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1 Purpose of Report 
 
1.1 To advise the Committee and make a recommendation. 
 
2 Background 
 
2.1 Planning application 07/01087/FUL, for the Victoria Halls student 

accommodation at Culwell Street was considered by Planning Committee 
on the 4th of March and 15th of April 2008.  

 
2.2 Committee delegated authority to the Director to grant planning permission 

for the development subject to no issues being raised from outstanding 
consultees, resolution of outstanding issues, negotiation of a section 106 
agreement and imposition of necessary conditions. Copies of the Planning 
Committee report and minutes are attached (Appendix 1) 

 
2.3 Planning permission was granted on the 4th of August 2008.  
 
2.4 Three of the four blocks proposed as part of the scheme have now been 

completed and occupied (blocks A, B and C).  Only block D remains unbuilt.  
Block D is the most northerly of the four blocks, located on the opposite side 
of the improved pedestrian route connecting Culwell Street and Lock Street.  
Of the four blocks it is located closest to the Liquefied Petroleum Gases 
(LPG) tanks at Carvers and is situated totally within the Inner Consultation 
Zone (ICZ) around the tanks.  Block D would be the smallest of the blocks 
(five storeys) and would contain 102 bedrooms.  Unlike the rest of the 
development, block D is intended for post-graduate students and nurses.  A 
small retail shop would be located on the ground floor. 

 
2.5 In July 2009 the Health and Safety Executive (HSE) brought a challenge 

both to the grant of planning permission and the Council’s refusal to modify 
the planning permission so as to remove approval for the unbuilt block D 
when requested to do so by the HSE.  The High Court declined to quash the 
planning permission and therefore the planning permission was secure in so 
far as it related to blocks A, B and C.  However, the Court found that the 
Council had erred in several respects. 

 
2.6 In addition, the High Court dismissed the HSE’s challenge to what the HSE 

considered was a refusal by the Council to consider whether to modify the 
permission to remove permission for the unbuilt block D on the 4th of May 
2010.  

 
2.7 The HSE was unsatisfied with this outcome and subsequently appealed the 

High Court’s decision not to allow their challenge to the Council’s decision 
not to modify the Planning Permission to remove approval for block D. 

 
2.8 The Court of Appeal found in favour of the HSE and stated that the decision 

to refuse to modify the Planning Permission in respect of block D, had been 
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both irrational and unlawful and therefore ordered the Council to reconsider 
whether to modify the permission in so far as it related to block D. 

 
2.9 The Court of Appeal were divided on whether, in retaking  that decision, the 

Council could have proper regard to the compensation that would be 
payable when considering  modification.  The decision was split 2 to 1.  The 
HSE decided to appeal this element of the decision to the Supreme Court.  
The Council agreed, at the request of HSE, that it would not reconsider the 
issue of block D until the outcome of the Appeal to the Supreme Court.  The 
appeal was heard on the 13th and 14th of June 2012 and the judgment given 
on the 18th of July 2012. 

 
2.10 The Council was successful in its defence of this appeal and the Supreme 

Court dismissed the appeal of the HSE and in broad terms agreed with the 
majority decision of the Court of Appeal.  The legal implications for the 
Committee in retaking this decision are set out more fully below. 

 
Legal Implications  
 

2.11 The Council has been ordered to retake the decision on whether it should 
exercise its power under Section 97 of the Town and Country Planning Act 
1990 to modify the planning permission so as to remove the planning 
permission for block D.  This means that the Planning Committee must 
reconsider the issue and make a decision.  It is open to the Committee to 
come to such a decision as it considers appropriate having had regard to all 
relevant matters. 

 
2.12 In considering the matter before Committee, Councillors can only have 

regard to that part of the planning permission that has not been built. In this 
case that is block D.  Further, in deciding whether or not to modify the 
planning permission in so far as it related to block D, they should have 
regard to whether it is expedient having regard to the development plan and 
to other material considerations. 
 

