
 page 1 

 
 

planning report GLA/4845/02  

8 June 2020 

337-359 Kingsland Road 
in the London Borough of Hackney 

planning application no. 2018/2783 
  

Strategic planning application stage II referral  

Town & Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended); Greater London Authority Acts 1999 
and 2007; Town & Country Planning (Mayor of London) Order 2008 

The proposal 

Redevelopment of the site to erect a 292 room hostel providing temporary 
accommodation in a building of 4 to 11 storeys with associated landscaping. 

The applicant 

The applicant is Orland Ltd & Blue Chip Trading Ltd and the architect is Ne/AR 
Architects. 

Key dates 

Stage 1 reporting: 24 October 2018. 

Planning Committee: 2 October 2019. 

Strategic issues 

Principle of development: Further information provided by the applicant shows that 
there is a clearly identified need for new temporary accommodation. The applicant has 
provided further information that confirms that the hostel will be operated by the 
Council as emergency accommodation and this is secured through an Operational 
Management Plan. As such, the proposed development is supported and would 
contribute towards the delivery of supported and specialised accommodation. 

Urban design: The revised layout creates a more active frontage at the prominent 
apex of the v-shaped site. Further evidence supporting the level of space provided 
within each room has been provided and an occupation restriction secured by 
condition means the residential quality is now acceptable. The architecture has been 
revised to create a more strongly defined corner at the apex of the site. Further details 
on play space equipment and a fire statement are secured by condition. 

Climate change: The applicant has since revised the proposal to replace the gas-fired  
CHP with air source heat pumps. Other outstanding energy matters have been 
addressed and the carbon savings have increased from 37% to 58%.  

Transport: Contributions towards tree planting and public realm improvements have 
been secured. The proposal is now acceptable in strategic transport terms. Appropriate 
conditions and obligations are secured. 

The Council’s decision 

In this instance Hackney Council has resolved to grant permission. 

Recommendation 

That Hackney Council be advised that the Mayor is content for it to determine the case 
itself, subject to any action that the Secretary of State may take, and does not 
therefore wish to direct refusal or direct that he is to be the local planning authority. 
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Context 

1 On 12 September 2018 the Mayor of London received documents from 
Hackney Council notifying him of a planning application of potential strategic 
importance to develop the above site for the above uses. The application was 
referred to the Mayor under Category 1C of the Schedule to the 2008 Order: 

• Category 1C(c): “Development which comprises or includes the erection of a 
building more than 30 metres high and outside the City of London”. 

2 On 22 October 2018 the Mayor considered planning report GLA/4845/01, and 
subsequently advised Hackney Council that the application did not comply with the 
London Plan and the draft London Plan, for the reasons set out in paragraph 45 of the 
above-mentioned report; but that the possible remedies set out that paragraph of that 
report could address these deficiencies. 

3 A copy of the above-mentioned report is attached. The essentials of the case 
with regard to the proposal, the site, case history, strategic planning issues and relevant 
policies and guidance are as set out therein, unless otherwise stated in this report. 
Since then, the application has been revised in response to the Mayor’s concerns (see 
below). On 2 October 2019 Hackney Council decided that it was minded to grant 
planning permission for the revised application, and on 28 May 2020 it advised the 
Mayor of this decision. Under the provisions of Article 5 of the Town & Country Planning 
(Mayor of London) Order 2008 the Mayor may allow the draft decision to proceed 
unchanged, direct Hackney Council under Article 6 to refuse the application or issue a 
direction to Hackney Council under Article 7 that he is to act as the Local Planning 
Authority for the purposes of determining the application. The Mayor has until 11 June 
2020 to notify the Council of his decision and to issue any direction.   

4 The decision on this case, and the reasons will be made available on the GLA’s 
website www.london.gov.uk.  

Update 

5 At the consultation stage, Hackney Council was advised that the application did 
not comply with the London Plan and the draft London Plan, for the reasons set out 
below: 

• Principle of development: Subject to the Council confirming that the proposal 
meets an identified need, the provision of temporary accommodation on this site 
would be acceptable. Discussion is required with the Council to secure the use of 
the facility and future operator in the S106 agreement. 

• Urban design: The general v-shaped layout approach is supported. However, 
the ground floor should be reconfigured to better animate the proposed area of 
public realm and activate the streets. The treatment of the apex’s facade should 
be refined.  

