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planning report D&P/2975/02 

18 December 2013 

Curtain Road, Shoreditch  

in the London Borough of Hackney 

planning application nos. 2012/3871  

  

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 

Demolition of existing buildings and redevelopment to provide a residential-led mixed use 
development of up to 40 storeys to contain 385 residential units, commercial and cultural space, 
together with works to the railway viaduct, public space, landscaping and public realm works 
(hybrid application).   

The applicant 

The applicant is Plough Yard Developments Ltd and the architect is Pringle Brandon Drew 
Architects. 

Strategic issues 

The principle of a tall building and residential-led mixed use development in the CAZ and 
City Fringe Opportunity Area is in accordance with strategic objectives.  The site is within a 
LVMF viewing corridor and the scheme has been designed to limit the extent of impact on this 
and other strategic views.  The architecture, form and scale of development is acceptable in 
principle.  Minor changes have been made to the scheme and more detail provided to address 
previous concerns on layout, routes, public realm and density. It has been demonstrated that 
the housing mix meets local needs and the overall residential quality is in accordance with the 
Mayor’s standards. 

The scheme does not include any affordable housing, and the viability appraisal confirms that it 
is not possible to deliver any due to the financial burdens of excavation and archaeological work 
to the remains of Curtain Theatre in order to create a cultural facility.     

The principles of the scheme in terms of inclusive design, children’s play space, and climate 
change are acceptable and matters of parking and public transport impact have been 
addressed, with appropriate mitigation secured through section 106 contributions to ensure 
that the scheme fully accords with London Plan. 

The Council’s decision 

In this instance Hackney Council has resolved to grant permission subject to the S106 agreement. 

 

Recommendation 
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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. 

 

Context 

1 On 7 January 2013 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.  This was referred to the Mayor under the following Categories of the Schedule 
to the Order 2008:  

1A - “Development which comprises or includes the provision of more than 150 houses, 
flats, or houses and flats”; 
 
1B - Development which comprises or includes the erection of a building in Central 
London (other than the City of London) and with a total floorspace of more than 20,000 
square metres; an 
 
1C - Development which comprises the erection of a building that is more than 30 metres 
high and is outside the City of London.   

2 On 13 February 2013 the Mayor considered planning report PDU/2975/01, and 
subsequently advised Hackney Council that the application was broadly acceptable but did not 
fully comply with all of the relevant policies of the London Plan, but that the possible remedies 
set out in paragraph 63 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.  On 3 July 2013 Hackney Council 
decided that it was minded to grant planning permission and on 28 November 2013 it notified 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 the 
Council under Article 6 to refuse the application or issue a direction to the 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 18 December 2013 to notify the Council of his decision and to issue any 
direction.   

4 The environmental information for the purposes of the Town and Country Planning 
(Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2011 has been taken into account in the 
consideration of this case. 

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

Update 

6 At the consultation stage, it was noted that the principle of the mixed use redevelopment 
within the Central Activities Zone and City Fringe Opportunity Area was broadly acceptable in 
strategic planning terms.  It was noted that the tall building and design responded well to its 
location within a viewing corridor identified in the London View Management Framework (LVMF), 
and the architecture, form and scale of the building was acceptable 

7 The Council was advised that whilst the scheme broadly complied with the London Plan, 
concerns were raised over aspects of the layout, routes and public realm; and further clarification 
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and justification was required on matters of affordable housing, density, housing mix and overall 
residential quality. 

8 The principles of the scheme in terms of inclusive design, children’s play space, and climate 
change were acceptable, although matters of parking and public transport impact needed to be 
clarified, with appropriate mitigation secured through section 106 contributions.  Addressing each 
point in turn, the following is noted:  

Housing mix 

9 At consultation stage, concern was raised that the development was skewed towards studio 
and one bed units, which is contrary to the London Plan, and the applicant was advised to explore 
the potential to increase the proportion of larger family sized units in consultation with the council. 

10 The Council has confirmed that the residential mix has been arrived at to support the 
viability of the scheme.  A sensitivity analysis was undertaken that looked at different housing 
mixes and this demonstrated that the proposed housing mix supports the viable implementation of 
the development, with other options reducing the viability of the development and putting its 
deliverability at risk.  GLA officers were aware at consultation stage that the development of the 
site would be challenging as the preservation and exhibition of the archaeological remains of 
Curtain Theatre would have exceptionally high costs.  This aspect of the scheme is unique and a 
significant benefit both culturally and economically, and therefore, based on the evidence provided 
in the viability appraisal, in this instance GLA officers accept the unit mix proposed. 

Affordable housing 

11 At consultation stage, the applicant confirmed that no affordable housing was proposed 
on-site, and had submitted a toolkit appraisal to the Council to support its assertion that it 
wouldn’t be viable to do so due to the significant costs associated with excavating and exhibiting 
the remains of the Curtain Theatre.  Due to the specialist nature of this work, GLA officers advised 
that further expert analysis of these costs would be expected as part of the review.  The Council 
was also advised to consider the appropriateness of including a review mechanism in the s106 
agreement to allow a reappraisal of the schemes viability prior to implementation. 

12 In order to meet the economic objectives of the CAZ location the majority of the sites 
building coverage comprises non-residential uses, and a large area of the site is given over to the 
provision of a new public open space, which limits the opportunities to provide further 
residential buildings.  Therefore, the residential accommodation is provided within a single 
tower.  The Council has confirmed that management issues relating to shared cores and high 
service costs mean that the provision of affordable rented accommodation cannot be provided 
within the residential tower, and with high unit costs, there would also be issues with the 
affordability of intermediate units, which in turn would impact more severely on the viability. 
Based on these factors and the exceptionally high costs of the archaeological work mentioned 
earlier and evidenced through the viability appraisal, GLA officers accept that providing on-site 
affordable housing is not possible in this case without putting the developments deliverability at 
risk. 
 
