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DEVELOPMENT CONTROL COMMITTEE - 28 FEBRUARY 2002

01/2584/FUL CENTRAL TWICKENHAM WARD
FORMER SWIMMING BATHS, CAR PARK Contact Officer:

15 KING STREET AND WHARF LANE E Langmaid x7395

THE EMBANKMENT

TWICKENHAM

OS Maps Crown Copyright - Do not scale

Proposal: Demolition of existing building and construction of a new mixed use development
including housing, A1/A3 uses, three screen cinema, health club and swimming pool, new public
space and environmental improvements to the embankment, Wharf Lane and Water Lane.
Demolition of the ground floor of No.15 King Street to create a new pedestrian link through to
the river.

Applicant: MacCormac Jamieson Prichard for DDSF Limited
Application received: 28 September 2001

Consultations:

ADV, Site Notice

Flats 1-6 Eyot Lodge

1-33 (odd) 1A, 1B, 7A, 13A-33A (odd), 33B, 35-59 (odd) Flats A-B 35, Flats A-B 41 and 2-62
(even), Flats A-C 48, Flats 1-3 52, Flats A-B 16, Queens Hall King Street

37A, 39A, 45A-59A (odd) King Street Parade

Flats 1-2 Poulett Lodge

31, 32-37, 32A, upper flat 35, Flats A-C 36 Church Street

1-21(odd), 1A, Riverside Drop-In Centre Water Lane

Copper Beech, Kingslee, The Cottage, Desdemona, Wild Thyme, Wyndfall, Ripple, Mascot,
Sunrise, The Nook, Boathouse, Woodford, The Moorings, Eel Pie Marine Centre, Eel Pie
Island Slipways, Jacobs Ladder, Eel Pie Island Association, Hurley Cottage, The Chalet,
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Sans Souci, 1-3 River Court, Eel Pie Boatyard, Palm Beach, Twickenham Rowing Club, 8
and 9 Aquarius, Min Y Don, 3 River Court, River Studio Eel Pie island
Works Premises adj The Moorings Eel Pie Island
Help a Neighbour in Distress Scheme bath House
Hobby Horse group for Children, 249 Lincoln Avenue
8 Tudor Gardens

34 Albion Road

4 Campbell Close

54 Park House Gardens

16 Cole Road

Flats 1-80, 28, 32, 34, Porters Lodge Thames Eyot
Flat 19 31, 241 Waldegrave Road

36 Gothic Road

2-10,11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24 Bath House, D’aumale Cottages, The
Embankment

7 Strawberry Hill

177 Richmond Road

37 Walpole Road

Richmond and Twickenham Green Party

Friends of Twickenham Green

5-19 (odd), 8-18 (even) Bell Lane

Barclays Bank York Street

1-8 Upper Premises, 2-62 Upper Premises London Road
The Environment Trust

Twickenham Society

River Thames Society

York House Society

Strawberry Hill Residents’ Association

3 Denmark Road

Clir T Whittal

21 Twining Avenue

72 Bucklands Road

72 Queens Road

111 St Margarets Road

7,9, 14, 18, 19, 31, 50, 76 Poulett Gardens

39 Ashburnum Road

78 Third Cross Road

25 Bonser Road

4 Saville Road

23 Langham Road

64 Cambridge Road

162 Lincoln Avenue

50 Popes grove

16, 50 and 54Sherland Road

71, 106 Church Road

55 May Road

42 Ormond Crescent

54 Lion Road

21 Water Lane

11, 26, 28, Percy House, Lincoln House Montpelier Row
Eyot Lodge Residents Association

1 Walpole Road

Thames Eyot Residents’ Association

27, 72 Queens Road
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12 Gothic Road

Riverside House, Thames House Aubrey House Riverside
16 Fulwell Park Gardens

34 Sion Court

18 Heathfield South

12 Second Cross Road

12 Trowlock Island

62 Park House Gardens

8 Abbotsmede Close

2 Cambridge Court

25 Marble Hill Close

40 Mallard Place

119 Hampton Road

11 Stuart Grove

12 Fieldend Avenue

43, 46, 47 Moormead Road

The Cottage Riverdale Road

41 Talma Gardens

12 Broadway Avenue

124 Stanley Road

40 Popes Grove

95 Colne Road

46 Fifth Cross Road

22 Fairwater House Twickenham Road
34 Avenue Road

64 Cambridge Road

5 Rutland Road

18 Heathfield South

15 Waldegrave Gardens

16 Grange Avenue

7 The Almshouses Amyand Park Road
19 Park Road

16 Grange Avenue

The Courtyard Evelyn Road

5 Northcote Road

36 Gothic Road

37 Walpole Road

2 Strawberry Vale

26 Langham Road

Millend House, Bredon

19 and 27 Clifden Road

Richmond and Twickenham Green Party
14 Owen House

30 Alton Gardens

39 Elton Close

84 Lincoln Avenue

1 Hartington Road

16 Blanchard House

22 The Green

Johnson Shoes Shepperton Business Park

Main development plan policies:

UDP CET 2 and 3, ENV 1, 3, 5, 8, 10, 16, 17, 19, 20, 22, 23, 2425, 26, 32, 33, 37, 38, 39, 40,
41,42 and 43, HEP 1, HSG 5,6, 7,8 and 11, REC 4,STG 1, 2, 3,4, 5, 6, 8, 9and 10, SHP 2,
5AND 11,RIV1,3,4,5and 8, TRN G, 7, 8, 15, 16, 22 and 23; UDP - First Review BLT 2, 7, 8,
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11, 12, 14, 15, 16, 17 and 18, CCE 17, 18, 21 and 22, ENV 1, 4, 9, 12, 18, 24, 26, 27, 28 and
30,HSG5,6,7,8and 11, IMP2and 3, STG 1,2,3,5,6,7and 10, TC2and 4, TRN 1, 2, 3, 4,
5, 6, 8 9, 10, 12, 22 and 23;CA8; Proposal Site T1 Twickenham Riverside; CAAC; adj
Metropolitan Open Land; Thames Policy Area; Proposed Area for Environmental Improvements;
Thames Landscape Strategy; Area of Mixed Use

Present use: Site of swimming baths, ancillary buildings, private car park and shop

Site: The application site comprises the former Twickenham swimming baths which includes
buildings which have been occupied by, amongst other community uses, HANDS (Help A
Neighbour in Distress Scheme) and a day nursery. It also encompasses the public WCs on the
corner of Water Lane, the private car park on the west side of Water Lane and the Embankment,
(including raised open grassed area to the east of the baths building), Water and Wharf Lanes,
the latter three all being public highways. Finally it includes No.15 King Street which is intended
to provide a pedestrian link to the site from the commercial centre of Twickenham. The majority
of the site is owned by the Council, the car park and No.15 being under private ownership.

Most relevant history: Twickenham swimming pool was closed in 1980 following a decision
that it was uneconomic to operate. Since its closure the baths site has remained empty apart
from the aforementioned community uses.

There have been a number of schemes promoted for development. However, the only planning
application to be considered prior to the current one and another scheme approved last year,
was by Marks and Spencer. The proposal included the erection of a food store, community
centre run by the YMCA, nineteen self-contained flats, pedestrian link from King Street, public
conveniences and public open space. The application was called in by the Secretary of State
and following a major public inquiry was refused planning permission in August 1991.

The main conclusions in the Inspectors report related to the following:-

1. The site needs to be seen and considered in the wider landscape context of a much greater
stretch of the Thames rather then in isolation to the older part of Twickenham. It is an
integral part of the larger river scene.

2. Proposed retail use for the site was considered to be inconsistent and excessive in size with
regard to the Unitary Development Plan which looked to retain/provide leisure uses on the
site.

3. The form, design and massing did not preserve or enhance the domestic scale and
character of the conservation area or its riverside setting within an Area of Special Character
and would introduce a seriously harmful development to the area.

4. New build would dominate the site and wider area whereas the existing building, whilst
somewhat alien, had limited depth and thus retained the impression of openness behind and
to the sides.

5. The pedestrian link, which crossed the service road, raised concerns regarding pedestrian
safety.

6. It provided limited public access to the riverside and space to enjoy the river scene.

7. Insufficient consideration to traffic and parking generation as a result of the development.
Servicing would dominate the area from Water Lane and parking issue had not been
satisfactorily dealt with.

8. MA&S and the YMCA, to a lesser extent, would have benefited the town but the negatives
identified were sufficient to refuse permission.

Policy framework: Following that decision in 1991 the Council took stock of the Inspector’s
decision which became a seminal document in the policy development for the site, and the wider
area, over the next 10 years. (The conclusion of the Inspector is at appendix A)
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Strategic policy: At the strategic level Central Government issued Strategic Planning Guidance
for London Planning Authorities, RPG 3, in May 1996, complemented and further developed by
Strategic Planning Guidance for the River Thames, RPG 3B/9B, issued in 1997. The latter is
particularly relevant to the current case which clearly centres on the impact on the Thames at
this juncture. RPG 3B/9B introduced the concept of the Thames Policy Area which requires that
policies should be included in UDPs to protect the special character of the Thames. It also
indicated that Local Planning Authorities should prepare detailed appraisals of their stretches of
the River and its environs.

Remaining at the strategic level, the Mayor's Spatial Development Strategy, ‘Towards the
London Plan' (May 2001), which will supersede Strategic advice in due course, builds upon the
concept of viewing the Thames, and other rivers/canals, as a special resource. A ‘Blue Ribbon’
network is to be developed to, inter alia, ensure new development contributes to the character of
the river.....and achieves a high quality of urban design, especially improving public access to
the riverside.

