
MAYOR OF LONDON

Nasser Farooq Our ref: D&P/2778a5CO4

Development & Renewal — town planning Your reh PA/i 3/i 6/1 638

Tower Hamlets Council Date: S March 2014

Town Hall
Mulberry Place
5 Clove Crescent
LONDON E14 23G

Dear Mr Farooq,

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

I refer to your letter of 21 February 2014 informing me that Tower Hamlets Council is minded to
refuse planning permission for the above planning application. I refer you also to the notice that
was issued on 26 February 2014 under the provisions of article 5(1 )(b)(i) of the above Order.

Having now considered a report on this case (reference D&P/2778a/02 copy enclosed), I am
content to allow Tower Hamlets Council to determine the case itself, subject to any action that the
Secretary of State may take.

Yours sincerely

Boris Johnso
Mayor of London

cc 9Ti L’n11 Cz,cri-Q& MeM.&r
Nicky Gavron, Chair of London Assembly Planning Committee
National Planning Casework Unit, DCLG
Alex Williams, TfL

City Haii, London] S LI 2AA • mi yor @Iondangov.u k • iondon.qav.u k • 020 7983 4000
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GREATERLONDONAUTHORITY

planning report D&P/2778a/02

5 March 2014

Site at Huntingdon Industrial Estate

in the London Borough of Tower Hamlets

planning application no. PA/i 3/01 638

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 two existing industrial buildings, and construction of a residential-led, mixed-use,
foufteen-storey building, comprising 78 residential units, together with 1,946 sq.m. retail and
commercial floorspace, basement car, cycle and motorcycle parking, and private amenity space.

The applicant

The applicant is the UKI (Shoreditch) Limited, and the architect is Robin Partington
Architects.

Strategic issues

Tower Hamlets Council has resolved to refuse permission for this application. The Mayor must
consider whether the application warrants a direction to take over determination of the
application under Article 7 of the Mayor of London Order 2008.

Having regard to the details of the application, the matters set out in the committee report, and
the Council’s draft decision notice there are no sound planning reasons for the Mayor to
intervene in this particular case, and therefore no basis to issue a direction under Article 7 of the
Order 2008. Should the scheme be considered at appeal, or a revised application be submitted,
the applicant should have regard to the following matters, as set out in this report, in relation to
provision of employment floorspace, climate change, and transport.

The Council’s decision

In this instance Tower Hamlets Council has resolved to refuse permission.

Recommendation

That Tower Hamlets 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 that he is to be the local planning authority.
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Context

1 On 6 August 2013, the Mayor of London received documents from Tower Hamlets 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 Category 1 C of the Schedule to the Order
2008: “Development which comprises or includes the erection of a building more than thirty metres
high and outside the City of London”.

2 On 12 September 2013, the Mayor considered planning report D&P/2778a/01, and
subsequently advised Tower Hamlets Council that the proposed development was supported in
principle, and the amendments to the design of the scheme since the previous submission, were
strongly supported. However, the application did not comply with the London Plan, and further
discussions were therefore required regarding employment floorspace, affordable housing,
climate change and transport (as set out in paragraph 72 of the above mentioned report).

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 9 January 2014, Tower Hamlets
Council resolved to refuse planning permission for the application and on 25 February 2014
advised the Mayor of this decision. Under the provisions of ArticleS of the Town & Country
Planning (Mayor of London) Order 2008 the Mayor may allow the draft decision to proceed
unchanged, or 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 has until 10
March 2014 to notify the Council of his decision and to issue any direction.

4 The Council’s draft decision notice includes the following reasons for refusal:

The proposed development, by virtue of its excessive height and bulk, is insensitive to the
context of its surroundings and as such would not incorporate the principles of good
design. By failing to relate well to the scale of the buildings in the immediate surrounds the
proposal would not preserve or enhance the character and appearance of the Redchurch
Street Conservation Area and fail to preserve or enhance the setting of surrounding
conservation areas. The proposal would therefore be contrary to Core Strategy (2010)
Strategic Policies SP1O (two, three and four), and 5P12 (band i) and Annex 9: Delivering
Place-Making ‘Shoreditch;’ Managing Development Document (2013) policies DM24,
DM26, and DM27; and London Plan (Revised Early Minor Alterations to the London Plan
2013) policies 7.4, 7.6, 7.7 and 7.Bd.