13 The scheme comprises a hybrid planning application, and the costs and revenues 
associated with permanent building 4 proposed in the outline application, are not included in 
the viability appraisal.  Instead the costs and revenue of the temporary building for this plot are 
included.  As already highlighted the preservation and exhibition of Curtain Theatre 
archaeological remains is a unique public benefit of the scheme, which attracts exceptional costs 
and uncertainty.  The specialist costs appraisal submitted to the council estimates that the cost 
of delivering the archaeological attraction would be £20,000,000, and could result in an increase 
of six months in the development programme.  Whilst the Council’s independent review of these 
costs generally agrees with these estimates, the archaeological works remain an uncertain factor 
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that could take longer than expected to complete.  At stage one, GLA officers suggested that a 
review mechanism be included in the s106 agreement, so that the costs of the archaeological 
works can be revisited once they have been completed.  The review mechanism included in the 
s106 ensures that in the event that construction of the commercial and/or residential floorspace 
has not commenced within 5 years, then a full viability review should be undertaken to take 
account of any changes in values. 
 
14 The viability appraisal submitted to the Council has been independently assessed by an 
external consultant on behalf of the Council, and has verified its findings.  Taking the unique 
factors into account, the exceptional costs involved and the inclusion of a review mechanism in 
the s106 agreement, GLA officers are satisfied that in this instance, it is not possible for any 
affordable housing to be delivered on site without risking the schemes viability and 
deliverability. 
 
15 Early pre-application discussions on the potential for some off-site affordable housing or a 
cash in-lieu payment had not been taken any further at stage one.  GLA officers advised that 
further information would be required at stage two on the potential for preferably some off-site 
provision, or as a last resort, an in-lieu payment. 

16 Whilst the viability appraisal demonstrates that after deducting s106 and Community 
Infrastructure Levy (CIL) costs the development cannot provide affordable housing, the applicant 
has offered an exceptional financial contribution of £3 million towards the provision of off-site 
affordable housing.  This is on the basis of expected growth in the housing market.  The Council 
has confirmed that the applicants will work with Family Mosaic to bring forward the off-site 
provision, which, it has been indicated, could provide approximately 40 off-site units. 

Residential quality 

17 At consultation stage, concern was raised on the number of units served per core, which, at 
fifteen units, was nearly double that of the eight suggested by the Mayors Housing SPG.  It was 
also noted that there were a number of north facing, single aspect units, which applied to one 
studio flat per floor over levels 3 to 29 (7% of overall units).  The applicant was asked to revisit 
these aspects of the scheme and provide a narrative of how the scheme has been designed to meet 
the aspirations set out in the SPG.   

18 In response to the number of units per core, it is acknowledged that the SPG notes that an 
access core serving four or more dwellings should provide additional security measures such as 
access control systems with electronic lock release and audio-visual verification, and these 
measures have been incorporated into the scheme.  The applicant has also carried out an 
assessment on the number of people per floor plate, and has confirmed that the complaint floors 
(i.e.: maximum eight units per core) actually have a higher people count than the floors that 
exceed the minimum eight units per core.  The architect has looked into this further and confirmed 
that to decrease the number of units per core would involve inserting a wall between the lift lobby.  
However, this would mean loss of dual aspect quality at the lift cores, loss of potential for natural 
cross-ventilation, less utilisation of daylight, less permeability and choice for entrances, and 
compromised common areas.  Taking into account the points raised by the applicant, on balance 
GLA officers are satisfied with the residential quality of the scheme overall, including the relatively 
low number of single aspect units, which would all be one bedroom or studio units is acceptable. 

Children’s play space 

19 At consultation stage, GLA officers required confirmation that dedicated children’s play 
space would be provided for under-five’s, given the paucity of play space and open space in the 
local area.  It was noted that provision for older children would be expected to be accommodated 
in the surrounding area with appropriate financial contributions secured in the section 106 
agreement. 
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20 The viaduct roof garden has been designed as a publicly accessible space.  Paths will 
meander through areas of lawn, planting and play spaces. Within the roof garden, there will be two 
designated play areas, one for five year olds and under, and the other for five year olds and above.  
The applicant has demonstrated that the open space requirements conform with the Mayor’s SPG 
Play and Informal Recreation, as follows: 

 
Ages Child yield Requirements (sq.m) Area provided (sq.m) 
0-5 25 250 250 
5-11 12 120 150 (combined 5+ years) 
12-17 3 30 150 Combined 5+ years) 
TOTAL 40 400 400 

Table 1:  Play Space Requirements and Child Yields 
 
Density 

21 At consultation stage, the site was identified as having a ‘central’ location with a high 
public transport accessibility level (PTAL) of 6, where a density range of between 650-1,100 
habitable rooms per hectare is suggested in the London Plan.  Detail on the density had not been 
provided at that stage however and was requested. 

22 The Council has confirmed that the residential density is 820 habitable rooms per hectare, 
which is within the density range of 650-1,100 suggested in London Plan Policy 3.4 and Table 3.2 
for a central site with a high PTAL, and this is acceptable. 

Urban design 

23 At consultation stage the design and layout of the development, including tall buildings, 
views, massing and public realm were all broadly supported.  However, concern was raised over 
access points to the public courtyard being too narrow and illegible particularly from Principal 
Place.  The applicant was encouraged to make the north-western and south-eastern access points 
wider and more inviting, so they communicate the importance and scale of the attractions and play 
a more prominent role linking in the wider townscape. 

24 The access routes have not been widened, and remain at 4 metres at the minimum.  In 
response to the concern raised at stage one, the architect has referred to the historical urban fabric 
around Shoreditch and the City and to public spaces with similar characteristics and relationships 
between the height of building and the width of public spaces, including New Street Square in the 
City, Central St. Giles in Camden and Spitalfields Yard to the south of the application site. The 
Council has also confirmed that through the daylight and sunlight modelling undertaken, the 

buildings are located in the optimum orientation and with the best possible inter‐relationships of 
massing in order to take advantage of the local microclimate for natural daylight, and exclude or 
capture sunlight as appropriate. 

25 GLA officers have considered these matters, and on balance are satisfied that with high 
quality materials, lighting and active frontages, the routes can be successful based on these similar 
precedents.  With the right detailing, they have the potential to create a strong sense of enclosure 
leading into a lively and active public square. 

26 Concern was also raised about how the scheme addresses Hearn Street, due to be flanked 
by tall buildings either side and with the extent of inactive frontages.  The applicant was asked to 
minimise the visual impact of the servicing uses in this area and look at other measures to enhance 
the public realm along this route. 
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27 In response to this, the architect has increased the number of retail frontages on Hearn 
Street, helping increase the activity in this part of the site.  GLA officers are satisfied with this 
approach and have greater confidence that Hearn Street will have a suitable amount of activity. 

