended to include a requirement to enter into a s38 
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adoption agreement, in relation to the land being offered up for adoption as public 
footway. Accordingly, the introduction of paragraph 357 should be read with the 
following additions in bold:  

Further to the above, the following requirements would be secured in 
relation to s278 improvements and s38 adoption: 

 

Conclusion of the Director of Planning and Growth in respect 
of item 7.1 25/AP/0772 
 

13. Having taken into account the additional information, following consideration of 
the issues raised, the recommendation remains that that planning permission in 
respect of Item 7.1. 25/AP/0772 be granted, subject to:  

• conditions as set out in the attached draft decision notice in Appendix 1; 
• referral to the GLA;  
• the timely completion of a Section 106 Agreement; 
• notification to the Secretary of State; 
• publication of this report (and any addenda and delegated reports) as 

necessary under the EIA regulations; and  
 

14. That the director of planning and growth be authorised under delegated authority 
to make any minor modifications to the proposed conditions arising out of 
detailed negotiations, which may include the variation and addition of the 
conditions as drafted.  
 

15. In the event that the requirements of paragraph 13 above are not met by 01 
February 2026, the Director of Planning and Growth be authorised to refuse 
planning permission, if appropriate, for the reasons set out in paragraph 409 of 
the main report. 

 

FACTORS FOR CONSIDERATION 

16. An additional response has been received from a consultee in respect of the 
following items on the main agenda: 
 

ITEM 7.2: 24/AP/3803 and 24/AP/3804 - New City Court, 4-26 St 
Thomas Street, London, SE1 9RS 
 
Additional consultation response 
 

17. An additional response from CAAG was received: 

 Stating that representatives will be attending the Committee meeting to 
again speak in objection. 

 Asking which members will be on the Committee.  

 Asking ahead of the meeting why in the Committee Report paragraph 128 
it states no statutory consultees have objected "and has no issues raised 
by statutory consultees” when clearly statutory consultees have objected 
to the changes to the Kings Head Yard frontage and massing. 
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 Questioning how the Officer came to the decision that such advice allowed 
them to conclude that there was a reduction in harm resulting as “from a 
middle range of less than substantial harm to a low middle range of less 
than substantial harm, which is welcomed” at paragraph 124 when this 
has not been supported by Historic England.  Similarly at paragraph 126 
"although those harms have been reduced by the most recent 
scheme amendments” which Historic England and CAAG both contest 
strongly as ’tokenistic’ and raised ongoing issues that such changes have 
not addressed.  Suggests these would appear to be directly misleading 
the Planning Committee on what has changed, and should be clearly and 
objectively retracted ahead of the meeting.   

 Noting a mistake was made by Officers during the July Committee 
meeting which could have mislead the Committee (by suggesting Historic 
England “supported" the application). Fortunately, the Member later 
corrected the officer.  Ask that the Constitutional team can and will assure 
that such mistakes by officers will not be repeated in this meeting. 

 CAAG objects to the listed building consent application too, in terms of the 
information submitted with the application that reference the Victorian 
screen on Kings Head Yard, the harmful impacts of the historic yard from 
its removal and replacement with a taller structure, and the lack of features 
to enliven the yard and enhance its character.   
 

18. Officer responses: Paragraph 128 relates to the listed building consent 
application (to which no consultees objected), not the planning application.  On 
the planning application the objections received from consultees and local 
groups/organisations have been summarised within the supplementary report for 
the recent revisions and in the report to the July Committee.  As set out in the 
supplementary report, Officers consider that the reduced massing of the eastern 
side has reduced some of the harm to heritage assets, even if consultees 
consider them to be “tokenistic” and “modest”.  Decision makers are not required 
to adopt the same view as HE or CAAG but to consider all planning matters 
before them. Officers are not misleading the Planning Committee, the report 
clearly sets out the responses from HE and CAAG in the relevant report 
paragraphs. CAAG’s recent objection to the LBC application is noted, repeating 
its objection to the proposal along the yard which are included in the planning 
application; the harms associated the locally listed Kings Head Yard screen 
demolition and replacement building having been included in the report’s 
assessment of the planning application. 
 

Conclusion of the Director of Planning and Growth in respect 
of item 7.2 24/AP/3803 and 24/AP/3804 
 

19. Having taken into account the additional response, following consideration of the 
issues raised, the recommendation remains that planning permission and LBC 
should be granted, subject to conditions as amended in the supplementary report 
and completion of a s106 agreement. 
 

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

21. The additional responses to the main reports and recommendations have been 
noted and/or received since the committee agenda was printed. They all relate 
to items on the agenda and members should be aware of the comments made. 
 

 BACKGROUND DOCUMENTS 

Background Papers Held At Contact 

Individual files 

 

Resources Department  

160 Tooley Street 

London 

SE1 2QH 

Planning enquiries 

Telephone: 020 7525 5403 

 

 

 

 

6



7



8



9



10



11



12



13



14



15



16



17



18



19



20



21



22



23



24



25



26



27



28



29



30



31



32



33



34



35



36



37



38



39



40



41



42



43



44



45



46



47



48



49



50



51



52



53



54



55



56


	Agenda
	7 Development Management
	Members' pack