2.13 In relation to material considerations, the Planning Committee can have 
proper regard to the likely compensation that would be payable under 
Section 107 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990.  

 
2.14 The Supreme Court noted, “Section 97 requires the authority to satisfy itself 

that revocation is expedient and in doing so have regard to the development 
plan and other material considerations ……. The word “expedient implies no 
more than that the action should be appropriate in all the circumstances. 
Where one of those circumstances is the potential liability for compensation, 
it is hard to see why it should be excluded”.  
 

2.15 It should be noted that the potential compensation liability is only one of 
many material considerations to which regard must be had in considering 
this matter.  The potential compensation liability is outlined in this report and 
a discussion as to the weight it should be afforded in the context of this 
decision is outlined in the appraisal. [LC/23102012/A] 
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3 Consultations 
 
3.1 Any responses will be reported to Planning Committee in writing and orally. 
 
 
4 Appraisal 

 
4.1 The key issues are: 

 

 Regeneration benefits of the scheme including: 
 Compliance with the development plan 
 Economic benefits 
 The provision of high quality architecture and urban design 

 Risk from Hazardous Substances 

 Financial consequences of modification 

 Alternative options 
 Compulsorily purchase 
 Revocation or modification of Hazardous Substance Consent 
 Relocation of LPG tanks by agreement. 

 
 Compliance with the development plan 
 

The Black Country Core Strategy 
 

4.2 The Black Country Core Strategy (BCCS) is a strategic planning document 
to guide the regeneration of the whole of the Black Country for the period to 
2026.  The Core Strategy largely carries forward the key proposals 
contained in the Canalside Quarter Implementation Plan (CQIP) and Unitary 
Development Plan (UDP), identifying the Canalside Quarter as a key 
regeneration priority within the City Centre.  The north-western part of this 
area, within which Victoria Halls is located, is described on page 21 of 
Appendix 2 of the Publication Document.  It states: 

 
4.3 ‘The north-western part of the area is characterised by a mix of businesses 

and commercial activity and provides a major opportunity to transform the 
northern approach to the City Centre.  The phasing of development will have 
regard to the need to remove any constraints to the regeneration of sites’. 

 
Unitary Development Plan 

 
4.4 The Unitary Development Plan (UDP) covers the period 2001-11.  This ‘old 

style’ development plan was adopted in 2006 and has, in part, been 
superseded by the Black Country Core Strategy.  The plan emphasises the 
role of Wolverhampton City Centre as a sub-regional centre which provides 
a range of services.  Educational developments, which would include 
student accommodation, are encouraged.   
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4.5 The site is within the City Centre inset plan.  The Plan identifies nine 
priorities for the City Centre, including the development and consolidation of 
the University and the enhancement of the Canalside Quarter and its 
integration with the rest of the City Centre 
 

4.6 The UDP was informed by the City Centre Strategy and Action Plan 
(CCAP), adopted by the Council in October 2006.  This includes a 
programme of specific actions and projects by the Council as well as 
additional guidance for particular developments.  Paragraph 3.126 of the 
CCAP advises that the early implementation of substantial new 
developments, as part of the wider regeneration of the Canalside Quarter, 
would help to install confidence in the prospects for the area, as well as 
create activity and vibrancy and provide security through much greater 
usage of the canalside towpaths.   

 
Canalside Quarter Implementation Plan 

 
4.7 In July 2000, the Council’s Regenerating Wolverhampton Cabinet Team 

approved and adopted the CQIP as Supplementary Planning Guidance and 
as a framework for investment in the area.  The Implementation Plan was 
produced by a multi-disciplinary team of consultants led by Taylor Young 
Urban Design and GVA Grimley.  The public consultation carried out as part 
of the Implementation Plan resulted in over 40 written representations, with 
overwhelming support for its objectives and vision.   

