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Report of Consultation 
Development Control Policy Manual - Issues and 
Options 
 
Section 1 - Introduction 
 
The purpose of this document is to ‘report back’ on the consultation 
responses to the Development Control Policy Manual - Issues and Options 
stage. The Manual (DCPM) will form an important part of Newham’s Local 
Development Framework, and will set out the planning policies that will be 
used on a daily basis by the Council to determine planning applications. 
Consultation on Issues and Options for the Manual took place at the end of 
2008. Please note that this report does not set out the Council’s response to 
the consultation - this will be published at a later date when the revised 
version of the DCPM is prepared. 
 
The LDF, together with the London Plan, will be Newham’s statutory 
development plan. The most important document in the LDF is the Core 
Strategy - this set out the overall vision for the future of Newham, together 
with a number of over-arching strategic policies. The DC Policy Manual must 
be consistent with the Core Strategy and will provide the extra level of detail 
needed to determine planning applications and to ensure that these are in 
line with the overall strategy. The aim is to provide a clear document which 
is not excessively prescriptive but nevertheless provides a clear and 
understandable basis to help applicants, the Council and the public 
generally. 
 
It was recognised early on that the Core Strategy and the DC Policy Manual 
were closely related - they would deal with the same issues, have the same 
objectives and share the same evidence base. It was therefore decided to 
prepare the documents in tandem - production of the Core Strategy would 
take precedence, with the DC Manual following on behind. 
 
Both the Core Strategy and the DCPM are technically known as Development 
Plan Documents, and the method of producing them must follow defined 
statutory procedures. When the plan making process began, the key stages 
in DPD production were as follows: 
 

• Consultation on Issues and Options 
• Consultation on Preferred Options 
• Preparation of Submission Draft 
• Examination in Public 

 
Some changes have been made to these procedures and to the DCPM 
timetable - this is discussed later on in this report. 
 
Consultation on the Core Strategy Issues and Options took place early in 
2008 and this was followed by the Issues and Options Consultation for the 
DC Policy Manual. This consultation took place in November and December 
2008.  
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All the responses received on planning policy documents are kept centrally 
within the Forward Planning Team and will form an input into the local 
development framework generally - not just the specific document that was 
consulted on. For example, a comment on the DC Manual that is also 
relevant to an Area Action Plan will be taken on board in the preparation of 
both documents. 
 
The rest of this report is as follows: 
 
Section 2 - How the Consultation took place 
Section 3 - Summary of the Response 
Section 4 - Analysis of Response 
Section 5 - Conclusions and next stages. 
 
The report also includes a number of appendices: 
 
Appendix 1 - List of Respondents 
Appendix 2 - Numerical Response to Questionnaire 
Appendix 3 - Statutory Advertisement 
Appendix 4 - Translation Box 
 
All the documents referred to (including the responses received) can be 
seen on the Newham Council website. Comments cannot be kept 
confidential, but addresses and other personal details of individuals are not 
shown. Please refer to the website for further information. Please contact us 
if you would like to be added to (or deleted from) our LDF mailing list. 

 
Spatial Planning and Regeneration Policy 
 
Email: ldf@Newham.gov.uk 
 
LDF Enquiry Line 020 8430 4588 
 
Address: 
1st Floor, West Wing 
Newham Dockside 
1000 Dockside Road 
London E16 2QU 
 
 
Viewing documents and consultation responses on the Newham Website 
 
Go to www.newham.gov.uk 
Select ‘Your Environment’ and then ‘Planning’ from left hand side of page 
Select ‘Local Development Framework’ 
Select ‘Development Control Policy Document’ (or other document of interest) 
Navigate to the Newham LDF Consultation Portal 
Select subject you wish to see, eg DCPM Written Responses  
Select ‘All Comments’ or ‘Supporting Documents’ as required. 
 
 
 
 

mailto:ldf@Newham.gov.uk
http://www.newham.gov.uk/
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Section 2 - How the Consultation took place 
 
Two versions of the Issues and Options document were produced - a full 
version (which ran to 69 pages) and a summary version (23 pages). Both 
were published in November 2008 and the consultation period on the 
documents ran for six weeks, finishing on 19th December. A questionnaire 
was produced and sent out with the documents (All these documents can be 
seen on the web-site). 
 
The Forward Planning Team maintains a database of approximately 1000 
organisations and individuals who require to be consulted or who may be 
interested in the local development framework. The full version of the 
document was sent out to statutory bodies and other organisations on the 
database who it was thought would prefer to see the full version. Letters 
were sent to everyone else on the list informing them of the consultation 
and how they could access documents and respond to the consultation. 
 
Given the nature of the document it was thought that it would be helpful to 
carry out a targeted consultation - directed towards people who had had 
some previous involvement with the planning application process. A list of 
all planning applications received over the previous two years was used to 
construct an additional data base of applicants and agents. This was reduced 
on a random basis to 1000 entries. The people or organisations on this list 
were sent a questionnaire and a copy of the shorter version of the Issues 
and Options document. 
 
The shorter version of the document was also distributed to libraries and 
service centres. A short article on the consultation was printed in the 
Newham Mag - which is distributed to all residents. 
 
Large print and Braille versions of the documents and the questionnaire 
were available on request and a ‘translation box’ was included in the 
documents. The latter was provided by the Newham Language Shop who 
could translate the documents into over 20 languages if required (Appendix 
4). 
 
All the documents were available on the Council’s website. This included the 
questionnaire which could be completed on-line. Comments could be 
submitted by email, or in writing to the Forward Planning Team. 
 
As noted above it was felt that a targeted consultation would be valuable - 
as policies for Development Control were likely to be fairly technical in 
nature (rather than the broader type of policies within the Core Strategy or 
the place-specific policies within Area Action Plans). A specific consultation 
event was therefore arranged. Invitations were sent to a selected list of 
applicants, statutory bodies and community groups. This event took place at 
Stratford Town Hall on 9th December 2008. 
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Section 3 Summary of Response 
 
Numerically the response to the consultation was disappointing - with a total 
of 61 responses from organisations or residents. This total excludes internal 
written comments from within Newham Council which are not covered in this 
analysis. The comments can be broken down as follows: 
 
Questionnaires completed 
 

25 

Written comments on the Issues and Options Document 
 

31 

Comments on Sustainability Appraisal 
 

3 

Letters saying that the organisation had no comments to 
make 
 

2 

 
In addition a few of the organisations that submitted written comments (ie 
within the 31 total above) also completed a questionnaire. In order to avoid 
double counting these have been treated as being part of the written 
response and are not within the 25 total. 
 
The three comments on the SA were from the Environment Agency, Natural 
England and the London Metropolitan University. These are not considered 
further in this document - but can be seen on the website. They will, of 
course, be reflected in the next formal SA document - which will be 
produced when the next draft of the DCPM is prepared.  
 
The 31 respondents making written comments on the Issues and Options 
document are listed in Appendix 1. They included 14 comments from the 
public/statutory sector (including the GLA, the ODA, English Heritage etc). 
Two comments were on behalf of higher or further education interests, three 
were from existing businesses within Newham (Cater Trailer, EMR and the 
London City Airport), two were from utility providers with the remaining ten 
representing property/development interests within the borough. 
 
Respondents completing the questionnaire were quite varied, but tended to 
be a mixture of residents and small businesses. A number of the small 
businesses were from the property sector, including local architects, estate 
agents etc. There were two ways of completing the questionnaire - a paper 
version distributed with the consultation document and an electronic 
version. Only 3 questionnaires were completed on-line. 
 
Issues relating to the low numbers of comments received are discussed in 
section 5. 
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terms of severity traffic congestion ranked worst, followed by air pollution, 
traffic noise and noise generally. 
 
Q15. Thirteen respondents felt safe in Newham, and eight did not. The 
place felt to be most unsafe was Canning Town (including Rathbone Market), 
followed by Beckton. Other places mentioned were Stratford, Forest Gate 
and North Woolwich. A couple of respondents commented that they only felt 
unsafe at night, and that this mainly applied to alleyways or lonely and 
neglected places. 
 
Q16. This question covered a variety of topics under the general heading of 
Transport, Liveability and Community Services. Nine people responded. 
Parking was one aspect that resulted in a number of responses, including 
the comment that (especially in the current financial market) “imposing 
ridged and restrictive parking ratios could result in empty developments that 
are unattractive to investors. The policies should reflect the accessibility of 
different areas in Newham and take a flexible approach”. Two respondents 
came out in favour of car-free or car-reduced developments, with only 
essential parking provided. A further person commented that too many 
parking restrictions are hampering businesses in Newham. On the other 
hand one respondent commented that shoppers parking shouldn't be 
provided in town centres (whilst also arguing for improved public transport). 
Overall four respondents argued in favour of improved public transport. On 
traffic generally one person felt that more needs to be done to improve 
traffic flows: “It is not going to disappear, so listen and fix it”. Another 
respondent made a similar point: Newham is surrounded by busy roads so 
how can you tell people they cannot have cars when their air and ears are 
polluted by other peoples cars. Nice dream though it is, you must realise 
that the car culture is here to stay and plan accordingly”. 
 
Other comments included: 
 

• support by three respondents for keeping corner shops and local 
shops in the borough. This reduces the need to travel, whilst not 
everyone can get to the big stores. 

• the Council should work to improve environmental quality in the 
borough for residents and visitors. 

• use S106 sparingly and fund some via the Council.  
• the need to encourage the use of the Borough's waterways for freight 

and passenger use - including safeguarding wharves. 
• have stronger enforcement of planning, waste services and general 

pollution. 
• promote entertainment and leisure to aid regeneration. 
• health and education need exemplary standards. 
• noise can be very serious problem for people who live in flats. 
• developments should be ‘secure by design’. This should include well-

lit public areas, public and open spaces should be overlooked and 
there should be reasons for activity. 

• community facilities should be spread evenly throughout the Borough 
to enable all residents to have the opportunity to access them. 

• It is important to create high quality living environments. Newham 
has the benefit of a river frontage that provides a high quality 
environment for residents. There is potential for sites to be 
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redeveloped providing the opportunity for residents to access the 
river when previous this was not possible. It is important for the 
Liveability and Community policies to make the most of the river 
frontage. 

• there is a need to increase connectivity to the rest of London. 
• reducing noise, cars and industrial pollution will make Newham a 

better place. 
 
Q17. A little under half the respondents have made a planning application 
this year, and a similar proportion had commented on one. 
 
Q18. This question concerned the factors that were relevant to the planning 
application highlighted in Q16 above. With hindsight the question was poorly 
worded, but it seemed that the main issues were amenity, design and land 
use. 
 
Q19. Nineteen out of 25 respondents had heard of the UDP and 13 had seen 
a copy. This result reflected the fact that the questionnaire was targeted on 
people who had some experience with the planning system, and sadly is 
unlikely to represent the broader population of Newham. 
 
Q20. This sought ‘other comments’ on Newham’s planning policies. Seven 
people responded, although a number of the comments made were similar 
to those made to other questions.  
 
Three of the respondents commented on the planning process, including the 
need for more planning enforcement and the need for a speedier pre-
application process. A councillor from Tower Hamlets also commented that 
applications and proposals by the City Airport affected Tower Hamlet 
residents as much as Newham residents, and that a more robust mechanism 
should be set up to feed their views of into the planning process. 
 
As noted earlier two respondents were very critical of the City Airport - and 
repeated their concerns here. One went as far as proposing that City Airport 
should be shut down for good. At minimum the latest development 
agreement should be reversed. ‘If the airport were shut Newham would 
have a stunning and huge development area for a new waterside city 
retaining the Royal Docks heritage through its Victorian terraces, Tate and 
Lyle Community Centre, pubs, police station, railway museum, churches, 
listed buildings, quality industrial buildings and the three existing terrific 
parks Royal Victoria Gardens, Thames Barrier and Lyle Park’. The second 
person opposed to the airport stated that it had ‘blighted our lives and has 
made people want to leave Newham, who would otherwise been content to 
stay here’ The same person felt that the south of Newham had generally 
been overlooked, and that the Council should think more about the people 
who lived there. 
 