• Climate change: Further technical information is required to verify the proposed 
carbon emissions savings.  

http://www.london.gov.uk/
http://www.london.gov.uk/
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• Transport: Clarifications on trees and street furniture impacts on the TLRN 
should be provided. An obligation to prevent future occupants to obtain parking 
permits and an obligation to enter into a S278 agreement with TfL for works on 
Kingsland Road should be secured through the S106 agreement. Conditions on 
cycle parking and the construction logistics plan should be secured for the 
application to be in accordance with the transport policies of the London Plan. 

6 Since consultation stage GLA officers have engaged in joint discussions with the 
applicant, the Council and TfL officers with a view to addressing the above matters. 
Furthermore, as part of the Council’s draft decision on the case, various planning 
conditions and obligations have been secured. An update against the issues raised at 
consultation stage is set out below. 

7 Since consultation stage the Mayor has published The London Plan Intend to 
Publish Version (December 2019), which is now a material consideration which must be 
taken into account on the basis explained within the NPPF. 

8 On 13 March 2020 the Secretary of State issued a set of Directions under 
Section 337 of the Greater London Authority Act 1999 (as amended) and, to the extent 
that they are relevant to this particular application, have been taken into account by the 
Mayor as a material consideration when considering this report and the officer’s 
recommendation. 

Principle of development 

9 At Stage 1, it was noted that subject to the Council confirming that the provision 
of temporary accommodation on this site would cater for an identified need, the principle 
of hostel development could be supported. The applicant has since provided further 
information to explain how the temporary accommodation on this site would cater for an 
identified need. The applicant has referred to the Council’s Housing Need Assessment 
and Planning Authority Monitoring Report, which shows that there are in excess of 
13,000 households currently on the Council’s housing waiting list, approximately 3,200 
of which are in temporary accommodation. The Council’s committee report notes that 
the Council is unlikely to significantly exceed its housing target and so there will remain 
a considerable shortfall against the housing waiting list in the short to medium term. As 
such, GLA officers agree with the Council’s assessment that there is a clearly identified 
need for new temporary accommodation in this location. 

10 It was also noted at Stage 1 that further discussion would be required with the 
Council over the possibility of securing the use of the facility and its future operator 
through the S106 agreement. The applicant has provided an Operational Management 
Plan that confirms that the hostel will be operated by the Council as emergency 
accommodation, including its use, checks on residents, visits, security, anti-social 
behaviour, on-site facilities and resident obligations. The Operational Management Plan 
is robust and demonstrates that the facility will be used for temporary accommodation in 
the future, and is secured by an appropriately worded planning condition. The use of the 
building other than as a homeless hostel would require planning permission, and in 
these circumstances, a S106 planning obligation to this effect is not deemed necessary.  

11 In summary, the development would contribute towards the delivery of supported 
and specialised accommodation in line with London Plan Policy 3.8 and the Mayor’s 
intend to publish London Plan Policy H12 and is supported. 
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Urban design 

Layout 

12 At Stage 1, it was noted that the apex of the site at the junction of Kingsland 
Road and Enfield Road lacked active frontages and was poorly resolved. The proposed 
refuse storage, delivery store and substation were considered too prominent in their 
proposed locations. The applicant was therefore advised to reconsider the location of 
these rooms, substitute them with more active uses (such as the main entrance to the 
development), and explore the possibility of shifting them to the northern boundary of 
the site next to the Metropolitan House/Centre. 
 
13 The applicant has stated that the development can only have a single access to 
ensure that all entries and exits from the hostel can be monitored from reception. The 
location of the entrance along Kingsland Road ensures that visibility of the entrance as 
well as the lift cores and lobby is maintained. Officers acknowledge the importance of 
security to this development considering the concerns about crime and safety raised in 
representations made by the Metropolitan Police, councillors and local residents. As 
such, the entrance cannot be moved to the corner of Kingsland Road and Enfield Road. 
However, the layout of the proposal has been revised to provide a more active frontage 
at this corner, the apex of the site. The applicant has now placed meeting rooms within 
this part of the building, which would create a more active frontage at ground floor 
compared to the previously proposed refuse storage. The substation and refuse stores 
have also been moved further along the Enfield Road frontage, adjacent to the servicing 
entrance. As such, there would now be a large area of active frontage at the prominent 
apex of the site and the proposed layout is now supported. 
 