28 There are no outstanding strategic issues in relation to urban design. 

Inclusive design 

29 At consultation stage, confirmation was required that the necessary transfer space can be 
accommodated within the layout of the wheelchair accessible units, together with details 
confirming the precise number and location of these units, that they cover a range of unit sizes and 
are not clustered together. 

30 The addendum to the design and access statement has adequately addressed these issues, 
and there are no outstanding strategic issues in relation to inclusive access. 

Energy 

31 At consultation stage, the applicants energy strategy was supported in principle, 
although confirmation was required that all apartments and non-domestic building uses will be 
connected to the site heat network, and various matters of the energy strategy were required to 
be secured through the s106 agreement. 
  
32 These matters have been confirmed and clarified in the addendum to the design and 
access statement and conditions have been attached to the draft decision to secure finer detail 
of the energy strategy post-decision.  There are no outstanding strategic matters relating to 
energy. 
 
Transport 

33 At stage one TfL raised concerns or required more information on matters relating to: the 
excessive number of residential car parking spaces; the remaining land uses and subsequent 
cycle parking provision; trips analysis in relation to the PM peak theatre use and further 
assessment on the rail network impact, and; a pedestrian comfort assessment was requested.  
Contributions and s106 agreement obligations were requested towards; a new cycle hire docking 
station; improvements identified through the PERS audit, and; funding towards improvements at 
the junction of Shoreditch High Street/Great Eastern Street and Legible London signage. 
 
34 The car parking provision has now been slightly reduced in accordance with the London 
Plan standards, and includes electric vehicle charging points and a car parking management plan 
which are both secured by condition.  The section 106 agreement also includes the requirement 
for a car club and residents to be exempt from applying for parking permits, which are all 
welcomed by TfL. 
 
35 The remaining land uses on site and subsequent cycle parking provision; trips generation 
for the theatre use and anticipated transport network impact, have all been provided by the 
applicant and agreement has been reached on the acceptability of cycle parking and the 
negligibility of the impact on the highway and rail network.  
 
36 The section 106 agreement includes an overall contribution of £465,000 towards cycling, 
walking, pedestrian environment and sustainable transport.  TfL understands that £185,000 
from this will be allocated to the delivery of a cycle hire docking station, which is explicitly 
secured within the agreement as requested at stage one.  This overall contribution will also fund 
localised pedestrian improvements, as identified through the audit undertaken, and cycle 
measures.  In addition, a total of £27,000 payable to TfL has been secured through the section 
106 for Legible London wayfinding, and this is welcomed.  
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37 A construction logistics plan, demolition and construction method plan, delivery and 
servicing plan and both a residential and commercial travel plans have all been secured through 
condition, with a contribution for the monitoring of the travel plans secured through the section 
106 agreement. The s106 agreement also includes the requirement for the applicant to 
contribute towards Crossrail liabilities as set out in the latest SPG and in the Mayor’s CIL.  
 
38 There are no outstanding strategic issues in relation to transport. 
 

Response to consultation 

39 The application was advertised on 27 December 2012 by way of site and press notices, 
together with a total of 345 notification letters (on both the outline and full applications) sent to 
neighbouring and nearby occupiers.  A total of 23 responses were received, 20 objecting and three 
raising concerns.  Matters raised by objectors related to the following: 

 Height of the proposed tower is out of keeping with the surrounding area. 

 Loss of sunlight, daylight and skyline to nearby properties, especially considering the 
cumulative impact of new towers in the area. 

 The existing buildings are of unique character and should be preserved. 

 The existing buildings house a thriving community of artists, media and technology 
companies, a mixed, creative community that defines this area, and which will be priced 
out of the area. 

 Currently circa 3000 empty properties in Hackney that are not being utilised by Hackney 
Council. 

 The application isn't catering for the housing issues raised in Hackney. 

 Harm to unique character of South Shoreditch 

 Unclear what the use of the railway arches should be; fear that problems of anti-social 
behaviour would increase. 

 Insufficient car parking provision. 

 Fairchild Place will become a service road for bins and deliveries and is too narrow. 

40 In relation to the objections raised, matters relating to neighbour’s residential amenity are 
not in this instance planning matters of strategic importance and have been assessed by the 
Council in the committee report, with appropriately worded conditions and planning obligations 
secured where necessary.  In relation to the objections raised in relation to land uses, housing, 
design and building height, environmental impacts and transport issues, these matters have been 
dealt with in this and the previous report, and the scheme has been found to be acceptable and in 
accordance with the London Plan.  

41 Other statutory consultees responded as follows: 

 Environment Agency: No objection subject to conditions and informatives relating to 
surface water drainage and piling. 

 Thames Water: No objection subject to conditions and informatives relating to; the 
protection against backflow in storm conditions; surface water drainage; petrol/oil 
interceptors for car parking; fat traps for catering establishments; impact studies of existing 
water supply, and; impact piling. 

 English Heritage: 
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Ancient monuments: Noted that the archaeological remains of the Curtain Theatre 
could be ascribed international levels of significance and the ability to present 
physical remains is a tremendous opportunity for the borough to attract tourists and 
add to the culture and history of the area. The successful preservation and 
presentation of the site is an exciting possibility although the site will require very 
careful treatment during both excavation and conservation. 

Archaeology: No objection subject to conditions and s106 obligations to secure 
preservation and exhibition of archaeological remains. 

Historic buildings and historic areas: No comment 

 Tower Hamlets Council (adjoining council): No objections 

Article 7: Direction that the Mayor is to be the local planning authority 

42 Under Article 7 of the Order the Mayor could take over this application provided the policy 
tests set out in that Article are met. In this instance the Council has resolved to grant permission 
with conditions and planning obligations, which satisfactorily addresses the matters raised at stage 
I, therefore there is no sound planning reason for the Mayor to take over this application.  

Legal considerations 

43 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.  He 
also has the power to issue a direction under Article 7 that he is to act as the local planning 
authority for the purpose of determining the application  and any connected application.  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 

44 Should the Mayor direct refusal, he would be the principal party at any subsequent appeal 
hearing or public inquiry.  Government guidance in Circular 03/2009 (‘Costs Awards in Appeals and 
Other Planning Proceedings’) emphasises that parties usually pay their own expenses arising from 
an appeal.  