Under the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990, Section 72 imposes
upon the Council as Local Planning Authority a duty to ensure that when considering planning
applications within a conservation area they give special attention to the desirability of
preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of that area.

Local policy:
The Unitary Development Plan 1996 remains the approved Development Plan however,
the Emerging Unitary Development Plan First Review can now be given considerable
weight as it has been through several stages towards adoption and the Inspector did not
disagree or suggest material variations to the contents of Proposal T1, which is of great
significance to this application.

There are a series of policies and proposals relevant to the application site in both Plans
and these have been identified at the head of this report.

Proposal T1 is the most relevant to the current submission and has been included as
appendix B to this report for ease of reference. It includes the application site, 1-33 King
Street and former car park on the east side of Water Lane (which has now been
developed by a Housing Association for social housing). It seeks ‘Enhancement of the
Riverside and Shopping Area, Leisure Uses, Housing, Limited Improvements to Rear
Servicing, Car Parking and Public Conveniences’.

In summary T1 seeks development in harmony with the small scale and domestic aspects
of the conservation area and area of special character and to make a significant
contribution to achieving the Thames Landscape Strategy (see below). A prime objective
should be to provide the community with leisure uses and increased opportunities to enjoy
the riverside. Limited improvement to rear servicing and protection of important trees is
included.

Supplementary Planning Guidance (SPG) was prepared, prior to 1996, in the form of a
Site Brief (this is not to be confused with the Development Brief issued by the Council as
land owner) and this is at Appendix C. Both T1 and the SPG remain relevant although the
latter now has less weight given Government's view that such SPG should not form part of
the Unitary Development Plan.

T1 also identifies that Proposal T14 for a landing stage should be considered as part of
any scheme. The Unitary Development Plan area chapter for Twickenham also seeks,
inter alia, to develop the centre as a focal point for shopping, leisure and recreational
facilities not only to provide for local residents but to supplement Richmond town centre’s
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strategic role; to seek improvements to rear servicing to King Street; to discourage car
commuting by controlling on site parking; nor allow buildings which are significantly higher
than the surrounding area; and to protect the important character of the riverside.

The Thames Landscape Strategy, a non-statutory document but adopted for
Development Control purposes, partly evolved from the M&S Public Inquiry in 1991 and is
particularly relevant to this application. It notes the importance of the site and the
pressures it is under. It recommends under specific policies in the Thames Landscape
Strategy for this site that development should conserve the intimate scale and working
character of the Twickenham and Eel Pie Island waterfront; conserve the tree framed
setting of Twickenham Riverside; secure possible connections to the town centre;
encourage a passenger boat stop; set car parking back from the river's edge and improve
the layout and seating of the public spaces.

The Twickenham Riverside and Queens Road Conservation Area Study refers to the
Unitary Development Plan and Thames Landscape Strategy as setting the site in context
and identifies it as a major problem which blights the western end of the Embankment in
particular. The Study picks up on the points already made above under the Thames
Landscape Strategy policies/proposals.

The emerging Unitary Development Plan - First Review carries through the above and
Proposal T1 is very similar in content to the Adopted Unitary Development Plan T 1. This
is set out in full at Appendix D. The Water Lane car park has now been developed by a
Housing Association and the reference to the provision of affordable housing is dropped
but the modified Proposal states that new housing should include a substantial element of
small units of accommodation. Proposal T14 continues to seek provision of a landing
stage as part of the overall scheme. The Plan continues to seek improvements to
Twickenham in the area chapter as described above.

The Emerging Unitary Development Plan has introduced the concept of the Thames
Policy Area as promoted by RPG 3B/9B, and policy ENV 26 of the Plan refers. The policy
requires developers to provide detailed design statements justifying schemes based on a
number of important issues. Moreover, the detailed appraisals of the riverside also
required by strategic advice are fulfilled for much of this Borough through the Thames
Landscape Strategy already discussed above.

Other local policy issues; The site falls within an Archaeological Priority Area, an Area of
Mixed Use and an education deficiency area. These are discussed, where relevant, in
more detail under Professional Comments.

More recent planning history: Following the refusal of the M&S scheme, a competition was
launched in 1996 by the Council for the redevelopment of the site. The chosen
architect/developer partnership was Alsop Zogolovich/First Premise Ltd. An initial scheme
proposed a new Arts Centre, with low level commercial development including a number of
restaurants. The scheme failed to attract Arts Lottery Funding and an amended scheme
including enabling development was proposed.

In the light of public opposition to this scheme the Council invited three working parties to
comment on it and subsequently their input helped to develop a development brief for the site.
The three groups are the River Use Working Party, the Traffic and Access Working Party and
the Urban Design Working Party.

It should be noted that this was not a town planning brief but a corporate one developed by the
Council as land owner (finally becoming the Twickenham Riverside Development - Final
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Revised Development Brief (Rev B) October 2000). It is distinct from T1 and the SPG issued
with the Unitary Development Plan 1996 referred to above.

However, the development brief required that the specific framework for development should
include as policies/proposals from the Adopted UDP, original site brief for Proposal T1, 1991
Inspectors Report, policies from the Thames Landscape Strategy, Twickenham Riverside
Conservation Area Study and Strategic Guidance for the river Thames (RPG 3b/9b). The
Council required that two schemes be developed to the next stage as sponsor of the
development, with a common core to the proposals including the following;

A pedestrian link from King Street.

A ‘town square’ providing opportunities for outside performances.

A health and fitness facility incorporating a swimming pool.

A balance of enabling commercial uses comprising restaurants, shops and residential.
Provision of public toilets and a river pontoon.

Improvements to the local environs.

2

Option A proposed a three-screen cinema, with one screen available for use by the community
as an auditorium. Option B proposed a discovery and heritage centre including arts facility, cafe
and shop, tourist information centre and support facilities.

The Alsop Zogolovich was not proceeded with as the preferred design team and in July 2000
the reserve team put forward a proposal in October 2000 that DDSF Ltd, the adjacent
landowner, should become the preferred developer. Following this proposal the Council with
DDSF Ltd selected MacCormac Jamieson and Prichard (MJP) from a short list of architects
suggested by members of local amenity societies.

Consultations were carried out by DDSF Ltd, MJP and the Council with local groups including
meetings and a public exhibition.

In February 2001, following a presentation to the Council's Resources Committee of the two
options in the agreed development brief, Option A (the cinema) was chosen on the grounds of
the commercial non-viability of Option B.

The application the subject of this report is described more fully below and is based on that
development brief.

Other recent planning history: A planning application was received on 8 March 2001 from ‘K
R Hathaway for The Committee’ (ref: 01/0540/FUL). The application proposed to remove the top
floor of the baths building and create a roof terrace from it with railings to the edge of the flat
roof. The ground floor would be converted into a tourist information centre, public lavatories and
a boat hire and booking office and the front elevation would be altered to form a series of arched
openings. The pool would be filled in and converted to a riverside park. Steps were shown on
either side of the main building giving access to the new open space. The current uses on the
site would be retained. The public WC land would become open space. Existing trees were
shown to be retained and new ones planted, particularly in front of the building. Although the
proposal fell short of meeting all the criteria of Proposal T1 it was not considered to prejudice a
future fuller development of the site and adjoining land and the scheme was therefore approved
by Development Control Committee on 19 July 2001.

Current proposal: The proposal includes the demolition of the existing buildings (considered
separately under 01/2583/CAC reported after this application) and construction of new mixed
use development including housing, A1/A3 uses, three-screen cinema, health club and
swimming pool, new public space and environmental improvements to the Embankment, Wharf
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Lane and Water Lane. Demolition of ground floor of No.15 King Street to create a new
pedestrian link through the development to the river.

Land use: The scheme proposes a three-screen cinema, health and fitness club and swimming
pool all of which is accommodated largely in below ground accommodation. The principal
ground level is given over to public open space/piazza and to A1 (shop) and A3 (restaurant/bar)
units. They would be located on a raised plinth to take account of the fall in levels of the site of
approximately 3m from King Street down to the Embankment. Stairs and a ramp give direct
access to the Embankment.

The public WC's have been replaced by two new facilities located at the west end of the
Embankment and near the new pedestrian link from King Street. The proposed residential
accommodation is to be located on the two upper floors; 46 units in total comprising nine three
bedroom, 20 two bedroom, 12 one bedroom and five studio units. Two flats would be lost from
the breakthrough at 15 King Street the adjoining flats being extended into the upper floors
remaining. Underground parking will be provided for the new residents and 19 replacement
spaces are also proposed in the basement, accessed from the service road. The public space
on the site is defined as a series of areas off a raised terrace that overlooks the Embankment.
The existing Seaboard substation located on the site is to be retained and relocated.

Design and massing: The architect advises that the design has been inspired by the context of
the Twickenham Embankment level and by its riverside setting. The principal ground level of
the site has been raised above the existing Embankment level, making reference to the terrace
walls associated with the site and the area. This raises the ground level above flood level, but
also mediates the 3m drop between King Street and the Embankment. The terrace wall is
articulated with windows to the swimming pool and health and fitness centre, stairs and ramps
from the Embankment level, and seats and litter bins built into the structure. Above the terraces’
base, which forms a raised ground plane, the development is defined by a series of two and
three storey linear blocks that seek to allude to the boat house tradition with exposed wood
frame and timber infill, their strong roofline and gables fronting onto the river.