 
4.8 The Canalside Quarter covers an area of some 40 hectares outside the ring 

road.  The CQIP recognises that the area has, “considerable potential with 
opportunities for a wide range of regeneration initiatives” to create a high 
quality sustainable mixed use area, building on its historic industrial and 
transportation character and infrastructure and its location on the edge of 
the City Centre. 

 
4.9 The Plan subdivides the area into four character areas, with the application 

site located within the Eastern area.  The proposals for the Eastern area set 
out a vision for a newly formed residential and commercial area combining 
large-scale redevelopment and re-use of historic buildings with a framework 
which links it into both the City Centre and the adjoining residential 
community.   

 
4.10 The Plan identifies the following development opportunities for the Eastern 

area: 

 Site E6 - Low Level Station site – leisure / commercial options 

 Site E2 - Springfield Brewery and adjoining lands – residential mixed 
use refurbishment and redevelopment (with some leisure / business 
elements) 

 Site E5 - Railway cutting north of Wednesfield Road – reclamation for 
leisure / commercial / business development.  

 
4.11 The Victoria Halls site falls mainly within site E5 and the southernmost 

elements of site E2.  Paragraph 5.33 of the Plan refers to the successful 
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redevelopment of site E5 as complementing the infrastructure works in 
promoting the major redevelopment and refurbishment of the Springfield 
Brewery.  

 
4.12 The CQIP is seeking to transform the image and market perception of the 

Canalside Quarter area, addressing key environmental and infrastructure 
problems, including the LPG facility at Carvers, that are an impediment to 
securing private sector investment and which will support and deliver the on-
going regeneration of the area, with benefits to the City as a whole. The 
Council has embraced these challenges and, to date, has invested 
significantly in enhancing the road network and open space in the area. 

 
4.13 For these reasons the proposed scheme is in accordance with the adopted 

development plan and consistent with long-term planning policy aspirations 
for the area. 

 
Economic benefits     

 
4.14 The site of block D is a vacant eyesore in a relatively prominent location.  

The development of an underutilised city centre fringe, brownfield site, close 
to public transport, is strongly supported by national planning policy 
guidance.   

 
4.15 The proposal, if built, would provide significant numbers of jobs in the 

construction phase and on-going employment related to the management of 
the facility and operation of the shop.  This is important given the proximity 
of the development to surrounding residential neighbourhoods, a number of 
which are classified as deprived in consideration of the Indices of Social 
Deprivation. 

 
4.16 The proposal could support Wolverhampton University, which is one of the 

largest in the country, and a very important part of the City’s economic and 
social life.  The provision of modern, fully equipped en-suite student housing 
is something which may help attract students to come and study in 
Wolverhampton.  

 
4.17 The scheme for block D, even if considered in isolation, would have 

considerable benefits. However, the greatest impact of the development is 
seen when considering the site in context.  The CQIP makes it clear that the 
area is one which, “suffers badly from a spiral of economic decline, with a 
lack of investment, site and building dereliction, poor environmental quality 
and inadequate linkages both within and into the area.” 

 
4.18  To date, developments within the Canalside Quarter have struggled. Whilst 

this is due, at least in part, to the global economic downturn, the LPG tanks 
impose an additional constraint to bringing development forward in this area.  

 
4.19 Highlighted as early as 2000 and again through more recent work 

supporting the Black Country Core Strategy and Jacobs (Appendix 2) the 
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LPG installation at the Carvers Site has been identified as an impediment to 
regeneration coming forward in this area of the Canalside Quarter. 

4.20 The LPG installation acts as a deterrent to regeneration in two ways.  Firstly, 
the HSE Consultation Zones around the Carvers LPG Installation means the 
HSE will advise against certain development which falls within the middle 
and inner zones.  This creates uncertainty for developers about whether 
planning permission will be granted at all or would only be granted after 
protracted discussions, expert advice on risk and a potential planning 
inquiry. This can make seeking planning permission to develop more 
problematic, expensive and less commercially palatable.  Secondly, the 
perception of risk created by both the physical presence of the LPG 
installation and the consultation zones can act as a commercial deterrent to 
developers to either implement or propose schemes, particularly in the 
economic downturn when margins are reduced and finance more difficult to 
obtain. 