45 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. 

46 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). 
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Conclusion 

47 Having regard to the details of the application, the matters set out in Hackney Council’s 
committee report, draft s106 legal agreement, and its draft decision notice, the scheme is 
acceptable in strategic planning terms.  It delivers regeneration, jobs and homes on a site within 
the Central Activates Zone and City Fringe Opportunity Area, in a high quality scheme that does 
not harm strategic views and will increase the historic and cultural interests of the site.  Further 
information has been provided, which together with conditions and planning obligations secured 
by Hackney Council, address the outstanding issues that were raised at Stage 1.  On this basis, 
the proposed development is supported in strategic planning terms. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

for further information, contact Development & Projects: 
Colin Wilson, Senior Manager – Development & Projects 
020 7983 4783    email colin.wilson@london.gov.uk 
Justin Carr, Strategic Planning Manager (Development Decisions) 
020 7983 4895     email justin.carr@london.gov.uk 
Natalie Gentry, Senior Strategic Planner (case officer) 
020 7983 5746   email natalie.gentry@london.gov.uk 
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planning report PDU/2975/01  

  13 February 2013 

Curtain Road, Shoreditch 

in the London Borough of Hackney  

planning application no. 2012/3871  

  

Strategic planning application stage 1 referral (new powers) 

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

The proposal 

Demolition of buildings and redevelopment to provide a residential-led mixed use development of 
up to 40 storeys to contain 385 residential units, commercial and cultural space, together with 
works to railway viaduct, public space, landscaping and public realm works (Full and outline 
permission being sought). 

 

The applicant 

The applicant is Plough Yard Developments Ltd and the architect is Pringle Brandon Drew 
Architects. 

Strategic issues 

The principle of a tall building and residential-led mixed use development in the CAZ and 
City Fringe Opportunity Area is in accordance with strategic objectives.  The site is within a 
LVMF viewing corridor and the scheme has been designed to limit the extent of impact on this 
and other strategic views.  The architecture, form and scale of development is acceptable in 
principle however, further discussion regarding layout, routes and public realm is required, 
together with confirmation regarding the density of the scheme. 

There is no affordable housing proposed, and the viability appraisal is still the subject of 
discussion and negotiation in order to demonstrate compliance with London Plan requirements to 
maximise provision.  It also needs to be demonstrated that the housing mix meets local needs 
and that the overall residential quality is in accordance with the Mayor’s standards. 

The principles of the scheme in terms of inclusive design, children’s play space, and climate 
change are acceptable, subject to further clarification being provided, as detailed in the report 
below.  Further discussion regarding parking and public transport impact, together with section 
106 contributions is also required to ensure that the scheme fully accords with London Plan. 

Recommendation 

That Hackney Council be advised that the application is broadly acceptable but does not fully 
comply with the London Plan, for the reasons set out in paragraph 63 of this report. 

Context 
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1 On 7 January 2013  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.  Under the provisions of The Town & Country Planning (Mayor of London) 
Order 2008 the Mayor has until 15 February 2013 to provide the Council with a statement setting 
out whether he considers that the application complies with the London Plan, and his reasons for 
taking that view.  The Mayor may also provide other comments.  This report sets out information 
for the Mayor’s use in deciding what decision to make. 

2 The application is referable under the following categories of the Schedule to the Order 
2008:   

1A 1A “Development which comprises or includes the provision of more than 150 houses, 
flats, or houses and flats”; 

1B  Development which comprises or includes the erection of a building in Central London 
(other than the City of London) and with a total floorspace of more than 20,000 square metres; an 

1C  Development which comprises the erection of a building that is more than 30 metres high 
and is outside the City of London.   

3 Once Hackney Council has resolved to determine the application, it is required to refer it 
back to the Mayor for his decision as to whether to direct refusal; take it over for his own 
determination; or allow the Council to determine it itself. 

4  The environmental information for the purposes of the Town and Country Planning 
(Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2011 has been taken into account in the 
consideration of this case.  

5 The Mayor of London’s statement on this case will be made available on the GLA website 
www.london.gov.uk. 

Site description 

6 This one hectare (approx.) site comprises a series of commercial buildings of up to five 
storeys fronting Curtain Road to the west, Hewett St to the north, Plough Yard to the east and 
Hearn Street to the south.  Together with the warehouses, yards and parking, there are also eight 
residential units fronting Plough Yard.  Fronting the site (but not within it) is the Horse and 
Groom Public House.   

7 There is a UKPN sub-station adjacent to the south side of the site, fronting Hearn Street 
and Plough Yard, which is outside of the applicant’s ownership, but does form part of the 
masterplan proposals.    

8 On the opposite side of Plough Yard, is Principal Place, an approved mixed use 
development with buildings of up to 50 storeys. 

9 The site is within the Central Activities Zone, the City Fringe Opportunity Area, and is also 
within the background area of the LVMF view to St Paul’s Cathedral from Westminster Pier. 

10 The site also contains the archaeological remains of the ‘Curtain Theatre’, one of 
Shakespeare’s theatres, built in 1577 before the Globe theatre was built on the South Bank.   

11 The site is served by two London Underground Stations: Liverpool Street, which is 760 
metres to the south, providing access to Central, Circle, Metropolitan and Hammersmith & City 
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lines; and Old Street Station 950m north west of the site with access to the Northern line. 
Liverpool Street Station is also one of London’s main rail terminals, providing suburban and 
national rail services to several destinations. Crossrail services will also be available from this 
station as of 2019. Shoreditch High Street London Overground Station is located 400m to the 
east and provides rail services towards West Croydon, Crystal Palace, New Cross and Highbury and 
Islington.  

12 This site is served by 29 bus services. The nearest bus stops are located within 200m of 
the site on Shoreditch High Street and Great Eastern Street. Additional bus stops are located on 
Worship and Appold Street.  Consequently the site has an excellent public transport accessibility 
level (PTAL) of 6b (on a scale of 1-6 where 6 is most accessible).   

13 The site is also served by the Mayor’s Cycle Hire Scheme, with 2 cycle docking stations 
located within 250m of the site. The first is located on Appold Street to the south of the site and 
the second south east on Norton Folgate. 