Traffic and parking: The road layout is being amended to extend the service road to Water
Lane to provide improved access, and avoid/minimise service vehicles having to cross the
Embankment. Junctions have been designed to accommodate 12m fixed axle vehicles and
16.5m articulated vehicles.

On site parking is provided at one space per residential unit (46) and 19 spaces to replace
current business parking provision off Water Lane. Four disabled parking spaces are designated
within the on site car parking. On site cycle parking is provided at a rate of 1 per residential unit
in the car park and 16 for retail/restaurant use. An additional 32 cycle spaces are provided on
the embankment. It is concluded that visitor parking for A1/A3 and other leisure development
can be accommodated in existing public off street car parks in Twickenham town centre.
Comprehensive signage on approach roads to Twickenham town centre to direct visitors to off
street parking will be provided.

Three loading bays are proposed along the service road to allow for servicing King Street
properties and the new development. The service road, where it crosses the pedestrian route,
will be distinguished with tactile paving and bollards to identify vehicular route. Disabled parking
spaces are shown around the site.

Further environmental improvements/suggestions propose to:-

1. Prohibit visitor parking in the Embankment area except for disabled visitors and visitors with
residents or business visitor permits.
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2. Designate all parking on Water Lane/Wharf Lane and the western Embankment as
resident/business/disabled parking.

3. Open the car park under the civic centre during weekends and evenings and make
preferential arrangements for local recreational clubs on Eel Pie Island.

4. Provide dedicated residents parking bays in Flood Lane car park.

5. Provide designated loading bays for the residents and businesses of Eel Pie Island at the
end of Water Lane.

6. Provision of a river pontoon through a further planning application if feasible.

Several of these matters will require changes to Regulations not under the control of the
applicant and will therefore be dependent on amendments to the CPZ, possible road closures
and funding.

Trees and landscaping: Five Hornbeam trees on the northern boundary of the site (junction of
Wharf Lane and rear service road) are to be retained as part of the development proposal. Six
other trees in this location are identified as being diseased or in poor condition and will be
removed.

Due to changes in ground level some of the retained trees will need to be set in raised planters.
The exact size of these will be determined on the basis of further site investigation.

It is proposed to retain all the larger trees on the Embankment although some thinning of the
trees at the western end is required. As such it is proposed to remove two of the five horse
chestnut trees in this group.

Hard and soft landscaping can be split into three areas:-

1. On site hard landscaping.

2. Hard and soft landscaping to residential.

3. Environmental improvements to the Embankment, Water Lane, Wharf Lane and the service
road.

On site hard landscaping extends the grain of the site in bands of yorkstone paving banded by
granite sets. The central band defines the pedestrian link to King Street. The service road will be
defined with textured paving, stainless steal bollards and yorkstone sets on the carriageway.

The connection with King Street is being formed by removing the shop unit and independent
access to flats at No.15 King Street. Defined by a canopy onto King Street and proposed high
levels of lighting the entrance is intended to act as a beacon and provide a pedestrian
environment. Itis proposed that small kiosks could line the sides to provide animation along the
route.

The landscape terraces above the retail accommodation will not be open to the public and will
have largely soft landscaping at seat height and raised beds separated by Yorkstone paths.

Environmental improvements to the Embankment, Water Lane and the extended service road,
include refurbishing the existing Embankment wall and railings, new paving to the Embankment
and concrete sets to the road ways. Raised planters around existing trees will be rebuilt to form
sculptural boat like elements and access to the river opened up as much as possible. Some of
these proposals are subject to amendments to the CPZ and funding.

New signage is to be proposed around the site with the aim of instigating a wider signage
strategy in the town centre to town centre car parks to minimise extraneous traffic using Water
Lane and the Embankment. Power points are be provided to support events on the
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Embankment and the spaces on the raised terrace. These will be located in positions above
flood levels.

Archaeology: The applicant will meet the requirement of English Heritage with regard to pre-
development site investigations, having produced a first report on the subject.

Sustainable development: The applicant identifies how the scheme will be developed at all
stages with sustainability to the fore in a number of ways.

In summary, supporting statements were received from the applicant on design and transport
matters. The design report states that whilst it is never possible to satisfy everyone's aspirations,
they believe that the perseverance and efforts of both the LBRuT and local people have resulted
in a scheme for the site that is superior in both content and appearance to any that have gone
before, and a development that promises to be a real community asset for residents and visitors
alike.

The Transport Assessment discusses the traffic growth, parking and access arrangements for
the riverside development and includes a Green Transport Plan and implementation strategy for
pedestrianisation for Embankment. It seeks to demonstrate that the access and parking
designed by the architects wherever possible complies with design standards and good practice.
It is recognised that there is a commitment by the Council within the UDP to pedestrianise the
Embankment between Wharf Lane and Water Lane. However, itis concluded that the closure
of the Embankment to traffic is not deemed necessary for the operation of the development.

Public and other representations:

English Heritage (Historic Buildings) consider that appropriateness to its context seems to be
a most important test, and one that the present scheme fails. The submitted scheme is larger,
both in size and in scale, than the context can accommodate. The shallow curving roof forms,
which echo boat sheds, would possibly be acceptable for a part of the development, but
repeated to the extent and density shown in the submitted drawings lose their casual riverside
quality. The almost-symmetry of the scheme, combined with the raised podium that isolates the
buildings from their immediate setting, gives it a curiously dated town centre redevelopment
character.

English Heritage (Archaeology) request that a condition be attached to protect the
archaeological potential of the site.

Commission for Architecture and the Built Environment (CABE) welcome the mix of uses
contained in the development. The design understands and responds to the ‘grain’ of its
surroundings and is all the more successful for the result. It is considered that the three to four
storey bulk of the building seems perfectly appropriate for the riverside setting, as does the
boathouse aesthetic.

The Environment Agency has no objection, in principle, to the proposed development provided
that a number of conditions are imposed on any planning permission granted. These include
ensuring no loss of flood storage water capacity, use of sustainable drainage systems.
Suggestions are made to lower the river wall and incorporate terracing to improve wildlife at this
important river location.

The Port of London Authority raises no objection in principle to the proposed redevelopment
of the Twickenham Baths site and is supportive of the environmental improvements to the river
embankment and the proposed public uses at ground floor level, which will promote public
enjoyment of the riverside in accordance with RPG3b/9b and the Council’s Planning Brief.

10
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Thames Water raises no objection to the application and provides contact details for the
developer in the event that planning permission is granted.

Conservation Area Advisory Group - Whilst the panel considered the scheme imaginative in
design and detail, it was considered that it would not harmonise with the scale of the
surrounding conservation area due, in particular, to the excessive height and forward projection
of the buildings. A rethink is needed for certain elements of the scheme to reduce the scale and
create more convincing open space for the public's use. Concern was expressed about the use
of curved roofs, particularly as finished in aluminium, which could create an alien form within the
immediate locality and this adding to the lack of integration into this historic conservation area.
The massing and scale was felt to be unacceptable and should be reduced in order to produce a
successful scheme.

The Twickenham Society, Eel Pie Boatyard, the Eel Pie Island Association, Eel Pie Island
Slipways, the Environment Trust for Richmond Upon Thames, the Eyot Lodge Residents
Association, Richmond Yacht Club, HANDS, the LA 21 Building Responsibility Group, the
Richmond and Twickenham Green Party, the Richmond Environmental Information
Centre, the River Use Working Group, the Strawberry Hill Residents Association, the
Thames Eyot Residents Association, the Traffic and Parking Working Party, 129 letters
from individuals, 17 pro-forma letters and two petitions one with 11 signatures and another with
16 signatures have been received and objecting on the following grounds:-

1. A cynical and inappropriate use of this precious site which should be kept for the enjoyment
of the people of Twickenham, for whom it was originally purchased.

2. Gross over-development of the site, exclusion of the public to a far greater percentage of the

site, detrimental to the environment of the riverside and over development of the river flood

plain.

The layout and density of the development results in loss of public use of the site.

Over-development of a sensitive area, with no specific link to the riverside nature of the site,

poor quality of design.

5. Loss of light, overlooking, overshadowing and loss of privacy.

6. The proposal does not comply with the site brief, development plan policy T1 Thames
Landscape Strategy, Environment Agency Requirements or PPG 25.

7. Over provision of retail etc units at ground level will result in boarded up spaces and an air of
dereliction.

8. The residential dwellings in the development are inappropriate, too numerous and to our
present knowledge do not fall into the category of affordable housing.

9. Proposal would involve substantial loss of visual amenity as well as loss of trees along the
embankment.

10. Public benefit offered through the private Health Club and cinema is uncertain and even as
intimated, is inadequate.

11. In view of regular flooding of the area in high tide we are concerned for the safety of users of
the proposed underground cinema so close to the river.

12. The development of a terrace lined with restaurants and bars will lead to the properties
opposite on Eel Pie Island losing their privacy.

13. Local charities using the site have been displaced into unsuitable premises.

14. Inappropriate location of public conveniences on an area of the Embankment which is
submerged during periods of flood.

15. Noise and fumes from boiler, chillers, heating and ventilation and air conditioning associated
with basement and ground floor uses.

16. The architects have rejected the vision of the River Use Working Group outright. The large
blocks of building going head on to the river works against linked intimate areas of open
space, and forces a linear pattern.

17. The proposal does not comply with the guidelines of the Inspectors Report from 1991 Marks
and Spencer scheme.

P00
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18.

19.
20.

21

22.

23.
24,

25.

26.

27.
28.

29.
30.
31.
32,
33.

34.