One respondent, a developer, argued that the Council should recognise the 
state of the market and adopt flexible policies which will encourage 
development. “Increases in both build costs and section 106 payments will 
only serve to further stifle and prevent market activity Requiring upfront 
payments for S106 monies from developers is likely to prevent schemes 
coming forward for many years. The Council needs to be realistic and realise 
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the financial difficulties facing developers. The days when councils could 
push for more and more S106 monies are now over”. 
 
Other comments received included: 
 

• get rid of noise and pollution from industries, encourage wildlife and 
open up public rights of way for walking the whole area. 

 
• aggregate industries (eg Peruvian Wharf ) will damage the community 

and must be closely monitored. 
 

• we should value heritage, and value every aspect of sustainability and 
green space. 

 
• as the borough is short on social housing could a buy back policy be 

put in place so that people who bought from the Council can sell back 
to the Council?  

 
• my main view is that the borough would be a much better place if 

there were less cars about. 
 

• we should provide for the needs of existing communities before new 
plans commence - do not just think about the next generation, think 
of the present. 

 
• I feel that our Planning Department is very good and that Newham's 

planning policies are moving in the right direction. 
 
 
 
Section 4 - Analysis of Response - continued 
 
B] Written comments received 
 
As mentioned earlier written comments (letters and emails) were received 
from the public/statutory sector (including the GLA, the ODA, English 
Heritage etc), from health and education interests, utility providers, existing 
Newham businesses and from property/development interests within the 
borough. As might be expected the comments received reflected the 
interests of the consultee, and there were marked, if predictable, differences 
between (for example) the responses of property/development interests and 
those from the public/statutory sector. The analysis below is grouped by the 
type of respondent. 
 
Government Office for London  

The Government Office comments were mostly about the approach to the 
DPD, rather than its policy content - for example they commented that the 
policies in the Manual should flow from the Core Strategy / London Plan etc 
and not hark back to the UDP. GoL also emphasised the importance of the 
London Plan and they were concerned that some of the consultation 
questions implied that it might be possible to adopt policies that were 
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contrary to it. They also commented that in light of the new PPS12, the 
lifespan of the plan should be extended. 
 

Greater London Authority 

As might be expected the GLA provided comprehensive comments on the 
document, whilst once again emphasising the importance of conformity with 
the London Plan - making particular reference to housing targets and tall 
buildings. On a positive note, the GLA commented that in general terms 
they considered the document to be ‘well written and clear, whilst setting 
out its purpose and function well’.  
 
The GLA had no specific comments on the DC Manual objectives, although 
they were concerned that none of the three spatial options on which the 
document was based seemed to fully comply with strategic policy. On 
Sustainable Design and Construction they commented that all parts of 
Newham should be subject to such policies – not just designated areas. 
They also referred to the London Thames Gateway Heat Network and 
suggested that the DCPM should encourage on-site infrastructure to 
maximise the use of these networks. 
 
In relation to land use the GLA commented that any possible releases of 
land within Strategic Industrial Locations should be robustly justified. They 
also made detailed comments on live-work units and on the need for a 
holistic approach to hot-food take-aways that embraced issues relating to 
access to healthy food. The net loss of community facilities must be resisted 
and increased provision sought, both to deal with the increased population 
and to meet existing deficiencies. The Council should prepare open space 
strategies to protect, create and enhance all types of open space in 
Newham.  The borough should also consider the need for childcare facilities 
and for employment and training programmes as means of removing 
barriers to employment. 
 
This response from the GLA incorporated the views of Transport for 
London and quite detailed comments were made on ‘Movement and 
Access’, including:  
 

• there should be a general policy that guides the transport aspects of 
development (and a ‘model policy' to do this was suggested).  

• the Manual should include a policy that requires developers to submit 
transport assessments for major developments, in accordance with TfL's 
best practice advice.  

• a policy which requires travel plans for residential and non residential 
uses should be included. 

• development control policies should encourage higher trip generating 
development close to  existing and planned major transport nodes, so as 
to maximise the benefits from recent and planned investment. This 
should be supported by a restraint based approach to car parking.  

• parking standards in the Manual should be set as maxima. 
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• references to encouraging cycling and improvements to public transport 
were welcomed - and some suggested detail proposed. 

• references to securing transport infrastructure via section 106 
agreements were welcomed and this should include explicit support for 
pooled contributions.  

• the text on public realm could be expanded to acknowledge the 
importance of pedestrian desire lines, permeability, legible site layouts, 
crossing facilities, gradients, footway quality and shared 
surfaces/treatments, providing for the mobility impaired and safety and 
security including active frontages.  

• the manual should include general policies on freight and on 
safeguarding land for transport functions. 

 
This response from the GLA incorporated the views of the London 
Development Agency. However the Agency also submitted a separate 
letter that focussed on the Agency's numerous land interests within 
Newham. 
 
This welcomed the detailed consideration of land uses within the borough 
set out by the Council, and the approach taken to manage changes of use. 
However the borough should be encouraged to apply a flexible approach to 
mixed use development within business locations, particularly within the 
Royals Business Park, in order to take account of office demand, and 
recognise how certain uses could contribute towards strengthening local 
communities and economies. 
 
With respect to housing, the Agency encourages an area-specific approach 
towards housing mix and tenure (which takes housing needs and the profile 
of the existing housing mix into account) and allows for off-site affordable 
housing provision where this contributes to well balanced communities. 
 
The Agency welcomed the Council’s approach to parking requirements and 
would encourage a pragmatic approach to parking standards within new 
housing developments. This should take into account PTAL ratings and other 
measures which provide for private transport needs as well as 
encouraging shifts to more sustainable modes. 
 
 
In addition to Newham Council and the GLA there are two other planning 
authorities in Newham, the Olympic Delivery Authority and the London 
Thames Gateway Development Corporation - and their views on the DCPM 
are particularly important. 
 
Olympic Delivery Authority 
 

The ODA is a Local Planning Authority within the Olympic Park and for 
certain other areas within Newham. The comments submitted were made at 
officer level, with informal input from ODA Planning Committee Members. 
The ODA welcomes and supports the general structure and approach set out 
in the consultation document. ODA Officers also support the need to create 
locally distinctive development management policies that relate well to the 
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borough. In some cases this may result a requirement for higher or more 
specific standards than set out in national or regional policy. 
 
The DC Policy Objectives were generally supported, but with additional 
objectives proposed to ensure high quality architecture and the use of good 
quality, robust materials; and to ensure adequate opportunities for 
economic growth and business development. Fairly minor changes to two 
other objectives were also suggested. 
 
Seeking higher than normal standards of Sustainable Design and 
Construction might be justified within Eco-zones or within the Olympic Park; 
where large sites can deliver solutions more cost effectively. Development 
densities should reflect the need to create mixed and balanced communities, 
taking into account such factors as accessibility, existing character, and the 
capacity to provide open space, infrastructure etc. Developers should 
contribute financially to transport infrastructure where the development can 
be linked to improvements in local transport. For wider improvements the 
use of Community Infrastructure Levy should be considered. 
 
Targets for green roofs and living walls are supported by the ODA where 
they do not duplicate London Plan policies. However renewable energy 
policies might be more appropriately covered in the Core Strategy. However 
the Council might consider additional policies for reduction of water use, 
sustainable drainage, flood risk and biodiversity. 
 
Land Use. Given the high level of housing need, the ODA would support 
resisting the loss of housing, although some exceptions might be made  
 
Protection of retail uses should be based on evidence gathered from retail 
surveys, ‘health checks' etc. Where retail use is in decline policy should seek 
to promote alternative uses that will diversify the function of the centre. 
Community buildings should continue to be protected as set out in the UDP. 
The identification and designation/protection of key community facilities 
may also provide a more specific level of protection.  
 
Live-work schemes should generally only be seen as acceptable where the 
schemes can be managed in a manner that guarantees they remain as live-
work in perpetuity. 
 
The design criteria proposed for Urban Design, Conservation and 
Environmental Quality are seen as appropriate and are supported by the 
ODA.  The establishment/description of character areas is also supported. 
Character areas should reflect the social characteristics of existing areas as 
well as their historic interest. Identification of general locations where tall 
buildings would normally be acceptable would be supported by the ODA but 
the Council should also set criteria to determine when exceptions might be 
acceptable.  
 
Enhancing physical connections between new development and existing 
communities in Newham is essential. Identification of new or improved 
connections in area plans will help to support the case for delivery of these 
through planning obligations. 
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Open Space and Natural Environment. The loss of open space should 
generally be resisted or compensated for by the provision of new open space 
of an equivalent size and value. The need for specific types of new open 
space should be linked to the evidence of an up to date PPG 17 Open Space 
Assessment. DC policy should set out requirements for specific types of 
open space required to meet the needs of any new residents. Opportunities 
to maximise access routes to new open spaces from existing communities 
should be taken. Where, a new public open space is required but no suitable 
site can be found financial contributions should be sought from the 
developer. The DC Manual should include policies to protect and enhance 
areas of biodiversity and nature conservation value. Where appropriate 
developments should include mitigation, for example green roofs or new 
areas of habitat creation. 
 
Housing. Deviations from London Plan policies must be justified by local 
evidence, whilst objectives or targets in relation to different types of housing 
(such as affordable housing and provision for travellers) may be better set 
out in the Core Strategy. 
 
Deviation from London Plan Lifetime Homes and Wheelchair Homes should 
generally only be considered where it can be justified by local 
circumstances. 
 
Movement and Access. The ODA supports locally relevant parking standards 
linked to public transport accessibility and measures to encourage use of 
public transport, walking and cycling (including travel plans). Accessibility 
and connectivity should be designed into schemes, and improved 
accessibility for significant sites addressed in masterplans or planning briefs. 
Thresholds should be set where transport assessments are likely to be 
required for different types of use.  
 
Liveability. The ODA supports high quality design and use of high quality 
materials for the public realm. Contribution towards public art or off-site 
public realm improvements should be sought in suitable cases. 
 
Community Services. Policies to protect retail uses within primary shopping 
frontages could be appropriate where retail demand is high. However, some 
flexibility should be considered if centres are struggling. The location of 
leisure and entertainment facilities within town centres can help to support 
their vitality and viability. They may also be suitable in specific locations well 
served by public transport such as the Royal Docks and Olympic Park.  
 
Location of clusters of services within town or local centres is supported in 
principle by the ODA, whilst the creation of a healthy urban environment 
depends on a range of policies addressing issues such as transport, 
movement, and the creation of accessible, usable public open space.  
 
Site Specific Comments. Land within the Olympic Park and its surroundings 
should be reviewed in terms of green areas to be protected and Metropolitan 
Open Land designations, to adjust these areas if appropriate. 
 
Implementation and Monitoring. The general approach to implementation 
outlined in the document is supported. However the ODA sought clarification 



Page 18 

on the Council’s stance on the Community Infrastructure Levy (CiL). In 
developing priorities for section 106 funding, regard should be had to the 
Legacy Masterplan Framework, and the Olympic Fringe Masterplans. 
 
The London Thames Gateway Development Corporation submitted a 
formal response, agreed by their planning committee on 8t" January 2009. 
The Corporation commented on the proposed DC Objectives and on all the 
topic areas identified in the document. On the former they thought that the 
objectives were sensible and comprehensive, although there could be more 
explicit emphasis on the new infrastructure needed to support the 
anticipated level of new development in the borough. 
 
LTGDC consider there for clear, consistent policies which achieve high 
standards of sustainable design and construction - including clear guidance 
on renewable energy requirements. However they had reservations about 
adopting higher standards than those applied nationally. The Corporation 
generally supports encouraging higher densities in accessible locations (on 
the assumption that residential amenity is still acceptable) and think that it 
is fair to ask developers of schemes with poor accessibility to contribute to 
improving local transport facilities (The LTGDC already do this, by way of 
their Standard Charge). 
 
On Land Use the LTGDC consider there are some very limited circumstances 
where loss of residential or loss of open space should be allowed. Shops 
should be retained where they serve a community need or contribute to the 
vitality and viability of shopping centres. However other services also 
contribute to vitality/viability and may also require protection. Community 
buildings should also be protected where they serve an important need or 
could be adapted for other community uses in need of accommodation. 
 