Details of the proposal 

14 The scheme proposes demolition and redevelopment of the site to contain a mixed use 
development, including retail, offices, cultural and residential uses.  Two applications have been 
submitted – outline permission for part of the site, and full permission for the balance. 

15 Four buildings, ranging in height from 4 to 40 storeys are proposed, arranged around a 
central public open space that would centre on the excavation and exhibition of the remains of the 
Curtain Theatre.  The applicant is also proposing alterations and extensions to the viaduct on Great 
Eastern Street for retail uses, 

16 In the total, the full application proposes 385 residential units, with approximately (GIA) 
26,000 sq.m. of office space, 8,000 sq.m. of retail space, and 1,500 sq.m. of cultural space. 

17 The outline planning application is for redevelopment of the electricity substation to 
contain a 13-storey building with approximately 850 sq.m. of retail space, and 15,313 sq.m. of 
office space.  The appearance of the building is reserved for later consideration. 

Case history 

18 Pre-application officer discussions have taken place regarding the scheme, where the 
masterplanning principles of the scheme, including a tall building were accepted, subject to 
clarification on a number of points, including affordable housing, detailed design, public realm, 
access, transport and climate change.   

Strategic planning issues and relevant policies and guidance 

19 The relevant issues and corresponding policies are as follows:  

 Principle of development London Plan; Mayor’s Cultural Strategy 

 Housing – affordable housing London Plan; Housing SPG; Housing Strategy; draft Revised 
Housing Strategy;; Providing for Children and Young 
People’s Play and Informal Recreation SPG 

 Density London Plan; Housing SPG 

 World Heritage Sites London Plan; World Heritage Sites SPG; Circular 07/09 

 Tall buildings/strategic views London Plan, LVMF SPG (2012) 

 Urban design London Plan; 
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 Access London Plan; Accessible London: achieving an inclusive 
environment SPG; Planning and Access for Disabled 
People: a good practice guide (ODPM) 

 Sustainable development London Plan; Sustainable Design and Construction SPG; 
Mayor’s Climate Change Adaptation Strategy; Mayor’s 
Climate Change Mitigation and Energy Strategy; Mayor’s 
Water Strategy  

 Transport and parking London Plan; revised Early Minor Alteration to the London 
Plan; the Mayor’s Transport Strategy  

 Crossrail/CIL London Plan; Mayoral Community Infrastructure Levy; 
Crossrail SPG  

 
20 For the purposes of Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, the 
development plan in force for the area is the 2010 Hackney Core Strategy, the 1995 Unitary 
Development Plan and the 2011 London Plan.   

21 The following are also relevant material considerations:  

 The National Planning Policy Framework and Technical Guide to the National Planning 
Policy Framework 

 The draft Hackney Site Allocations and Development Management Development Plan 
Documents. 

 The draft City Fringe Opportunity Area Planning Framework.  
 

 The draft Revised Early Minor Alteration to the London Plan 
 

Principle of development 

22 The principle of a high density, mixed use development at a location of excellent public 
transport accessibility would be consistent with the London Plan and City Fringe OAPF.  There 
would be an approximate 40,000 sq.m. uplift in commercial floor space compared to existing, 
with significant job generation during construction (300 full time equivalent) and as a result of 
the development (over 1,300 additional jobs over existing levels), significantly contributing 
towards London Plan employment targets for the opportunity area.   The intention to provide a 
range of flexible retail uses that responds to local needs is welcomed.  Mechanisms would be 
expected to be put in place as part of the section 106 agreement, to secure the type of 
businesses that will achieve these employment numbers, affordability levels, with flexibility to 
ensure that a range of businesses of different types and sizes, including small and medium sized 
enterprises can be accommodated.   

23 The scheme is also proposing the excavation and provision of exhibition space in 
association with the uncovered remains of the Curtain Theatre.  The sensitive preservation of 
these heritage assets and incorporation into the proposals is welcomed, in accordance with 
London Plan policy 3.8, in relation to heritage and archaeology, and policy 4.6 in relation to arts 
and cultural facilities being provided as part of major mixed use schemes.  

 

Housing 
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24 The scheme proposes 385 new homes, which would contribute to Hackney’s annual 
housing target of 1,160 homes as well as the City Fringe target of 7,000 homes and is welcomed in 
principle.   

Housing mix 

25 The proposed mix is as follows: 

Studio 1-bed 2-bed 3-bed 4-bed Total 
138 126 84 23 14 385 
36% 33% 22% 6% 3%  

 
26 The development is skewed towards studio and one bed units.  This does not comply with 
Hackney’s emerging policy or the thrust of London Plan policy.  Whilst it is acknowledged that this 
a high density development in a central location, with limited amenity space and with high sales 
values, such occurrences are common to many parts of London where families already choose to 
live.  Subject to the views of the Council, the applicant should explore the potential to increase the 
proportion of larger family sized units.   

Affordable housing 

27 The applicant has confirmed that it does not intend to provide any affordable housing on-
site and has submitted a toolkit appraisal to the Council to support its assertion that it is not viable 
to do so.  It is acknowledged that discussions regarding the affordable housing offer, including a 
review of the applicant’s toolkit appraisal are still required and further analysis will be expected in 
order to satisfy London Plan policies, the Housing SPG and the Council’s housing policies that 
affordable housing is being maximised.  In light of the applicant’s assertions that the cost of 
excavating and exhibiting the remains of the Curtain Theatre significantly increase the 
development costs, further expert analysis of these costs would be expected as part of the review.   
The toolkit appraisal and results of its independent assessment should be shared with GLA officers 
in due course, in order to inform discussions before the Stage 2 referral. 

28 During pre-application discussions, the applicant advised that it was investigating the 
possibility of some off-site affordable housing.  This point remains outstanding at this time.  If 
considering any alternative scenarios to on-site provision, off-site provision of affordable housing 
on a donor site or sites should be the first alternative, in accordance with the Housing SPG.  In 
these circumstances the GLA would expect the donor site(s) to have been identified and for the 
section 106 agreement to secure delivery of the affordable units within a timeframe linked to the 
delivery of the market units.  For a cash-in-lieu contribution to be acceptable, the Council will need 
to have identified a programme to satisfactorily demonstrate how the payment will be spent to 
ensure delivery of affordable housing units in the borough.   Details of delivery timescales, types of 
affordable units that would be secured and their location should be forthcoming.  Such a 
contribution must be used to deliver additional affordable rent and shared ownership units, and not 
to improve existing housing stock.  At this stage, it is noted that the GLA’s strong preference is for 
donor sites to be identified rather than a cash in-lieu payment as this provides certainty of actual 
delivery, the potential to ‘kick-start’ stalled housing sites and provide the economic benefits of 
construction. 