35.
36.

a7.

38.

The Inspectors report stressed that the significance of the site as a riverside site and
recommended only two/three storey buildings should be allowed. ‘In our view he was right
and his recommendations should be followed.' The report also referred to the harmful effect
of a single mass of building taking up half the site

The main buildings are too long and too imposing and would benefit from being cut back.
The amount of public space is less than optimal, there should be larger areas for general
circulation.

The proposed plans bear no comparison with the UDP policy T1 which stated that
‘Development should be in harmony with the small scale and domestic aspects of the parts
of the conservation area which give it its distinctive character so as to enhance the
conservation area and area of special character.

The architectural forms, reminiscent of a 60s new university, are totally unsuitable for the
gentle classical architecture of Twickenham Riverside and King Street. They are not in
harmony with existing.

Design of the buildings and the materials used is totally at variance with the existing
ambience of the area.

The scale and massing and monolithic shopping precinct aesthetic does not preserve or
enhance the special character and appearance of the conservation area.

There are large areas of paving, elevations of reconstituted stone, cedar board, and roofs of
raised seam aluminium which will only blend in with the one nondescript ‘60s building at the
corner of Water Lane and King Street. The proposals will stand out like a sore thumb in an
otherwise mainly brick walled, pitched tiled roof conservation area, on a river bank that has
varied historical legacy of intimate riverside buildings. The development will dominate and
overlook what is essentially a user friendly waterside amenity area, for visitors, residents
and their children.

Trees are likely to be damaged or destroyed during construction, as plans call for deep
excavation in the area currently occupied by their roots.

Concern that no Environmental Impact Assessment has been submitted.

Parking provision for riverside residents, nearby businesses and visitors to the riverside area
is inadequate.

Access to the site for pedestrians, particularly the disabled, is not sufficiently defined. The
service road in its proposed form is inadequate for its purposes.

Traffic generation is likely to be greater than assessment suggests.

Highway safety issues have not yet been fully addressed.

The Transport Assessment does not fully conform with the UDP Policy TRN 2 Requirements
for a Traffic Impact Assessment.

The proposed position of loading and turning areas in the open space by the terrace steps is
totally unsympathetic to the everyday ambience of the riverside.

Access and parking proposals in the TIA will have drastic effects on the whole riverside
community. The boatyards and clubs on Eel Pie Island face disaster within months. Such an
outcome is clearly incompatible with: the Thames Landscape’s Strategy to sustain what
remains of the working river front; LBRUTs aims of increasing tourism, given the boatyards
and clubs are part of the local appeal to tourists; LBRUTs objective of using the
redevelopment to regenerate the town centre, since loss of character means loss of
customers too and the wish of LBRUT to encourage the development of local businesses
and leisure facilities in the borough as a whole.

Entrance and exit via an inadequate two-way system and a service road that is far too
narrow.

Turning areas that are impossible to negotiate safely at the riverside and at the entrance to
and exit from the service road.

Loss of ‘pay and display’ parking along the Embankment. The concept of parking in the
Holly Road car park would not be tenable given the equipment necessary for business and
leisure pursuits associated with the river.

The plans call for a cut through from King Street to bring a flow of pedestrians across the
service road. There are no safety measures to protect those on foot.
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Four letters of support have been received (two from the same author) with the following
comments:-

1. The writer is delighted with the proposal in every way as it would be beneficial to
Twickenham and benefit the town generally.

2. The river is a beautiful commodity and should be treasured and used by all and this
development allows residents to use the bars and restaurants to view the river, whilst also
providing much needed amenities such as the swimming pool.

Amendments: The following amendments have been submitted:-

1. The applicant cannot control works to the Embankment but in response to objections
received an alternative layout is put forward showing more parking on the riverside, an
enlarged loading area for Eel Pie Island and a suggested controlled vehicle access along
the Embankment for service vehicles during agreed hours. This suggested plan is for
illustrative purposes only at this stage and if the application was permitted detailed
proposals for the Embankment would be reserved matters, requiring subsequent detailed
approval.

2. Enlarged piazza area facing the river by setting part of the single story building further back
into the site.

3. Analysis of visibility of site and further justification for massing etc including photo montages

seeking to demonstrate the scheme does not have a wider impact on the Thames. More

detailed design statement commenting on third party representations including impact on the

Thames Landscape Strategy.

Further information submitted regarding highway, traffic and parking.

A1 shops/A3 restaurants suggested split to be 5-15%/85-95% respectively.

Auditorium 2 to be available for 14 weeks a year as community arts centre.

Swimming pool to be open 10am-midday and 2pm-5pm and one afternoon each weekend

for non-member usage.

8. Confirmation that funding for the environmental improvements will form part of the
development agreement.

9. Minor elevational alterations.

OO b

A supplementary planning support statement was also submitted with the amendments that
provide further justification in response to consultation on the scheme. In particular the report
aims to address issues of visibility and conservation, whether the development would have an
adverse impact on the character of the river and the conservation area. Issues relating to
transport are also included in the summary and expanded further by a supporting document
from WS Atkins, the applicant's highway Engineer. This document seeks to clarify the traffic
generation and impact on the surrounding highway network, parking demand and reserve
capacity in off street car parks and clarification of highway design issues.

Reconsultation: Interested parties have been notified of these changes, information has been
put in Twickenham library and the Civic Centre.

13 letters including comments from Eyot Lodge Residents Association and The Marble Hill
Society have been received in response to re-consultation, reiterating previous concerns and
with further comments as follows:-

1. The report [Supplementary Planning Support Statement submitted with amendments] seeks
to define a ‘rural’ setting by repeatedly using the term ‘village’ Twickenham, but the end
result is overbuilding.

Concerned with the vagueness of the term ‘Phase 2'.

The planning proposals by Dawnay Day for an intensive redevelopment of the former baths
site to create a modern building complex on the historic riverside at Twickenham appear to

wn
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be in stark contradiction to the aims and the spirit of both the Thames Landscape Strategy
and the Arcadia in the City Initiative. The Marble Hill Society regards it as one of the
inappropriate developments the Thames Landscape Strategy is intended to help prevent.

4. Amendments to an unsuitable and unpopular scheme are therefore we consider irrelevant
and in any even barely attempt to address some of the objections made about the proposal,
which we fervently hope will be withdrawn.

5. We object strongly to the intended plan to allow so many restaurants/pubs/wine bars in such
a confined area. Lessons already learned from the Richmond Riverside tell you that even
more so, the proposed use of the site would create many community problems.

6. WS Atkins Traffic Impact and Parking Assessment report dated February 2002 makes no
mention of the needs of Eel Pie Island residents, clubs or businesses.

7. The assumption that people will use public transport to visit various facilities is misguided
and dangerous.

8. The site plan from September 2001 gives a false impression of the development. The areas
shown in green indicates an expanse of public space, this is not the case. When viewed
from the front these areas are raised well above the view of the public and all that can be
seen is the front of a high density development, and not one in keeping with the established
quiet and tranquil use of the riverside.

9. The ‘community’ uses e.g. hours of use of pool are insufficiently defined.

Professional comments: The planning merits of this application must be considered within the
context of local and strategic planning policy and guidance and all other material factors. In
particular proposal T1 and other policies of the Unitary Development Plan, the Thames
Landscape Strategy, Twickenham Riverside Conservation Area Study and Regional Planning
Guidance (RPG3b/9b) - Thames Policy Area. These have been extensively covered in the
preceding paragraphs and detailed in the appendices.

They should be considered by examining the land uses proposed; how they fit into the area
through an analysis of design and massing; whether the workability of traffic management and
parking proposed is satisfactory; an assessment of the likely impact of the proposals on
neighbouring properties and the wider area; and other issues including archaeology; education
supplement.

The need for an Environmental Impact Assessment has been raised through the consultation
process. This issue has already been dealt with when the Local Planning Authority determined
that an EIA was not necessary when assessed against the criteria laid down in the relevant
Regulations. Legal advice concurred with this view. This decision was taken prior to the receipt
of the formal planning application but with sufficient information before your officers to take this
considered decision.

Land use:
The current site clearly is an eyesore and provides little in the way of benefit to the
town.

Proposal T1 seeks enhancement of riverside and shopping area, leisure uses,
housing, limited improvements to rear servicing, car parking and public WCs. Rear
servicing and car parking will be considered under the Traffic management section of
this report.

Riverside enhancement: The application seeks to link the site to the commercial
centre of Twickenham via the proposed pedestrian route at 15 King Street that will
draw people through to the site and onwards to the riverside. The piazza area will
provide an opportunity for the public to take the views of the river from a different
perspective to that currently available. Moreover, there will be an enhancement for
the public to enjoy a higher level walk way as well as at current river level. The latter
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will be improved through hard and soft landscaping with the possibilities of further
pedestrainisation of the current roadway to enhance the river area. Whilst the full
pedestrianisation of the Embankment may be a well founded aspiration, neither the
current Unitary Development Plan nor its First Review insist upon it. However, the
applicant is suggesting, in amendments to the scheme, how this could be partly
achieved whilst maintaining more of the existing parking and loading areas for the
locality. The eventual solution to this aspect of the scheme cannot be fully detailed at
this stage because it requires the possible closure of public highways and other
highway regulatory processes which have yet to be undertaken and are not within the
gift of the applicant. Conditions can be included on a planning permission to secure
this element following further studies as the best compromise between pedestrians
and limited parking/servicing.

