1 November 2012

Your Ref:
Our Ref:

12/00358/LTGOUT
TGH/D.6987

Mr Sunil Sahadevan
Planner – Major Applications
Development Control
London Borough of Newham
Newham Dockside
1000 Dockside Road
London E16 2QY

Dear Mr Sahadevan
Town and Country Planning Act 1990
Application Ref 12/00358/LTGOUT
Abbey Mills Riverine Centre, Canning Road, London E15 3ND
We write on behalf of Newham Concern, a local interest group which is concerned with the planning
and regeneration of the local area. One of the group’s key concerns is the future of the above site,
which has been the subject of temporary permissions, enforcement action and appeals and is now the
subject of the above application for:
Continued use of existing buildings as a mosque; demolition of existing buildings for the
construction of a mosque and ancillary facilities (including 8 accommodation units for guests
and Imam, library and dining hall) including temporary use of the ancillary facilities as a
mosque during the construction phase; multi use games areas, tennis courts, sports pavilion
and open space together with associated access, parking and landscaping.
In order to meet your extended consultation deadline since the application documents became
publicly available we have prepared these objections; but we must reserve the right to add to them in
the light of any supplementary information received.
Nevertheless, there are fundamental planning reasons, which we highlight below, as to why your
Council should not delay in refusing planning permission. Accordingly, please would you have due
regard to the following objections on behalf of Newham Concern.

1.0

The inappropriate nature of the application

1.1

Principle of development and reserved matters

1.1.1.

We note that the application documentation provides considerable detail but is submitted in
outline with only layout for detailed consideration at this time. We consider this a wholly
inappropriate approach for this type of scheme, and, one which runs both counter to the
NPPF, the Council’s Statement of Community Involvement and to established planning
principles, particularly in relation to “EIA development”. We expand on these points below.

1.1.2

The Applicant does not explain why this strategy has been adopted which gives room for the
details currently shown to be substantially varied in due course. It is therefore difficult to know
what weight can be attached to the proposed design, materials, landscape (hard and soft)
and to some of the sustainability credentials (for example the provision of a Biomass Boiler),
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all of which could be subject to change. Equally, the outworking of the EIA process is
constrained by the lack of commitment both legally and practically.
1.1.3

The Applicant claims that the proposal is dependent on funding from community sources
(which are not specified). Accordingly, by necessary implication, even the Applicant has
doubts that the application, as currently presented, can be delivered. Therefore, its asserted
benefits must be viewed as being ephemeral.

1.2

Continued use of Temporary Mosque

1.2.1

The application proposes the continued use of the existing buildings as a mosque. This
element is unrestricted. Potentially risky community funding (noted above) provides no
guarantee that the development will be brought forward in a timely way. If so approved, it
could have the effect of giving unlimited permission to the current temporary mosque. It is
also conceivable that the permission could be implemented but not completed, leaving the
unsatisfactory situation surrounding the temporary buildings and their use unresolved.

1.2.2

The application also proposes the temporary use of the new ancillary buildings as a mosque
prior to the completion of the development without restriction. This again risks a failure to
implement the whole scheme and a potentially long period of temporary arrangements. There
is a lack of coherence in this strategy for a development which, in any event, is not viable by
its own admission and which is to be community funded.

1.2.3

From a public interest perspective, this is a manifestly unreasonable approach for a nonpolicy compliant development of one of the Borough’s key strategic development sites.

1.2.4

Furthermore, there has been a lack of consideration in the Environmental Statement to these
environmental effects.

1.3

Nature of Residential Accommodation

1.3.1.

With the exception of the Imam’s house, the very small housing element proposed is not C3
housing in the context of the London planning. It is designed for short term use – presumably
generally of less than 90 days. This fact should be clarified and the application form (which
describes 8 market housing units) amended to reflect the actual proposed use described
elsewhere in the application.

1.3.2

The use of the site for overnight accommodation (which, given the large number of Thursday
evening users travelling by public transport, must result in large numbers staying over) is a
legitimate matter for planning control and should also be clarified.

2.0

Lack of Proper Public Consultation

2.1.