Mixed uses should be encouraged, provided that they are well designed, and 
residential amenity is not compromised. Whilst live-work is supported in 
principle, they should not be encouraged in areas which are reserved for 
employment land. The LTGDC supports aspirations for Gallions Reach 
shopping park to be developed for a wider range of uses including 
residential, subject to the odour issues from Beckton Sewage Treatment 
Works being addressed. 
 
Newham has relatively few listed buildings or conservation areas but has 
significant areas with the opportunity for change. It is therefore very 
important that Newham has strong urban design policies, that are suited to 
its context, and makes the most of assets such as the Royal Docks and the 
Thames. Urban design policies should also promote and secure high quality 
modern development, which is appropriate to the needs of the borough and 
adaptable over the development's lifetime. The Council should raise 
standards everywhere but also encourage key sites to become showcases of 
good design. 
 
The LTGDC agree with the objectives of integrating Newham's existing 
communities and ensuring new Thameside developments relate well to 
each other and to the river. LTGDC would welcome the opportunity to 
work closely with Newham on the detail of these emerging policies. 
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The LTGDC also provided comments on conservation, tall buildings and 
density. On tall buildings they believe that it is important to apply both 
design and locational criteria. LTGDC also support the design criteria set 
out in the document as a basis for planning policies in the future. 
 
On Open Space and the Natural Environment the LTGDC has restricted its 
comments to the Lower Lea Valley where it is working with its partners to 
bring forward a major new park, the Lea River Park. The DCPM should 
support the creation of this new park, for example by requiring adjacent 
new development to respond to it in terms of landscaping and orientation, 
and in some circumstances requiring maintenance contributions from 
residential developments. LTGDC consider that it is very important for 
sustainability and liveability reasons, that green space is brought into urban 
areas as much as possible, and Newham should investigate further ways of 
doing this. 
 
Affordable housing policies should reflect the objective of creating mixed 
and balanced communities. As there are areas which already have large 
concentrations of affordable housing, it could be that higher than normal 
proportions of new private housing could be acceptable. With this in mind, 
the LTGDC consider that the approach could vary from area to area. 
 
Amenity space should be provided as part of new developments, and larger 
family units should be required as part of all new developments, except 
where specific site constraints exist which clearly demonstrate that family 
housing would be inappropriate. 
 
The LTGDC also agree that housing schemes and neighbourhoods 
should be designed to have excellent accessibility within and to the 
development and to improve connectivity to other areas and reduce 
barriers to movement. Green travel plans should be prepared and 
proactively monitored and enforced.  
 
Business and commercial schemes should be required to only provide for 
essential parking needs but appropriate levels of parking should be 
provided in town centres to help ensure their vitality and viability. Car 
reduced housing schemes in accessible locations such as Stratford should 
be encouraged. Well designed servicing and access for deliveries should 
also be required. 
 
LTGDC consider that it is important to require acceptable residential 
standards such as internal natural light and noise insulation. It is likely 
that many of the standards that are set out in the UDP are still necessary 
and relevant. However, the Council may wish to incorporate a number of 
new and emerging codes, such as Cabe’s `Building for Life' standards. 
Schemes which do not achieve a high quality residential environment 
should be refused planning permission. 
 
LTGDC consider that providing high quality public realm, including public art 
where appropriate, is particularly important, and that new developments 
should ensure that new public realm is high quality. However, 
improvements to the existing public realm may well be better brought 
forward through initiatives by bodies such as the Development Corporation 
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and the Council, rather than depending on improvements being made as 
part of new development.  
 
LTGDC considers that the planning system should aim for exemplary 
standards for all new health and education buildings within the borough. 
Entertainment and leisure uses should be encouraged in accessible 
locations where they support regeneration, such as in the Thames and 
Dockside locations. Community buildings should be designed so they can 
be used by a wide range of users with requirements identified in the LDF, 
so that sites can be brought forward in parallel with new housing. 
 
LTGDC supports the principle of `healthy urban planning', and is bringing 
projects forward such as the Lea River Park. The planning system should 
make provision for new facilities such as this, which can help people to live a 
healthy and active life. 
 
Finally the Corporation considers that the principles of the LTGDC Planning 
Obligations Community Benefit Strategy should be incorporated as far as 
possible into the DC Manual. 
 
 
A number of other government agencies responded to the consultation: 
 
English Heritage 
 
EH were concerned that a copy of the draft SA has not been provided 
alongside the Issues and Options consultation document. They were also 
disappointed that the historic environment was not explicitly included in the 
proposed DC Manual Objectives. The bullet point relating to high quality 
design refers to “coupled with conserving the best of the past”, which EH 
considers to be a weak reference to Newham’s local heritage.  English 
Heritage recommends that a specific objective is included to ensure Newham 
manages change in a way that sustains, reveals or reinforces places of 
cultural heritage value. The historic environment is a key component of 
creating locally distinctive places and supporting social cohesion through a 
shared sense of identity. 
 
Issues and options relating to the historic environment appear to be limited 
in the breadth of issues and options presented. The historic environment 
includes historic buildings, areas and their setting; archaeology; historic 
parks and gardens; heritage landscapes and the wider historic environment, 
including elements that may not be statutorily protected, yet help define the 
area’s local distinctiveness. 
 
English Heritage supports higher design standards and it is important this is 
based upon a clear understanding of the character of the site and its 
surrounding historic context. It is therefore important this is fully assessed 
in new developments, including how it will relate to any heritage assets, 
their setting and the wider historic environment, in terms of design quality, 
location, scale, form and materials. They strongly support a character 
assessment, which incorporates historic characterisation, to inform planning 
applications and the designation of conservation areas. Tall buildings should 
be properly planned for and informed by a clear long-term vision. 
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Density levels should be based on a clear understanding of the character of 
the site and its surrounding historic context. High-density housing does not 
necessarily involve building high or disrupting the urban grain. Alternative 
design solutions that respect the local character of an area can also be 
commercially successful.  
 
The design criteria on page 37 are missing any specific reference to the 
context of a development, which should include how it relates to existing 
buildings and the historic environment. ‘Local distinctiveness’ is very broad 
and the criteria will need to be more specific. There has been no attempt to 
address the cross cutting nature of the historic environment in any of the 
other policy topics. English Heritage strongly recommends this is done, for 
example sustainable design and construction, open space and the natural 
environment, movement and access, liveability and community services.  
 
Environment Agency 
 
The Environment Agency agreed with the objectives listed in section 9, and 
they were also generally supportive of the policies for Sustainable Design 
and Construction. For example they supported policies for water saving 
schemes, SUDs and living roofs. By setting targets for these, the Council will 
be better placed to track progress. They also suggested specific standards 
for Green Roofs based on the London Plan and the provision of a target for 
waste recycling and recovery. 
 
The requirement that applications for schemes in excess of 5000 sq metres 
should be accompanied by an environmental statement should be extended 
to cover all schemes - not just those over 5000 sq metres. The manual 
should also specify actual sustainability targets for specific areas such as the 
percentage of recycled materials used in new buildings. They also 
recommend that all developments with a value over £300,000 be required 
to submit a Site Waste Management Plan to the Council. 
 
The Agency supports the inclusion for targets relating to the Code for 
Sustainable Homes, which require level 4 for development if 10 residential 
units and level 5 for those 100 or over.  
 
In relation to flood risk, a sequential test (with uses classified by 
vulnerability) should be used to inform the location of different land uses. 
 
In relation to Urban Design, Conservation and Environmental Quality, the 
Agency focused on key sites in high risk flood areas or adjacent to 
watercourses. Tall buildings located too close to a waterway have a variety 
of potential adverse effects, such as shading which limits biological diversity 
and productivity.  Development should be configured to ensure that 
buildings do not shade buffer strips along the River Thames, whilst new 
Thameside and other waterside developments should provide adequate 
buffer zones. Sixteen metre or eight metre buffer strips (depending on 
location) should be required to retain access to the watercourse for the 
riparian owner and / or the Environment Agency to carry out its flood 
defence functions and to provide an ecological buffer zone to protect the 
river environment. Development encroaching into the tidal river should also 
be resisted wherever possible. 
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The Urban Design Criteria listed on page 37 should be expanded to include 
reducing flood risk, remediation of contaminated land, climate change, 
improving water quality and water savings measures. 
 
Risk based policies for the remediation of contaminated land should be 
included in the Manual with preliminary site risk assessments provided with 
applications for sites with potential, known or suspected contamination. 
 
Standards for water use within development are essential because London 
has been classified as seriously water stressed. The Council can contribute 
towards water efficiency by requiring developers to achieve a high level of 
water efficiency within their design submissions. In particular, discussions 
with water supply and waste water companies on infrastructure 
requirements should be required prior to development of a site. 
 
All development should contribute towards an improved and more connected 
network of green infrastructure to deliver environmental and community 
benefits. The delivery, management and maintenance of the green 
infrastructure network should be planned, monitored and funded.  
 
The Council should require retrofitting water efficiency measures in existing 
developments in order to offset the increase in demand for water resources 
resulting from new development. Contributions should be sought from new 
developments to deliver this programme. 
 
The main interest of the Highways Agency relates to the Strategic Road 
Network (SRN), which in Newham chiefly concerns the southernmost section 
of the M11, located to the north of the Borough. Furthermore, the M25 can 
be reached via the A13 to the east of Newham. All these roads are currently 
heavily congested during peak hours and any increase in traffic on these 
roads would be a concern to the HA. The Agency wishes to work co-
operatively with Local Planning Authorities and looks forward to an emerging 
planning policy which promotes strategies and land allocations which 
support alternatives to the private car. 
 
The HA strongly supports the siting of major developments in town centres 
and near public transport hubs. These locations are better served by public 
transport and benefit from an enhanced level of accessibility. Locating 
developments in these locations will reduce the impact of increased trips on 
the SRN. The HA would not generally support development located in non-
accessible locations unless infrastructure improvements necessary to 
support development are identified and funding sources, including developer 
contributions, secured. Where new developments are reliant on proposed 
infrastructure, it is critical that this is phased in line with occupation.  
 
The HA is generally not supportive of out-of-centre shopping schemes where 
these could lead to increased journeys on the SRN. Where such schemes are 
proposed, they must be supported by a transport assessment and travel 
plan to ensure sustainable options are looked at and that the potential 
impact on the SRN is considered. Similarly, increased density of 
development is only appropriate where sustainable transport options are 
available. 
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The Agency also commented on the importance of Transport Assessments 
and Travel Plans The latter should include targets, measures and monitoring 
arrangements. Finally, the HA recommends that maximum parking 
standards should be reduced in residential areas with good access to public 
transport. It may also be appropriate to encourage some car free 
developments in areas with the best access to public transport.  
 
Safety, Regulation Group, Aerodrome Standards Dept, Civil Aviation 
Authority 
 
The CAA does not normally comment on local development plans, and 
recommends that the Council consults directly with aerodrome operators in 
their area. However they did provide references to background material that 
could be helpful to the Council, covering ‘non-official' safeguarding maps 
(for civil aerodromes that are not officially safeguarded), telecom 
installations, wind turbines, high structures and venting and flaring of gas 
associated with mineral extraction.  
 
British Waterways London 
 
BW’s vision for London is that London’s canals and docks achieve the 
recognition and status of other historic London landmarks, occupying an 
important role in the strategic planning and regeneration of the city, 
especially through the 2012 Olympic Park. A commitment to quality service 
and facilities could see visitor and boating activity double by 2012.  
Increased, but sustainable use of the canal system, with an appropriate 
balance between vibrancy and tranquillity, underpinned by commercial 
activity will ensure their long-term prosperity. The waterways can help to 
achieve many of the DC Policy Objectives. In order to make Newham a 
better place to live and work, the waterways and their environments should 
be enhanced, and their potential explored by way of a Waterspace Strategy, 
prepared by the Council in conjunction with BW. 
 
The waterways can provide more sustainable development, through using 
waterborne freight transport; allowing sustainable urban drainage systems 
to discharge into canals; and use of canal water for heating/cooling systems 
as well as for generating hydro-electric power (for example with turbines in 
lock chambers). 
 