The uses proposed are likely to draw the public along the riverside, as well as from
other directions, thus creating a livelier and better-used part of the town. Security is
likely to be enhanced due to a greater presence of the public, users of the facilities
and residents living above. The piazza could become a meeting place for both
informal and formal activities.

Shopping enhancement: The mixture of A1shops and A3 restaurants, with the link
from King Street, should assist in the regeneration of the shopping area. Whilst these
are not a specific requirement of the Unitary Development Plan the A3 uses are a
recreational activity and both uses will help to encourage movement to the site. They
are however in accordance with the general policy of the Unitary Development Plan
to encourage new retail provision to Richmond and the district centres, of which
Twickenham is one.

The exact split of uses is primarily reliant on market forces and the applicant has
requested as much flexibility as possible within the constraints of any planning
decision. There are arguments for and against having a greater or lesser proportion
of the two main components. The Unitary Development Plan is not specifically
seeking A1 floor space on this site whereas A3 uses can provide recreational
activities and could be complementary to the other leisure proposed uses. Conversely
A3 uses throughout the ground floor will be likely to have more impact on traffic,
particularly in the evening period. The traffic issue is addressed in the Highways
section below, but for these reasons it is suggested that this matter be conditioned to
enable the Local Planning Authority to have control over the final mix of uses that will
take into account the applicant's requirements for flexibility.

Leisure: Leisure uses comprise the cinemas, health and fitness club, A3 uses and
the provision of the piazza that creates the opportunity for passive activity and
organised functions which could and should also utilise the Embankment, for example
a French market or similar function. Such facilities fulfil this requirement of the Unitary
Development Plan in land use terms.

Moreover, the applicant has offered that one of the cinemas can be used for 14
weeks in the year for local art groups to stage dramas, music; and that the pool can
be accessed by non-members during off peak times; namely 10-midday and 2-5pm,
Monday to Friday and one afternoon at week ends. These are to be welcomed as
additional facilities for the local community over and above the general leisure
facilities being offered as detailed above.

It is arguable that none of these leisure uses respond in functional terms directly to

the river i.e. there is no boat related activities etc but T1 does not explicitly state that
there has to be such a direct link. Moreover, as discussed the scheme improves
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pedestrian access and the environment and the potential for enjoyment of the
riverscene as viewed from the buildings and public open spaces.

There may be other ways of developing the site providing different land uses but the
scheme submitted generally reflects the requirements of T1 in terms of retail and
leisure.

Housing: The proposed housing provision in the latest T1 requires that a substantial
element should be small units. This is normally taken to be 25% of the total of any
residential scheme that should be studio and one-bedroom units. Of the 46 units
proposed 17 (38.6%) fall within that category.

Whilst the latest version of Proposal T1 (Emerging Unitary Development Plan First
Review) does not require affordable housing, as it has already been provided on the
former Water Lane car park (eight units) the Unitary Development Plan 1996 and
Emerging Unitary Development Plan, seeks such provision and, now, the Local
Planning Authority seeks 40% of units as affordable on developments of 15 units and
above.

This has been raised with the applicant who advises that the need has been met on
the adjoining site but that if affordable housing was introduced with its inherent lesser
land value then more development would be required to pay for this element. The
developer has sought to meet this issue by providing a greater number of small units
then the Unitary Development Plan requires providing a better and less exclusive
social housing mix.

The issue of financial viability can be a planning consideration. | am advised by the
Council’'s consultants that if affordable housing was to be included in this case, it is
almost certain that further development would be necessary to fund such provision.

HSG policies seeking to achieve affordable housing do not state that such provision
must be achieved on every site over the threshold figure of 15 units. It is a matter for
negotiation and will vary with the circumstances of each site. The thrust of the policy
is to achieve 40% of all new units as affordable over the life of the Plan.

Therefore, bearing in mind the absence of a stated requirement to provide affordable
housing in Proposal T1 in the UDP Review, it is therefore that the current mix meets,
with a greater perecentage of small units, the general approach adopted by the
Unitary Development Plan for this site.

Provision has been made for disabled and wheelchair housing with regard to lifts and
parking spaces in accordance with Plan policies.

Public conveniences: Two sets are proposed, one close to the new access route
from King Street, the other at the west end of the Embankment. Both will be suitable
for disabled access. The latter one will need to be in a slightly raised position to avoid
flooding but is partly screened by the treescape and will be further encouragement to
users to access the riverside. Their size and location are acceptable.

Landing stage (T14): Both Unitary Development Plan proposals recommend that
such a facility be incorporated into the redevelopment of the baths site to promote
river usage which is encouraged at both strategic and local levels of planning policy.
The applicant advise that they have carried out work on this issue and there are
potential problems with low flows of water and other users of the river at this relatively
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narrow stretch close to the foot bridge. The Port of London and Environment Agency
have apparently raised concerns about this. However, the applicant has advised that
they will carry out further studies as to whether the competing issues can be
satisfactorily resolved as part of a further phase which will include assessments of
how to best deal with the part or full closure of the Embankment. They further advise
that if it is technically viable to undertake these works these would be completed as
part of their scheme subject to planning permission. This is therefore not part of the
current planning application but it is suggested that the commitment to carry out
further studies be included in a legally binding agreement

Design, scale and massing:

Introduction: Much of the extensive correspondence received from the applicant,
statutory consultees (English Heritage and others), third parties, including several of
the main amenity groups, and the CAAG have commented on this aspect of the
scheme in particular. It is of vital importance to this key site in the heart of
Twickenham Conservation Area and Thames Policy Area. Proposal T1 and the
supporting documents including the Thames Landscape Strategy, the Conservation
Area study and more general strategic advice flow from the Inspector’s report on the
M&S scheme.

Context: One of the key statements in T1 advises that it *....should be in harmony
with the small scale and domestic aspects of the parts of the conservation area which
gives it its distinctive character so as to enhance the conservation area and the
Thames Policy Area and make a significant contribution to achieving the Thames
Landscape Strategy.” This does not necessarily mean that the new build must be
domestic in scale but that it must harmonise with the older part of Twickenham.

The Thames Landscape Strategy and Conservation Area study require it to ‘conserve
the intimate scale and working character of Twickenham and Eel Pie Island water
fronts’.

The Inspector concluded that the site could not be looked at in isolation in that it
forms part of the wider river scene; that it is part of the experience of moving along
the river; and that it needs to be judged in the context of the domestic scale
surrounding. He further opined that the present building tends to dominate the
riverside which is further compounded by its alien design.

Generally, buildings in Twickenham scale down to the river and this is partly reflected
on Eel Pie Island. Thames Eyot, a four storey linear block of flats to the south-west of
the site, should not be taken as a qualitative characteristic of development of the
town. It is more alien to the appearance of the area and is not in conformity with the
more intimate scale that is considered the proper approach to take for this site. The
baths building at between approximately 8m and 10m in height , as measured from
the Embankment, is not commensurate with the historical evolution of the centre’s
development that the various planning policies seek to ensure. However, as it is nota
deep building the perception is of space around it, which helps somewhat to mitigate
its uncomfortable bulk and design.

Current scheme as amended: The applicants design justification, as resubmitted,
has been set out at Appendix E because this aspect goes to the core of the proposal.
This should help members understand how the architect has responded to the site’s
challenges.

Height and bulk: At the Embankment the new build effectively sits on a podium to
prevent flooding and to utilise the cross fall of 3m in height. Unlike the M&S scheme
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the proposed built form avoids following the building line of the baths structure along
the Embankment. Instead it seeks to provide a series of linear buildings running at
right angles to the river with varying recesses to break the building mass down, a
reflection of the narrow street pattern of Twickenham. However, the height of those
elements which come closest to the river measure 15m in height as a maximum to
the top of the curved roof. This is an absolute height and is not carried along the
frontage but projects forward in varying degrees in seven of the eight blocks. The
widths of these blocks are 7.5m each. Between them are similar buildings but set
back from the frontage. The upper parts are in the form of balconies and therefore
have an open aspect but with a covered roof. Maximum eaves level is 13.6m as
measured from Embankment level.

The most easterly end block drops to two storeys and its eaves height is 10m
(average) compared to 5.5m eaves on the houses opposite although the houses have
proportionately higher ridge lines.

Design and materials are discussed below but the scheme has a single architectural
style with external materials the same through out the development.

The impression from the proposal is that it does not relate to the domestic scale and
character of the waterfront/landscape. This is evidenced by the tall ground floor retail
uses, with columns emphasising the height; the scale of the building on the Water
Lane frontage; and a comparison to the ridge heights of King Street behind

Heights of 15m are not a common feature on the riverside and so close to the water’'s
edge. Thames Eyot is a large wide building set back from the river but the Inspector
did not consider that the baths site should relate to that as it did not contribute to the
appearance of the locality (although the Council has recognised it as a BTM due to its
individual characteristics rather then its contribution to the river scene).

The applicant has sought to show through further drawings and analysis that the
scheme is in harmony with the variety of building heights nearby. That the recessed
plan of some of the building foot print will provide a varied profile to the viewer and
that light and views through the scheme will prevail particularly as the baths structure
will be removed, which provides a solid unrelieved mass to much of the frontage. Itis
argued that the proposal is not a sheer wall of building but a series of linked spaces
at a human scale. Whilst noting these arguments in support of the massing, officers
remain concerned that the domestic scale could still be eroded by the quantum of
development proposed.