Para.66 of the NPPF states: “Applicants will be expected to work closely with those directly
affected by proposals to evolve designs that take in to account the views of the community”.
Furthermore, para. 188 etc provide clear guidance on the need for early pre-application
engagement

2.2

In this case, manifestly, there has been little meaningful engagement with those most directly
affected by the proposals (i.e. the local residents), and, a contrived public consultation
exercise has shielded the true nature of the application proposals until their belated validation
in early September 2012. Even then, since the subsequent emergence of the application
documentation into the public domain through the Council’s website, the sheer volume of
material and difficulties in accessing it properly, even with the professional resources
engaged by our clients through ourselves, have led to a constrained public consultation
exercise on the actual application itself.

2.3.

In reality, the application scheme (“the Scheme”) now before the Council bears little relation to
the earlier 2012 scheme upon which consultation was undertaken. The changes made do not
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seem to be related to that purported consultation process, flawed as it may have been. The
Scheme seems to be justified simply as what the Trustees aspire to and want to provide,
even though the Trust’s proposal is not viable, nor, it is asserted, is any other commercial
scheme at the present time.
2.4

Furthermore, there is a failure throughout the Applicant’s Statement of Community
Involvement to distinguish between consultation with the community of existing users of the
temporary mosque and attempts to consult with the wider community, that is the ordinary
citizens of Newham who live in the area affected by the proposed development (as
expressed in paragraph 66 of the NPPF). One would expect feedback from “the community
of users” to be positive whilst the wider community would be likely to be more sceptical,
particularly where adopted plan policy, the subject of an earlier statutory consultation process,
is being ignored. We are informed that many residents in the area have asserted they did not
receive invitations to the consultation exhibition. Furthermore, the fact that it was held during
one of London’s worst snow storms also limited local attendance. Accordingly, the comments
obtained from that exhibition cannot be considered truly representative of the wider
community nor an objective response to the Scheme itself.

2.5

Our clients have been further informed by local residents that their views have not been
recorded and that much comment against the proposed development has been characterised
as ‘racist’. Again, this displays lack of objectivity.

2.6

Given the foregoing, the steps taken by the Applicant cannot be treated as a justifiable
approach in the context of para. 66 of the NPPF. Furthermore, there is no justification
provided, in terms of public consultation, for not following the Council’s specific Core Strategy
policy for this site.

2.7

The extent of this flawed approach is further reflected in the Applicant’s failure to follow the
procedures set out in the Council’s Statement of Community Involvement (adopted in Jan
2006 with further amendments approved in 2011) (“the SCI”). Section 8 sets out proposals
for involving members of the community in Development Control decision making process.
For most applications the Council’s own notification procedures for public consultation are
sufficient but for applications that the Council considers to be major development, it considers
further consultation will be required which should be undertaken by the applicant. For these
the Council suggests a tiered approach to consultation with the tiers reflecting increased
consultation requirements for developments that are less compliant with the provisions of the
Local Development Framework. As we make clear below, the current application is
completely at odds with development plan policy and therefore a Tier 1 approach will be
necessary.

2.8

Potential methods of consultation for each ‘tier’ of application are as follows:
Approach
Public meeting
Public exhibition
Surgeries
Development briefs
Workshops
Enquiry by design and
/or Planning for real
Citizen panels
Consultation groups
Parish councils
Media
Website
Local architectural
or design panel
Planning aid

Tier 1
■
■
■
■
■

Tier 2

■
■
■
■
■
■

■
■

■
■

■
■

Tier 3

■
■

■
■
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■
■
■
■
■

2.9

Tier 1 is defined as applications where there are considerable issues of scale and controversy
or contrary to or out of line with Development Plan (Local Development Framework or Area
Action Plan) policy.

2.10

The SCI suggests 13 separate approaches that could be adopted for Tier 1 applications, none
of which have been meaningfully followed in the instant circumstances by the Applicant.
Indeed, the manifest failure to effectively engage with the local community borders on
contempt for the process of meaningful engagement. Therefore, it is unsurprising that the
proposals themselves are so manifestly inappropriate.