Residential quality 

14 The applicant was required to submit further information on the functionality of 
the rooms to demonstrate that residents sharing rooms will have sufficient space. It is 
noted that there are no strategic standards relating to homeless hostel accommodation. 
However, the applicant has referred to Hackney Council’s own adopted standards for 
temporary accommodation and the Pan-London Temporary Accommodation Standards 
Project document Setting the Standard: A Service Design Proposal. These set out that 
two person rooms should not be less than 13.9 sq.m. and three person rooms should 
not be less than 18.6 sq.m.; the applicant proposes 20.5 sq.m. and 22 sq.m. two person 
rooms and 25 sq.m. three person rooms, exceeding these guideline standards. Each 
room would be provided with at least two single bed spaces (three for three person 
rooms), a sofa, kitchen, storage/wardrobe, media console, self-contained shower room 
and recessed balcony. There would be a large area of clear circulation space in the 
centre of each room. As such, sufficient space within each room has been 
demonstrated and the proposed residential quality is acceptable. 
 
15 A planning condition is also proposed that would restrict the total number of 
occupants to 616 (equivalent to approximately 2 people per room). A further condition 
restricts the development to occupation by families only, except for the three one-
bedroom disabled units at ground floor level. These conditions will help to prevent 
overcrowding within the development and are supported. 
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16 A condition has also been secured for the provision of play equipment to ensure 
it is of high quality and meets the needs of children living within the development, which 
is acceptable. 

 
Architecture 

 
17 The Stage 1 report noted that the treatment of the corner of the proposed 
development at the junction of Kingsland Road and Enfield Road was poorly resolved. 
The applicant was also required to confirm that the visuals submitted in the Design and 
Access Statement were up-to-date. The applicant has revised the treatment of the 
corner of the development and submitted new visuals. This provides a simpler chamfer 
at the corners, allowing for an increase the number and size of windows on the apex 
facade. This creates a more strongly defined corner, which is supported.  
 
Fire safety 

18 In accordance with the Mayor’s intend to publish London Plan Policy D12, a fire 
statement produced by a third party qualified assessor is secured by condition, to be 
reviewed by the Council prior to submission to building control. 

Climate change 

19 At Stage 1, the applicant was proposing the provision of a gas-fired combined 
heat and power (CHP) plant. Since the application was submitted the GLA published its 
Energy Assessment Guidance (2018), which states that CHP is considered 
inappropriate for developments of less than 500 units; and officers required the 
applicant to consider alternatives. As a result, the applicant has replaced the CHP with 
air source heat pumps (ASHPs), which is strongly supported. The applicant has also 
provided details of the performance, heating costs, maintenance and monitoring of the 
ASHPs and conditions confirming the efficiency of the final design of the heating system 
and monitoring have been secured. The applicant has also shown that the development 
is designed to allow future connection to a district heating network and that all the uses 
on the site would be connected to the communal heat network. The application 
therefore meets London Plan Policy 5.6 and the Mayor’s intend to publish London Plan 
Policy SI3 on the heating hierarchy and connection to district heating networks. 

20 The applicant has provided additional information that confirms the proposal will 
meet the TM59 criteria for overheating. The proposal therefore meets London Plan 
Policy 5.9 and the Mayor’s intend to publish London Plan Policy SI4 on cooling and 
overheating.  

21 The applicant was further required at Stage 1 to maximise PV, noting that 
provision was inadequate and renewable energy provided only 2% of the savings in 
regulated carbon dioxide savings. The applicant was also required to explore additional 
energy efficiency measures. Since the development has been amended to include 
ASHPs the provision of PV has been reduced from 369 sq.m. to 189 sq.m.; however, 
the applicant has provided a detailed roof layout that shows that PV has been 
maximised. In addition, the incorporation of ASHPs has increased the contribution of 
renewable energy to energy savings from 2% to 38%. The applicant now proposes 
enhanced fabric and building services values including waste water heat recovery. The 
proposed measures achieve a reduction of 20% in regulated CO2 emissions compared 
to a 2013 Building Regulations compliant development from energy efficiency measures 
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alone, exceeding the 15% target, which is strongly supported. The application therefore 
meets and exceeds the requirements of London Plan Policies 5.7 and 5.9 and the 
Mayor’s intend to publish London Plan Policies SI2 on energy efficiency and renewable 
energy and SI4 on overheating. 

22 Overall the energy savings from the development compared to 2013 Building 
Regulations have increased from 37% to 58%. As the development is considered non-
domestic for energy policy purposes a carbon offset contribution is not required.  

Transport 

23 The provision of 110 long-stay and 6 short-stay cycle parking spaces has been 
secured by condition.  

24 All future occupiers would be prevented from obtaining parking permits for the 
surrounding controlled parking zones (except blue badge holders) through the S106 
agreement, which is supported. 

