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Meeting: 09 February 2012    
Agenda Item:  4 
Report No.: LTGDC/12/PC05   
 

Addendum Planning Committee Report 
 
 
London Thames Gateway Development Corporation 
 
Planning Application  
 
Report of the Director of Planning 
 
 
 
1. Introduction 
 
1.1 This addendum report provides an update to members on matters that have 

transpired since the publication of the Committee report. Specifically, the scheme 
has been before the London Borough of Hackney Planning Committee, a formal 
response has been received from the London Borough of Tower Hamlets, the 
Olympic Park Legacy Company have provided comments and further comments 
have been received from Groveworld Limited. The deletion of an informative 
included in error is also recommended. 
 

2 London Borough of Hackney 
 

2.1 As set out at paragraph 5.1 of the Committee report, the scheme was reported to 
Hackney's planning sub-committee on 1st February. A letter has since been 
received formalising the committee resolution. This letter endorses all but the first 
reason for objection listed under paragraph 5.1 of the main committee report, being 
the justification of the quantum of retail floorspace.  
 

2.2 Paragraph 5.2 of the main committee report responds to the points raised by 
Hackney. 

 
3 London Borough of Tower Hamlets 

 
3.1 Tower Hamlets have provided their formal response to the proposal, which has been 

endorsed by senior officers rather than the planning committee. A full copy of the 
response is appended to this report and the main points summarised as follows.  
 

3.2 Tower Hamlets have indicated their support for the following elements of the 
scheme: 

 
• The physical and mixed use regeneration of the site to create the first stage of a 

new vibrant neighbourhood hub; 
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• New pedestrian routes which aid connectivity across the area (subject to legal 
obligation) 

• The provisions of new affordable employment space (subject to legal obligation) 
• New central public realm area; 
• Rational  design and built layout of the development;  
• Low levels of on-site car parking; 
• Phase 1 development within Tower Hamlets.  

 
3.3 The response also identifies the following areas of concern: 
 

• Current lack of affordable housing provision and commitment on or off site; 
• Lack of commitment in planning application and S106 to deliver the north-south 

underpass link and Hackney Wick Station improvements, including improved 
access and entrances; 

• No current commitment to BREEAM 'excellent' and/or connections to District 
Heat and Power network at Kings Yard and Old Ford Waste Water treatment 
works; 

• Lack of detailed design of the proposed buildings including materials, articulation 
and architecture.  

 
3.4 The representation goes on to comment in more detail on each of the key features 

of the scheme and make recommendations on each.  
 
Affordable Housing  

 
3.5 Lack of on-site provision of affordable housing is the Borough's key concern. 

However, should on-site commitments not occur, an up-front commuted payment 
with an obligation to review future phase profitability has been requested. This 
request is considered reasonable and will form part of any future S106 agreement.  

 
North-South Underpass Link and Hackney Wick Station Improvements 

 
3.6 Tower Hamlets express concern that they have not been provided with written 

assurances that the underpass and station improvements will be delivered. A 
Grampian condition has been suggested to ensure the pedestrian underpass is in 
place prior to the implementation of the development, coupled with a S106 
obligation requiring the developer to cooperate with Network Rail and London 
Overground.  

 
3.7 Officers consider that neither a Grampian condition or S106 obligation is necessary, 

but a more specifically worded condition may be more suitable. To date, the 
underpass and station improvements have received £1.25m in OPTEMS funding 
and engineering studies into the underpass location and build are at advanced 
stages. The suggested wording is: 

 
“Prior to the commencement of the development hereby permitted, a scheme 
detailing the interim landscape works to White Post Yard and Wallis Yard shall be 
submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority. The approved 
interim landscape scheme shall be implemented in full until such a time as the 
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Hackney Wick Station underpass and entrance works are completed, upon which 
time the final landscape proposals agreed in the reserved matters shall be 
implemented in full."  

 
3.8 The advantage of this condition over a Grampian condition is that the development 

can proceed concurrently with any underpass works, rather than having to wait for 
the underpass to be completed.  

 
Affordable Workspace 

 
3.9 Tower Hamlets support the approach to affordable work space within the S106 

agreement. An alternative has been suggested that the applicant is obliged to fit out 
the units upon selection of an occupier with first preference from businesses and 
business start up located within the respective Borough.  

 
Sustainable Environment 
 
3.10 It has been suggested that condition 19 securing Code 4 for Sustainable Homes 

should be amplified to allow for potential future levels 5 and 6 for each reserved 
matters should these be submitted at a time when the policy requirements have 
increased. 
 

3.11 Tower Hamlets also suggest that a clause or condition could be attached to 
require the developer to investigation connections to the Kings Yard Energy Centre 
and Old Ford waste water treatment prior to commencement. This is considered 
reasonable and will be conditioned along with a requirement to ensure passive 
provision to allow future connection to a district heating network. 

 
Open Space and Public Realm 
 
3.12 A design code condition has been recommended to ensure specific details of 

landscaping is agreed and an obligation within the S106 agreement to prevent 
development upon areas identified as public realm has been suggested. The design 
code element can form part of the reserved matters condition.  

 
Scale and Mass 
 
3.13 A condition requiring minimum distances and screening between habitable facing 

rooms has been requested. The reserved matters will be required to meet these 
standards if they are to be approved.  

 
Conservation and Heritage 
 
3.14 Again, a design code has been suggested to be secured by condition. This will 

be included in the reserved matters condition.  
 
Appearance 
 
3.15 The design code condition is recommended.  
 
Noise and Vibration 
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3.16 A condition has been requested to secure suitable acoustic mitigation has been 

requested. Condition 8 is considered to meet this request.  
 