3.0

Planning Policy considerations:

3.1

National Planning Policy Framework (March 2012)

3.1.1

The Applicant notes that the National Planning Policy Framework creates a presumption in
favour of sustainable development and advocates the Scheme as such. Irrespective of the
claimed sustainable credentials of the scheme, however, para. 11 of the NPPF, which
introduces the presumption in favour of sustainable development, makes it abundantly clear
that planning law requires that applications must be determined in accordance with the
development plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise i.e. the legal
requirements of section 70(2) of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 and section 38(6)
of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004. Therefore, the claimed presumption in
favour of sustainable development referred to in the Applicant’s Planning Statement is
inapplicable in this instance, given that there are specific and relevant policies in an up-todate Core Strategy with which the Scheme does not accord (see also paras. 14 & 17). This is
not plan-led development nor in accordance with the guiding principles of the NPPF, rather
the reverse.

3.1.2

Moreover, the Applicant fails to appreciate that the Scheme must also meet the three
dimensions of sustainable development i.e. the economic, social and environmental roles
which are mutually dependent (see paras. 7 & 8 of the NPPF). Its mono-use of the site means
that the Scheme is incapable of achieving them.

3.1.3

We also draw particular attention to Section 7 of the NPPF, which stresses the importance the
Government places on good design. It begins, at para. 56, by exhorting authorities to use
local and neighbourhood plans to set out the quality of development that should be expected
for an area. Para. 58 includes specific advice: “Such policies should be based on the stated
objectives for the future of the area and an understanding and evaluation of its defining
characteristics”. Further, developments should “optimise the potential of the site to
accommodate development, create and sustain an appropriate mix of uses and support local
facilities and transport networks:” They should also “respond to local character and history”.

3.1.4

In considering the design of the application proposals it is important to consider the extent to
which the design fulfils local policy requirements in terms of meeting identified need,
optimising potential and responding to local character. These matters are considered in our
review of the design.

3.1.5

We also draw attention to the Applicant’s failure to follow the advice in para. 66 of the NPPF,
that “Applicants will be expected to work closely with those directly affected by proposals to
evolve designs that take in to account the views of the community.”
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3.2

The London Plan (July 2011)

3.2.1

The London Plan provides the strategic policy context for the formulation of local development
framework policy and assists in the assessment of strategic development proposals. The
application site lies within the Lower Lee Valley (including Stratford) and is identified as area
20. London Plan Policy 2.13 applies to the Opportunity Areas and Intensification Areas.
Annexe A to the policy seeks a minimum of 32,000 homes and 50,000 jobs in this area. The
policy notes that development proposals should seek to optimise residential and nonresidential output and densities. The current application proposal makes absolutely no
contribution to the achievement of this strategic policy and therefore threatens the
achievement of development targets set at strategic level and undermines the regeneration of
the Borough.

3.3

Newham Core Strategy (January 2012)

3.3.1

The Newham LDF Core Strategy is a recently adopted development plan which implements
the strategic policies of the London Plan. Policy S2 (Stratford and West Ham) identifies the
Abbey Mills site (S10)) as one of ten sites in the Stratford and West Ham Community Forum
Area. It identifies these sites for the provision of the majority of the 19,700 new homes
needed for the Community Forum Area. Again, the current application makes no meaningful
contribution to the achievement of this objective and, as a significant 6.23 hectare site, puts at
serious risk the achievement of Core Strategy targets for housing provision.

3.3.2

Core Strategy Policy S2 notes that employment and residential growth in the Borough will be
supported by the creation of a new local centre at West Ham and Plaistow, near the stations.
The current application site is one of the few Strategic Sites that could contribute to the
achievement of Policy S2 and as configured makes no contribution to the achievement of this
policy.

3.3.3

Furthermore, Policy S2 suggests that the tallest buildings should be located at Stratford. The
current development includes towers exceeding 55 metres tall, in complete contradiction of
this policy.