A recent pilot scheme successfully demonstrated the viability of moving 
waste by water. BW have also supported a state of the art waste handling 
facility at Willesden which recycles and process waste, including processing 
construction waste into aggregates which can then be transported back out 
to development sites whether by water, rail or road.  The LDF process 
should investigate the scope for a similar waterside site in Newham. We are 
also in dialogue with the London Waste Centre at Edmonton about 
increasing the use of the canal to transport waste and recyclables on the 
water. There could be more opportunity to move freight by barge within 
Newham. The LDF should include policies to maximise the use of the canal 
and reduce road based waste transfer. 
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BW would also like to see the LDF encourage new waterside development 
schemes to be designed to enable collection of waste and recyclables from 
the water’s edge. The construction cycle of a development can also be 
serviced from the canal. Construction waste can be removed by water and 
building materials and plant can be similarly delivered. BW therefore believe 
the DPD policy should ensure that developers are required to consider the 
feasibility of these sustainable options for developments within reasonable 
proximity to the waterways, and would request that developers be required 
to undertake a feasibility study for freight by water, to cover both the 
construction period and any future deliveries and waste disposal to and from 
the site. 
 
Although canals were historically related to industry, they no longer have 
this exclusive relationship. BW believes that canalside sites should generally 
be designated for non-industrial uses, such as residential-led, mixed use 
development. These can provide a vibrant focus to the canalside 
environment, especially food and drink and retail uses in appropriate 
locations, which can create a point of interest at towpath level, and provide 
natural surveillance of the waterways, particularly after dark. 
 
The waterways in the Borough represent a unique and valuable asset, which 
is able to support the objectives of the Core Strategy in terms of sustainable 
transport, open space, health and well being, education and regeneration.  
The DPD should recognise the significance and potential of the Borough’s 
waterways by including a specific section on them. This should highlight, 
protect and enhance the role and potential of the waterways, as well as 
guiding waterside development. BW also recommends that the Council 
produce a waterspace strategy for Newham, which would seek to exploit the 
potential of this asset to the Borough. 
 
The canal network provides excellent opportunities for formal and informal 
outdoor leisure activities. Waterside developments that result in increased 
use of the towpaths and canal facilities should contribute towards 
improvements and enhancements to the canalside environment via s106 
obligations. 
 
The waterways offer excellent opportunities for biodiversity and nature 
conservation and we encourage improvements and enhancements to these 
wherever possible. Canal towpaths also provide excellent links between 
destinations, and offer the opportunity to improve connectivity to, from and 
within, developments. Residential moorings can provide a more affordable 
type of accommodation that add life and colour to the waterways.  
Residential boats also add surveillance and an added degree of security for 
other towpath users and adjacent developments. 
 
BW welcome the Council’s suggestion to seek improvements to the public 
realm via s106 contributions or works in kind, and suggest that for 
waterside developments the red line be extended to include the adjacent 
towpath, in order that the transition between the development and the canal 
environment be consistent and well integrated with the waterway. 
 
The encouragement of entertainment and leisure uses at dockside locations 
is suggested here in order to support regeneration. We generally support 
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this at waterside locations, as part of mixed use redevelopment schemes, as 
these uses can often add vitality and vibrancy to canalside environments, 
encouraging greater footfall along the towpath and creating a destination for 
visitors to the canal. The policy should therefore not be restricted to just 
Thames and Dockside locations, but all inland waterways. 
 
Waterside development and regeneration schemes by third parties are 
exploiting the waterside settings to maximise development value uplift, yet 
are not being obliged to contribute to the development, improvement, 
restoration and maintenance of waterways. New developments also bring 
more people to the area. BW therefore believes that it is reasonable to 
expect a share of the development value uplift derived from the adjacent 
canal or navigable river, to be reinvested back into the waterways. This 
could include 
 
• Maintaining and enhancing the towpath and canal environment  
• New and refurbished waterway infrastructure e.g. locks and bridges 
• New moorings, marinas, wharves, boatyards & other essential facilities 
• Freight by water 
• Restoration of historic basins and other features 
• Habitat restoration and management plans 
• Commuted sums for ongoing maintenance. 
 
British Waterways would therefore welcome the opportunity to engage with 
the Council to discuss their infrastructure requirements and how planning 
obligations, and especially CIL, could be used to improve waterway 
infrastructure, environs and facilities. They are keen to discuss how CIL 
revenue generated from waterside development could be used to improve 
waterway infrastructure, environs and facilities (particularly to repair failing 
existing canal infrastructure); and how the Council and BW can work 
together to ensure that waterway infrastructure does not fall between CIL 
and the proposed scaling back of planning obligations. 
 
Lee Valley Regional Park Authority 
 
The Authority considers that the DCPM will have an important role in 
delivering the Core Strategy and therefore its comments build upon and 
restate the points raised by the Authority in its response to the earlier Core 
Strategy consultation. 
 
The DCPM needs to include criteria based policy against which to assess the 
sustainability of development, its design and construction. In particular the 
Authority wishes to see the DCPM support the Core Strategy in setting out 
policies to ensure water management and conservation and flood storage 
issues are addressed as an integral part of the borough’s regeneration. 
 
The DCPM should include policies which will ensure all new development is 
of high quality design, compatible with and appropriate to the character of 
the area. Policies should ensure that development preserves or enhances 
environmental assets, including the protection and enhancement of 
conservation areas and heritage in the borough, such as at Three Mills. 
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It is important that policies help to enhance the quality of the Regional 
Park’s environment and the experience of being in the Park. Much 
development takes place on its edges or boundaries, alongside open space, 
waterways or green links. Development needs to relate to and link with the 
Park and its waterside environment and enable people to move easily into 
and out of the Park. This requires routes for cyclists and pedestrians, as well 
as maintaining clear vistas through development sites to address 
perceptions of distance.  
 
The Authority supports policies to both protect existing open spaces and to 
enable the provision of new open space, including additional strategic open 
space created where this relates to the Lower Lea Valley, the Lea River Park 
and the Regional Park.  Open space should form an integral part of new 
developments - alternatively developers should provide funds for open 
spaces elsewhere in the Borough, to serve the wider community. The 
Authority also echoed the views of the GLA that an Open Space Strategy 
should be prepared, to identify open space deficiencies and opportunities 
together with standards for future provision and to ensure that best value is 
obtained from developer funds.  
 
The Authority would wish to see strong and proactive development control 
policies relating to biodiversity. The Borough’s biodiversity particularly in 
relation to previously developed land and ‘wasteland habitat’ is likely to 
undergo significant changes due to the amount of development taking place. 
‘Urban’ habitats can be of considerable importance for wildlife including 
nationally and regionally scarce species, and in the south of the Park they 
can offer valuable wildlife habitat where such a resource is scarce.  The 
Authority would wish to see policies that recognise the value of these 
habitats and ensure that any development affecting them is based on a full 
understanding of the species that use them.  
 
On transport, the Authority supports the proposed ‘user hierarchy’, 
providing DC policies also address the need for better integration between 
public transport services and those walking and cycling. Improved 
pedestrian and cycle access to and within the Regional Park should form 
part of the package of ‘infrastructure’ included in section 106 agreements 
for major developments.   
 
The Authority would wish to see policies in the DCPM contribute towards 
creating a high quality public realm especially within areas of growth 
pressure that lie close to the Regional Park such as Stratford, Three Mills, 
West Ham and Canning Town. Policies should ensure that new development 
adjacent to the Park respects and complements the Park both in terms of its 
built form and the external environment.  
 
The Authority endorses the Council’s aim to produce additional guidance on 
how planning agreements and obligations will work in Newham.  The 
Authority would wish to see Section 106 funds directed towards open space 
creation, environmental improvements, and maintenance and habitat 
creation to protect the Regional Park the Olympic Park Legacy.  
 
The Authority supports the Council’s general aim to work closely with a 
range of bodies in determining the preferred DC policies.  The Authority 
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would welcome the opportunity to develop a closer working relationship on 
development control matters where development impacts upon the Park.   
 
Two respondents specialized in health issues: the Newham NHS Trust and 
the NHS London Healthy Urban Development Unit. 
 
Newham NHS Trust 
 
The Trust was very pleased to see health and well-being referenced in the 
document as it demonstrated the practical implementation of the Council 
and PCT's shared agenda on the wider determinants of health. The spatial 
planning approach outlined in the Development Control Policy Manual 
presents the best opportunity to deliver change to the wider determinants of 
health in Newham. The planning process can have a very significant impact 
on social, physical and environmental impacts and can help resolve many of 
the problems of urban environments. The PCT believes that through effective 
joint working, such as that embedded in the Local Development Framework, 
more can be done to make a Borough which is conducive to health and 
wellbeing and a high quality of life. Health objectives need to be pursued as 
part of the planning process because of the virtuous circle this will create with 
employment, education, and social cohesion. To reflect this, the PCT would 
like to see health and well-being described more explicitly as a specific 
objective of the planning process. This is more than an issue of community 
services, but also has an impact on the design process; land use; open space; 
housing; transport; and liveability. Newham PCT is interested in working with 
the London Borough of Newham to make Newham a "Healthy City". This 
requires significant city leadership in a number of areas to deliver improved 
health outcomes. This could include strengthening the health and well-being 
priorities of the Sustainable Community Strategy and ensuring that these are 
delivered in the key area of planning and development. 
 
Health Impact Assessment and healthy urban planning is specifically 
mentioned in section 17 of the document and the PCT welcomes this. The PCT 
would like to see the health element of Environmental Impact Assessment 
increased in Newham or a requirement for HIA to be conducted in advance of 
planning permission submission for all developments of a certain size. The 
PCT would like to see a commitment to improving health and well-being 
embedded in the LDF and also in a specific policy which is taken into account 
when approving planning permissions.  
 
The PCT welcomed the broad policy objectives outlined in Section 9 as the 
majority of these objectives will have a beneficial impact on health and well-
being within the Borough. However a number of detailed changes were 
proposed covering land use, open space and sustainable transport. The PCT 
also proposed that a specific objective is added to this list to ensure that 
improvements to health and well-being are maximised through development 
in Newham. 
 
The PCT then went on to comment at length on all the policy areas 
highlighted in the document. Key aspects covered include: 
 
• Newham’s carbon footprint is lower than the average for London (due to 

low car ownership, low levels of consumption etc.) Change to the 
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composition of the population in Newham is likely to increase this 
footprint so development needs to offset the impact of this change if 
population increase is not to have a negative impact on overall C02 
emission levels. The PCT also commented on the benefits of retro-fitting 
existing buildings; managing excessive summer temperatures through the 
design of buildings (increased peak temperatures in summer will result in 
increased death rates in the elderly); and water management and 
conservation. 

 
• The PCT is concerned that the regeneration of Newham should not result 

in a "poor" Newham and a "rich" Newham. Key to this is accessibility 
between the areas and the mix of housing delivered in the new areas. 
Levels of social housing in the new developments should reflect levels 
equivalent to other parts of London and promote a changing social mix. 
The new development should support reductions to density elsewhere in 
the Borough. 

 
• Homes should flex to accommodate different life phases to help deliver 

the Council's ambition to make Newham a place to stay. Planning policies 
should promote high quality design throughout the Borough wherever 
possible. Where densities are increased the Council needs to ensure there 
are adequate increases to services to meet the needs of an increased 
population, including open space and community and leisure services. 

 
• Open spaces need to be carefully designed and managed to promote use 

by residents. Issues of safety are paramount to ensure use. As far as 
possible the Council should seek to increase and improve the provision of 
open space within the Borough. This should balance improvements and 
increases for existing residents with the need to incorporate open space 
in newly developed areas. 

 
• The PCT would welcome a commitment by the Council to balance high-

density housing with the continued need to deliver family housing. Part of 
this will require higher space standards than perhaps the market can 
deliver and this should be reflected in housing policy and the application 
of lifetime home standards. 

 
• The PCT welcomes the hierarchy of transport users outlined in the 

Development Policy Control Manual. The challenge of obesity and poor 
activity levels in Newham may be most effectively addressed through 
everyday activity including travel. Permeability is key to ensuring a mixed 
use of the Borough. Car reduced housing schemes should be promoted as 
far as is possible. 