Sunlight/Daylight 
 
3.17 A condition to prevent single aspect north facing units has been requested. 

Condition 4 requires all residential units to meet the London Housing Design Guide, 
which will ensure no single aspect north facing units.  

 
Waste and Refuse 
 
3.18 A condition to secure a waste management plan has been requested. This will be 

included on the final decision notice.  
 
Construction 
 
3.19 A construction and logistics plan and a service and delivery plan have been 

requested. The construction and logistics plan is secured through condition 9 and a 
service and delivery plan will be secured by a further condition.  

 
4 Groveworld East London Regeneration Limited (Groveworld) 

 
4.1 Further representations have been submitted on behalf of Groveworld which seek to 

expand upon and clarify the earlier comments.  
 
Ownership Representation 

 
4.2 Paragraph 7.1 of the main committee report, describes Groveworld as owning 117 

Wallis Road and representing other parties in the area. It goes on to state that no 
comments have been received from other parties. Groveworld claim that this implies 
doubt about the ownerships represented. Groveworld have now provided 
correspondence from M & D Silk Properties, Pall Mall Investments Ltd, East London 
Commercials Ltd, Central Books Ltd and Daro Factors Ltd. These letters each state 
their intention to work with Groveworld acting as lead developer partner.   

 
Underpass Options 

 
4.3 The comments also state that the assembly of owners has explicitly come about to 

assist with the implementation of the AAP and that discussions have been ongoing 
with the LTGDC and LB Hackney. However, no pre-application discussions have 
occurred with planning officers at LTGDC who are the responsible officers in relation 
to any potential planning application.  

 
4.4 Groveworld make reference to representation dated 9 December 2011 submitted to 

LB Hackney. Unfortunately, these comments were not passed to LTGDC.  The 
comments attach the July 2011 business case for the Hackney Wick Station 
underpass works and refer to a diagram showing a preferred option reproduced 
from the earlier Engineering Feasibility Study report. This indicates a straight narrow 
route with stairs and lifts either side.  
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4.5 Members are reminded that the application does not include the location of the 
underpass. The scheme has allowed a zone for the underpass to be delivered and 
Network Rail have accepted this zone as being capable of delivering the underpass. 
The specific underpass location will not be known until the completion of the GRIP 4 
study, however the outline nature of the application provides the flexibility around 
the station for the underpass location to shift as necessary.  

 
Block F 

 
4.6 Groveworld consider that the massing of Block F has not been tested for its impact 

on the development potential to the north. In its current form the buildings to the 
north of the site are commercial and therefore the same daylight/sunlight 
considerations are not applied as for residential development. It is acknowledged 
however that the sites to the north are allocated for land use change within the 
Hackney Wick AAP, however the specific development proposals for these sites are 
unknown. The specific design detail delivered with the reserved matters submission 
would need  to take account of the adjacent development potential.  

 
Section 106 agreement 
 
4.7 The way in which the S106 is progressed has been described as confusing and 

contradictory. The comments state that the application proceeding to a decision 
without a S106 presents a prima facie case as there is a need to mitigate issues but 
no means to do so.  
 

4.8 As LTGDC are both applicant and determining authority, this is the only legal way of 
securing the necessary requirements. The statement that there are no means to 
mitigate issues under this method is incorrect, as the development cannot proceed 
without the completion of the S106 agreement in the future. Any future developer of 
the site, which would not be the LTGDC, would need to submit another application 
addressing the requirements within the recommended conditions.  
 

5 Olympic Park Legacy Company 
 

5.1 OPLC have provided design based comments on the scheme in relation to 
connections and routes, views, building layouts, space layout, private yards and 
workspace.  
 

5.2 It has been suggested that the route beneath the station should be as straight as 
possible. The route will be decided by the GRIP4 study.  

 
5.3 The views from the station level are supported, however there is concern that views 

are blocked. In response, the sections provided in appendix 3 show how views 
through the development are maintained.  

 
5.4 The shapes of the buildings are suggested to take a simpler form than shown. The 

building layout has taken its lead from the building grain of the surrounding area, as 
required in the Hackney Wick AAP.  
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5.5 It has been said that the layout of the spaces need to relate better to the station so 
that the station does not exit directly into the space. Officers do not agree with this 
suggestion as the layout is  informed by the AAP.  

 
5.6 The character of the private yards should be emphasised and utilised for private 

events. This type of character may be delivered in the detailed design.  
 

5.7 Local centre workspace has been suggested, including community, education, local 
shopping and overall employment.  

 
6 Additional objection 

 
6.1 A neighbour objection was submitted to LB Hackney on the 28th of September 2011 

and passed to LTGDC on the 6th of February 2012. Concern is raised that the 
character of Hackney Wick will be lost with the delivery of new development and that 
the area should be left to evolve without interference from developers and planners. 
There is also some concern that rents in the area are rising as a result of 
development potential resulting in artists and local industries being displaced. The 
provision of affordable workspace is to help ensure appropriate rental levels can be 
maintained.  
 

7 Deletion of Informative 
 

Informative number 5 is not applicable. Regulation 9 of the Town and Country 
Planning General Regulations 1992 provides that a planning permission obtained by 
an interested planning authority enures only for the benefit of that authority. 
However, an amendment came into force on 1 August 2011 providing that that 
restriction does not apply where the planning authority is an urban development 
corporation. It is therefore recommended that the informative be deleted. 
 

8 Conclusion 
 

8.1 This addendum has provided an update to the committee report and responded to 
further comments on the scheme. The recommendation to members remains 
approval as per the committee report along with the additional conditions referred to 
in the section above regarding comments from Tower Hamlets.  

 
 
 
 
CASE OFFICER:  Stephen Allen 
 
Date: 9 February 2012 
   
 






