3.3.4

The Core Strategy policy in respect of the application site (Strategic Site S10) has a number
of development objectives. These are considered below and assessment of the application
against these objectives is underlined as follows:








3.3.5

a mixed use of residential and employment uses – The application makes no
contribution to the achievement of these objectives
contribution to a new local centre – The application makes no contribution to the
achievement of this objective
a ‘proportionate’ element of community uses (including faith based)
o which does not dominate the mix of use in terms of
 landtake
 scale
 traffic
o which should be located within or well connected to a local centre or West
Ham Station
The application is almost exclusively for a faith based use which dominates the site in
terms of land take, scale and traffic.
site access improvements to West Ham Station – The application makes no
significant access improvements to West Ham station
facilitate possible links to adjoining site S11 Parcelforce – The application does not
facilitate links with site S11

In short, the application proposal does not comply with any of these elements of policy and
represents a missed opportunity for the development of the site to fulfil the role it could play.
Furthermore, given the very recent completion of the plan-making process, and, the
Applicant’s active involvement with it, there are no sound planning reasons for setting aside
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the phased approach taken in policy S10 of the Core Strategy, which identifies development
of the site for the medium to long term. This application is being promoted within the first year
since adoption. Indeed, the urgency of the current application appears to relate solely to the
two year time limited permission on the temporary Mosque (requested by the Applicant at the
th
2011 enforcement appeal) and its associated Unilateral Undertaking (dated 28 February
2011) rather than the wider requirements of the development plan or indeed the Borough’s
current needs for development. The application site is an important site which has been
planned to help meet the need in the borough for jobs, houses and a new local centre. A
proportionate amount of community provision may be appropriate but not that promoted here.
3.3.6

In contrast, the Core Strategy Inspector (Mr Salter) reported in respect of S10, “I have no
evidence that the Council’s reasonable aspirations can not be achieved. The policy for the
site is sound.” (January 2012).

3.3.7

Furthermore, as a recently adopted development plan document, the Applicants have had the
opportunity and have fully participated in the emergence of the Core Strategy along with other
individuals, organisation, groups and individuals in Newham. The current policies applicable
to the application site are entirely consistent with strategic policy and, in the case of Policy
S10, was amended to reflect the reasonable aspirations of the Applicant, as owner. The Core
Strategy has been prepared in accordance with normal plan making procedures and should
have the full weight of section 38(6) behind it.

3.4

Summary

3.4.1

The current proposal is completely at odds with applicable development plan policies and any
claimed “need” or sustainable benefits cannot, in this instance, outweigh the presumption in
favour of the development plan.

3.4.2

The Applicant’s claim that the PPPA was an attempt ‘in good faith’ to work with the planning
authorities to secure an acceptable form of development appears to be an attempt to
circumvent adopted development plan policy.

4.0

Need for a Mosque

4.1

The Ecorys report purports to be an independent assessment of the need for the Riverine
Centre development. It goes on to describe the aspiration for the project i.e. a long term
capacity for 9310 worshippers (itself a very precise but unsubstantiated figure). There is
confusion between the need for a place of worship to serve local needs and the aspirations of
the Trustees to grow their particular brand of Islam at the expense of other sects already
operating in and around the site. This assumption occurs throughout the Ecorys report, which,
indeed, provides no objective assessment of need.

4.2

Furthermore, the Ecorys findings appear to be based on only 426 interviews and with largely
current users of the temporary mosque. Accordingly, it is difficult to see how that can lead to a
conclusion that need exists for a 9310 capacity. It is simply an aspiration.

4.3

The analysis of local provision considers only mosques in Newham. It is clear that the
aspirations of the Applicant are for at least a London wide draw. Therefore, it should have
considered facilities over a wider area. Given the proximity of Tower Hamlets Hackney and
Waltham Forest to the site, the assessment of existing provision is clearly flawed.
Furthermore, these points were made by our clients at the 2011 Enforcement Appeal Inquiry
so were known to the Applicant’s agents but no attempt has been made to supplement or
amend these shortcomings.
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5.0

Transportation and Access Issues

5.1

The study does not provide details of the survey of existing users undertaken in 2010 so it is
not possible to assess the reasonableness of assumptions on proposed modes of travel.
There is no information on parking accumulation figures for the existing car park and within
the local area.

5.2

The proposal provides for a 24 times increase in floor-space of buildings on the site and the
maximum number of users is 4 times greater than the present maximum – yet there is no
increase in on-site parking provision. The centre proposes to have a wider draw and it would
be expected that this would proportionately reduce walking and cycling modes and increase
public transport and other motorised modes. The information provided does not enable an
assessment of the reasonableness of the assumptions used.