Clearly this issue centres, to a large extent, on a subjective judgement as to whether
what is being proposed will overdominate the site and the immediate surroundings,
which in turn could impact on the wider views of the site. The size and siting of the
new buildings would partially block lateral views as one progresses down Water
and/or Wharf Lanes. This lessens the visual linkage of the town to the riverside.
However, in mitigation trees do partly screen one of these views from the King Street
end of Wharf Lane and would be likely to continue to do so assuming the trees
remain. Moreover, looking down Water Lane it is quite apparent that the river
terminates the view due to its visibility from King Street and thus the larger building
proposed would not impinge particularly on the direct view to the river.

The approach taken has sought to create a series of land mark buildings tied by the

common theme of design and external materials, providing the type of land uses
sought by the development brief. The argument centres on whether the enabling
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development, primarily the flats, works visually without harming the character and
appearance of the locality.

Long views: The applicant has sought to demonstrate through the use of
photomontages how the proposal would be seen, particularly in silhouette, walking
from Richmond on the Middlesex side and as viewed from Radnor Gardens to the
south. Whilst they give a clearer appreciation of the impact of the scheme from these
distant views they do show that it will be of a greater scale then the boat sheds on Eel
Pie. No information has been provided in a similar form from the Ham bank. It is
therefore arguable that the development will have more then just a limited impact on
its wider context.

Design: An identical design theme coupled with external materials runs through the
scheme. It is arguable that by changing elements of the proposal and having
contrasting but complementary designs picking up on some of the characteristics in
the historic core of Twickenham could be a preferred way of seeking to address a
development which should be in harmony with the domestic scale nearby.

By maintaining the same theme this can be said to add to the perception of mass and
bulk and possibly be open to argument that the scheme could be located any where
rather then purpose designed for this site.

However, having carefully considered the numerous representations from many well-
articulated sources, the single design concept is not considered to be inappropriate in
this location. Indeed whilst it must be understood that it is the scheme rather then the
architect that is being judged the design has been produced by an architectural
practice with a high reputation in the country, which was selected by the community in
2000. The type and quality of the materials being suggested are welcomed. This
latter point also relates to the hard surfacing proposed for the Embankment, piazza
etc which will provide a highly attractive surface to complement the area.

In summary it is not the design approach that is the key issue but the quantum of
development above ground and how it impacts on the local and wider area which is
the most germane aspect for members to consider.

Traffic management, parking and servicing:
There are a series of interrelated issues that can usefully be dealt with under the
following headings;

The Embankment: The applicant submits that whilst the scheme seeks to meet the
Council's objective of reducing traffic using the Embankment and thus enhancing the
area for pedestrians, in their view either the stopping up or part closing of the highway
is not a pre-requisite for the implementation of the application. However, drawings
have been submitted including the Embankment in the application site and thus it is
open to the Local Planning Authority to consider it as a material factor in judging the
scheme. But it is accepted that the applicant cannot carry out this part of the
development without further surveys etc. This can be the subject of a planning
agreement or such other legally binding agreement to ensure there is funding
available from the development to pay for Traffic Order amendments and consequent
costs etc.

An illustrative plan has been submitted indicating how such work could be carried out
indicating parking and loading areas but it is not a definitive solution because the land
forms part of the public highway and is therefore beyond the developer's control.
Clearly there would be a need for the Council to pursue this through other legislation

19




DEVELOPMENT CONTROL COMMITTEE - 28 FEBRUARY 2002

but with a commitment from the developer to fund the work to a reasonable level
commensurate with the scale of development proposed.

Some minor stopping up of the highway is required as the proposal projects onto a
small part of the pavement either side of the forward projecting part of the baths
building. It would also take up some of the turning circle at the current end of the
service road, which will become redundant with the introduction of the one way
system. This will need to be the subject of an application to the magistrate’s court
following any grant of planning consent.

Traffic management: Following consideration of the Traffic Impact Assessment,
submitted with the initial planning application in September last officers have met with
the applicant’s advisors and further information has now been submitted seeking to
answer in more detail points raised in the consideration of the application.

In essence more information has been received using TRAVL data to provide a better
understanding of the impact of the proposal on the area at the most sensitive times.
The conclusion by the applicant from that further work is that the development will
generate in the peak hours of traffic flows no more then a 1-2% in traffic growth
which is considered to be insignificant. However, it is recognised that drivers may
enter Water Lane looking for parking but this is considered to be less likely as visitors
understand the position of other car parks, the use of signage for the those car parks
and the banned right turn out of Wharf Lane which is likely to reduce entering the site
via Water Lane.

Officers do not fully agree with the way the assessment has been undertaken but
broadly agree with the conclusions that traffic generation will not reach such a level to
cause demonstrable harm to traffic movements, although as the peak hour traffic is
currently problematic additional movements will add to this harm. The eventual split of
A1/A3 uses will affect the traffic generation to the town but even allowing for A3 uses
throughout, as it is more likely to impact the area in the evening after rush hour
periods, there should not be an overriding reason for withholding permission on traffic
flow grounds.

However, work to the public highway would be required as a direct consequence of
the development; namely the need to improve the enforcement of the banned right
turn from Wharf Lane, and the need to carry out an environmentally sensitive traffic
scheme at the meeting point of King Street, Church Street and Water Lane to provide
a safe environment for pedestrians in particular. The first can be dealt with by a
condition, the second would need to be the subject of a legal agreement.

Finally on this aspect the proposal will depend upon well designed and located
signage in the town to encourage use of nearby public car parks and discourage
vehicles entering Water Lane looking for parking spaces. The applicant has
recognised this need and this would also be a part of a legal agreement to secure its
provision.

Proposed parking: Proposal T1 seeks only limited parking in the scheme. Survey
work, primarily using Council information/counts, has been undertaken and the
applicant concludes that there is sufficient capacity in the Arragon and Holly Road car
parks to cater for the development at different times of day. This is again based on
using TRAVL data and extrapolating to produce figures to base decisions on. The
applicant further advises that the development has not been designed to encourage
traffic to it as no extra parking is provided on site for the leisure and commercial uses.
It should be noted that the site is very much a town centre location in an area of
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mixed use with very good public transport links by bus and train during the day and
evening.

Car parking standards for the commercial elements generate upwards of 200 car
spaces. However, this is a likely absolute maximum as it does not discount for drivers
who use more then one activity; it assumes gross floor figures as a worst case
scenario; it assumes full A3 uses across the whole site and no allowance is made for
local foot movement and the reduced need for local residents to travel to existing
facilities elsewhere.

One space per flat is proposed, replacement private parking for that lost on the east
side of Water Lane with on street parking including disabled spaces shown around
the site. Several cycle stands are also included for new residents and users of the
other facilities. The proposed flats’ parking is a maximum provision and parking
permits should not be issued other than for visitors. Officers will seek through
negotiation to prevent the issue of such permits using the legal agreement as the
proper mechanism for achieving this point.

Again officers do not agree with the figures produced to the extent that they consider
that it is likely that there will be a greater need for evening parking spaces in
particular, as suggested by the car parking standards, but it is recognised that there
is sufficient capacity at night in the public car parks. However, Arragon Road car park
currently closes at 9.00pm so there will be a need for that arrangement to be changed
to cater for later evening activity. The Council is negotiating with the applicant over a
contribution to the funding of these alterations as there are operating costs etc tied in
with such a change and this is not unreasonable as its extended use would be as a
direct result of the development. This will be dealt with through appropriate legal
agreements.

Moreover, the route to Holly Road is recognised as in need of improvement, and it is
considered reasonable to seek a contribution from the development for such limited
environmental improvements and CCTV, as the evening economy is likely to increase
which inevitably causes more activity and possible disturbance. This is quite common
in town centres and can be a successful way of preventing such problems from
arising. This will also be sought through a legally binding agreement.

Existing parking: The initial planning application drawings showed the possibility of
substantially clearing the Embankment of parking and changing the location of the
loading area at the bottom of Water Lane. Suggestions were put forward that Flood
Lane car park could be given over to residents parking only, to make up for the
possible loss of 31 spaces on the riverside. Non residents parking could be removed.
However, the suggested use of the Civic Centre car park at night is unlikely to be
achievable due to major resource and practical implications.

Subsequent to this the applicant has submitted an alternative layout to the
Embankment showing improved loading areas for Eel Pie Island and more on street
parking. It is also suggested that service vehicles could use the Embankment
between controlled hours, to assist businesses but without eroding the objectives of
improving the appearance and use of the riverside environs, in line with the various
planning policies and supporting documents.

As stated above the exact answer to this remains to be considered at a future date
and should not prejudice consideration of the current scheme but clearly the Local
Planning Authority has to take into account the amenities of local residents and
businesses when considering such later submissions.
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It is also considered necessary for the development to fund a future review of the
traffic and parking around the site as the TIA has not been developed as fully as your
officers would have expected. With implementation of the scheme a study should
then be carried out to assess whether any further work is needed to resolve
unforeseen conflicts. The legal agreement is suggested as the way forward on this
aspect.

Service road: Proposal T1 requires the extension of the existing service road at the
rear of King Street onto Water Lane and this is proposed. It is intended to serve both
King Street properties as well the new development. It must also be able to cater for
other traffic if the Embankment is eventually closed to though traffic, particularly
HGVs.

Your officers have sought amendments and clarification from the applicant
concerning road widths, radii, gradients and other detailed matters to ensure the
facility will work given the limited space available. More information is required on this
and it is accepted that the constraints of the site mean that there will be some
compromise on gradients etc The change in levels between Water Lane and the
existing road is a difficult engineering challenge but the applicant’s further information
has helped to resolve points of potential conflict.