• The detailed design of the building, including the use of a stepped massing, a Roman
profile brick, balconies and terraces with balustrades, would be out of character with its
surroundings, and as such would be contrary to Core Strategy (2010) Strategic Policies
SP1O (two, three and four), and 5P12 (band i) and Annex 9: Delivering Place-Making
‘Shoreditch;’ Managing Development Document (2013) policies DM24, DM26, and DM27;
and London Plan (Revised Early Minor Alterations to the London Plan 2013) policies 7.4,
7.6, 7.7 and 7.8d.

• The demolition of 30/32 Redchurch Street would result in the loss of a building which
makes a positive contribution to the character and appearance of the Redchurch Street
Conservation Area. The public benefits of the proposal are not considered to outweigh the
harm caused by the loss of the buildings and the proposal is therefore contrary to Core
Strategy Policy SP1O, Managing Development Document Policy DM27(3), London Plan
Policy 7.S(c and d), and guidance set within the Redchurch Street Character Appraisal
dated 4 November 2009.
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• The development would be constructed over the historic route of Whitby Street and as such
would result in the loss of the traditional street pattern of the area, failing to conserve or
enhance the character and appearance of the Redchurch Street Conservation Area. The
proposal would therefore be contrary to Core Strategy Strategic Policies SP1O (two, three
and four), and 5P12 (band i), and Annex 9: Delivering Place-Making ‘Shoreditch;’
Managing Development Document (2013) policies DM24, DM26, and DM21; and London
Plan (Revised Early Minor Alterations to the London Plan 2013) policies 7.4, 7.6, 7.7 and
led. The proposal would also be contrary to guidance set within the Redchurch Street
Character Appraisal dated 4 November 2009.

• The development, by virtue of the lack of on-site affordable housing (particularly housing
falling within the rented tenure) would fail to contribute to the creation of a mixed and
balanced community in the area. The proposal would therefore be contrary to Strategic
Objective SOS of the Core Strategy (2010), Policy DM3(a) of the Managing Development
Document, and London Plan Policy 3.9.

• In the absence of a planning permission for the redevelopment of a linked scheme at Fleet
Street Hill (LBTH ref: PA/i 3/1 637) the development would not secure the provision of an
appropriate level of affordable housing and s106 contributions. The proposal would
therefore be contrary to policies (legal agreement to secure an appropriate level of
affordable housing and s106 contributions) and would fail to deliver affordable housing
and mitigate against its impact. As such, the proposed development would fail to accord
with Policy 3.12 of the London Plan, policies 5P02 and SP13 of the adopted Core Strategy
and Policy DM3 of the Managing Development Document (2013).

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

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

6 The initial policy test regarding the Mayor’s power to take over and determine applications
referred under categories 1 and 2 of the schedule to the Order is a decision about who should have
jurisdiction over the application, rather than whether planning permission should ultimately be
granted or refused.

7 The policy test consists of the following three parts, all of which must be met in order for
the Mayor to take over the application:

a) significant impact on the implementation of the London Plan;

b) significant effects on more than one borough; and

c) sound planning reasons for his intervention.

8 Notwithstanding parts (a) and (b), part (c) of the policy test is whether the Mayor considers
there to be sound planning reasons to intervene. Having regard to the details of the application;
the outstanding strategic issues (discussed below); and, the Council’s committee report and draft
reasons for refusal, there are no sound planning reasons to intervene in this case.

9 In order for the Mayor to issue a direction that he is to be the local planning authority, all
relevant policy test5 must be met. Given policy test Cc) has not been met, there is no basis to issue
a direction under Article 7.
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Outstanding strategic planning issues

10 At consultation stage, Tower Hamlets Council was advised that whilst the proposed
development was supported in principle, and the amendments to the design of the scheme since
the previous submission, were strongly supported, the application did not comply with the London
Plan. Further discussions were therefore required regarding employment floorspace, affordable
housing, climate change and transport:

• Affordable housing: at consultation stage it was not possible to determine whether the
proposal accorded with London Plan policies 3.6, 3.11, and 3.12. Further discussion with
the applicant and the Council was therefore required, following completion of the
independent assessment of the applicant’s financial viability report.

