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Subject: Hackney Wick Central Masterplan 16/00166/OUT 

Meeting date:  25 April 2017 

Report to: Planning Decisions Committee 

Report of: Sarah Birt, Planning Development Manager 

FOR DECISION  
 

This report will be considered in public 

 
1. Additional Consultation Responses Received 

 
i.Greater London Authority   

The GLA’s Stage 1 Report was issued to Officers on 24th April 2017, following the 
Mayor’s meeting on this date. Some outstanding issues were identified as needing 
to be resolved before the application could be considered to accord fully with the 
London Plan. The following comments were made in conclusion, under the 
following sub-headings: 
 
Principle of Development: The proposed mixed use redevelopment and 
employment intensification of the site, as well as the provision of low cost 
workspace is strongly supported. The deliverability and affordability of the 
workspace should be robustly secured. 
 
Housing: The affordable housing offer of 20% (by habitable room), with a tenure 
split of 40% rented and 60% intermediate, is low but the prioritisation of low-cost 
workspace in the area is accepted. Robust review mechanisms should be agreed 
and secured in the s106 in accordance with the Mayor’s draft SPG to seek to 
increase the affordable housing offer of the individual plots coming forward in the 
Masterplan area. 
 
Inclusive Design: The M4(2) and M4(3) requirements should be secured by 
condition. 
 
Climate Change: The proposals are broadly acceptable; however, further 
information is required before the carbon savings can be verified. The applicant 
should prioritise the connection to the District Heating Network for energy. The 
approach to flood risk management is acceptable and in line with the London Plan. 
The approach to sustainable drainage requires further work to be in line with 
London Plan policy.  
 
Air Quality: The proposal is acceptable in air quality terms but more detailed 
review will be required at RMA stage.  
 
Transport: Financial contributions for £115,000 towards a cycle hire docking 
station, £375,000 towards an AM peak bus journey on route 339 and £25,000 for 
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Legible London signage. Conditions and s106 heads of terms recommended for 
travel plan and management strategies.  

 
 

ii. LB Tower Hamlets Planning  
The Council provided comments on 20th April 2017; the representation confirmed that 
the letter responds to the amendments to the scheme, consulted on 6th April 2017 
and should be read in conjunction with the first representation of July 2016 (from 
paragraph 9.75 of Committee Report). 
 
In summary, the representation confirmed: 
“Whilst we strongly support the redevelopment of Hackney Wick as a new 
Neighbourhood Centre, we strongly object to the overall level of affordable housing 
and housing mix and have strong concerns about the affordability of these units. 
Furthermore, there are a number of EIA matters that need to be addressed and a 
number of matters we would wish to see further information/clarification on at 
reserved matters stage and we would welcome discussions with the LLDC and the 
application on these details”.  
 
Additional/amended comments from the first representation are summarised below, 
by topic heading: 
 
Affordable Housing: While the 20% affordable housing offer by habitable room is an 
improvement, the scheme is still significantly below the minimum target of 35% in the 
Council’s policy. The proposed adjustment in tenure mix from a 60:40 split to a 40:60 
split in favour of intermediate units is of extreme concern to the Council given the 
need for rented units. The Council would like further information on how each 
Reserved Matters Application will be able to improve on the minimum suggested 
baseline measures.  
 
The Council object to affordable rents being set at Local Housing Allowance levels, 
rather than London Affordable Rent levels, as contained in the draft Mayor’s SPG. It 
was noted that there is demand for 1-bed units in rented and intermediate tenures, 
which the Application does not propose. Detailed comments were provided on the 
Design and Access Statement and phasing.  
 
Design and Heritage: Comments addressed in relation to Hackney Wick 
Overground Station delivery, although comments remain in relation to essential 
communal infrastructure provisions not within the development, further connections 
on canal edge and reducing footprint of tallest buildings.  
 