5.3

Bus, Rail, DLR and Underground modes are relied upon for the Thursday evening sessions,
accounting for around 63% (existing CPZ) or 65% (extended CPZ). Given these sessions last
between 4 and 10 hours, it is probably that a large number of users could be stranded at a
time when there are no public transport services running. It is understood that users may
sleep overnight at the site. This should have been quantified to enable a complete
understanding of how this substantial increase in users will be accommodated

5.4

It is understood that there is likely to be a substantial increase in usage at services in
Ramadan. The impacts of late night pedestrian movements during this period are not
addressed in this study.

5.5.

Given these shortcomings the advice in section 4, and, particularly at para. 32 of the NPPF
have not been met.

6.0

Viability Issues

6.1

The general approach adopted by the Applicant in considering the viability of the site for
development is flawed by a desire to demonstrate lack of viability as that is the only way of
justifying such a non-policy compliant scheme.

6.2

The approach has been to take the previous assessment made by the Council’s Consultant
and reduce values. There are several reasons why this misrepresents the issue:
 The Site Policy (S10) seeks medium to long term development of this site. The
assessment of the viability of development at this specific time (of recession) fails to
take account of the policy life of the site allocation, which does not have to be
developed now.
 The perception of the area has been greatly changed by this summer’s success with
the Olympics and Paralympics which could feed through to commercial and
residential perceptions of value.
 The Applicant’s viability assessment seeks to reduce the amount of development on
the site. The application itself proposes a non-compliant scheme, with a large
monolithic building 33 m high with towers rising to a height of 55m. It would be
reasonable to assess the viability of policy compliant uses developed to the height
and massing proposed by the application scheme.
 Were the site owned by a developer it would be possible to assess the scale and
level of development needed to develop the site with a policy compliant scheme.

6.3

In summary, the Applicant is using ‘viability’ as a means of asserting its own aspirations for
the development of the site over the communities’ needs over the next 25 years for houses,
jobs and community facilities as expressed in the recently adopted Core Strategy.
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7.0

Design Issues

7.1

The NNPF requires a design that fulfils the policy requirements of the local or neighbourhood
plan in terms of meeting identified need, optimising the potential to accommodate
development and responding to local character. The starting point, therefore, in assessing
the proposed design is to consider the extent to which it provides for a mixed use of
residential and employment uses, contributes to the provision of a new local centre and
provides a ‘proportionate’ element of community uses i.e. The planning policy context.

7.2

Here, the design proposes a mix of uses and therefore design which singularly fails to meet
the requirements of para. 58 of the NPPF. This requires design to respond to local character
and history’ and paragraph 60 notes that it is “proper to seek to promote or reinforce local
distinctiveness.”

7.3

Furthermore, Core Strategy policy SP3 Quality Urban Design within Places states that
support will be given for proposals which address:
 the importance of contributing to the creation of, and continued support for genuinely
mixed use areas with an integrated range of high quality accommodation for living,
community facilities and workplaces
 An analysis of local character and the specific attributes of the site, seeking to
reinforce or create positive local distinctiveness, whilst securing integration and
coherence with the local context

7.4

Whilst the policy approach of the Core Strategy predates the NPPF, policy SP3 above and
SP1 below are completely in tune with the NPPF approach to design policy set out on paras.
58 and 60.

7.5

Core Strategy policy SP1 (Borough-wide Place-making) is fundamental to the achievement of
the Council’s design approach. It seeks ‘high quality development which respects, takes
advantage of, and enhances the positive elements and local distinctive features of the
borough’. It states that the Council will support proposals which respond to:
 ‘views and vistas to land marks and skylines within and outside the borough
 ‘heritage, cultural and infrastructural assets’
 ‘the character of the borough’s districts’
 ‘the desirability of achieving a balance between jobs, homes and infrastructure’

7.6

Here, the Applicant’s Design and Access Statement (DAS) considers as contextual material
local precedents at Three Mills, the Abbey Mills Pumping Station and associated houses.
These form the significant historic building complexes in the adjoining Conservation Area.
The listed building description for the pumping house describes it as being in Italian gothic
style, with a Greek Cross plan. The Council’s Character Appraisal and Management
Proposals for the Conservation Area describe it as being ‘High Victorian, borrowing
architectural details from Italian Gothic, Byzantine and Russian architecture to rich effect’. It
is in yellow brick with stone work detailing under a pitched slate mansard roof. The Mills
buildings are described as having ‘Georgian’ character with slate roofing and plain clay tiles.