 
• The PCT looks forward to working with the Council to agree and develop 

additional health facilities as required by the growing and changing 
population. The PCT would support the idea of community facilities being 
provided in clusters. To ensure this is deliverable the PCT proposes a 
comprehensive review of processes and procedures across all partnering 
organisations to ensure there are no obstacles to maximising the benefits 
achievable via planning gain. The outcome of this work should inform a 
Newham Health and Planning Charter which would form a common 
baseline for discussions in relation to all development within the borough. 



Page 29 

 
• In addition to delivering additional health facilities the PCT wishes to work 

with the Council to review how health and well-being services are 
delivered from different types of new and existing facilities within the 
Borough, including schools, service centres, leisure centres and libraries. 

 

NHS London Healthy Urban Development Unit  

HUDU wish to see the policy objectives revised to include reference to 
ensuring that the health impacts of major developments are considered. 
This can be fulfilled by ensuring that a Health Impact Assessment (HIA) is 
carried out for major developments. Screening for HIA should be in parallel 
with the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) process. The PCT should 
be consulted on major applications to ensure positive outcomes in terms of 
community health (linking provision to possible outcomes to tackling 
obesity, opportunities for physical activity, general and mental health and 
wellbeing). 

 
There are strong links between overcrowding and children's education 
attainment, stress levels and household dysfunction. The Council should 
therefore require high space standards, particularly internally but also 
externally to ensure a healthy community.  
 
Comments were also received on behalf of London Metropolitan University 
and from Newham Community College. 
 
London Metropolitan University 
 
The University was disappointed that there is no reference to Higher or 
Further Education in the document (for example para 9.1 and Table 2). The 
University also felt that as the Council cannot have any certainty at present 
on what the final version of the Core Strategy might look like it should 
consider not proceeding too much further with the DCPM until this is known. 
The university also commented that: 
 

• the figure of 25% reduction in non-renewable energy use is too 
restrictive 

• higher and further education are major employers, and may be 
appropriately located in parts of certain business areas 

• a distinction should be made between large-scale community facilities 
(such as universities and hospitals) and small-scale ones 

• re S106, “not for profit” organisations, such as universities, such not be 
treated in the same way as private sector developers.  

• higher and further education should be listed as possible beneficiaries of 
Section 106 Agreements 

• there should be some flexibility for the location of community facilities 
bearing in mind the regenerative effect such proposals can have 

• exemplary standards should be sought for all new health and education 
buildings in the borough. 

 

Newham Community College (NCC) 
 
The College generally supported the development control policy 
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objectives, although they would like to see more explicit recognition of 
the role of Further Education, particularly in providing the necessary 
training and skills required to access job opportunities. More specifically 
land with potential for Education Use should be utilised to support and 
encourage a high standard of education so as to enable a higher trained 
and skilled population able to access the anticipated job opportunities. 
 

The importance of NCC is identified in the Newham UDP (Policy CS16), and 
it is requested that a policy similar to CS16 be included in the DCPM which 
either supports the improvement of further education facilities in the 
Borough and/or refers to NCC in order to ensure that the necessary 
provision is delivered. 
 
Comments were received from three other service providers, the 
Metropolitan Police Authority, National Grid Property Holdings Limited and 
Thames Water 
 

Metropolitan Police Authority 

The MPA comments were two-fold - to set out a planning policy framework in support of 
police facilities in the borough, and to make specific comments and recommended 
alterations to the consultation document. 
 
National and Regional Policy Framework. The MPA notes that Councils should 
prepare development plans which promote inclusive, healthy, safe and crime 
free communities; and that initiatives relating to policing, community safety 
and crime reduction are increasingly important in improving the quality of 
life of many Londoners. The London Plan requires DPDs to assess the need 
for social infrastructure and community facilities in their area (including 
police facilities) and ensuring that appropriate provision is made. The MPA is 
mindful that significant additional development is likely to take place in 
Newham and that this will increase demands on police resources. The MPA 
therefore request that impacts on policing are taken into account and 
delivered through S106 agreements. The need for additional police facilities 
has already been highlighted in the Metropolitan Police Authority's Draft 
Asset Management Plan for Newham, and a copy of this was enclosed - this 
gives a summary of police requirements in the borough. 
 

Comments on DCPM. The manual should be reworded where necessary to 
include 'police facilities' within the definition of community facilities, in line 
with policy 3A.18 of the London Plan. The MPA wish to secure retail centre 
floorspace for the provision of police shops within the borough, this will 
allow improved public interaction for the police. Therefore the MPA request 
that planning policy allows for a variety of uses (including community 
facilities) in retail frontages. Policy should also allow flexibility for 
development on former Industrial/Warehouse land or on those areas where 
lack of demand for the existing use has been identified. Such sites would be 
ideally suited as locations for patrol bases and custody centres within the 
borough.  
 
The MPA also propose criteria whereby existing community buildings might 
be lost - this includes where this would enable the implementation of a 
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strategy for the provision of a community services across the Borough. The 
MPA also supports the provision of affordable housing (including key worker 
housing) provided this is in line with the London Plan. This will ensure an 
adequate level of key worker housing for MPA staff and other key workers in 
the borough. 
 
Although not strictly a comment on planning policies, the MPA have also 
requested that they are consulted on all large development proposals in 
Newham. Additionally all developments should be built in accordance with 
'Secured by Design' principles and current related guidance. Increased 
safety and security can be achieved with the Council and the MPA working 
together to help the MPA achieve their Estate Strategy, thus providing more 
relevant and responsive policing than can be provided with the outdated 
facilities and infrastructure currently available.  
 
National Grid Property Holdings Limited 
 
NGPHL has significant land interests in Newham, and have previously 
commented on the Core Strategy and the Stratford and Lower Lea Valley 
AAP. Copies of these earlier representations were attached. In summary, 
these representations focused on explaining the particular nature of 
NGPHL's sites in the Borough, which as a result of their industrial legacy 
are characterised by high levels of contamination and abnormal costs for 
redevelopment. Establishing value on these sites is needed to cross-
subsidise the significant cost of bringing this land back into beneficial use. 
 
Proposals related to NGPHL sites within the Borough would need to be 
informed by feasibility work so it is essential that policies within the DCPM 
are flexible and can be adapted to take into account specific site 
circumstances. In this context NGPHL was concerned about the option of 
adopting a policy which would seek a 25% reduction in non-renewable 
energy; as well as the option of requiring Level 4 or up to Level 5 Code for 
Sustainable Homes. These policies would substantially impact upon the 
viability of a development scheme. NGPHL supports the Council's 
aspirational approach to sustainability but considers it is essential that the 
policy is flexible enough to respond to individual site constraints and issues 
of site viability.  

 

Thames Water 

Thames Water commented on the DC Objectives (which they broadly 
supported), and the sections in the manual on ‘Sustainable Design and 
Construction’, ‘Open Space and the Natural Environment’, ‘Liveability’ and 
‘Community Services’. On sustainable design and construction Thames 
Water supports multi agency collaboration to achieve sustainable drainage 
measures and a hierarchical approach to managing London's drainage (as 
set out in the London Plan). The drainage system in London is complex and 
the potential for flooding is great with the drainage system already at 
capacity. 
 
Increasing housing density in new developments is more likely to ensure 
that conventional piped drainage systems will prevail as the reduced land 
space available mitigates against the use of SUDS, as does potential land 
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contamination of brownfield sites. Thames Water would support a policy 
which requires the provision for sustainable urban drainage schemes on 
new developments where feasible. 
 
Thames water also supports 'water saving schemes' on all relevant 
developments (not just major ones). and would welcome a reference 
to reducing sewer flooding in the DC Manual. 
 
Open Space and MoL Designations. Thames Water argue that there are 
exceptional circumstances to remove some of their operational utility sites 
from Open Space or MOL protection to enable them to be upgraded to 
address the impacts of population growth and climate change. These sites 
are the Abbey Mills Sewage Pumping Station, the Beckton Rectangle and the 
Beckton Sewage Treatment Works. Maps showing these areas and the 
designations which TW wish to see removed were attached. In all three 
cases TW argue that the sites have no existing open space/MOL function and 
are required for operational purposes. 
 
In the event of the Council not agreeing the above, TH have suggested 
revisions to the open space and MoL policies to facilitate operational TW 
development on these sites. 
 
River Thames Water Quality. Significant improvements to Thames Water's 
Sewage Treatment Works (STWs), including at Beckton STW and Abbey Mills 
Pumping Station, will be required to meet regulatory requirements related to 
improving the quality of the River Thames. Thames Water wish to see this 
recognized in the DCPM – and their representations suggest a specific policy 
to do this. 
 
Thames and Lee Tunnels. Thames Water is to implement a scheme to tackle 
pollution from the Beckton and Grossness sewerage system and a tunnel 
between West London and Beckton (the Thames Tunnel) and a separate 
tunnel between Abbey Mills and Beckton (the Lee Tunnel) potentially offer 
the best way forward. Development will be required within Newham to 
enable the construction of the Lee Tunnel and the Thames Tunnel and the 
improvements to Beckton STW. 
 
Thames Water therefore considers that there should be policy support in the 
DC Manual for the Lee Tunnel and the Thames Tunnel and their associated 
infrastructure and sewage treatment facilities to help facilitate their timely 
approval and construction. A possible policy wording is suggested. 
 
Sludge Treatment. Additional sludge treatment capacity within London is 
required and Thames Water are currently preparing a Sludge Strategy and 
associated SEA to consider the requirements for necessary sludge 
management capacity for the future. This will require additional sludge 
management capacity at existing sewage treatment works in London over 
the next Plan period. As such TW consider there should be policy support 
within the DC Manual for additional sludge treatment at Beckton STW, and 
an appropriate policy is suggested. 
 
Amenity. TW strongly support the inclusion of a policy within the DC Manual 
that protects the interests of existing and new occupiers in relation to 
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amenity, and specifically considers that residential development should not 
be located adjacent to Sewage Treatment Works. 
 
Community Services. TW is concerned that there is no reference in the 
document to utility infrastructure. Statutory water and sewage undertakers' 
investment programmes are based on a 5 year cycle, known as an Asset 
Management Plan. Thames Water's funding is regulated by OFWAT and 
every 5 years they submit a strategic business plan to them, including the 
level of funding available for capital investment projects and the specific 
projects that should be undertaken. 
 
Where funding has been provided it takes 1-3 years for minor works, 3-5 
years for major upgrades and 5-10 years plus for the provision of complete 
new water or sewerage treatment works. New development may therefore 
need to be phased to allow the prior completion of the necessary 
infrastructure. Phasing of development is even more critical where TW have 
not been funded to provide extra capacity. 
 
Regarding the funding of water and sewerage infrastructure through the 
planning system, TW’s understanding is that Section 106 Agreements are 
not usually suitable to secure water and waste water infrastructure upgrades 
to provide additional infrastructure. However, it is essential to ensure that 
such infrastructure is in place to avoid unacceptable environmental and 
amenity impacts, such as sewage flooding of residential and commercial 
property, pollution of land and watercourses, odour and water shortages 
with associated low pressure water supply problems.  
 
TW rely heavily on the planning system to ensure infrastructure is provided 
ahead of development either through phasing or the use of Grampian style 
conditions.  TW therefore consider that it is essential that the DC Manual 
makes reference to the provision of adequate water and sewerage capacity 
to service development and they propose a suitable form of wording for 
such a policy and its supporting text. 
 
TW also consider that a policy on utilities development should be included in 
the DC Manual. This will help ensure that the essential upgrade or expansion 
of utility sites has Borough policy support.  
 
Thirteen comments were received from business and property interests in 
Newham. Two of these were quite brief: Cater Trailer were concerned 
about an existing UDP designation and how the DCPM affected this, whilst 
Sainsburys drew the Council’s attention to existing government planning 
guidance on retailing.  
 
Comments from existing businesses in Newham, included those from the 
London City Airport, European Metal Recycling Ltd (EMR) and Gallions 
Reach. 
 
