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Item No.  
15 
 

Classifi
cation: 
Open  

Date: 
3 March  2011 

Meeting Name: 
Rotherhithe Community Council  
 

Report title: 
 

Development Management planning appeal:  
Application 10-AP-1536: Refusal of Full Planning 
Permission to change the use of A1 retail unit at ground 
floor into six residential units with outdoor amenity space, 
including erection of walls.  
 
Address: 
PACIFIC WHARF, 165 ROTHERHITHE STREET, LONDON 
SE16 5QF 
 
Proposal: Parking study submitted to address reason for 
refusal 3 in connection with Planning Appeal: 
APP/A5480/A/10/2138387/NWF 
 

 Ward(s) or groups 
affected: 
 

Surrey Docks 

From: 
 

Head of Development Management  

 
 
 
PURPOSE 
 
1. To consider  a parking study provided by the developer that seeks to address  

reason for refusal 3 of planning application 10-AP-1536:,  

 
“The Proposed development would lead to a level of on street parking demand that 
would have an adverse impact on the transport network and be detrimental to 
pedestrian and highway safety leading to loss of amenity to existing residents and 
those visiting the Youth Hostel who would face increased pressures on local on street 
parking provision. As such, the proposal is contrary to Policy 5.2 Transport impacts of 
the Southwark Plan July 2007.” 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION 

 
2. Members are requested to approve not pursuing the third reason for refusal. 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
3. A copy of the original planning report is appended to this report, by way of 

background information.   
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FACTORS FOR CONSIDERATION 

 
4. At the time Members made the decision to refuse permission for six flats on the       

site, the Council had not received a transport impact study from the applicant. The 
applicant, as part of preparation for the appeal, has now produced transport data 
for the proposed residential development and the parking demand it will generate 
together with a comparison with that of the permitted fallback A1 retail use.  

 
5. The Council’s transport planner has examined the appellant’s data and compared 

it to parking study assessment methods used by the Council. It is the case that the 
proposed residential use would increase parking above the level currently 
occurring on the street, by an estimated 4.5 vehicles. This has been calculated 
using census car ownership data. However, the development site already has a 
fallback retail A1 use, unfettered by any limitation of opening hours condition. The 
Council doesn’t accept that it can be assumed that an A1 retail use would operate 
throughout the day, but the Council does accept that if the retail unit was occupied 
it is quite possible that it would operate during the evening period of peak parking 
demand and as a result of staff and customer use, is assessed as likely to produce 
a cumulative parking demand of a maximum of  7 vehicles. This figure has been 
calculated using comparable sites on the TRAVL trip generation database 

 
6. Parking studies suggest that the highway adjacent to the site could cope with the 

increased level of parking demand. Although, on occasions of peak use, the 
proposed development could impact in terms of overspill parking. The difference in 
impact between the proposed use and permitted fallback use is considered to be 
negligible and for this reason it would be difficult to defend this reason for refusal at 
appeal.  

 
7. The Council now has the benefit of the transport and parking data that was not 

previously available at the time the application was refused. Taking in to account 
what that data shows and the assessment of the Councils transport planner, 
Members are now recommended not to pursue the third reason for refusal, but 
continue to uphold the first two. 

 
I. The proposed development, due to significant loss of potential retail floorspace, 

will compromise the provision of a shopping parade/ retail facilities in this part of 
the borough, to the detriment of the vitality of the area. As such, the proposal is 
considered to be contrary to policy 1.10 Small Scale Shops and Services outside 
the Town and Local Centres and protected Shopping frontages (Southwark Plan 
2007).  

 
II. The proposed development, due to four single aspect flats, inadequate storage 

space, poor internal layout and insufficient light into the habitable rooms would 
fail to provide a satisfactory standard of accommodation for the future occupiers 
of the building. As such the proposal would be detrimental to the amenity of 
future occupiers of the units contrary to policies 3.2 Protection of amenity and 4.2 
Quality of Residential Development of the Southwark Plan {July 2007} and 
Residential Design Standards Supplementary Planning Document 2008. 

 
 
CONCLUSION 
 
8. For the reasons set out above Members are recommended not to pursue the third 

reason for refusal and to delegate to officers the powers to confirm this formally.  
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COMMUNITY IMPACT STATEMENT 
 
In line with the Council's Community Impact Statement the impact of this application 
has been assessed as part of the application process with regard to local people in 
respect of their age, disability, faith/religion, gender, race and ethnicity and sexual 
orientation. Consultation with the community has been undertaken as part of the 
application process. 
 
 
REASONS FOR LATENESS  
 
The parking information provided by the applicant that has informed this report 
was received after the deadline required to make the community council 
agenda. That information had to be considered by the Councils transport 
planner before this report could be compiled.  

 
 

REASONS FOR URGENCY  
The item is urgent as it the outcome could have cost implications for the council. The 
appeal of the Councils refusal of this application is to be heard by Public Inquiry on 19 
& 20 April. All evidence in connection with the appeal must be submitted in formal 
documentation four weeks in advance of the start of the Inquiry. Whilst it is not a 
planning consideration administratively significant work in respect of preparing for the 
Inquiry will be saved by both parties if the third reason for refusal is not pursued at this 
stage compared to later in the process. 
 
 

 

No. Title 

Appendix 1 Minutes of the Rotherhithe Community Council Meeting held on Tuesday 
14th September 

Appendix 2 Rotherhithe Community Council Case Officer Report – 10-AP-1536 – Pacific 
Wharf, 165 Rotherhithe Street 

Appendix 3 Decision Notice  

Appendix 4 Parking Survey submitted by applicant  

 
 

LEAD OFFICER  Gary Rice, Head of Development Management 
REPORT AUTHOR Daniel Davies, Planning Officer  
CASE FILE  10-AP-1536 
Papers held at: Regeneration & Neighbourhoods, and Communities, Law & 

Governance, Council Offices, 160 Tooley Street SE1 2TZ 
 

 
 
















































