Environmental Impact Assessment: Clarification was sought by the Council in 
relation to the Regulation 22 process, noting that the amendments had not been 
formally consulted under the EIA Regulations. The revised ES was noted to not 
address issues previously raised by LBTH, being the methodology of wind 
assessment and viewpoints requested by the Council. Concern was raised by the 
Council on the reliance on illustrative information, unless the assessment can be tied 
to the design. Detailed points were made on mitigation, waste, wind, daylight and 
sunlight and worst-case scenarios. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Officer comment: The amendments to the application are not Regulation 22 
Further Information, therefore a formal 21 day re-consultation period is not 
required. A note was prepared by the Applicant to confirm that the amendments 
in height did not generate any new or material environmental impacts not 
assessed in the ES. The illustrative masterplan has been used as a reasonable 
worst-case assessment for many topics, this has been agreed with PPDT’s 
Environmental Consultants, as well as other points raised by LBTH in relation to 
Environmental Impact Assessment. 
 
LBTH’s representation of July 2016 noted that while the ES stated that the 
viewpoints had been agreed with the LPA, the Council had not been consulted on 
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iii. Environment Agency 
The EA confirmed on 25th April 2017 that following the previous representation dated 
17th March 2017, they have reviewed additional clarifications provided by the 
Applicant and based on the information have no objections to the proposed 
development and consider that planning permission could be granted as applied for, 
subject to recommended conditions. The recommended conditions are contained in 
Section 4 of the Update Report.  
 

iv. Hatton Garden Properties 
Lichfields on behalf of Hatton Garden Properties submitted a representation on 25th 
April 2017, in relation to the Queens Yard hybrid planning application (ref: 
16/00271/OUT). The letter noted the amendments to the outline planning application, 
being the increase in affordable housing to 20%. This is in addition to Heads of 
Terms for low-cost workspace and heritage contributions. The letter noted that the 
application of the overall masterplan Section 106 principles to Plot LM would not be 
viable; where it is expected that individual land owners will bring forward land to 
deliver key masterplan objectives, it will be important for these schemes to be viable 
on their own.  

 
2. Update on Section 106 Heads of Terms 

 
2.1 Transport Contributions: The Applicant has agreed to the principle of a bus 

contribution of £375,000 for the 339 AM bus service; to a safeguarded area for 
the cycle docking station, and £25,000 for Legible London signage, in response 
to TfL and GLA representations. The Applicant is currently in discussions with TfL 
in relation to how the contribution is apportioned across Plots.  
 

2.2 Low-Cost Workspace: The overall rate for the low-cost creative workspace 
(inclusive of linked service charge) in anticipated to be £14-£16 per square foot, 
comparable to existing rates in the area. The service charge is not permitted to 
exceed 100% of the Head Lease, unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Local 
Planning Authority. This will be drafted into the Framework s106.  
 

3. Correction –Density 
  
The Committee Report at paragraph 7.36. details the density of the Masterplan; 
these density calculations include the highways and public realm, rather than 
using the London Plan’s recommended methodology for calculating density. The 
density calculations therefore do not reflect the true density of the development 
when compared against the London Plan density matrix.  
 
Using the London Plan recommended methodology for calculating density for 
mixed use development (excluding adopted roads), the illustrative masterplan 
has a density of 248 units per hectare, or 706 habitable rooms per hectare.  
 
 
 
 

 

viewpoints they would like to see assessed. PPDT agreed the viewpoints in 
consultation with PPDT’s environmental consultants, considering these to be 
thorough and robust.   

Officer comment: The density calculations under the London Plan provide 
recommended densities by PTAL. The PTAL for the application site is currently 2 to 3, 
although will increase to 2 to 4. For an urban context, with a PTAL of 2 to 3, the 
London Plan density range is 200-450 habitable rooms per hectare. The Masterplan 
therefore exceeds the density range at 706 habitable rooms per hectare. For a 
Neighbourhood Centre, this is considered acceptable.  
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4. Additional Conditions  
 

1. No Reserved Matters Applications for Plots A and B shall be submitted until 
further daylight and sunlight assessment for the respective Plots (notwithstanding 
the results contained within the Environmental Statement, dated February 2017) 
has been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. 
The Plots shall only be permitted to build up to their maximum parameters where 
it can be demonstrated that the impact of the development does not result in 
unacceptable daylight and sunlight results to surrounding properties. The 
Applicant shall demonstrate that they have carried out ADF testing for daylight on 
surrounding properties.  
 
Reason: To ensure the proposed development of Plots A and B does not 
significantly adversely impact the residential amenity for surrounding properties in 
relation to daylight and sunlight. 
 
