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Ms Kate Harrison, Planning Officer, West Area Team                 20 Cinnamon Street 
Tower Hamlets Developments and Renewal                        London E1W 3NJ 
Town Planning 
Town Hall 
Mulberry Place 
London 
E14 2BG 

22 December 2014 

 

Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended) 

Town and Country Planning (Development Management Procedure) Order 2010 

Re: Application Number: PA/14/03062, LPRN: 6025556 

 

Dear Ms Harrison 

Annia Casagrande and I are writing to you as owner occupiers of 20 Cinnamon Street with our comments 
regarding the above Planning Application and its three sites: 
 

Site A: 125-129 Wapping High Street  
Site B: 13-15 Cinnamon Street  
Site C: 14-16 Clegg Street  

 
We have examined the plans lodged on the Council’s website and would make the following comments: 

 
1. We are not writing to oppose the Application as such, seeing that it is reasonable to seek to improve 

the derelict parts of the site, and considering that the current application has been conceived with a 

certain thought for the area and its history. We further believe that the current Application is an 

improvement in comparison to previous Applications for the same site, and also to previous design 

iterations within the current application process at Pre-Application and Consultation stages. (See 

Darling Associates Design and Access Statement 30 October 2014, Section 3 Design Development).  

 

2. We believe further that in a number of aspects the Application, if successful, would contribute to an 

enrichment of the site, such as the rehabilitation and retention of the facades to 125-129 Wapping High 

Street, the provision and scale of the interior landscaped courtyard to site A, the provision of bespoke 

bicycle stores, the percentage of affordable housing, and the second floor plinth level landscaping to 

Site B on the junction of Cinnamon and Clegg Streets. We suggest that local residents would have been 

happy to see such a level of enrichment applied to all aspects of the site, but appreciate the likely 

commercial constraints in play.  

 

3. The envelope, massing, setbacks, volume, proposed usages and style of the proposal have clearly been 

given detailed thought. However, given the very special nature and history of this part of Wapping 

(acknowledged by the Applicants in both the Design and Access Statement, and the Montagu Evans 

Heritage and Townscape Statement); the extent of the Wapping Wall Conservation Area (the entirety 

of Sites A and C); the near presence of listed buildings and other Conservation Areas; and the current 

residential and light industrial amenity of the area, we believe that the Application still contains the 

following areas in which modification would be beneficial for all, and essential for some, residents:  
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3.1. Overall Mass and Volume:  

 

i. Sites A, B and C are adjacent to the 4 story Falconet Court to the west and currently decline in 

height and mass towards the east, terminating in double height single story light industrial units in 

the north east on sites B and C, and a wall at single story level on Clave Street in Site A.  

 

ii. The Proposal includes significant increases in roof line and mass, terminating in Clegg, Cinnamon 

and Clave Streets with buildings three times the current height of the terminating block and wall.  

Additionally, the elevations below give a view onto a planned increase to the massing and height 

on the South side of Cinnamon Street as part of site A which seem to us significantly out of 

proportion to the present site and/or its historical antecedent warehouses: 

 
Scale Drawing 1. 

 

Scale Drawing 2. 
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iii. Site A on Clave Street is composed of a proposed block which breaches the current building line 

in a particularly narrow street. The proposed new design can be seen in the image below showing 

how the current roof line would be breached (pitched roofs on upper right hand of the picture): 

 

 

Proposal Representation 1: Clave Street 

iv. Site C has been in continuous use mainly as a double height single story light industrial unit for 

almost a century, and before that as part of a larger ensemble of warehouse units of comparable 

height. The current Proposal calls for 3 story houses exceeding in height adjoining buildings, 

increasing the mass of the site buildings by an excessive scale, and placing a disappointingly 

hostile brick curtain wall (see elevation C4 below) in extremely close proximity to a number of the 

current Cinnamon Street dwellings: 

 

Scale drawing 3: rear of proposed family houses Site C 
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The effect of the massing of this proposed building to the area can be seen in the following 

representation of the effect of it on the view from the balcony of No 22 Cinnamon Street: 

 

Photo 1: current view from balcony of No. 22 Cinnamon Street, including distance view of listed Gun Wharf 

buildings across Site A 

 

Proposal Representation 2: representation of the effect of the proposed building (note: all of the visible 

elements of the picture are sited within the Wapping Wall Conservation Area). 