 
4.21 A decision to remove consent for block D, would therefore serve to 

compound the existing situation, adding weight to the perception that the 
tanks are an overwhelming impediment to development in this area and 
stifling further development for the foreseeable future. 

 
4.22 For these reasons the economic consequences of the decision, both in 

isolation, but more significantly for the wider Canalside Quarter, are 
considered to be substantial and it is considered that significant weight 
should be attached to this issue in determining whether to modify the 
planning permission to remove permission for block D. 

 
 The provision of high quality architecture and good urban design 
 
4.23 Architecturally the appearance of the proposed building is of a 

contemporary, bespoke design and would help give the area a strong 
identity. 

 
4.24 The site ‘stitches’ together the important development sites of Springfield 

Brewery and Low Level Station, is less than 500m from the proposed 
Interchange development, a regionally important proposal, and is readily 
visible from the West Coast Mainline.  In addition, the proposal redevelops a 
vacant eyesore site and will help to break the ‘concrete collar’ of the City’s 
ring road and aid the expansion of the City Centre to the East.  
 

4.25 Locally, block D is also located on an important pedestrian route, between 
Lock Street and Culwell Street.  Currently, there is no convenient route for 
disabled persons between the two streets, although a ramped access is 
proposed as part of the proposals for block D.  This is a key benefit of the 
proposed scheme. 

 
4.26 In addition, a key urban design objective is to provide continuity and active 

frontages to the existing streetscape.  Currently, the pedestrian route is 
overlooked by only one block.  Whilst this provides some overlooking and 
natural surveillance, this would be dramatically improved by the construction 
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of block D.  Block D would be positioned hard against the boundary of the 
site, reinforcing the definition of the street and clearly defining the public and 
private realms.  The majority of the ground floor would be glazed with a 
small retail shop positioned on the corner of Culwell St and the pedestrian 
link to Lock Street. 

 
4.27 For these reasons the proposed scheme represents a high-quality of design. 
 
4.28 It is considered that significant weight should be attached to this issue in 

determining whether to modify the planning permission so as to remove 
permission for block D.   

 
    Risk from Hazardous Substances 

 
4.29 Circular 04/00 ‘Planning Controls for Hazardous Substances’ states that the 

role of the HSE is to provide local authorities, “with advice on the nature and 
severity of the risks presented by major hazards to people in the 
surrounding area, so that those risks can be given due weight, when 
balanced against other relevant planning considerations…”.  The HSE does 
not take into account the benefits, rewards or outcomes of the development 
as it is not in a position to judge such information.  

 
4.30 HSE’s safety concerns arise from the proximity of the development to the 

LPG installation.  Block D is located wholly within the Inner Zone for 
consultation purposes around the Liquefied Petroleum Gases (LPG) tanks 
at the Carvers site at Littles Lane.  In such locations, UDP Policy EP10 
‘Notifiable Installations’ states that the Council will pay due regard to advice 
given by the Health and Safety Executive.  The HSE were previously 
consulted on the proposed development using their PADHI (Planning Advice 
for Development near Hazardous Installations) system.  The outcome of this 
consultation was that the HSE advised against the proposals.  Further, 
detailed risk advice was made available by the HSE to the Court through the 
legal proceedings. 

 
4.31 Where the major hazard involves risk of fire and explosion, HSE sets the 

Consultation Zones on the basis of a hazard-based approach.  HSE applies 
a “hazard-based” approach applying its “cautious best estimate” of the 
“Representative Worst Case Major Accident)” (i.e in effect, the worst case 
scenario).  In this case, the event modelled is a Boiling Liquid Expanding 
Vapour Explosion (BLEVE) involving 90% capacity of the vertical 22 te LPG 
tank.  The HSE consider that there is sufficient development inside the Inner 
and Middle zones to place large numbers of people at the most severe risk 
from hazardous events at the LPG installation. 