29 A draft of the section 106 legal agreement will need to be provided to the GLA prior to the 
Stage 2 referral in order to be clear that the application submission reflects London Plan policy and 
the Housing SPG, and that there is a transparent programme of affordable housing delivery 
secured as part of the development.   
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30 As noted in the London Plan, there are also circumstances where boroughs should consider 
whether it is appropriate to put in place provisions for re-appraising the viability of schemes prior 
to implementation, and maximise affordable housing provision.  Depending on the phasing and 
delivery programme, such an approach might be appropriate for this scheme given the length of 
time that may pass from initial toolkit appraisal to actual build out.  

Residential quality 

31 The applicant has provided floor plans showing that flats would meet and exceed the space 
standards set out in table 3.3 of the London Plan.  This is welcomed however, there are other 
standards set out in the London Housing Design Guide (LHDG), for which further information and 
discussion is required.  Of particular note, is that there are 15 units per core, which is nearly double 
that of the eight suggested by the LHDG.  Whilst the core layout is such that this may not have the 
same impact in terms of sense of ownership as a long corridor might, the applicant should provide 
a narrative of how the scheme has been designed to meet the aspirations set out in the LHDG.  It is 
also noted there are a number of north facing, single aspect units, which applies to one studio flat 
per floor over levels 3 to 29 (7% of overall units).   The units have a high depth to width ratio, and 
would receive little light at the rear however, it acknowledged that these are elevated and would 
benefit from views across London.     

Children’s play space 

32 Based on the Mayor’s playspace SPG, 19 children are predicted to live in the development 
of which 11 would be under the age of 5. This gives rise to a total child playspace requirement of 
190 sq.m. of which 110 sq.m. should be provided on-site and designed for under 5s. The scheme 
proposes 400 sq.m. of play space across the development, on the viaduct roof, and within the 
public realm at ground floor level.  Given the paucity of play space and open space in the local 
area, confirmation that ‘dedicated’ space that meets the minimum requirement for under 5’s is 
required, details of which would need to be secured by way of condition.  Provision for older 
children would be expected to be accommodated in the surrounding area and appropriate financial 
contributions secured in the section 106 agreement.  These details should be provided before the 
application is reported back at Stage 2.    

Density 

33 The site has a public transport accessibility level (PTAL) of 6, and is classified as central in 
character whereby a density range of between 650-1,100 habitable rooms per hectare is suggested 
in the London Plan.  The nature of the tall building and scale of development, the density is likely 
to be high but details have not been provided in the application documents.  In accordance with 
guidance in the Housing SPG, the applicant should undertake such an assessment of the density of 
the scheme based on plot ratio, given the vertically mixed nature of the uses.  Subject to the 
scheme being acceptable in the round, a high density scheme may be suitable for this site subject 
to satisfying other requirements, such as residential quality and housing mix. Further discussion is 
required based on the results of this analysis.    

Tall buildings, strategic views and urban design 

34 The draft City Fringe OAPF identifies this site as being suitable for tall buildings, subject to 
detailed design considerations.  A part 33 and part 39-storey tower is proposed for the north east 
corner of the site. Whilst this is significantly taller than surrounding buildings, when seen in context 
of existing planning consents, the principle of a building of this scale is acceptable.  The massing of 
the tower is distinctive and playful, which is welcomed, and combined with the materiality it helps 
create a transition between the corporate buildings to the south of Great Eastern Street and the 
very different environment to the north of it.   
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35 A thorough analysis of the impact this taller element would have on protected views has 
been undertaken and accurate visualisations from all relevant points set out in the LVMF SPG 
(March 2012) have been provided, noting that part of the site lies in the background assessment 
area of the designated view (LVMF 8A) from Westminster Pier to St Paul’s Cathedral.  The height 
of the buildings has been dictated by the threshold plane and the tower sits behind St Paul’s 
Cathedral in this view.   The scheme would not have a significant detrimental impact on any of the 
relevant views and will not undermine the viewer’s ability to recognise and appreciate the 
strategically important landmarks, notably St Paul’s Cathedral. 

36 The draft City Fringe OAPF sets out a series of key strategic routes through the area.  The 
layout proposes the continuation of Hewett Street so that it meets Plough Yard, allowing 
permeability all the way around the site which is strongly supported.  A small public space and a 
new route through to Great Eastern Street would be created where these two streets meet, which is 
particularly welcomed in terms of increasing north-south permeability.  Whilst the provision of the 
public courtyard and access to the remnants of the theatre are all strongly supported, there is 
concern that the access points to these are narrow and illegible, particularly the link from Principal 
Place, undermining their role and prominence in the public realm network. Consideration should be 
given to making the north-western and south eastern access points wider and more inviting, so 
they communicate the importance and scale of the attractions and play a more prominent role 
linking in the wider townscape and connecting to neighbouring sites. 

37 At pre-application stage, concern was raised about how the scheme addresses Hearn Street.  
The height of buildings either side of it and the lack of active frontages will severely undermine the 
quality of the pedestrian environment of this space.  Whilst there is no concern with the principle 
of servicing happening from this position, the current layout makes no effort to minimise its impact 
or reduce the quantity of inactive frontages looking on to the street.  The applicant needs to 
reconsider its approach to Hearn Street and ensure that this piece of public realm is of a high 
quality for pedestrians by providing active uses fronting on to it, minimizing the quantity of blank 
frontage and creating a high quality public realm. Visualisations looking down Hearn Street should 
be provided. 

