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Re. Rileys Pool And Snooker Club, 1 Hoe Street, London E17 4SD, ref. 151558 

Dear Mr Ray,

We wrote to you on 04 July 2015 in response to the above application.  We have since 
reviewed the amended proposals that have been out to consultation, and wish to submit a 
further response on behalf of our local interest group, Architects E17.  

We wish to object to the application on the following grounds:

Townscape

The removal of one storey of the proposal but still sits incongruously on the corner.

The townscape around Bell corner has an historic form as a major crossroads and gateway 
into the town centre of Walthamstow.  The two-storey Victorian terraced housing and shopping 
parades on the surrounding streets rise gradually to three storeys and are then ‘bookended’ 
by important civic markers: the Bell public house and the Riley’s snooker hall.  The opposite 
corners along Forest road remain subservient, with subtle two-and-a-half storey marker on 
the north side of the road (the pharmacy) and the vacant plot on the south side.  In this current 
arrangement, the dominant building is the Bell public house, a much-loved and important local 
landmark.  The form of the proposed scheme in this application is still subverts this arrange-
ment, being some 2 storeys taller than the 3 storeys of the Bell public house.  The setback 
roof level does little to diminish this - as is demonstrated in the CGIs in the design and access 
statement - as the building is viewed almost in elevation from some distance away.  Further 
along Forest road to the east, but in close proximity, is the powerful civic arrangement of the 
town hall which Bell corner complements without overwhelming.  Again, this application will 
subvert this townscape arrangement.  The proposal for a ‘landmark’ building within this town-
scape context should be understood within the hierarchy of the surrounding built environment 
and not in ignorance of it.  

Bulk, mass and amenity

The current Riley’s snooker hall is a large, bulky building and the local policy for this site notes 
that it should be ‘intensified’.  The large floor-to ceiling heights of the existing use mean that 
this intensification could happen within the existing volume, or could - through careful design 
- be accommodated in a building that is larger but not noticeably more bulky than the exist-
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ing.  Setbacks could achieve this, but on a scale that is in keeping both with the existing and 
the two storey Victorian terraces on Howard Road.  The revised proposals do not attempt to 
achieve this, but generate a new, much bulkier and more massive form than either existing or 
context.  Currently the snooker hall does prevent some north light reaching the gardens im-
mediately behind it on Howard Road and due to the slope of the hill and the close nature of the 
terraces at that end of the street, the gardens also receive little direct sunlight.  The applicant 
must provide clear analysis by a specialist to show that there is still not an unacceptable loss 
of amenity to these residential properties.  

The scale of the development, at five storeys, is not in accordance with the guidance of the 
Walthamstow Town Centre AAP which clearly states that a building height of 2-4 storeys would 
be appropriate, and given the site is in an elevated position to Forest Road the building height 
and massing will appear further magnified.

Use

The existing leisure use on the site is appreciated, if not directly used by many local residents.  
Whilst it is understandable that the Council wishes to see an intensification of uses on this 
site, we believe that a better balance between employment / leisure and residential uses 
could be achieved on this site.  This has an effect on the external appearance of the build-
ing as residential use is clearly expressed as residential.  Whilst there is a high demand for 
housing in the Borough, the contribution this site makes to the overall housing supply is very 
modest, whereas its contribution to leisure uses in the town centre is currently significant, at 
least as far as planning uses are concerned.  We object to the reduction of leisure / employ-
ment use.

Design

Our previous comments remain.

We still believe the design of the building is poor and therefore not in accordance with AAP 
Policy Guidance WTCOS1 that states: “proposals would be required to exhibit the highest 
quality of architecture in terms of design, detailing and workmanship and positively respond to 
local context and character”.

Aside from the issues mentioned above, the form does not appear to be properly informed by 
its context – very similar elevation treatments may be found elsewhere in London - and the 
setback, metal-clad top floor is an entirely generic design solution, designed to appeal to the 
lowest common denominator across planning boundaries.  The manipulation of colour and 
brick pattern across the facade towards the corner is aesthetically crude, designed to an-
nounce the building to those who pass by quickly, rather than those who have to look at it every 
day.  This design ‘trick’ will overpower the more subtle and nuanced facade treatments on the 
surrounding streets and on Bell Corner itself; it will age poorly and will significantly undermine 
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the civic aesthetic that progresses along Forest Road towards the Town Hall.  

The surrounding context and facade patterning relies principally on modelling by means of re-
cess and projection. The current proposals (randomised brickwork patterning) are an attempt 
to provide visual stimulation to the block but this is at the expense of providing modelling to the 
facade. The elevations as designed are essentially flat and planar in nature and rely too much 
on secondary pattern to provide variety of form.  As a distillation of local contextual detailing 
and a response to the opposite building (The Bell public house) it is felt that the randomised 
brickwork patterning is an unsatisfactory answer.  Further design development of these impor-
tant elevations are required to provide a suitable accompaniment to public house.

The use of red wire cut bricks and Staffordshire Blue brick projecting details appear incongru-
ous to the local character.  Adjacent brick are primarily of buff London Stock with rubbed red 
detailing. These types of brick provide these facades with a texture and patina that would be 
lacking in the current proposals. The specified bricks are too regular to provide further visual 
character and will appear overly ‘new’, characterised more commonly in commercial develop-
ments.

At the streetscape level, the Howard Road elevation is particularly problematic at ground 
floor – a lack of active frontage with half the elevation made up of bins and bike stores and an 
alternative exit from the retail.

Artwork

We are aware of discussions concerning the opportunity to incorporate some artwork into the 
fabric of the building.   We would in principle welcome this move, as a means to bringing some 
identity and interest to the facades, and rooting the building in its context.  However we are 
concerned that such an intervention needs to be incorporated into the early development of 
design, and will not compensate for the issues we have raised above.  We would suggest that 
this is incorporated in a re-appraisal of the approach to the site.

Viability of social space 

We have some concern about the viability of the use of the space at ground floor.  We would 
urge the authority to ensure that the developer is serious in his intent to find a suitable occu-
pier, or even better the council should partner with him in this endeavour.
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In summary

We are not opposed to the redevelopment of this site in principle, nor the desire for intensifi-
cation of uses on it. 

The removal of a storey from the proposals helps the proposal better relate to its context but 
does not eliminate other more fundamental issues that we feel are important to address.

This is an important site as part of a gateway ensemble to the town centre and we strongly 
believe that any proposal should be carefully designed to strengthen, rather than undermine 
this arrangement which this current proposal will do.  For this and the above reasons, we wish 
to register our objection to this application. 

Yours  Sincerely,

Chair      Co-chair
Jonathan Crossley    Roland Karthaus  
  
On behalf of ArchitectsE17