7.7

One of the significant design characteristics of the Conservation Area is the articulated
pitched roofs and articulated facades of these significant buildings. They have intricate
design details which produce varied townscape elements. The Applicant’s response to this
‘context’ seems to be reflected in the comment on page 17 of the Design and Access
Statement which states: ‘However, due to tree planting on the Channelsea Island and along
the edge of the Mill meads site, there is little visual connection between the deep northern
part of the Riverine site and the Conservation Area.’ This raises two points of objection.
First, it deliberately avoids reference to the key views identified in the Character Appraisal and
we consider below the potential impact of development of the mass and scale proposed on
the Conservation Area. Secondly, it seems to reject entirely the concept of local character
and local distinctiveness which does not relate to visual connection but rather should provide
clues for the local design context and for distinctiveness. In this regard, Core Strategy policy
SP3 (Quality Urban Design within Places) states that support will be given for proposals
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which address the importance of contributing to the creation of, and continued support for
genuinely mixed use areas with an integrated range of high quality accommodation for living,
community facilities and workplaces. It follows that if, as here, a scheme does not achieve
these objectives then it is not of an appropriate design.
7.8

We consider below that the design proposed is totally alien to the area and should be
unacceptable in terms of its relationship to the conservation area as well as in its rejection of
the approach to design set out in NPPF paragraphs 58 and 60, and reinforced in Core
Strategy policy SP1.

7.9

The Design and Access Statement provides clues as to the origins on the design chosen. It
does not lie in the assessment of local distinctiveness, or in an analysis of the site and
surroundings. It starts with the requirement to provide a 9300 capacity Mosque. The volume
appraisal in the DAS shows just how difficult it has been to accommodate a building of an
appropriate volume to accommodate the applicant’s aspirations on this irregular shaped site.
The preference for a single floor structure aligned to Mecca could not be fitted on the site so
the compromise has been to introduce double height galleries to ensure that the prescribed
number of spaces can be provided, with a separate gallery provided for women. These
requirements (with the decision to provide undercroft parking) necessitate a building which, in
addition to the substantial footprint, requires a flat roof 33 metres above ground level. It is
consequently a massive monolithic box designed to enclose the minimum space required to
accommodate the applicant’s aspirations. The tower rises 55 metres but the most significant
element and in our submission, unacceptable element of this building is the sheer height and
mass of the prayer hall and surrounding ancillary buildings which dominate the 6.23 hectare
site.

7.10

The rectangular mass of the main building seems to take its inspiration from the adjacent
Channelsea House rather than from the distinctive local buildings in the Conservation Area.
The contrast between the monolithic slab proposed and the articulated pitched roof forms and
facades of the best local architecture provides a building which wholly fails to take advantage
of the opportunity provided by this site. The site is wholly unsuited to a building which its
architect has likened to Battersea Power Station.

7.11

The DAS considers the impact of the Building Scale on pages 79 to 87. Some of the
photomontages are shown below.

7.12

DAS page 82 (below) shows a view from across the conservation area, with the grade 1 listed
Pumping Station on the left and the new pumping station F to the left of centre. This image
shows the inappropriate slab like design of the application proposal and its overbearing
dominance of views in the Conservation Area, even from this distance and with no real
mitigation from the highlighted visual effect of trees along Channelsea Creek. It also
demonstrates that good modern design can enhance the character and appearance of a
Conservation Area, that building being the Pumping Station F with contrasting aluminium
cladding and a roof line that reflects historic character in parts of the Three Mills complex
balanced with twin giant cylindrical flues.
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7.13

The photograph on page 80 above is roughly aligned with one of the key views included in the
Townscape Appraisal of the Three Mills Conservation Area Character Appraisal and
Management Proposals, approved December 2006. The form of the application proposal
closely resembles the warehouse buildings on the left of the photograph in its slab like
appearance. These buildings are identified as ‘negative structures’. The proposal is clearly
visible from the Conservation Area and has a negative impact on its character and
appearance. Accordingly, the application proposal fails to meet the statutory requirement
under s. 72(1) of the Planning (Listed Building and Conservations Areas) Act 1990, that new
development should preserve or enhance the character or appearance of a conservation area