25 At Stage 1 the applicant was asked to clarify its proposals for the trees around 
the site and provide detail of species, location and pit design. Officers visited the site on 
28 November 2018 with the applicant and advised that all but one tree that might be 
affected by the proposal adjoining the Transport for London Road Network (TLRN) were 
in good health and should be retained. The applicant subsequently submitted revised 
landscaping plans and proposed the removal of one tree due to its health and condition. 
No replacement is considered necessary but £1,793 will be secured via a S278 
Agreement for new tree planting.  

26 Detailed designs for the landscape improvements at the junction of Kingsland 
Road and Enfield Road have been provided. The applicant has also confirmed that the 
entire street frontage would be re-paved following discussions with TfL, at a cost of 
£23,490.48. The S278 agreement, including the two payments detailed above, will be 
secured in the S106 agreement. 

27 The applicant has now submitted a Stage 1 Construction Logistics Plan that 
addresses issues raised about the impact of construction on the TLRN, and this plan is 
now acceptable. 

28 A Travel Plan for the development is secured in the draft S106 agreement. The 
final Construction Logistics Plan and a Servicing Management Plan have been secured 
by condition. 

Response to consultation 

29 Hackney Council sent out a total of 541 consultation letters as well as site notices 
press notices and notifications to local councillors, statutory and non-statutory 
organisations. 163 objections, 4 comments in support and 1 neutral comment were 
received from local residents to the public consultation. The objections can be 
summarised as follows: 

• Permanent, affordable housing should be built instead of temporary 
accommodation; 
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• Overdevelopment and over-concentration of hostels in area with impact on local 
social cohesion; 

• Concerns about private ownership of land; 

• There should be a contribution towards affordable housing; 

• Not affordable to future residents; 

• Rooms do not meet residential space standards; 

• The stipulation that the hostel will be for families only is unlikely to be enforced; 

• Hostel will of a poor standard; 

• Communal facilities in the hostel are insufficient and a specialist co-living advisor 
should have been consulted; 

• The layout of the development is not conducive to a healthy living environment 
for families; 

• Insufficient detail on how the facility will be managed and the potential impacts 
mitigated, and the management strategy is over-restrictive; 

• Not enough lift cores on each floor for the number of units; 

• Undue impact upon local services including healthcare, police, and local shops; 

• No restriction on the maximum number of people that can be accommodated; 

• The scale and massing of the building is excessive; 

• Would be harmful to the character and appearance of the conservation area, the 
setting of listed buildings and visual amenity in the area more generally; 

• The ground floor frontages are poorly designed and should be better activated; 

• Will block daylight and sunlight to neighbouring residential uses; 

• The revised CGIs do not show overshadowing and are incomplete; 

• Negative impact on local schools; 

• The submission does not include a Fire Safety Strategy; 

• Increase in crime, littering and existing anti-social behaviour problems;  

• Security provision is insufficient; 

• Noise and disturbance impacts; 

• Insufficient consideration of sustainability; 

• Unacceptable impact upon local traffic network, local road safety and local 
parking; 

• Lack of proper waste management. 
 

30 The comments in support are summarised below: 

• The development will provide much needed temporary accommodation; 

• The size and density of development is appropriate for the site. 
 

31 The neutral comments stated that provision should be made for swift and bat 
boxes in the new development. 
 
Statutory and non-statutory organisations  

32 Responses from statutory bodies and other organisations: 

• Kingsland Conservation Areas Advisory Committee – objects. Concerns 
raised about overcrowding and quality of accommodation, particularly if future 
tenants live for extended periods within the hostel. Will have negative impacts on 
child development and adult mental health.  
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• Hackney Society – objects. Permanent accommodation preferred. No 
consideration of the long term sustainability of the proposal and it is not clearly 
demonstrated that the quality of the accommodation meets the needs of the 
occupants. There is little thought to consciously designing-out or mitigating 
opportunities for antisocial behaviour. Quality of the internal amenity space is 
poor. Massing is supported and building could rise higher at corner to create 
more of a landmark but the building lacks active frontages. 

• Metropolitan Police Dedicated Ward Officer – objects. Has serious concerns 
that should a high capacity homeless hostel be built in Enfield Road that there 
will be a negative impact on the incidence of crime in the area. Notes potential for 
addiction among homeless people to exacerbate local problems with burglary. 
The Council has clarified that the proposal would be occupied by families, not 
single occupants, and is not intended to accommodate people suffering from 
addictions or as a rehabilitation facility.  