 
EA Recommended Conditions: 

2. A Flood Risk Assessment shall be prepared for each RMA including detailed 
hydraulic modelling at a suitable resolution to represent the interaction of flood 
flows with building boundaries. This hydraulic modelling should incorporate 
approved development on other plots within the masterplan area already 
submitted at RMA stage. The modelling should be used to demonstrate that the 
proposed development layout does not have a detrimental impact on flood risk, 
including increasing flood risk both within and outside the masterplan area. 
Where an increase is identified, modelling should further be utilised to design 
appropriate mitigation measures. 

 
Reason: To ensure that each individual development within the Hackney Wick 
Masterplan will not increase flood risk. 
 

3. The overall development footprint shall not exceed the pre-development baseline 
footprint of the masterplan area of 29,380m2 at any given time and the maximum 
permissible built footprints for each plot shall not exceed the limits as defined in 
the following table: 
 

Plot Maximum Permissible Built 
Footprint (sqm) GEA 

A 1,682 

B 1,721 

C 1,781 

D 2,049 

EF 3,115 

GHI 3,898 

J 1,558 

K1 779 

K2 2,166 

LM 4,355 

N 3,500 

Total 29,363 

 
 
Reason: To ensure that flood risk is not increased as a result of additional built 
footprint in the floodplain. 
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4. For each RMA an assessment of the structural integrity of the flood defence and 

the impacts of the development on the defence shall be carried out.  The 
assessment shall demonstrate that the proposed development will not exhibit 
undue stress on the existing defence during both construction and operation and 
demonstrate that the structural condition of the flood defence is commensurate to 
the lifetime of the development.  If the assessment demonstrates undue stress on 
the wall or identifies sections of the wall requiring remediation / replacement 
works, appropriate works will need to be agreed with the Local Planning Authority 
and completed prior to construction. 
 
Reason: To minimise flood risk by ensuring that the flood defence is of an 
appropriate structural integrity. 
 

5. There shall be no uses classified as More Vulnerable or any higher vulnerability 
classification as defined by Table 2 of the Flood risk and coastal change section 
of the planning practice guidance (paragraph: 066 Reference ID: 7-066-
20140306), at ground floor level.  
 
Reason: To minimise flood risk by ensuring vulnerable uses are kept above the 
design flood level. 
 

6. A 6 metre buffer zone between the landward side of the flood defence and any 
structures or buildings will be maintained unless with the express permission of 
the Local Planning Authority with the agreement of the Environment Agency. 
 
Reason: To ensure that there is sufficient access for maintenance of the flood 
defence and to ensure to ensure that space is created for ecological benefit.  
Also to meet the requirements of LLDC Local Plan Policies BN.2 and BN.3. 
 

7. For each RMA, details shall be submitted for approval by the Local Planning 
Authority to demonstrate that the requirements of the Water Framework Directive 
will be met and that the ecological habitat value of the 6 metre buffer zone and 
adjacent river channel will be enhanced as far as is practicably possible. Soft 
engineering techniques are to be used to promote channel and bank biodiversity, 
but should not encroach into the channel further than existing, in line with 
requirements from CRT.  Setting back the river wall should be explored and 
implemented wherever possible.  Where an adequate level of ecological value is 
not demonstrated, appropriate offsite mitigation will need to be provided through 
appropriate mechanisms such as Section 106 Agreements.   
 
Reason: To meet the requirements of the Water Framework Directive and 
maximise the ecological value of the development. Also to meet the requirements 
of LLDC Local Plan Policies BN.2 and BN.3. 
 

8. There shall be no light spill from external artificial lighting into the watercourse or 
adjacent river corridor habitat. To achieve this the specifications, location and 
direction of external artificial lights should be such that the lighting levels within 8 
metres of the top of bank of the watercourse are maintained at background 
levels. The Environment Agency considers background levels to be a Lux level of 
0-2. 
 
Reason: To minimise light spill from the new development into the watercourse or 
adjacent river corridor habitat. Artificial lighting disrupts the natural diurnal 
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rhythms of a range of wildlife using and inhabiting the river and its corridor 
habitat, and in particular is inhibitive to bats utilising the river corridor. 
 

9. If any artificial barriers to flood flow are required on individual plots, to manage 
flood risk, these should be constructed naturally wherever possible, rather than 
as a hard engineered wall, in order to maximise habitat value.  Any proposal for a 
hard wall will only be acceptable subject to agreement with the Local Planning 
Authority and would require appropriate levels of mitigation to compensate for 
hard structures within the buffer zone and fragmentation of riparian habitat. 
 