7.14

Core Strategy policy SP5 (Heritage and other Successful Place-making Assets) seeks to
ensure that the value of heritage and other assets which contribute to local character is
recognised in application proposals. Schemes will be supported where:


the approach to urban design recognises the strengths and weaknesses of local
character and contributes positively to the composition of the townscape, achieving
better integration and enhancement of new and old, natural and built environments,
infrastructure and living environments;



the need to conserve and enhance designated and non-designated heritage assets
and their settings to that significance, seeking to increase their presence and
encourage wider appreciation, ownership of, and access to them;

10

7.15

Here, the approach to design shows little attempt to meet these requirements of policy SP5.

7.16

The photograph on DAS page 86 above shows the application site from one of the other key
viewpoints. We note that the 20 metre Channelsea House appears to dwarf the 33 metre
application proposal. Whilst the ‘vanishing point is understood, we would question whether
this is a ‘verified image’. That point having been made, the photograph gives further evidence
of the overbearing impact of the proposal on the adjoining Conservation Area.

7.17

The photograph on DAS page 83, reproduced above, shows a rendered view from the
Greenway looking west over the site. Greenway is a well-used elevated footpath leading from
West Ham station to the Olympic Park. The image illustrates the undue dominance of the
proposed building on the street scene.

7.18

The building is proposed as “an exceptional piece of architecture of national significance – a
building that provides a landmark and a destination not only for the Islamic community but the
whole of Newham and beyond.” (DAS page 7)

7.19

We conclude that the building fails to respond to the design challenges of local plan policy,
ignoring local preferences for uses. It does not reflect the characteristics of local design and
does not reflect or promote local distinctiveness. It is a design which seeks to respond to the
owners’ over-ambitious requirements for the site. This has led to a slab like monolithic
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building which has an overbearing impact on the local area and, particularly, on the adjoining
Conservation Area. The latter is clearly unacceptable.
7.20

The aspiration for ‘an exceptional piece of architecture of national significance’ does not
provide an excuse for a development which ignores local distinctive design or indeed the
community’s aspirations for a mixed use development of the site expressed through recently
adopted Planning Policy.

7.21

In reality the application proposal would lead to a dull unimpressive building which is out of
scale, out of context and out of step with the real needs of Newham.

8.0

Alleged “Community Use”

8.1

The application proposal has been described as a plan “for a greatly improved Masjid for the
local and wider Muslim Community, as well as a variety of uses and amenities for the benefit
of Newham residents and the wider London Community”. (Statement of Community
Involvement, page 29).

8.2

Para. 69 of the NPPF sets the context for the promoting healthy communities as follows:.
‘The planning system can play an important role in facilitating social interaction and
creating healthy, inclusive communities. Local planning authorities should create a
shared vision with communities of the residential environment and facilities they wish
to see. To support this local planning authorities should aim to involve all sections of
the community in the development of local plans and in planning decisions and
should facilitate neighbourhood planning.’ Planning policies and decisions, in turn,
should aim to achieve places which promote:


opportunities for meetings between members of the community who might not
otherwise come into contact with each other including through mixed use
developments, strong neighbourhood centres and active street frontages which
bring together those who work, live and play in the vicinity’

8.3

Clearly, the concept of a healthy community is one where social interaction can be facilitated
and where inclusivity is promoted.

8.4

Here, in terms of the built floorspace proposed (which totals 51,596 sq m.) only the sports
pavilion (265 sqm) (some 0.5% of the total) is likely to appeal to the wider non-Muslim
community. Rather, the ‘community credentials’ of this development are essentially sectarian
and not about promoting wider community benefits. The availability of landscaped gardens
may be of interest to the wider community but the Mosque is unlikely to be a significant
attraction for the majority of residents; and the tennis courts would seem rather peripheral to
the main activity proposed for the 99.5% of buildings on the site.

8.5

The Council has sought to “to involve all sections of the community in the development of
local plans” in accordance with NPPF guidance; and the proposed ‘mixed commercial and
residential uses’ and contribution to a local centre at West Ham Station that have emerged in
the adopted policy for the site, ‘are specific forms of development’ which the NPPF identifies
in para .68 as promoting healthy and inclusive communities.