Your officers consider that if the dimensions of the existing service road are not
materially narrowed then it is workable on a one way basis only. Conditions are
suggested to ensure that this issue is properly considered when fuller details are
provided.

Pedestrian route from King Street: This was criticised by the Inspector on the M&S
application as being potentially dangerous for pedestrians crossing the service road.
However, the current proposal seeks to overcome those harmful aspects by
narrowing the road and introducing tactile paving or similar to emphasise pedestrian
priority. Some of these factors were presented in 1991 but there are some material
differences. For example there was likely to be much more traffic, both cars and
HGVs using the service road on the M&S scheme, as there was a much larger car
park proposed and a large food store that would have been likely to generate
significantly more traffic then the current proposal. Moreover, the service road will be
at right angles to the foot path with better sight lines compared to the angled
approach on the previous refusal.

The introduction of the public route is considered to be very important to the whole
scheme and it is considered that it is possible to reach a satisfactory solution without
harm to highway safety and the appearance of the route through.

Impact on neighbours:
There are several aspects to this which need to be considered. In summary the most
affected neighbours are those in King Street above the shops, those on the opposite
side of Water Lane and Wharf Lane and properties opposite on Eel Pie Island.
However, a development of this size will no doubt also affect the wider community
particularly in the evening period as the various attractions close for business.

The overall size of the buildings will mainly affects occupiers of the flats above King
Street and the newer properties on Water Lane. With regard to the latter as the flats
are at the upper level and there is some 30m distance between the properties this
should not cause undue harm to existing amenities by way of overlooking, loss of
light and intrusive impact. Moreover, if the large trees on the boundary are kept they
will provide a softening of the development as seen form the existing flats. Whilst they

22




DEVELOPMENT CONTROL COMMITTEE - 28 FEBRUARY 2002

may lose a view to the river the Planning system is not able to take this into account
as no one is normally entitied to a private right of view across some one else’'s

property.

Turning to the Water Lane properties the new build will be some 12.4m from their
frontages. This is quite a tight relationship but is not uncommon in town centres,
particularly where the historic development is of tight knit housing/shops served by
narrow lanes. Moreover, the height of the proposal has been kept at a maximum of
two storeys, 10m to eaves, to respect the amenities of those homes.

The small flatted more modern development in the grounds of Thames Eyot to the
south-west is some 17m from the nearest part of the blocks and at an angle to them
across a public highway. This should not create unneigbourliness to a material
degree from either overlooking or visual intrusion.

Noise generated from the development is likely to be from the use of the A3 facilities,
which could range from day-time cafes to restaurants, and patrons leaving the
cinemas later into the evening. It must be remembered that this is effectively a town
centre location and thus controlling hours of use should be less an issue for the
Planning system. However, in this case there are residential properties on Eel Pie
Island which with others could suffer harmful disturbance and therefore it would be
appropriate to control hours of music and closing times for the A3 businesses. The
applicant would be prepared to accept such conditions if considered necessary.

Finally, crowds leaving the cinemas and A3 uses in particular could be the cause of
some noise in the town but it is unlikely to result in significant numbers as the
cinemas are small and would be likely to close at different times to one another. The
routes out of the complex would be up Wharf Lane, the new footpath and Water
Lane. These are public roads and if the hours of closure are at midnight with music
ceasing before that this seems a reasonable solution in such a location.

Trees and landscaping: )
There are two groups of trees, those on the Embankment and those on the bath site
adjacent to the service road at the rear. It is accepted that the former need some
surgery and the containers need to be rebuilt and the concept suggested by the
applicant is a satisfactory one. Some smaller trees would be removed to ensure the
longer term survival of the more mature ones which is to be welcomed.

With regard to the trees at the rear some have already died and the most important
ones are the five Hornbeams, which provide an attractive back cloth to the site and
partly screen the site from the top of Wharf Lane. The applicant’s arboriculturalist
considers that all these trees can survive the excavation work and flourish thereafter.
Your officers take a less optimistic view and are of the opinion that some of the trees
may be adversely affected during construction and will need fairly drastic tree surgery
afterwards to avoid branches taking light from the new flats on the north side of the
site. Reshaping of these hornbeams are likely to adversely impact their amenity value
to such an extent that even if they do survive the work they will have lost intrinsic
qualities. It has been suggested by officers that the tree at each end of the line be
retained as there is more space around them and the others be removed and be
replaced by advance nursery stock with a management agreement to maintain them
for an agreed period in case of disease or damage. However, the applicant wishes for
it to proceed on the stated basis of retention.

On any planning permission landscaping conditions could be imposed to ensure that
this issue was dealt with in a satisfactory way by ensuring that if the tree(s) died
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within a five year timescale replacements would be provided to an agreed
specification.

With regard to other landscaping one of the Environment Agency's suggestions that
work could be carried out to the river wall by the introduction of timber balks which
would create an ecological resource as the tide rises and falls and covers the timber
is worth pursuing. However, the concept of breaking through the river wall to form
reed beds etc., whilst of interest, does not appear to be the correct location for such
proposals. It is in the heart of the town and is a former wharf area with a wide
pedestrian route that should not be disrupted. Trees may also be harmed by this
concept. Radnor Gardens, the ends of Eel Pie Island and Ham Lands can and do
provide this form of nature conservation. It may be possible to create a planting area
by the steps into the river opposite Water Lane and this can be explored with the
applicant via the landscaping conditions.

The site has been examined for bat roosts by the Local Bat group and there is no
evidence of habitation to effect the redevelopment of the site.

Archaeology:
English Heritage has requested that if planning permission is granted it be
conditioned to ensure archaeology is properly dealt with. The applicant has already
appointed consultants to deal with this issue.

Education supplement:
The scheme creates the need for an education contribution of £30,536 and the
applicant is aware of and has agreed to pay the said sum.

Conclusions:

There are certain general planning principles that need to be borne in mind in
considering this application. First of all, the acceptability of the proposals is judged
first and foremost against the planning policies and guidance set out in this report.
This does not include non-planning matters such as the monetary value of the site
that may accrue to the Council as a result of its land holding interest. Secondly, the
Development Brief drawn up by the Council having the major land holding interest
should not be confused with the aforementioned planning policies and guidance.
Finally, as with any planning application, this proposal must be considered on its own
merits against the planning policies, guidance, and any other material considerations,
and not in comparison with other schemes or ideas for the site.

The following is a summary of conclusions on the main key issues:-

Land use: The various proposed land uses are examined in the report and are
considered to comply with the outline of the land use types stated in Proposal T1 of
the UDP, the related Planning Brief issued as Supplementary Planning Guidance,
and the emerging UDP first review. A prime objective of the T1 proposal is to provide
a broad range of leisure activities for the community and increased opportunities to
enjoy the riverside. As a matter of fact there will be leisure activities provided for the
community resulting from the specific land uses proposed including the restaurants,
cinema and health and fitness centre, (with pool). The applicant’s proposal to make
part of the cinema available for local arts group use at certain times and the pool for
public use as specified will provide additional scope for leisure and recreational use
by a broader spectrum of the community. Opportunities will also be created for out
door uses and passive enjoyment of the area in the public walkways and areas. The
increased numbers of people attracted to the site and its environs will also increase
opportunities to enjoy the river.
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In connection with the river, the applicant has undertaken to explore the construction
of a landing stage if practical and desirable. Residential units are proposed by the
applicants and this provides an important element in the viability of the overall
scheme. However, regardless of the matter of viability, housing is in compliance with
the uses specified in proposal T1 and, in principle, is a benefit in terms of planning
policy for housing.

Interested parties have expressed concern over the question of the community
benefit arising from the scheme, but some of these make little or no reference to the
Unitary Development Plan requirements. It should be understood that whilst opinions
may well differ over the subjective matter of the degree of community benefit, the
basic planning test in this regard is the extent to which the scheme complies with the
Unitary Development Plan requirements and in particular those set out in proposal
T1. Setting aside other considerations such as the visual and traffic impacts of the
proposal, officers consider that the application does comply with the uses specified in
the Unitary Development Plan and is therefore acceptable in principle in this respect.

Traffic and highway matters:

The basic requirements of the UDP in terms of, improving the service road behind the
King Street properties, using this as the primary vehicular access to the site, creating
a new pedestrian link from King Street to the river, and provision of limited car parking
only are included in the scheme. Subject to conditions regarding details of design and
implementation these elements are considered by the Council’s highway engineers to
be satisfactory and would be carried out as part of the first phase of the development.

No specific requirements to pedestrianise or make other key highway alterations to
the Embankment are made in Unitary Development Plan proposal T1. However, the
closure of this road to through traffic is referred to in the planning brief with a view to
ending its use as a car parking area, ( with the provision of 31 of its spaces elsewhere
for the use of existing residents).

The proposition put forward by the applicants is that part or full closure of the
Embankment is not necessary for the implementation of their scheme. However, they
have proposed that a second phase of the development could involve this aspect
subject to further work being carried out on the traffic and parking management
measures, (some of which are outside the planning process). They have provided an
indicative drawing showing one way in which further pedestrianisation could be
achieved but this is indicative only and not submitted for approval at this stage. The
applicants include the Embankment in their application site and confirm that a phase
two as described would be a matter conditioned for future approval and provided as
part of this development.