38 The perimeter block layout of the scheme provides good enclosure over the publicly 
accessible courtyard and good definition of surrounding streets and spaces, which is welcomed. 
The nine storey building located along the northern side of the block facing on to Hewett Street 
fits in well with surrounding buildings and provides a good level of enclosure to the street which is 
welcomed. A 13-storey building is proposed along the southern edge of the perimeter block. Whilst 
this is not considered excessive in height given the emerging context, there is concern about the 
cumulative impact this will have on Hearn Street.  As set out above, there is significant concern 
about the quality of the pedestrian environment on Hearn Street and the proposal may create a 
canyon-like experience with disproportionally tall buildings when compared to its width, further 
undermining the pedestrian quality of this street.  Further consideration needs to be given to how 
the pedestrian experience on Hearn Street can be designed so that it does not feel oppressive 
given the height and massing of surrounding buildings, as well as the dead frontage/servicing 
provision issues outlined above.  Visualisations demonstrated a suitably high pedestrian experience 
should be provided during the course of further discussion about the scheme and prior to the 
Stage 2 referral. 

 

Inclusive design 

39 The application is accompanied by an access statement, which cover the principles of 
inclusive design, access across the site, pedestrian routes, drop off points.  The level of detail 
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provided is welcomed and all of the external gradients and access routes into the site for 
pedestrians are acceptable. 

40 The applicant has confirmed that 10% of units would be provided as wheelchair adaptable.  
The access statement shows a typical flat layout of a 2-bed wheelchair accessible home and how it 
meets relevant standards.  Confirmation that necessary transfer space can be accommodated is 
required.  The applicant has set out how each of the 16 points for Lifetime Homes will be met, 
which is welcomed.  Details should be provided confirming the precise number, location of these 
units, that they cover a range of unit sizes and are not clustered together.  Ideally some would be 
fitted out as accessible from the outset.   

41 The site is largely level, and the proposal increases permeability through the site, with a 
range of retail spaces, food and beverage uses, and entry to offices provided at ground floor level.  
Given the range of uses and level of activity, including the proposed theatre, a careful strategy will 
be required in relation to street furniture and outdoor uses to ensure that pedestrian mobility is not 
impaired.  Seating and resting points are proposed, and the amphitheatre would be fitted out with 
accessible seating, details of which should be secured at build out stage. 

42 In terms of parking provision, the scheme proposes 39 parking bays prioritised for the 
wheelchair adaptable apartments, located near to the residential cores.   Fifteen are proposed for 
the commercial uses.  The parking management plan should include a mechanism to ensure that 
the supply and demand of the blue badge bays are regularly monitored and provision reviewed, to 
ensure that provision equates to the demand from disabled residents and visitors and that the bays 
are effectively enforced.   

Climate change mitigation 

43 The applicant has followed the energy hierarchy and is proposing to reduce carbon 
emissions by 34%, thus exceeding the London Plan requirement. In total, 21% savings will be 
achieved from energy efficiency measures and 14% savings from a combined heat and power plant, 
which will provide the lead source of heat for the site wide energy network.  The applicant should 
confirm that all apartments and non-domestic building uses will be connected to the site heat 
network.  A small amount of photovoltaic panels (587 sq.m.) will provide a further 2% savings.  

44 The applicant has also provided a commitment to ensuring that the development is 
designed to allow future connection to a district heating network should one become available. 
This together with the commitment to a single site wide energy network should be secured by 
condition.  

Climate change adaptation 

45 The applicant has submitted a sustainability statement, which includes relevant Code for 
Sustainable Homes and BREEAM pre-assessments.  It is intended that all homes meet Code for 
Sustainable Homes Level 4 and ‘Excellent’ for the office space, and the documents set out a 
number of techniques proposed to reduce energy consumption and cut carbon emission in line with 
the Mayor’s standards.  This includes use of high performance building fabric, insulation, shading 
systems, low energy lighting, energy efficient appliances, metering, and by maximising natural 
sunlight and solar gain.  The potential for overshadowing from adjoining buildings has also been 
considered and has informed the disposition of accommodation.  Sustainable urban drainage is 
proposed in the form of rainwater harvesting and surface water attenuation tanks, and nearly 4,000 
sq.m. of green roofs would also be provided, which would contribute towards urban greening in the 
CAZ. These commitments should be secured by way of condition. 

Transport 
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Parking  

46 A total of 115 car parking spaces is proposed for the development, of which 90 spaces are 
allocated to the residential units or an equivalent of 0.2 spaces per unit. The remaining 25 are 
assigned to the commercial space. It is noted that at pre-application stage, it was requested that 
the overall level of car parking be reduced. Although the number of residential car parking spaces 
has decreased from 115 to 90 since the discussion, this remains excessive, in recognition of the 
high PTAL of the site and the car club on site.  As such, the applicant should seek to reduce the 
residential parking provision further in line with London Plan policy 6.13.   

47 It is understood that of the 25 spaces allocated to the commercial space, 15 are reserved 
for disabled parking. Out of the remaining 10, five are allocated for maintenance vehicles and an 
additional five for late night/early morning staff.  Given the proposed separate off-street loading 
bay and the apparent lack of a use on site that would require unsociable working hours, these ten 
spaces do not appear to be justified and should be removed from the scheme. Notwithstanding 
this, the 39 Blue Badge parking bays prioritised for the 39 wheelchair accessible apartments are 
welcomed. 

48 The applicant’s commitment to providing electric vehicle charging points and parking 
management plan are welcomed, and should be secured by condition.  Furthermore, the applicant’s 
commitment to a permit free development is welcomed, as are the three car club parking spaces 
(along with free membership for the first year to all residential units).  These should be secured in 
the section 106 agreement. 

49 The proposed 882 cycle parking spaces, including a total of 422 allocated to the residential 
units with a further 12 for visitors is welcomed.  The residential allocation is acceptable however, 
confirmation of the remaining land uses is required to assess if the total number of cycle parking 
accords with London Plan standards.   

Trip Generation & Highway Impact 

50 Given the proposed parking provision and the level of vehicular trips generated by this 
development the highway impact expected to be low.  It is noted that whilst the trip generation 
information is generally acceptable, further information is required in relation to the proposed 
theatre use, especially in the PM peak as at present, as no trips relating to this use have been 
considered. 

Public Transport Impact 

51 The site is well served by bus routes and the network has sufficient capacity to cope with 
the additional demand likely to be generated by the site.  The submitted audit of the two bus stops 
located closest to the site indicates that no contribution towards improvements is required. 