Moreover, in the case of Site C, we believe that the true massing effect of the proposed buildings 

has been strongly underestimated due to the viewpoint taken in the Heritage Report proposed 
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view (page 46 photo and text 8.43). The flank elevation to plot C would in fact be far more 

pronounced than the view shown, if it was seen instead from within the residential amenity area 

of Cinnamon Street, a view which would greet the residents in Cinnamon Street Nos.18 -34.  

v. We therefore consider that the massing and height of the above proposed blocks in site A and   
C to be out of scale and context to the current neighbourhood and unreasonably high with 
respect to the current buildings. A number of unfortunate consequences would follow. As an 
example, many residents would lose the unique view onto listed buildings such as Gun Wharves, 
with the lettering of “Gun Wharves E F G & H Warehouses” a highly unusual local asset. In fact the 
massing also contravenes a number of local and national plans: The London Plan 2011 4.12 
Policies 7.4 (Local Character) and 7.6 (Architecture) require development to take reference from 
the form, mass and orientation of the existing built environment. Additionally the massing 
contradicts the Core Strategy (2010) Policy SP10 requiring development to respect local context 
and townscape, including the character, bulk and scale of the surrounding area, as well as Policy 
DM24 requiring development to be “designed to the highest quality standards, incorporating 
principles of good design, including ensuring design is sensitive to and enhances the local 
character and setting of the development, taking into account the surrounding: 
i. Scale, height, mass, bulk and form of development; [and] … 
iii. Building lines and setbacks, roof lines, streetscape rhythm and other streetscape elements …” 
 

3.2. Retail usage:  

 

We note the proposal of a new retail unit as part of the Site A Wapping High Street frontage. We 

would ask the Planning Committee if there exists any method to ensure that any eventual retail 

business does not hamper the current retail businesses of the immediate area (in particular those 

of Wapping Lane) in order to enhance local business, as the presence of an outlet such as e.g Tesco 

Express, Starbucks or other large scale retail chain would be highly damaging for local businesses, 

and surely opposed by all the local retail concerns. 

 

3.3. Alteration of usage: 

 

i. With some disappointment we see that the Proposal for Sites B and C includes the total 

abandonment of light industrial usage in favour of residential usage in the only current non 

residential parts of the entire three sites. We feel that this is destructive of the character of the 

area, and of Wapping generally (particularly in the case of the Conservation Area Site C), this being 

one of London’s few truly mixed use districts. This would also include the removal of perfectly well 

functioning SMEs such as Thames Autos, in situations where such businesses have stated that they 

would prefer to remain, damaging in this case a thriving local business.  

 

ii. Further to the above we take issue with the view in the Heritage and Townscape Statement 

(section 5.11) that “Proper investment and refurbishment of the buildings [of Site C] would, in our 

view, require a change of use.” On the contrary, with some imagination and creativity we see the 

possibility to transform Site C into a small but thriving light industrial site, without interfering with 

the current usage. Such a plan, well executed could in all possibility take advantage of current 

government grants for the purpose. We would contend that usage change to residential actually 

would contribute nothing to the character of the Conservation Area. Therefore whilst we agree 

with the conclusion (section 5.13) that the ideal solution for Site C is “high quality new architecture 

to contribute to the character and appearance of the Conservation Area”, we disagree that change 

of usage into family units in a manifestly crampt site (see 3.4 below) would be the method to best 

achieve this end.  We would suggest that mirroring the garden corner design of Site B’s junction 

with Clave and Cinnamon Streets with a similar one on the junction of these roads on Site C, and at 
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the same roof height as the current Site C junction building would be beneficial to the whole area. 

 

iii. In consideration of the best practice requirements of the character of the area we would refer 

once more to the Core Strategy (2010) SP10, requiring development to respect the local context 

and townscape, including the character, bulk and scale of the surrounding area, whilst contributing 

to the enhancement or creation of local distinctiveness, ensuring places have a range and mix of 

dwelling types and tenures to promote balanced, socially mixed communities, and ensuring places 

have access to a mixed-use centre that offers a variety of shops and services. Without doubt, the 

loss of the light industrial units would represent a loss to the character and personality of the area. 