 
4.32 Circular 04/00 ‘Planning Controls for Hazardous Substances’, states that the 

advice from the HSE should not, “be overridden without the most careful 
consideration”.  Therefore, the Council commissioned independent reports, 
which have had regard to the information provided by the HSE and which 
considered specifically the risk which the LPG tanks at Carvers posed to 
Victoria Halls (Appendix 2).   
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4.33 In assessing the risk, the independent reports concluded that the HSE’s 

chosen methodology took no account of specific local on and off site issues 
that reduce likelihood or which mitigate the likely consequence of a major 
hazard. These include: 

 

 The existence of protective, intumescent, coatings on the fixed tanks 
and automatic gas detection which enables the operation of water 
drench facilities over the tanker bay. 

 The downward sloping topography to the East of the tanks and tanker 
bay leading to the Birmingham Canal. As LPG is heavier than air, in 
most major hazard scenarios, the gas cloud would tend to sink and 
be drawn by gravity towards the canal where it would disperse. 

 The retaining wall of the West Coast Mainline, both providing a 
degree of shelter to block D, whilst also in the event of the LPG 
overtopping the canal, deflecting gas and further dispersing the 
cloud. 

 
4.34 In addition, the HSE’s chosen methodology of off-site risk took no account of 

measures that could be taken to design and construct block D so as to 
provide protection. However, it should be noted that no additional measures 
were required in respect of Block D permission. 

    
4.35 The independent report also found that the annualised Individual Risk of 

death to a hypothetical person in block D is very small, just 49 chances per 
million (cpm).  This is comparable to the individual risk per year of being 
killed in a land traffic accident (42 cpm), substantially less than the individual 
risk per year of being killed in any type of accident (195 cpm) and 
significantly less than the individual risk per year of being killed by cancer 
(2240 cpm). 

 
4.36  In summary, in accordance with Circular 04/00, the Council has most 

carefully considered the advice of the HSE and fully acknowledges its role 
as a statutory consultee.  The Council has also carefully considered the 
findings of the independent risk assessments which concluded that the risk 
posed by the LPG to the occupants of block D is very small, with many other 
situations in day to day life posing a much greater risk.  

 
4.37 It is considered that significant weight should be given to the issue of risk 

having regard both to the advice of the HSE and the independently 
commissioned advice in determining whether to modify the planning 
permission so as to remove approval for block D. 

 
Financial consequences of modification 

 
4.38 As detailed above the court has resolved that it is possible for the local 

planning authority to have regard to the compensation that would be 
payable when considering to revoke or modify a planning permission. 
Victoria Halls would be entitled to compensation under the provisions of the 
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Act if the Committee were minded to modify the existing Planning 
Permission to remove permission for block D.  

4.39 The figure for compensation must be calculated in accordance with the 
provisions prescribed in the Act, having regard to the diminution in land 
value, resulting from Victoria Halls inability to build block D, and any 
expenditure incurred in carrying out work which is rendered abortive by the 
revocation.  It does not include the cost of gaining the planning permission 
which has been revoked. However, any claim could also potentially include 
a claim for loss of profit. 
 

4.40 As block D is unbuilt, the level of compensation is not considered to be very 
significant. An independent report by Bruton Knowles (Appendix 3), 
commissioned by the Council, estimates the cost at approximately £200,000 
plus expenses and potentially a claim for loss of profit.  However, if the 
matter was contested, which is likely, and went to an inquiry before the 
Secretary of State and/or subsequently to the Land Tribunal, the final figure 
could be substantially more, given the legal and professional costs that 
could be incurred.  