Reason: To maximise the ecological value of the development and also to meet 
the requirements of LLDC Local Plan Policy BN.3. 
 

10. For each Reserved Matters (RMA) application a landscape management plan 
which outlines the long term vegetation management and responsibilities for the 
site, including treatment of buffers alongside the watercourse, will be submitted 
for approval by the Local Planning Authority. Thereafter the development shall be 
carried out in accordance with the approved plan. The buffer zone shall be free 
from built development including lighting, domestic gardens and formal 
landscaping unless approval is granted in writing by the Local Planning Authority. 
Approval will only be granted if appropriate mitigation is demonstrated. The 
management plans shall include:  
 

 plans showing the extent and layout of the buffer zone.  

 details of any proposed planting scheme (for example, native species).  

 details demonstrating how the buffer zone will be protected during 
development and managed/maintained over the longer term including 
adequate financial provision and named body responsible for 
management plus production of detailed management plan.  

 details of any proposed footpaths, fencing, lighting etc.  
 
 
Reason: To ensure the long term protection of the ecological value of the 
development and also to meet the requirements of LLDC Local Plan Policy BN.3. 
This condition is necessary to ensure the protection of wildlife and supporting 
habitat and secure opportunities for the enhancement of the nature conservation 
value of the site in line with national planning policy. 
 
 
 
 

11. There shall be no buildings constructed within 2 metres  (3 metres for overhead 
lines and third rail) from Network Rail’s boundary, unless otherwise agreed in 
writing by Network Rail. 
 
Reason: To not compromise maintenance and access to the operational railway 
environment.  
 

12. Where a Reserved Matters Development removes a boundary to Network Rail 
land, and does not replace this boundary with a building line, the Applicant shall 
replace this boundary with a fence, to the satisfaction of Network Rail and the 
Local Planning Authority. 
 

Officer comment: Some of the recommended conditions can be added to the 
RMA Specification (1, 3, 6 & 9) instead; this will be finalised in drafting.  
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Reason: To protect railway land and for the safety of future occupiers of the 
Development.  

 
 

5. Amended Conditions 
5.1 The changes are highlighted as tracked changes, with the reasons for the 

changes in a corresponding comment box below each condition: 
 
18. No Reserved Matters Applications shall be submitted for approval until a Site 
Wide Public Realm Detailed Illustrative Design has been submitted to and 
approved by the Local Planning Authority, in consultation with the Local Highway 
Authorities and Transport for London for areas of public realm outside of plot 
footprints, to include: 
 
a. Crossovers; 
b. Pavement detail; 
c.Public Highways and Lighting; 
e. Locations for legible London signage; 
f. Safeguarded land for TfL cycle docking station; 
g. Bus shelters;  
h. Tree pits and street furniture (indicative locations); 
 
The Site Wide Public Realm Design shall be designed using the principles of the 
approved Design Code. The Strategy shall confirm the roles and responsibilities 
between the landowners and Local Authorities for the delivery of the public realm.  
The Development shall be constructed in accordance with the approved Public 
Realm Design. 
 
Reason: To ensure the public realm is comprehensively designed and to avoid 
piecemeal development.   
 
  
 
 

88. Each wheelchair adaptable home (Optional Requirement M4 (3) Category 3 of 
Part M of the Building Regulations) shall have access to a Blue Badge space 
within the Reserved Matters Development, unless minor variations are agreed by 
the Local Planning Authority.  

 
Reason: To ensure the adequate provision of Blue Badge parking for Blue Badge 
holders. 
 
 

 

 
6. Updated Planning Activity  

 
6.1 A full planning application at 55-69 Rothbury Road (ref: 17/00112/FUL) has been 

submitted to PPDT and was validated on 29th March 2017. The application falls 
within the Masterplan Area. The application proposes a five storey building (with 
basement) to include 2,801sqm of B1 floorspace.  

 

Officer comment: To provide suitable flexibility in the outline planning permission 
for any site constraints that will inhibit 1:1 provision of Blue Badge spaces.  

Officer comment: To provide suitable flexibility in the outline planning permission 
for any site constraints that will inhibit 1:1 provision of Blue Badge spaces.  