 

3.4. Light and Space provision for proposed housing: 

 

i. We consider that the 4 housing units proposed for Site C lack reasonable external space for 

comfortable family occupation due to being so tightly constrained in the available space. The 2 

mid terrace units proposed, in particular, would create family housing with fenestration onto only 

1 of the 4 faces of the house, and all 4 units lacking proper outside spaces in a family context, 

whilst also fronting an extremely narrow pavement (Indeed the Heritage Statement 8.6 states, “in 

the current site the narrow pavement and blank wall alongside the building fronting the street 

creates a relatively hostile pedestrian environment”).  

 

ii. We are surprised that in this one place across all 3 sites, that the pavement was not increased in 

width if residential use was to be considered. One only has to imagine the light obscuring effect of 

vehicles parked nearby on the adjacent single yellow lines to the ground floor rooms, or, even 

more, the prospect of a child leaving the property with such a reduced space between the house’s 

front door and road to realise how uncomfortable and dangerous the narrow pavement would be 

in the case of residential use (a further reinforcement to the case to retain current usage in 3.3 

above).  

 

3.5. Adjacent residential Daylight, Sunlight and Overshadowing: 

 

i. We consider that a number of residents fronting Clave Street and Cinnamon Street would suffer 

significantly unreasonable diminution to levels of daylight, sunlight, overshadowing and other 

amenity degradation without modifications to the Proposal. In the case of a proportion of the 

residents of Ross House (south east facing), Clave Street (higher numbers) and Cinnamon Street 

(lower numbers) we would argue that this degradation is extremely serious.  

 

ii. A start to understanding the true nature of this degradation can be seen by comparing Photo 1 

and Proposal Representation 2 on Page 4 above. It should be noted that this gives an impression of 

the decrease in daylight effect for No. 22 Cinnamon Street that would result. The effect on No. 20 

can be gauged in Photos 2 and 3 on Page 6 immediately below this note, which were taken, 

respectively, from the inside of the first floor main room lounge of No. 20 and front ground floor 

amenity area of No. 20 on the afternoon of 19 October 2014 (a good comparison with the March 

equinox used in the Daylight, Sunlight and Overshadowing Report). These show that a number of 

hours of direct afternoon sun would be lost to the property at the mid-point of the year. During 

summer periods this loss would be considerably greater in numbers of hours. 
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Photo 2: early afternoon sun shining into the first floor main reception room of No. 20 Cinnamon Street, 19 

October 2014 

 

 
Photo 3: later afternoon sun about to set over the current roofline of the Clegg Street light industrial unit, 

taken from the ground floor amenity area of No. 20 Cinnamon Street 
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In the case of No.18 the effect would be yet more pronounced. No. 18’s second floor front 

bedroom, first floor balcony, first floor lounge, and ground floor front amenity area would suffer 

strikingly extensive reductions in light, since the windows, balcony and amenity area would be 

pressed up against more than twice the current wall height, notwithstanding a modest set back 

which would actually do nothing to ameliorate the situation.  

 

iii. Yet, to press further with this example, the Daylight, Sunlight and Overshadowing Report by 

Point Surveyors, October 2014, submitted as a part of the Application, concludes that for all the 

houses in Cinnamon Street (Report Page 14, our bold italics): 

 “Daylight: 

 8.34 There are 32 windows serving 24 site facing residential rooms, all of which have been assessed. 

 8.35 All windows and rooms within these buildings are fully BRE compliant in terms of VSC and NSL alteration 

with the exception of three bedroom window which will experience a minor VSC alterations. 

8.36 Overall, the effect of the proposed development upon the daylight amenity of these properties is, 
therefore, considered to be negligible in nature. 
 
Sunlight: 
8.37 All of the rooms within these buildings are all fully compliant with the BRE guidelines relating to sunlight 
amenity. 
 