8.6

However, the present application seems to offer very little to the wider community of
Newham. Specifically, Core Strategy policy INF8 (Community Facilities) sets out the Council’s
current policy. Its objective is to ensure a balance between jobs, housing and social
infrastructure to meet the needs of existing and new communities. The Council will ensure
that a suitable range of community facilities is provided by:


Ensuring development is supported by appropriate facilities to meet local needs;
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Retaining or re-providing community facilities where a local need exists, that can be
clearly demonstrated;



Ensuring all new community facilities are inclusive and open and available to all members
of the local community

8.8

The application has aspirations to go well beyond local needs and therefore fails to ensure a
balance between jobs, housing and social infrastructure, using 99.5% of the space in
buildings for a community use which serves a very specific part of the local community and is
not inclusive and open and available to all members of the local community other than on
terms set by the applicant. The proposal does not meet the policy requirement policy INF8.

9.0

Environmental Impact Assessment

9.1

Due to the seemingly hurried process in which the current application was initially submitted
th
on 27 February 2012 (in order to meet the self-imposed deadline set by the 2011
enforcement appeal Unilateral Undertaking) as a bare “red line” application it is clear that this
had not been properly formulated through the type of environmental impact assessment
process contemplated by the Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact
Assessment) Regulations 2011 (“the EIA Regulations”) or by the underpinning Directive
85/337/EEC. No scoping exercise was undertaken. Furthermore, the findings tend to be more
of the self-serving variety as identified in the above evaluation. The limited nature of the
outline application itself, with the extensive use of “illustrative” material, further calls into
question the extent to which sufficient “environmental information” has been provided to meet
the requirements of regn. 3(4) of the EIA Regulations.

9.2

We also highlight, in this section, Chapter C on “Consideration of Alternatives and Design
Evolution”. This does no more than simply set out, at para. C3 the history as to how the site
came to be purchased by the Trustees rather than any recent search, nor, of the criteria
which specifically justify the proposal on this site rather than another. Furthermore, para. C4.6
(‘An Evolving Masterplan’) glosses over the change in the pre-application consultation
process referenced above.

9.3

We also draw attention to the absence within Chapter I (‘Socio-Economic Effects’) and, in
consequence, within Chapter N (‘Summary of Residual Effects, Inter-Relationships and
Cumulative Effects’) to any consideration of the nature of the promotional organisation,
Tablighi Jamaat (TJ). This is an important planning consideration in this instance. It is one
well-known to the Applicant arising from national and international concerns in the media and
elsewhere regarding TJ’s declared aspirations for the site. This is a highly controversial
proposal, given that TJ is an international Muslim proselytizing movement with wide reaching
membership across the world and within the UK, and, with a known separatist ideology, which
expresses itself in cultural chauvinism and gender discrimination.

9.4

Therefore, the impacts on the existing local community should have been considered. Indeed,
the religious, social and cultural changes resulting from the particular type of Islamic religious
practice which have occurred in Savile Town, Dewsbury, West Yorkshire where a
monoculture has developed subsequent to these promoters, Tablighi Jamaat, constructing a
Markazi Masjid (Central Mosque) between 1978 and 1982, accommodating some 4,000
worshippers or thereabouts, have been nationally documented so could and should have
formed the basis for comparative study.

9.5

This is a serious omission and a further example as to why inadequate environmental
information has been provided for the purposes of satisfying regn. 3(4) of the EIA Regulations
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10.0

Conclusions

10.1

The nature of the application, as well as its content, is deficient.

10.2

The application proposal is wholly contrary to development plan policy, being of a mono-use
as well as in a proposed physical form which are so fundamentally in breach of the applicable
policies that these breaches could never/cannot be outweighed by "other material
considerations" which, themselves, turn on rather dubious arguments about "need" and
viability, themselves undermined by the Applicant’s own questionable ability to deliver the
proposal and timeously.

10.3

This is not sustainable development of the type contemplated by the NPPF and should be
rejected.

In the light of the foregoing we believe that there are sound and clear-cut reasons for the Council to
refuse planning permission and invite you to so recommend to the Members of the relevant
Development Committee.
Yours sincerely

For and on behalf of
Howard Sharp & Partners LLP
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