London City Airport’s (LCY) comments centred on the airport and nearby 
sites - the Council should be seeking to support the further development of 
key employment sites (LCY, ExCel, Tate & Lyle etc) and striving to attract 
other large and medium sized employers to the southern part of Newham. 
The DCPM should also give sufficient protection to existing employment uses 
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as concentrating further employment growth here would be a logical 
strategy which could encourage synergies to develop. The LDF must also 
fully represent the important and integral role that LCY plays within Newham 
and safeguard the Airport's potential growth in accordance with the LCY 
Master Plan. 
 
More generally the Policy Manual should place greater focus on the local 
economy and securing employment opportunities. It should recognise and 
encourage existing businesses to invest and grow reflecting the Sustainable 
Community Strategy's principal aim to generate more jobs in the borough. 
 
LCY also re-iterated their support (expressed during the Core Strategy 
consultation) for a variant of spatial option 1 (prioritising employment) 
which also prioritised the Royal Docks as an employment area. 
 
European Metal Recycling Ltd.  EMR is a large national specialist 
metal recycling company with a facility located in Canning Town. They are 
concerned that their business could be prejudiced by a spatial strategy that 
sought to relocate employment uses from the west to the east of the 
borough. They have therefore objected to spatial option 2, and to the 
proposal within spatial option 3 that seeks the redevelopment of the Lower 
Lea Valley for predominately family housing. They have also proposed a new 
objective to protect existing waste recycling facilities and for the DCPM to 
adopt policies for adjoining sites that reflect the continued existence of the 
facility. They would also like the Council to develop a closer understanding 
of the firm’s needs. 
 

EMR wish to avoid the situation where residential schemes are approved and 
they then prejudice the on-going metal recycling operation and wish this to 
be made more explicit in the DCPM urban design criteria. They also argue 
that sites should not be allowed to change from industry to other uses if this 
would prejudice the continued viability of other firms in the area. 

The Council should seek an increased recognition of the EMR operation in 
the Borough and its contribution towards sustainability and recycling. 

Standard Life Investments are the owners of Gallions Reach. They 
consider that there should be policies to support new retail development at 
Gallions Reach as well as policies that recognise Gallions Reach as a Major 
Town Centre in the south east of the Borough. Standard Life have submitted 
a detailed case for designating Gallions Reach as a major centre - including 
that the Gallions Reach Shopping Park already has many of the features of a 
Town Centre, and is in a location where major housing employment and 
mixed are proposed, but which for historical reasons there is no main town 
centre securing the area. It also has good public transport accessibility and 
proposed transport links will improve this further. 

Costco Wholesale UK Ltd operate wholesale retail clubs although they are 
not currently represented in Newham. They believe that a Costco in 
Newham would bring benefits to the borough, particularly the provision of 
additional job opportunities for Newham residents. Costco is a reputable 
employer and usually at least 90% of the jobs created by a new Costco are 
filled by locally recruited staff. However they point out that the Development 
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Control Policy Manual does not currently include a definition of uses 
appropriate on employment land. Such a definition should reflect the London 
Plan. The GLA’s industrial capacity SPG recognises that use classes B1(b), 
B1(c), B2 and B8 do not include all the potential users of industrial land, and 
other uses may also be appropriate. Costco recently established in Croydon 
the acceptability of a (cash and carry) warehouse on strategic industrial 
land, based on its local employment generation potential - including 
employment densities comparable to other B classes, and the valuable 
supporting role that it plays in relation to small and medium enterprises, 
often those located in town centres. Linked to this, a proposed definition of 
acceptable uses on employment land would be land uses within the use 
class B1,B2 and B8 and closely related ‘sui generis’ uses (such as warehouse 
clubs, cash and carry businesses and builders' merchants) which are 
commonly found in industrial estates. Costco could make a significant 
contribution to the local economy in Newham, and therefore it is important 
that provision is made within the DCPM for a flexible policy by which an 
application for a warehouse club, and other sui generis uses acceptable on 
employment land, could be assessed.  

 
The remaining seven respondents were all land owners or developers 
operating in Newham and all provided a comprehensive response to the 
document. They were: 
 
• Cleveland Regeneration Ltd / East Thames Group / Southern 

Housing Group who hold significant land holdings at and around 
Sugar House Lane. 

• MDR Associates who are progressing a development at 14 Marshgate 
Lane. 

• Land Securities who are a landowner interested in the longer term 
future of Stratford town centre. 

• Ballymore Group who are a major landowner, investor and developer 
in the Borough, particularly in the Royals area. 

• Quintain Estates which has a significant interest in the former 
Carlsberg-Tetley site at Silvertown. 

• Moonberry Properties and the Beadie Group, who commented 
generally rather than focussing on a specific site. 

•  
The comments of these seven respondents are considered below, grouped 
by topic.  
 
DC Objectives 
Land Securities had no comments on the objectives, whilst MDR stated that 
the objectives were ‘broadly agreeable’. Both Cleveland and the Beadie 
Group welcomed the objective to ‘regenerate the borough through high 
quality urban design, coupled with conserving the best of the past’. 
However, Cleveland also proposed a new objective to ‘re-connect the 
borough’ through enhancements to public transport, improved linkages and 
better connectivity within the public realm. Beadie suggested further 
objectives to maximise effective use of land and to promote mixed use high 
density development in town centres and areas of high public accessibility. 
Moonberry Properties generally agreed with objectives but wanted 
recognition of government guidance in terms of efficient and effective use of 
land to meet and exceed housing targets. 



Page 36 

 
Ballymore Properties and Quintain Estates were more critical. Ballymore 
thought that some of the objectives did not fully accord with government 
policy, including the objective to seek the provision of community benefits 
from new development. Agreements cannot be used to provide community 
benefits if the development does not impact adversely on the community. 
Contributions should only be used to mitigate against the impacts of the 
development. They also commented that Newham had not undertaken an 
audit to assess the quality and quantity of open space. Therefore it is not 
appropriate to set out a key policy objective seeking to protect all open 
space. Quintain Estates thought that the DC Policy Objectives were quite 
generalised and should be focused more on the specific local needs of 
Newham. They also felt that the Manual should give highest priority to 
building more homes and encouraging new development to take place; and 
least importance to protecting the amenity of residents and keeping the 
character of the borough. 
 
Sustainable Design and Construction.  
All seven of these respondents commented on this topic. Cleveland felt that 
the requirement for an EIA should be determined on a case by case basis 
whilst sustainability targets for should be flexible, for example where 
conservation areas/listed buildings are concerned or if they resulted in 
schemes not being viable. 
 
MDR Associates had a very positive approach to sustainability, particularly 
using land efficiently (eg high densities at Stratford with lower densities in 
areas with poor public transport). Construction should be carried out in the 
most sustainable manner possible. Renewable energy (using the most 
appropriate technologies) should be encouraged. Adequate provision should 
always be included in new residential developments for recycling. Eco-zones 
should be encouraged as exemplary examples, but high standards should 
also be adopted Borough-wide. Green roofs are good design initiatives but 
setting targets may not be the best approach. 
 
Both Land Securities and Moonberry also wanted to see high densities 
encouraged in areas with good public transport, and for Newham’s policies 
to be realistic and to reflect national and London Plan policies.  
 
The three other respondents all supported high density development in 
accessible locations and making efficient use of land, whilst both Ballymore 
and Quintain argued that Newham should not duplicate national/regional 
guidance and should not adopt higher standards without robust supporting 
evidence. For example the suggested policy to achieve a 25% reduction in 
non-renewable energy use does not conform with the London Plan. 
 
Unlike Cleveland, Quintain Estates thought that any adopted standards 
should apply throughout the borough - not just in eco-zones. They also felt 
that the costs and benefits of providing renewable energy provision should 
be prioritised against other planning requirements. In current market 
conditions it is not viable for developments to provide for all of these. They 
were also concerned about the option that all applications over 5000sq.m 
should be accompanied by an environmental statement; whilst the 
requirements relating to the Code for Sustainable Homes will significantly 
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reduce the number of sites that come forward for residential development. 
Targets for green roofs and energy use will provide developers with clarity. 
However targets should be flexible and should only be required where their 
implementation is feasible.  
 
Similarly, the Beadie Group thought that the Council should not adopt higher 
than national standards as this would be a barrier to regeneration. Likewise, 
eco-zones should not be designated and there should no sustainability 
targets. It is unfair to ask developers of schemes with poor accessibility to 
contribute to improving local transport facilities. The best way to encourage 
renewable energy use is to require schemes to meet national standards for 
renewable energy as set out in the Planning & Energy Act 2008. 
 
Land Use 
The respondents in this group generally support both flexible land use 
policies (for example allowing changes of use where the existing use is no 
longer viable) and mixed use developments. Cleveland sees mixed use as 
beneficial where it results in more jobs and a greater range of job 
opportunities. MDR see continued daily activity as the main benefit of mixed 
uses, with access to transport being a key determinant of land use. Quintain 
also argue that mixed use developments can be highly sustainable and 
provide activity throughout the day. People are able to live closer to where 
they work and, if planned correctly, developments can share infrastructure 
and other resources. Typically residential, offices, light industrial/workshop 
uses, leisure and community uses can all function well together. 
 
However both Cleveland and Land Securities support the retention of 
employment uses in protected areas, and comment that mixed uses are not 
suitable on every site. Ballymore also point out that the release of 
employment land is for the Core Strategy rather than the DCPM. Moonberry 
and Beadie both consider that sites town centres should be promoted for 
mixed use. Land Securities also support the general focus in the document 
on town centres, recognising that they should be enhanced and extended. 
Both Quintain and Beadie generally support live/work developments. 
 
Quintain argue that loss of residential use or open space should be allowed if 
the wider benefits to the Borough out-weigh the harm caused. Beadie agree, 
although replacement residential or open space (or other forms of 
mitigation) should normally be sought. 
 
Other comments by Quintain Estates on this section included: 
• The definition of ‘business uses' is unclear. 
• suggested policies appear to pre-empt decisions on the Core Strategy. 
• a step change will be required in housing delivery. 
• the loss of vacant retail uses should be considered if the existing use is 

not viable. 
• a robust policy framework relating to the development of existing 

employment sites needs to be in place to ensure the preferred spatial 
option can be delivered. 

 
Quintain Estates also completed a questionnaire. They supported a mix of 
homes and jobs, and the need for recruitment and training schemes. They 
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opposed an overall policy to keep employment buildings, whilst supporting 
the retention of employment more generally within the borough. 
 
Other comments by Beadie Estates on this section included: 
• residential uses above shops should be encouraged to boost the evening 

economy. 
• uses such as pubs and places of worship should only be protected if they 

are continuing to perform an important function and are viable. 
• playspaces and playgrounds should normally be protected.  
• Subject to strict criteria development could take place in private gardens.  
• retail policies should encourage redevelopment and regeneration of town 

and district centres to include new retail facilities.  
• It is not necessary to protect shops outside existing town, district and 

neighbourhood centres.  
• Takeaways should be allowed if no harm is caused  
 
Urban Design, Conservation and Environmental Quality 
All the respondents agree that tall buildings should be considered on a site 
by site basis, using broad criteria set out in the DCPM - rather than defining 
suitable locations (although Land Securities also argue that tall buildings 
should be appropriate in town centre locations with good public transport 
access). Beadie Group also pointed out that increasing density is essential to 
accommodate increased housing demand within the Borough. There was 
also considerable support for high design standards. MDA stated that ‘design 
standards should be raised across the borough. Exemplary schemes can be 
used as example but there are no areas that should be deprived of good 
design’. They also believe that public art can contribute a great deal to the 
public realm. 
 
Both Quintain and Beadie thought that high standards of design should be 
encouraged everywhere, but Beadie also argued that no further 
conservation areas should be designated. Ballymore also opposed further 
designations if this led to concept being devalued by designation of areas 
that lack any special interest.  
 