Overshadowing: 
8.38 There are no areas of amenity space serving this building which are material for sun on the ground 
assessment”   
 
Moreover, the Concluding table 9.1 on Page 17 of the Report actually suggests zero rooms in 
Cinnamon Street experiencing daylight amenity alteration which could be called either minor or 
moderate in nature. Having examined the Report in detail, we would suggest that the use of the 
BSR methodology has, in this case, produced conclusions that are highly misleading. And what is 
misleading for the Cinnamon Street area, may well be for other parts of the Site. 
 
iv. In support of this view, we consider the summary and main conclusions of the Daylight, 
Sunlight and Overshadowing Report, to significantly understate the daylight, sunlight and 
overshadowing loss of amenity that would result to these locations adjacent to the site, and 
consider that, on the contrary, and as argued above, a number of residencies would suffer 
substantial degradation of amenity. We have only alighted in this letter on a few effects on 3 
dwellings in Cinnamon Street, yet this would be the case for many more dwellings in the area. 
Whilst we do not dispute the methodology employed to generate BRE level figures, we contend 
that the definitions of amenity loss used in the report to describe the loss of daylight, sunlight and 
overshadowing (quoted below in blue, our bold italics) are so subjective in nature as to grossly 
understate the consequences of the planned build, and to render the report dubious in its 
conclusions: 
 
“… for the purposes of this assessment, effects beyond the levels suggested by the BRE Guidelines have been 
defined as minor, moderate or major using professional judgement, and by reference to the criteria 
summarised within the table below. 
 

Significance Description 
Negligible - No alteration or a small alteration from the existing scenario which is within the 
numerical levels suggested in the BRE Guidelines. 
 
Minor - Marginal infringements (20-29.9%) of the numerical values suggested in the BRE 
Guidelines, which should be viewed in context. 
 
Moderate - Moderate infringements (30-39.9%) of the numerical values suggested in the BRE 
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Guidelines, which should be viewed in context. 
 
Major - Major infringements (40%+) of the numerical values suggested within the BRE 
Guidelines, which should be viewed in context.” 

 

v. In fact it is instructive to examine the figures of Appendix B in the report in some detail. As brief 

examples see Appendix B, Results of the Report, particularly the Daylight Distribution Loss and the 

Sunlight Analysis Tables. The Sunlight Analysis Table for 18 Cinnamon Street for example shows a 

staggering percentage change (apologies as there seem, surprisingly, to be no page numbers at 

this point in the Report index) up to 66%.7: 

 

 

 

 

 

Our view as lay people is not to dispute the figures (beyond our skill) but to argue that a second 

expert opinion would be vital were it not to be accepted by the Planners that the proposal for site 

C required revision and modification. We invite the Planning Committee and Planning Team to 

view the proposals on site, where we believe that it becomes manifestly clear how injurious to the 

area an unrevised plan would be. 

 

 

4. In sum, we believe that the development as currently proposed is only partly acceptable in terms of the 

visual and physical impact of the massing, the effect on the unique character of the area, overlooking, 

overshadowing, views from listed buildings, and the residential amenity of many residents. We find the loss 

of open aspect unacceptable, and parts of the development overbearing and out of scale. Furthermore we 

consider that the loss of view of neighbouring properties would adversely affect the residential amenity of 

neighbouring residents. The change of usage in Sites B and C represents, in our opinion, a loss of character, 

turning a mixed residential and commercial site into a solely residential area.  

On the basis of the foregoing we would respectfully propose modifications to the submitted Proposal for 

consideration by the Planning Committee. In making proposals for how the plan might be adapted, we have 

tried in what follows to be practical, and to balance commercial and local needs, and as a result put 

forward to the Planners 4 proposed modifications to the Plan: 
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1. Modification Proposal 1 
Reduction in height to all Site A buildings adjoining Falconet Court and Cinnamon Street to match 

the maximum height of Falconet Court. 

 

2. Modification Proposal 2 
Reduction in height to Site A buildings on Clave Street to match the maximum height of the current 

Clave Street adjoining unit or the original warehouse height, and without balconies overlooking 10-

12 Clave Street in such close proximity.  

 

3. Modification Proposal 3 
Retention of light industrial usage for Site C within the current roof line, if possible with roof top 

greening to match the current proposal for Site B junction of Clegg and Cinnamon Streets. 

 

4. Modification Proposal 4 
Due care to be exercised to ensure that the proposed retail unit in Site A integrates with the 

current retail offer of the surrounding area in a manner that supports the work of current local 

retailers and the needs of local people. 

 

We appreciate the statutory time constraints that the Planning Team and Committee are working under, 

but would nevertheless be happy to discuss any of these issues with you in advance of the Planning 

Committee’s consideration of the plans.  

Yours sincerely  

                        

Marshall Marcus         Annia Casagrande 

 

 

 

 