 
4.41 While the cost of compensation to the public purse is a consideration which 

the local planning authority must have regard to, it is not one that on its own 
should be given significant weight.  However, when considered with other 
considerations, including the positive planning benefits of the proposals and 
the very small risk posed by the LPG tanks, the case against modification is 
compelling. 

 
 Alternative Options 
 
4.42 In undertaking the requirement under Section 97 to retake the decision to 

modify the planning permission to remove approval for block D, it is 
necessary to have regard to all other material considerations. In this case 
this includes a consideration of alternative options which could remove or 
reduce the risk, albeit low, posed to block D by the LPG tanks.  The 
alternative options considered are outlined below. 

 
Compulsorily Purchase 

 
4.43 If there were sound planning reasons and a proposed development, that 

was financially feasible within a reasonable timeframe, then it is theoretically 
possible that the Carvers site could be acquired using the Compulsory 
Purchase Order (CPO) powers under S226 ((1) of the Town and Country 
Planning Act 1990.  However, as it is very likely that this process would be 
opposed, it would become extremely protracted.  
 

4.44 The Council would have to demonstrate that it had tried to acquire the land 
by private treaty and demonstrate that the legal requirements in the 
statutory provision and the requirements of the policy advice in circular 
04/2006 had been made out in bringing a development forward.  This would 
include demonstrating that there was no planning impediment to a 
development being delivered, that it would contribute to the achievement of 
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the promotion or improvement of the economic, social or environmental 
wellbeing of the area and that the financial mechanisms were in place to 
deliver it within a reasonable time.  
 

4.45 For these reasons, it is considered that the compulsory purchase of the land 
would not be a realistic or expedient option at this time. 

 
Revocation or modification of Hazardous Substance Consent 
 

4.46 Under the Planning (Hazardous Substances) Act 1990 the Council, as 
Hazardous Substances Authority, has the ability to revoke or modify a 
Hazardous Substance Consent (HSC) if it is considered expedient to do so 
having regard to any material considerations. 
 

4.47 An order to revoke or modify a HSC would need to be confirmed by the 
Secretary of State before it takes effect.  Where an order is opposed an 
inquiry could be held before the Secretary of State which could potentially 
make the matter protracted. 
 

4.48 Where an order has been made and confirmed compensation would 
become payable under the terms of the Planning (Hazardous Substances) 
Act 1990.  The actual figure would depend on whether Carvers could 
mitigate their losses by relocating or whether the business would be 
extinguished.  In the event that the gas business subsidised the building 
supplies business and both businesses were extinguished, the figure could 
be substantial.  Any claim would also be potentially subject to additional 
costs for loss of goodwill, redundancy costs, loss on sale of assets and 
administrative costs.  In addition, it is felt that this option, if resisted (which is 
likely), could become protracted and necessitate an inquiry which could 
delay progress for in excess of a year as well as incur additional expert and 
legal costs.  Finally, in the event that the business was extinguished even in 
part, this would result in the loss of a local employer that would be 
counterproductive in regenerative terms. 

 
4.49 For these reasons, it is not considered that this is an option which could be 

reasonably pursued. 
 

Relocation of the LPG tanks by agreement 
 
4.50 A further option considered for the resolution of the issues surrounding the 

LPG tanks was whether the Council could seek the voluntary relocation of 
the tanks to an alternative site.  

 
4.51 In September 2010 authority was given to the then Director for 

Regeneration and Enterprise to enter into discussions with several 
interested parties to look for a collective resolution of the issues posed by 
the existence and siting of the LPG installation.  
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4.52 It was considered that there were a number of potential developers who 
could benefit if they worked together to facilitate the relocation of the moving 
of the LPG tanks.  