52 Further information is required in relation to how the distribution of demand for rail services 
has been calculated. Considering the close proximity of Shoreditch High Street station to the site, it 
is unlikely that demand will be equally split between all rail services and TfL is of the view that the 
generated trips are more likely to use the Overground station. However, some account of the 
likelihood of using different rail services should be included.   Furthermore there is a concern about 
the numbers of additional trips per train that has been assumed, and some indication of the impact 
by route and direction should be included.  The applicant therefore needs to assess the impact of 
their development on the rail network more clearly, in line with London Plan policy 6.3, so that 
evidence is given to show that there is no mitigation required for this mode, as argued by the 
applicant. 
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Cycling & Walking 

53 The site sits within easy walking distance of five existing cycle hire docking stations.  It is 
considered that the office element of the scheme would create additional peak-time demand that 
the surrounding docking stations, which already experience demand exceeding planned operations.  
There is no obvious scope to expand a local existing docking station to accommodate this and as 
such further discussion on the opportunity for siting a docking station on or at the edge of the site 
would be appropriate. 

54 The applicant has submitted a pedestrian (PERS) audit and all the improvements should be 
agreed and secured through section 106 agreement. Given the scale of the proposed development, 
its location and the number of trips on foot it will generate, including those walking to public 
transport nodes, a pedestrian comfort assessment should be undertaken to clearly demonstrate the 
capacity of surrounding footways and crossings. 

55 The need for TfL’s improvements are planned through the Mayoral initiatives to improve 
cycle safety and safeguard measures for vulnerable road users in the area. The Shoreditch High 
Street / Great Eastern Street junction is specifically identified as in need for future planned 
improvements and as such, funding towards those would be appropriate.  Further discussions with 
the applicant and Hackney Council would be appropriate as the application progresses. 

56 As the development will open up new pedestrian routes through the site and given the 
number of existing Legible London signs already in close proximity to the development site, along 
Shoreditch High Street, Great Eastern Street, Old Street and around Shoreditch High Street 
Overground station, contributions should be sought from the applicant for new Legible London 
signage within the development as well as for updating of the mapping and directional panels for 
the existing signs affected by the development. This should be secured through the section 106 
agreement. 

Travel Planning  

57 Full workplace and residential travel plans have been submitted and pass the ATTrBuTE 
assessment tool, details of which should be secured through the section 106 agreement.   A 
construction management plan should also be secured by way of condition.  

Community Infrastructure Levy & Crossrail Obligations 

58 The Mayor’s Crossrail SPG states that contributions should be sought in respect of 
proposals for uplifts in floorspace for office, retail and hotel uses in central London where there is a 
cumulative uplift in such floorspace of more than 500sqm. This application proposes such an uplift, 
and the charge would be as follows: 

Land Use Existing  Proposed  Crossrail charge Crossrail charge Net change 
  (sqm) (sqm)  (sqm) per sqm  
Office 9,256 29,397 20,141 £137 £2,759,317 
Retail 33 4,621 4,588 £88 £403,744 
Hotel     0 £60 £0 
Total Crossrail charge payable on commencement to TfL £3,163,061 

 

59 The applicant should note that the Mayor’s CIL charge will be treated as a credit towards 
the S106 liability and therefore only the larger of the two amounts will normally be sought. 
Notwithstanding this, Hackney Council should include the full Crossrail sum of £3,163,061 within 
the section 106 agreement.  
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Local planning authority’s position 

60 Hackney Council is currently reviewing the application and is due to report to its planning 
application in April 2013. 

Legal considerations 

61 Under the arrangements set out in Article 4 of the Town and Country Planning (Mayor of 
London) Order 2008 the Mayor is required to provide the local planning authority with a statement 
setting out whether he considers that the application complies with the London Plan, and his 
reasons for taking that view.  Unless notified otherwise by the Mayor, the Council must consult the 
Mayor again under Article 5 of the Order if it subsequently resolves to make a draft decision on the 
application, in order that the Mayor may decide whether to allow the draft decision to proceed 
unchanged, or direct the Council under Article 6 of the Order to refuse the application, or issue a 
direction under Article 7 of the Order that he is to act as the local planning authority for the 
purpose of determining the application  and any connected application.  There is no obligation at 
this present stage for the Mayor to indicate his intentions regarding a possible direction, and no 
such decision should be inferred from the Mayor’s statement and comments. 

Financial considerations 

62 There are no financial considerations at this stage. 

Conclusion 

63 The application broadly complies with the London Plan, however, further information 
and/or confirmation, as detailed below is required to comply fully.  

 Principle of use: The principle of a residential-led mixed use development is acceptable in 
within the CAZ and City Fringe Opportunity Area.  The cultural and heritage offer of the 
Curtain Theatre is supported.   

 Housing: Consideration should be given to increasing the proportion of family units in the 
scheme.   The viability assessment should be independently assessed and its findings shared 
with the GLA.  Confirmation of any off-site affordable housing offer is required - a donor 
site for affordable housing should be considered and if a cash contribution in lieu of on-site 
affordable housing is to be accepted there needs to be an agreed mechanism and timetable 
for delivery. Further details of the children’s play areas needs to be provided and secured 
by condition. The density needs to be calculated. The residential quality in some areas 
requires qualifying.  

 Design: This is a suitable location for a tall building and the design is of a high quality that 
would not impact upon strategic views.  There are some design matters relating to layout 
and public realm that need resolving and further discussion. 

 Inclusive design: The inclusive design provisions are welcomed. The 100% Lifetime 
Homes and 10% wheelchair accessible flats should be secured by condition.  The location 
of the accessible units should be confirmed. 

 Climate change: The applicant has broadly followed the energy hierarchy to achieve 
carbon dioxide emission reductions of 34%.  Sufficient information has been provided to 
understand the proposals as a whole however, confirmation that both domestic and non-
domestic uses will be connected to the site heat network is required, and a commitment 
towards future connection to a district heat network, should one become available, is 
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required as part of the s106.  The sustainability measures proposed are welcomed and 
should be secured by way of condition. 

 Transport:  There are a number of areas that require resolving before the scheme is is fully 
in accordance with London Plan transport policies.  The number of parking spaces should 
be reduced, information on the different land use areas and rail trips generated is required 
and he applicant is also requested to contribute towards the planned improvements as well 
as CIL and Crossrail obligations. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

for further information, contact Planning Decisions Unit: 
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