The above general proposition in respect of The Embankment is accepted in principle
by officers but its final acceptability will be subject to detailed agreement being
reached on a number of important matters. In particular, the satisfactory
implementation of phase one with no change to the Embankment will depend on
certain traffic management measures being put in place . These would include new
signage around the town, review of CPZ , later opening of existing public car parks as
well as physical alterations to highways outside the site to safely accommodate the
additional traffic flows. Subject to these matters being agreed and any planning
permission being made conditional upon them being implemented, the phase one of
the proposal is considered to be acceptable.
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Phase two, involving the changes and enhancements to the Embankment would, as
indicated, need to be the subject of further work before being made the subject of a
future submission. This future detailed planning submission would only be decided
after full public consultation and would need to be considered at that stage on its own
merits. Agreement to the principle of the enhancement of the Embankment at this
stage in a form yet to be approved in detail but involving improvement to existing
pedestrian use is consistent with the Unitary Development Plan objectives.

Scale and character of the development:

The acceptability of this development in terms of its scale and character needs to be
judged against the criteria and guide lines contained in the regional and local
planning policy, proposal T1, the previous appeal decision and the other relevant
planning documents referred to in more detail in the body of this report. A recurring
theme in all these may be summarised as stated in proposal T1; the need for the
development to be in harmony with the small scale and domestic aspects of the
conservation area which gives it its distinctive character.

In response to criticism that their development does not accord with the above
principle the applicants submitted a detailed appraisal of the scheme in this context.
They argue that the development would not be prominently seen from oblique longer
views up and down the river away from the immediate locality of the site, and that
there are already existing nearby buildings larger than the smaller domestic scale of
parts of the conservation area, (e.g. Thames Eyot flats) which form part of the overall
character of the area. In terms of the nearer views and visual impact, it is further
argued that although the highest parts of the buildings rise to 15 metres above the
Embankment the detailed design of these elements lightens the potential impact of
this height and the scheme overall has sufficient variety in building line, form and
layout to avoid being over dominant or out of character. In this connection a contrast
is drawn to both the existing pool building and the previously refused Marks and
Spencer scheme which are more monolithic in form, albeit lower.

Although officers do not agree with the detail of all the arguments made, it is
considered that the general points made by the applicants do have some validity and
should be carefully taken into account. However, the fact that a significant proportion
of the development, including parts coming closest to the river, is of a scale which
exceeds the maijority of existing development along the Twickenham town centre
riverside area also clearly needs to be considered. Officers do not object to the
principle of a unified design approach to the site as a whole and had always
envisaged that there could be parts of this site that could reasonably exceed the
scale of the smaller buildings which prevail nearby without harming the overall
character of the area. The extent to which a scheme with this design approach can
reasonably exceed this scale without being out of harmony with the distinctive
character of this part of the conservation area is ultimately a matter of judgement and
remains the prime concern of officers. This judgement should be made in the context
of the planning policies, guidance and documents referred to and, in view of their
conclusions on the other key issues, officers considered this to be the main point of
consideration upon which members should focus in assessing the acceptability of the
scheme.

Arising from the above conclusions officers consider the main issue affecting the acceptability of
the proposed scheme is that of how its scale and character would affect the special qualities of
the Twickenham Riverside Conservation Area. If the Development Control Committee considers
that the proposal is acceptable in this regard, officers recommend that permission should be
granted subject to the conditions, and obligations binding upon the applicant in a legal
agreement, set out below. If the Committee considers the proposal would fail to preserve or
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enhance the character of the conservation area and that this special consideration is not
outweighed by the benefits of the scheme, it is recommended that permission should be refused
for this reason.

Members are requested to consider the application as described above and decide
whether or not to approve it:

If the application is to be approved it should be subject to the satisfactory completion of a
Section 106 agreement or such other appropriately legally binding agreement to secure the
provision of education supplement, funding for further traffic studies, environmental
improvements as described in the report, signage, CCTV, Arragon Road car park monies,
restriction on the issuing of car parking permits to new residents, further studies into the pontoon
proposal and subject thereto authorise the Development Control Manager to grant planning
permission under delegated powers subject to the conditions and informatives listed below ;

Standard conditions:
BD12 - Details to be approved

CPO3A - Acquisition of whole site required
DS01A - Mobility housing
DS02 - Wheelchair housing

DV10 - No structure on roof/face of building

DV14 - Restriction on storage-within building only
DV18A - Refuse arrangements

DV23 - Floodlighting

Dv28 - Externalillumination

DV30 - Refuse storage

DV33A - No reduction in dwelling units

DV40 - Green Transport Plan

LAO4A - Protect trees-shown on plan

LA08 - Protect major roots and site inspection - ‘Hornbeam’
LA11A - Landscaping require-hard and soft

LA30 - Landscape works-implementation

LA33 - Landscape management plan-large schemes
LB12A - Archaelogy

NOOBA - Noise-plant and machinery

PKO2A - Parking/loading/turning construction - ‘basement parking, extended access road,
loading area, disabled parking (on the development site)' 'P/0010/2.103,104
received 4 October 2001 and P/0010/2.008 received on 6 February 2002’

PKO5 - Mixed use building ‘19’ ‘business uses’

RDO1A - Details of extended road

RDO8BA - Restricted access and signs - ‘extended road' ‘Water Lane’ ‘Wharf Lane’

RS01AU- Restricted hours/notice-all week - delete ‘premises’ and insert ‘A3 uses’ ‘A Mon-Sat
= 8am-midnight; B Sun = 8am-11pm’

RS03 - Restriction playing musical instruments - ‘8am-11pm’

RS04 - Extraction equipment for restaurants

RS05 - Restricting air conditioning

SH04 - Details of shopfronts

SHO5A Door design - disabled access

Non-standard conditions:

NSO01 - Priorto the occupation of any part of the development hereby approved highways
works shall be carried out in accordance with details to be submitted to and
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority; such details to prevent the right
turn from Wharf Lane into King Street at any time.REASON; to ensure a safe form
of development to users of the new facilities and other users of the highways.
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NS02 -

NS03 -

NS04 -

NS05 -

NS06 -

Prior to the occupation of any of the A1/A3 accommodation, details shall be
submitted to and be approved by the Local Planning Authority; such details to show
the size and use of the units hereby approved. REASON: to ensure the
development does not cause unacceptable traffic movements and to ensure such
facilities are compatible with the retail function of the town.

Prior to the commencement of any part of the development hereby approved a plan
showing how the development is to be phased shall be submitted to and be
approved by the Local Planning Authority to demonstrate how and when the
development, including the new access from King Street, and the environmental
work to the Embankment, Water Lane, Wharf Lane, including the grassed area at
the end of Water Lane, the river wall and steps into the river, will be carried out. The
plan must show all aspects of the timing for the development including details of car
parking, loading areas, surface finishes and landscaping and the time scales to
achieve implementation of the work. The development shall then be carried out in
accordance with that plan. REASON: To ensure a satisfactory form of development
in accordance with the Unitary Development Plan and to comply with the terms of
the application.

That the swimming pool shall be available for non members of the Health Club
between the hours of 10am-midday and 2pm-5pm weekdays and between 2pm-
5pm on one afternoon of every week end, and that for not less then 14 weeks in any
calendar year one of the auditoriums shall be available as a community arts centre.
REASON: To comply with the terms of the application and to provide a wide range
of leisure facilities in accordance with the Unitary Development Plan.

No building or raising of ground levels shall take place on that part of the site lying
within the area of land liable to flood. There shall be no net loss of storage volume
on the site but if any is to be displaced, compensation measures will need to be
agreed in writing with the Local Planning Authority and implemented as part of the
development hereby approved. REASON: To prevent the increased risk of flooding
due to impedence of flood flows and reduction of flood storage capacity.

Any openings (including access to car parks and basement) or air vents to the
buildings must be kept above the flood defence level of 6.02m. REASON: To
prevent the increased risk of flooding

Standard informatives:

IE02 -
IEO3 -
IEOS -
IHO1 -
IHO6 -
2 =

IL13 -
IMO1 -
IM10 -
M12 -
IToO6 -

IX03 -
IX06 -

External ducting

Restaurants - EHO consultation

Noise control - building sites

New street - highways approval;

Damage to public highway

Approved drawing Nos - ‘0010/2 - 002, 003, 006, 007, 100, 101, 102, 103, 104, 106,
107, 108, 109, 110, 111, 112, 120, 121, 122, 126, 127, 130, 131, 140 and 141
received on 28 September 2001 and 0010/2 — 001 A, 005 D, 008, 0010, 0011,
0012, 0013, 0014, 105 A and 125 A received on 6 February.'

Section 106

Disabled persons

Street numbers - shops

Graffiti

Nature conservation - Add ‘The Local Planning Authority confirms that landscaping
details pursuant to condition LA11A should include works to the river wall and the
steps at the end of Water Lane dropping into the river. You are recommended to
design these works taking into account the Environment Agency’s written comments
with regard to enhancing the nature conservation value of the area.

Thames Water - soil and surface water drainage

River flooding - The Environment Agency
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Non-standard informatives:

NIO1 - The planning permission hereby granted in no way implies approval under any other
legislation, for example under the Highways Act, for the full or part closure of the
Embankment nor to the stopping up of those parts of the public highway shown to
be built on.

Background papers:

Application forms, drawings, design report supporting planning application,

Transport assessment, supplementary planning statement and traffic impact and parking
assessment

Letters of representation including all amenity groups etc.

Letters from English Heritage, C.A.B.E., Thames Water, Environment Agency, Port of London,
CAAG minute

Previous applications (refs: 90/1213/FUL (Inspectors decision only), 01/0540/FUL)

Thames Landscape Strategy, Twickenham Riverside Conservation Area Study, Twickenham
Riverside Development - Final Revised Development Brief (Rev B) October 2000
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