 
4.53 Collaborative discussions with affected developers about the relocation of 

the tanks are active and on-going. An alternative site, not within 
Wolverhampton, has been found and secured and the funding mechanisms 
for the relocation are being agreed.  The necessary applications for planning 
permission and hazardous substance consent are to be submitted to the 
relevant local planning authority shortly.  At an Officer level, informal 
discussions with the relevant local planning authority have strongly 
suggested that the proposals are likely to be acceptable.  If these 
applications are successful, it is anticipated that the process of relocating 
the tanks will begin early next year (2013). 

 
4.54 Upon relocation to the new site, Carvers have confirmed that they would 

agree to the revocation of the HSC at the Littles Lane site. Thereafter they 
would only be able to supply LPG from Littles Lane in limited quantities, 
below the level requiring a HSC. 

 
4.55 It is considered that the significant progress which has been made in 

relocating the LPG tanks to a more appropriate site can be afforded 
substantial weight in the determination of this issue. 

 
 
5.0 Conclusion 
 
5.1 The block D development is in accordance with the development plan and 

will help fulfil long-term regeneration and planning policies for the Canalside 
Quarter in particular and the city centre as a whole.  

 
5.2 Block D is a good urban design and architectural response to a challenging 

site which will achieve aims of local distinctiveness, vibrancy, vitality and 
connectivity. 

 
5.3 The proposed risk from the LPG tanks have been carefully considered and, 

notwithstanding the advice of the HSE, for the reasons set out above, our 
independent assessments have demonstrated that the risk posed to block D 
by the LPG installation is in fact very small.  
 

5.4 Further, there is a very high probability that the LPG tanks will be removed 
next year to a more appropriate location, permanently reducing the risk of 
the tanks to the surrounding area. 
 

5.5 Block D could represent a much needed investment in the City and would 
create a number of jobs, both during and after construction.  However, the 
most serious economic impact of this decision is its potential influence on 
the wider Canalside Quarter. The CQIP makes it clear that it is a long-term 
plan and that, “not all its elements will be delivered in the short term, but that 
there needs to be a strong commitment to the overall direction from the 
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outset”.  Should planning permission be modified to remove consent for 
block D, this would be a significant setback for regeneration of the area, 
adding weight to the perception that the tanks pose an overwhelming 
impediment to development to this area and shatter investor confidence. 

 
5.6 On balance, having taken into account all the planning issues and having 

carefully considered the views of external and internal consultees, it is 
considered that the planning and economic benefits of the block D, 
supported by the imminent relocation of the LPG tanks to a more 
appropriate location, outweigh the very small risk posed by the LPG tanks.  
On this basis, it is considered that the existing planning permission for the 
Victoria Halls, in so far as it relates to block D, should not be modified. 
 

5.7 In the unlikely event that, as anticipated in this report, the LPG tanks are not 
relocated, it remains the view of officers that the positive planning and 
economic benefits outlined in this report are sufficient to outweigh the very 
small risk posed by the continued presence of the LPG installation.  

 
 

6 Financial, Legal Impacts 
 

6.1 Modification of the planning permission could result in a compensation claim 
of at least £200,000 plus expenses.  However, given the likelihood of this 
figure being challenged, the final figure could be substantially more, given 
the legal and professional costs that could be incurred. 

 
6.2 A decision to modify the planning permission would also have a serious 

economic impact of this decision on the wider Canalside Quarter, adding 
weight to the perception that the tanks pose an overwhelming impediment to 
development to this area and shatter investor confidence. 

 
6.3 The environmental implications associated with the regeneration of the 

Canalside Quarter are potentially significant for the future economic and 
community considerations for this area of the City and will need to be 
included in the on-going evaluation and development work. 

 
 
7.0 Background Papers (Appended) 
 
7.1 Planning Committee Reports and Minutes 4th of March and 15th of April 

2008  
 
7.2 Jacobs 5th September 2012 - Off Site Risks to Victoria Hall, Block D, arising from 
 Carver LPG Storage. 
 
7.3 Bruton Knowles – Considerations regarding the modification of planning permission 
 Victoria Halls Block D Wolverhampton – October 2012 
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