Both Land Securities and Ballymore thought that Newham had a varied 
urban landscape and that policies should pick up on local distinctions. A 
standard character approach to design across the Borough would therefore 
be inappropriate. In relation to specific areas Cleveland consider that Sugar 
House Lane and Three Mills is an obvious location for a ‘cultural quarter' 
whilst Ballymore argued that the lack of a masterplan for the Thameside and 
the Docks should not hold up development. Quintain Estates also wanted to 
see land at Thameside West released for mixed use residential, employment 
and commercial/leisure uses. 
 
Open Space and Natural Environment 
Four of these respondents commented on this topic. MDR were supportive of 
policies to protect open spaces and the provision of new space in and near 
new developments The potential of waterways as amenity routes and parks 
should also be recognised. Quintain Estates agreed that biodiversity and 
nature conservation were important considerations. Many large scale mixed 
use developments can enhance the biodiversity of an area through providing 
new open space, landscaping and green/brown roofs. 
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Quintain Estates thought that where feasible open space should be provided 
on site within new developments. If not practical then a developer 
contribution to upgrade nearby open space may be appropriate. 
 
Beadie Group agreed that policies should seek to protect and improve public 
open spaces which are well used and provide a valuable local amenity. 
Section 106 Contributions could be used to enhance existing open spaces or 
provide new facilities. However developers should not be asked to pay for 
open space which is not related to the development and that reduced 
requirements should be permitted in higher density areas such as town 
centres where provision of open space is more difficult to achieve. 
Moonberry Properties made a similar point. 
 

Ballymore Properties Ltd stated that an audit of open space in the borough 
will enable the establishment of levels need and provision required on all 
types of open space. Generally emphasis should be placed on improving 
existing open spaces rather than an absolute quantitative approach. Where 
open space funding is required from developers there should be a number of 
identified projects established through the open space audit.  

Housing 
As might be expected a key concern for this group of respondents was 
viability - especially given current market conditions. For example 
Moonberry commented that ‘policy should not include prescriptive space 
standards that may not reflect market conditions’. Similarly Land Securities 
commented that ‘the amount of affordable housing provided… should be 
flexible enough to take account of changing market conditions and site 
characteristics. Ballymore also opposed prescriptive policies and commented 
that ‘dwelling mix in private housing should be dictated by the market to 
ensure viability and best overall planning benefits for the area’. 
 
A number of these respondents emphasised the need for the DCPM to be 
consistent with the London Plan - for example in relation to wheelchair 
housing, affordable housing, residential standards, the housing target and 
housing density. 
 
Most of the respondents commented on affordable housing, for example: 
 

• housing need surveys and site specific circumstances should inform the 
appropriate mix for affordable housing. Viability is key when 
considering appropriate levels of affordable housing. A range of 35% - 
50% affordable is inconsistent with regional policy which seeks to 
maximise the amount of affordable housing having regard to site 
specific circumstances and viability. Affordable housing policy should 
also seek to ensure mixed and balanced communities.(Ballymore) 

 

• affordable housing policy should take into account a wide range of 
factors which have been robustly assessed as required by PPS3. It is 
impossible to determine what type of housing should be provided until 
this work has been completed. (Quintain) 

 

• new ways of providing affordable housing should be considered 
including affordable housing for people on medium income. In areas 
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with high levels of social housing a lower provision of affordable 
housing or different types of housing such as low cost private housing 
could be allowed. (Beadie) 

 
• Affordability should not result in a reduction in quality. (MDR) 
 
On space standards Quintain commented that minimum internal space 
standards are necessary to ensure housing developments provide an 
acceptable level of accommodation. However, these should be set in close 
consultation with house builders and developers to ensure the standards are 
appropriate and deliverable. Beadie went further than this stating that 
‘space standards should not be set by the Council, but left to the market’. 
On the other hand MDR argued that there should be a compromise between 
market-led space standards and specific policy requirements. 
 
Quintain also commented on external space provision - this should be more 
flexible as high standards will not always be achievable and could stifle 
development. The policy should also allow for financial contributions in lieu 
of actual provision on site. 
 
Ballymore commented that high densities (not tall buildings) are not a 
barrier to providing family housing - for example private gardens can be 
provided. Beadie argued that ‘in locations suitable for family housing, 
policies should seek provision of family sized accommodation as a proportion 
of total units. Flatted developments are not normally suitable for family 
housing’.  
 
Other comments included: 
 
• required tenure mixes can go some way to ensuring that a wide range 

of homes are provided to meet the range of housing needs of differing 
age/ family groups. (MDR) 

 
• there are innovative ways of providing car parking both above and 

underground which do not impact detrimentally on the provision of 
open space or the public realm. (Ballymore) 

 
• a flexible approach to conversion and extension of existing dwellings 

should be adopted with each case considered on its merits. (Beadie) 
 
• the requirements for 10% new housing to be designed for wheelchair 

users is excessive. (Beadie) 
 
Quintain Estates also completed a questionnaire - they agreed that more 
family homes were needed, as a well as flats and retirement homes. They 
also supported high housing densities, but did not agree that a higher 
percentage of new homes should be affordable to local people. 
 
Movement and Access 
MDR was supportive of many of the ideas set out in the DCPM, including 
giving priority to pedestrians, public transport users and cyclists over other 
forms of transport; discouraging the car for unnecessary and short 
journeys; car free developments; use of PTALS; and Travel Plans. 
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MDR also commented that housing schemes should be designed to have 
excellent accessibility within and to the development. Developments should 
be permeable to avoid creating barriers to other areas. Cleveland agreed, 
stating that the Manual should support schemes which actively create new 
linkages and increase connectivity, particularly in areas currently 
fragmented by infrastructure or geography. Beadie made similar points. 
 
Most respondents commented on parking. Cleveland stated that car parking 
needs differ depending on the size of unit and location in relation to public 
transport. In particular, larger family units will have a greater inherent need 
for car parking than smaller units. Beadie stated that shoppers' parking 
should be provided in town centres to meet the likely demand for places. 
Land Securities welcomed the proposed reinforcement of shoppers’ car 
parks in town centres. Parking standards for new housing developments 
should have regard to public transport accessibility and be lower in places 
like Stratford. Ballymore thought that car parking for commercial 
development must be flexible so as not to hamper marketability of the 
development or its viability. 
 
Quintain argued that policies requiring essential parking provision in non-
residential schemes should only be applied within the most accessible 
locations. Maximum parking standards should be applied to housing 
developments based on an area's public transport accessibility. They also 
supported a maximum of one parking space per dwelling.  
 
Beadie stated that development control can best contribute to prioritising 
non car modes by allowing reduced levels of car parking within new 
development in locations with good public transport accessibility. Parking 
standards should vary with lower parking standards in areas of good public 
transport accessibility. Business and commercial schemes should be 
required only to provide for essential parking needs.  
 
Car clubs and ‘car-reduced housing’ were supported, assuming that they are 
located in areas with good public transport (Beadie, Quintain). Similarly 
there was support for travel plans for large developments (Quintain, Beadie, 
Ballymore). 
 
Other comments included the importance of safety and security of access to 
and from public transport; and support for increasing PTAL levels in 
regeneration areas where PTAL levels are currently low. 
 
Liveability 
There was general support for to ensuring that the residential environment 
is of a high quality, without over-prescriptive and inflexible planning policies. 
Quintain commented that the requirement for high quality development 
through good and inclusive design, and the efficient use of resources is a 
key strand in Government policy. However, policies should avoid 
unnecessary prescription or detail and should concentrate on guiding the 
overall scale, density, massing, height, landscape, layout and access of new 
development. Creating lively and interesting developments is key to 
ensuring areas become attractive and successful.  
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Both Beadie and Moonberry commented on financial contributions and/or 
the provision of public facilities through section 106. These should be 
directly related to the development and commensurate in scale and kind.  
 
Ballymore commented on mixed use schemes. These can assist in creating 
lively and vibrant places. However care needs to be taken to ensure that 
this is not at the detriment of local and district centres. The Council should 
not insist that all ground floor uses are active in predominantly residential 
areas where there is little prospect of getting tenants. This creates either 
low value retailing or boarded up ground floor units. They also argued that 
the principles of good design dictate that the ground plane should be 
considered as an integral part of the urban planning and design process.  
 
Beadie thought that developers should be encouraged to provide public art 
for major schemes but this should only be required if appropriate to the type 
of development and does not prejudice the scheme’s financial viability. 
Quintain argued that whilst public art is one element, more fundamental is 
ensuring that the correct mix of land uses is provided. 
 
Beadie commented that improvements to make Newham a better place in 
which to live and work included the redevelopment of areas of poor quality. 
In general terms, ‘high priority should be given to ensure that the residential 
environment is of a high quality, even if this means that some schemes will 
be refused planning permission’.  
 
Community Services 
Ballymore, Quintain and Beadie commented on this topic. Ballymore stated 
that social infrastructure requirements should be informed by an audit of 
community services. Where community facilities are provided on-site, the 
capital cost and the opportunity cost of provision should be offset against 
other planning obligations. Some community facilities can generate anti 
social behaviour - these must be subject to consultation and agreement by 
landowners or developers. The Council should aspire to highest standards 
any for new health and education buildings but also be realistic and work 
with relevant partners. The Council should also encourage entertainment 
and leisure uses where they support regeneration. 
 
Both Beadie and Quintain agreed that entertainment and leisure uses have 
an important role to play as part of wider mixed use regeneration projects 
such as in the Thames and Dockside locations. However Quintain 
commented that these should be focused in areas with high accessibility. 
They also thought that local facilities such as corner shops and local pubs 
should be protected unless the use is clearly not viable. Beadie took a 
different approach - stating that Local facilities should not be protected 
unless it can be demonstrated they continue to perform an important 
function. 
 
Beadie also commented that community facilities should be encouraged in 
locations throughout the Borough and be designed for use by a wide range 
of users to encourage greater community cohesion. The planning system 
should aim for exemplary standards for all new health and education 
buildings in the Borough.  
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Site Specific Comments 
Quintain consider that the Core Strategy and the Development Control 
Practice Manual should be actively promoting the former Carlsberg-Tetley 
site at Silvertown for a mixed use residential, employment and commercial 
regeneration over the next 10-15 years, as part of the wider infrastructure 
improvements that are proposed for the area.  
 
Beadie propose changes to UDP policy SH3 and the related schedule to 
designate their site (located between Pilgrim’s Way and Barking Road) for 
mixed-use retail led development, including residential on upper levels. 
 
Other Comments Not Falling Within the Above  
 
Cleveland commented that the allocation of Section 106 benefits should 
always be related to the impacts of a particular development, with funding 
priorities identified on a site and area basis. Consideration should be given 
to the benefits provided by a scheme, and any capital costs related to these 
provisions should be taken into consideration when calculating section 106 
contributions. Moonberry Properties Section 106 made a similar point, that 
agreements should be fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to 
development. 
 
Ballymore stated that the Council should ensure that the private sector is 
fully consulted as the implementation plan emerges. Section 106 
contributions should be tested against relevant guidance. A full and robust 
assessment of likely needs and costs should be carried out along with an 
assessment of the likelihood of development being able to carry the cost.  
 
Ballymore also repeated comments made on the Core Strategy, including 
their support for an option that made provision for around 56,700 housing 
units with less low density family housing on the Thames riverside and 
higher intensity housing in locations with good public transport. 
 
Quintain Estates recognised the need for a DCPM to replace the saved UDP 
Policies, but had concerns at the timing of the document. The timetable for 
the publication of Preferred Options stage of the Core Strategy has now 
slipped and it is very difficult to comment on many aspects of the DCPM 
without knowing which spatial strategy will eventually be selected. Land 
Securities also made a similar point. 
 



Page 44 

 
Section 5 - Conclusions and next stages 
 
Numerically, the response to the consultation was disappointing - although 
in view of the technical nature of the DCPM it was always expected that 
public interest would be less than it would be for the Core Strategy or for an 
Area Action Plan. The timing of the consultation period was also not ideal - 
the 2007 LDS sought to avoid consultations during holiday periods, but in 
view of the number of documents and the number of consultations involved 
some compromises had to be made. In view of these factors the 
consultation was targeted on those with an interest or knowledge in 
Development Control - perhaps this approach could have been strengthened 
further - but the planning team were anxious to hear the views from both 
applicants and from residents and others affected by development schemes. 
 