• Councillors Billington and Peters – object. Concern for the welfare of people 
who will be staying in the hostel. Raises concerns around laundry facilities, lack 
of internet connections, communal facilities and restrictive visitors policies, 
signposting for children’s services, housing support, wheelchair accessibility and 
need to segregate family areas. The councillors have met with the applicant and 
changes to the design and management plan to provide more communal 
amenities were made as a result of these comments.  

• English Heritage – no objection. 

• Greater London Archaeology Advisory Service – no objection subject to a 
condition securing the written scheme of investigation and an informative on 
securing professional archaeological monitoring of the development. These 
conditions have been secured. 

 
33 Issues raised by objectors have been considered in this report, the Mayor’s 
Stage 1 report, and the Council’s committee report of 2 October 2019. The Council’s 
Planning Committee granted the application for the reasons set out in paragraph 3 of 
this report.  

Section 106 agreement 

34 The draft S106 agreement includes the following provisions: 
 

• An Apprentice Support Contribution of £1,500; 

• An Employment and Skills Plan; 

• A contribution of £66,728.51 towards the installation and connection of three 
CCTV cameras surrounding the property; 

• Membership of the Considerate Constructors Scheme; 

• A contribution of £58,612.25 towards Hackney Works, a Council led initiative 
promoting access to employment within the borough; 

• A highways contribution of £138,370; 

• A S278 agreement between the owner and TfL, including a contribution of 
£23,490.48 towards the repaving of the footpath along the frontage of the 
property and the frontage of Metropolitan House at 359 Kingsland Road and a 
contribution of £1,793.00 towards the Capital Tree Fund; 

• A restriction on occupiers from purchasing a parking permit within a Controlled 
Parking Zone; 
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• A Travel Plan and monitoring contribution of £3,800; 

• Monitoring of local labour and business used, with a requirement that 30% of the 
workforce is comprised of local labour; and 

• A monitoring contribution of £7,336.27. 
 

Legal considerations 

35 Under the arrangements set out in Article 5 of the Town and Country Planning 
(Mayor of London) Order 2008 the Mayor has the power under Article 6 to direct the 
local planning authority to refuse permission for a planning application referred to him 
under Article 4 of the Order. The Mayor may also leave the decision to the local 
authority. In directing refusal the Mayor must have regard to the matters set out in 
Article 6(2) of the Order, including the principal purposes of the Greater London 
Authority, the effect on health and sustainable development, national policies and 
international obligations, regional planning guidance, and the use of the River Thames. 
The Mayor may direct refusal if he considers that to grant permission would be contrary 
to good strategic planning in Greater London. If he decides to direct refusal, the Mayor 
must set out his reasons, and the local planning authority must issue these with the 
refusal notice. If the Mayor decides to direct that he is to be the local planning authority, 
he must have regard to the matters set out in Article 7(3) and set out his reasons in the 
direction. 

Financial considerations 

36 Should the Mayor direct refusal, he would be the principal party at any 
subsequent appeal hearing or public inquiry. Government guidance emphasises that 
parties usually pay their own expenses arising from an appeal.  

37 Following an inquiry caused by a direction to refuse, costs may be awarded 
against the Mayor if he has either directed refusal unreasonably; handled a referral from 
a planning authority unreasonably; or behaved unreasonably during the appeal. A major 
factor in deciding whether the Mayor has acted unreasonably will be the extent to which 
he has taken account of established planning policy. 

38 Should the Mayor take over the application he would be responsible for holding a 
representation hearing and negotiating any planning obligation. He would also be 
responsible for determining any reserved matters applications (unless he directs the 
council to do so) and determining any approval of details (unless the council agrees to 
do so). 

Conclusion 

39 The strategic issues raised at consultation stage with respect to the principle of 
development, urban design, climate change and transport have been addressed, and 
having regard to the details of the application, the matters set out in the committee 
report and the Council’s draft decision, the application complies with the London Plan 
and the Mayor’s intend to publish London Plan, and there are no sound planning 
reasons for the Mayor to intervene in this case. 
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for further information, contact GLA Planning Unit: 
Debbie Jackson, Director, Built Environment 
020 7983 5800 email: debbie.jackson@london.gov.uk 
John Finlayson, Head of Development Management 
020 7084 2632 email: john.finlayson@london.gov.uk 
Alison Flight, Deputy Head of Development Management 
020 7084 2820 email: alison.flight@london.gov.uk 
Lyndon Fothergill, Team Leader – Development Management 
020 7983 4512 email: lyndon.fothergill@london.gov.uk 
Reece Harris, Senior Strategic Planner (Case officer) 
020 7983 5802 email: reece.harris@london.gov.uk 
 

 