Another disappointment was the poor use of the online system set up by the 
Council to receive responses. However the system was in its infancy and the 
planning team is more aware now of how the system can be used more 
effectively. 
 
Despite the lack of responses numerically, the consultation resulted in a 
wealth of interesting views and ideas which be fed into the next stage of 
plan production. In addition it is likely that the list of issues that 
respondents thought to be important (see page 6) would not change greatly 
even if a much larger response had been received. To some extent the 
response showed a divergence of views between developers, residents and 
public bodies. Again this is to be expected and the comments received will 
be extremely useful in finding common ground and formulating policies that 
will attract maximum support. 
 
In summary, for the future the council will: 
• revise its community engagement strategy and consider further 

innovative ways to involve people in the planning process 
• develop the online consultation system, and ensure that the public are 

aware of the mutual benefits this will bring 
• ensure that the role and purpose of each consultation document is 

explained clearly so it can be more readily understood. 
 
The comments received during the DCPM consultation will be used to revise 
the DCPM but will also inform other policy documents, such as the Core 
Strategy. Comments relating to the planning process generally will be drawn 
to the attention of the relevant Council officers.  
 
As mentioned earlier the procedures for preparing Development Plan 
Documents have been changed. As a result the Council will no longer be 
producing a preferred options document for the DCPM. Over the next two 
years the Council will focus its attention on finalising its Core Strategy and 
will be preparing its proposed submission draft Development Management 
Policy Manual in the light of this. Further details of the timetable and the 
process are available on the Council’s website. 
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Appendix 1 - List of Respondents 
 
Letters / Emails Received 
 
1 Newham NHS Trust 
2 LDA 
3 English Heritage 
4 Highways Agency 
5 Cater Trailer 
6 Safety Regulation Group, Aerodrome Standards, Civil Aviation Authority 
7 Thames Water 
8 DP9 on behalf of Cleveland Regeneration Ltd / East Thames Group / 

Southern Housing Group 
9 Olympic Delivery Authority Planning Decisions Team 
10 Nathaniel Lichfield and Partners on behalf of National Grid Property 

Holdings Limited 
11 MDR Associates 
12 British Waterways London 
13 Lee Valley Regional Park Authority 
14 Government Office for London 
15 GVA Grimley on behalf of Moonberry Properties 
16 Montagu Evans on behalf of Land Securities 
17 Collins and Coward on behalf of EMR 
18 London City Airport  
19 London Thames Gateway DC 
20 Environment Agency 
21 Turley Associates on behalf of Sainsburys 
22 NHS London Healthy Urban Development Unit 
23 Ballymore Group 
24 CgMs on behalf of the Metropolitan Police Authority 
25 John Sharkey on behalf of London Metropolitan University 
26 Greater London Authority 
 
Letters Received with Questionnaire 
 
27 Quintain Estates 
28 King Sturge on behalf of Newham Community College 
29 RPS Group on behalf of Standard Life Investments 
30 RPS Group on behalf of Costco Wholesale UK Ltd 
31 CgMs on behalf of the Beadie Group 
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Letters confirming that organisation has no specific comments to make 
 
• Equality and Human Rights Commission 
• The Coal Authority 
 
 
On-line Questionnaires 
 
DCM-S2 Stephanie Weeks   
DCM-S3  Test   
DCM-S4 Cllr Ann Jackson   
DCM-S5 James Trimmer   
 
Paper Questionnaires Returned 
 
DCM-S1 D Goodhew    
DCM-S7 Anonymous 
DCM-S8 David Grant    
DCM-S6 Gavin Ellis    
DCM-S9 Mohamed Habibullah  
DCM-S10 T Fisk 
DCM-S11 J Dunlop    
DCM-S12 Rachel Ooi    
DCM-S13 Robert Drain   
DCM-S14 Munni Rahman   
DCM-S15 Janee Riches    
DCM-S16 Terence Wynn   
DCM-S17 Mrs D R Palmer   
DCM-S18 T Hines    
DCM-S19 Stephen Walsh   
DCM-S20 F Tugby    
DCM-S21 Ron Newton    
DCM-S22 Chidi Oli    
DCM-S23 Dragan Cimber   
DCM-S24 Tony Ash    
DCM-S25 Anonymous 
DCM-S26 Luisa Auletta   
 
Internal Comments 
 
• Strategic Procurement Unit 
• Regeneration Development Projects Team 
 
Comments on SA/SA Scoping Report 
 
• Environment Agency 
• Natural England 
• London Metropolitan University 
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Appendix 2 -  Numerical Response to Questionnaire   
 
Total Responses 25 
 
Q1 How important to you are the following: 
1 is not important, 2 Neutral or don’t know, 3 is important, 4 is very important. 
 

 1 2 3 4 
Achieving good design in buildings? 1 0 7 16 
Ensuring buildings are sustainable? 1 1 8 14 
Ensuring new homes are the right type and quality? 0 0 8 16 
Building more homes? 0 5 8 10 
Keeping jobs in Newham? 0 1 6 15 
Improving transport links? 1 3 9 11 
Providing community facilities eg health centres, places of worship 
etc? 

1 4 11 7 

Protecting the amenity* of existing residents? 1 2 7 13 
Keeping the character of the borough? 1 8 7 8 
Encouraging new development to take place? 1 4 10 7 
Improving Town Centres? 1 3 12 9 
Conserving old buildings? 1 2 10 10 
Protecting the existing character of Newham? 1 6 6 10 
 

Q3  How important is it that all new large developments should be required to include: 
1 is not important, 2 Neutral or don’t know, 3 is important, 4 is very important. 
 

 1 2 3 4 
Some form of renewable energy? 2 3 8 11 
Recycling facilities? 2 1 7 14 
Water saving measures? 2 1 5 16 
‘Green Roofs’? 3 4 10 7 

 
Q5  How important to you are the following? 
1 is not important, 2 Neutral or don’t know, 3 is important, 4 is very important. 
 

 1 2 3 4 
Protecting sites of nature conservation interest. 1 1 10 12 
Protecting parks, open spaces and trees from development. 1 0 8 15 
Providing children’s play areas. 0 4 8 11 
Providing public art (ie sculptures or other artworks, that are in streets, 
parks and other public areas). 

3 10 5 6 

Protecting private gardens from development. 1 4 9 10 
 
Q6  Do you agree with the following statements? 
Leave blank, if you don’t have an opinion on this 
 
 YES NO 
Generally, existing employment buildings should be kept. 13 5 
It doesn’t matter greatly if jobs are lost throughout Newham, as long as easy access to 
jobs outside the borough is achievable. 

5 16 

Jobs should be concentrated in a few key locations. 4 15 
Most parts of the borough should have a mix of homes and jobs. 17 3 
Houses and employment buildings should be kept separate. 10 10 
Developers of large employment schemes should sign up to recruitment and training 
schemes for local people. 

18 4 

All existing shops should be kept 13 7 
It doesn’t matter if some shops are changed into other uses like housing. 11 7 
There are too many food take-aways in the borough. 14 8 
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Q7 Which of the following shopping areas in Newham do you use the most? 
 
Stratford                  12 
East Ham                8 
Green Street            4 
Canning Town         3 
Forest Gate             2 
East Beckton           7 
Gallions Reach       5 
None of the above   3 

 
Q8  How do you rate the centre that you have selected above for: 
1 is very poor 2 is poor, 3 is average 4 is good, 5 is very good. 
 

 1 2 3 4 5 
Range and type of shops? 0 4 11 4 1 
Restaurants and cafes? 1 4 8 5 1 
Entertainment and leisure? 2 5 6 6 0 
Quality of the environment? 3 5 9 3 0 

 
Q10  Do you agree with the following statements? 
(Leave blank, if you don’t have an opinion on this) 
 
 YES NO 
More family homes are needed. 16 3 
More flats are needed. 13 5 
High housing densities are needed so that we can provide more homes. 11 10 
Lower densities are needed so that people have more space. 12 7 
More retirement homes are needed. 12 5 
New homes are too small. 12 8 
A higher percentage of new homes should be affordable to local people. 17 4 
Family homes should not be allowed to be changed into flats. 12 8 

 
Q12  Around a half of Newham’s households own a car. Those people who do would 
like somewhere to park, but we are running out of space. Off street parking takes up 
land that could be used to provide more or larger houses. Bearing this in mind, do you 
agree with the following statements? 
 
(Leave blank, if you don’t have an opinion on this) YES NO 
All new homes should have at least one parking space, and additional space for 
visitors or second cars. 

10 13 

There should be a maximum of one space per dwelling. 9 13 
Less parking should be provided , eg 1 space for every two new dwellings 9 13 
More should be done to encourage walking and cycling. 21 3 
As the previous option, but this only in areas with good public transport. 9 8 

 
Q13 YES NO 
Do you find it easy to get around Newham? 14 6 

 
Q14 How serious are the following problems? 
1 is not a problem, 2 Neutral or don’t know, 3 is quite serious, 4 is very serious. 
 

 1 2 3 4 
Noise. 3 8 8 5 
Air pollution. 1 5 11 7 
Traffic noise. 1 9 7 8 
Traffic Congestion. 0 4 11 8 
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Q15 YES NO 
Do you feel safe in Newham? 13 8 

 
Q17 YES NO 
Have you made a planning application this year? 11 13 
Have you commented on a planning application this year? 10 13 

 
Q18 Which of the following do you think were relevant to the planning application? 
 
 YES NO 
The appearance of the scheme. 15 1 
The proposed use of the building / site. 15 1 
Issues about sustainability. 12 4 
Issues about housing. 12 2 
Issues about employment. 6 8 
Issues about retail. 4 10 
Transport provision. 11 4 
Amenity (eg daylight, privacy, garden space, noise etc). 15 1 

 
Q19  Newham’s planning policies can be found in its Unitary Development Plan (UDP). 
 
 YES NO 
Have you heard of the UDP? 19 5 
Have you seen a copy? 13 11 
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Appendix 3 - Copy of Advertisement in the Newham Recorder 
 
 
 
 

London Borough of Newham 
Local Development Framework  

DEVELOPMENT CONTROL POLICY MANUAL 
Issues and Options 

 
Under the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, the London Borough of 
Newham is currently preparing a Local Development Framework (LDF) which will 
eventually replace the Council’s Unitary Development Plan as saved from 27th 
September 2007.  
  
The most important plan in the LDF is the Core Strategy – this sets out the overall goals 
and objectives for the future of Newham. We consulted on Issues and Options for the 
Core Strategy earlier this year. The Development Control Policy Manual is one of the 
tools that we will use to implement the Core Strategy – setting out the policies that we 
will apply when deciding on planning applications. We seek your views on various 
Issues and Options which we think are relevant to the Policy Manual. 
 
The period of consultation will run between 7th November 2008 until 19th December 
2008 and any comments that you wish to make should be submitted by the end of that 
period.  
 
If you wish to comment on this document, please email Planning Consultant 
bob.hawkes@newham.gov.uk 
 
You may also submit your comments online by visiting the Council website 
http://www.newham.gov.uk/Services/LocalDevelopmentFramework/DevelopmentContro
lPolicyManual.htm, or comment in writing by email to ldf@newham.gov.uk .  
 
The document will be kept in the Town Hall Annexe and Forward Planning and 
Transportation reception areas for public inspection. Several copies of the full version of 
the document will also be sent to DC/ Regeneration/Land Charges. 
 
Copies of the document can be downloaded from the Council website or can be 
inspected at libraries and Local Service Centres in Newham. A copy can be requested 
from ldf@newham.gov.uk or by telephoning 020 8430 4588.  
 
The feedback from the consultation will help inform the development of a new version to 
be submitted to the Secretary of State. 

mailto:bob.hawkes@newham.gov.uk
http://www.newham.gov.uk/Services/LocalDevelopmentFramework/DevelopmentControlPolicyManual.htm
http://www.newham.gov.uk/Services/LocalDevelopmentFramework/DevelopmentControlPolicyManual.htm
mailto:ldf@newham.gov.uk
mailto:ldf@newham.gov.uk
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Appendix 4 - Translation Box 
 

 
 