• Employment floorspace: the applicant was encouraged to consider a higher level of 61
floorspace provision, in order to ensure that the site maximises its potential contribution
towards growth in Tech City, in line with the draft emerging City Fringe Opportunity Area
Planning Framework.

• Climate change: further detail was required regarding the operation and management of
the proposed combined heat and power unit. The applicant was also required to commit to
ensuring that the proposed site-wide heat network will be designed to allow future
connection to a district network.

• Transport: the provision of car parking was required to be reduced to reflect the area’s
high accessibility and existing congestion. The applicant was required to submit for
approval a pedestrian audit, travel plan, construction logistic plan and a delivery and
servicing plan. Measures contained in these plans were required to be secured by the
Council through the legal agreement and/or through condition attached to any future
grant of planning permission. Finally, the Community Infrastructure Levy and Crossrail
payment was required to be agreed, and secured.

11 Should the scheme be considered at appeal or a revised application submitted the applicant
should have regard to the following matters considered below.

Pijaciple_of %ee[opment—pmvisipn P.t empjoyflentttQoIspaCe

12 As set out at consultation stage, given the site’s location within Tech City, in what is
identified as the Shoreditch East sub-market area in the draft emerging City Fringe OAPF, and the
supporting Property Market Appraisal report, there is likely to be significant ongoing demand for
61 floorspace in this area. As such, whilst the provision of flexible Al /61 /D2 floorspace as part of
the application was welcomed, opportunities to increase the provision of 61 floorspace, perhaps in
the upper floors of the development, in order to support provision of a range of smaller
employment generating floorspace in Tech City, should be fully explored.

13 The applicant responded stating that its proposal for primarily retail uses at ground floor
will be in keeping with the existing uses and character of the retail environment already prevalent
in Shoreditch. However, as set out at consultation stage, whilst it is acknowledged that A3/A4
units have also become a valuable source of touch-down space for pre-revenue SMEs and home-
workers in Tech City, and further provision as part of this application, is welcomed, opportunities to
provide additional Si floorspace should still be explored.

14 Given that this issue remains unaddressed, should the application be the subject of an
appeal, or should the proposal be resubmitted, the provision of 61 floorspace should be
considered.
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15 At consultation stage, it was not possible to determine whether the proposal accords with
London Plan policies 3.8, 3.11, and 3.12, primarily in relation to affordable housing, off-site
delivery, and tenure.

16 As part of its submission, the applicant argued that the nature of the application site
considered here would not result in the provision of quality family affordable accommodation, and
that an off-site location would be better suited to such provision. The applicant also argued that
the increase in overall development value arising from maximising private accommodation on this
site, maximises overall affordable housing delivery. Consequently, this application site was
proposed for solely private and intermediate provision, with an alternative off-site proposal
(application at Fleet Street Hill — not referable to the Mayor), being brought forward for social
housing, in addition to an element of private provision.

17 Whilst the principle of off-site housing provision was accepted by the Mayor at consultation
stage in his consideration of the previous application (D&P/2778/01), and it was acknowledged
that the principle of off-site provision may be acceptable in relation to this proposal, at
consultation stage it was not possible to determine whether the approach will deliver a greater
overall quantum of affordable housing, and whether the maximum reasonable amount is being
proposed. An independent review of the applicant’s viability report was therefore required in
support of its approach, and to determine whether the maximum reasonable amount of housing
was being provided.

18 The Council undertook an independent assessment of the applicant’s viability report, which
concluded that the 43.8% total affordable proposed across both sites represents the maximum
reasonable amount. It was noted that this provision is more than that which can be viably
delivered, but that the applicant has predicated this quantum on an upturn in the housing market
generating greater sales values.

19 As part of this assessment, and in support of its dual-site approach, scenarios were tested in
order to confirm whether more or less overall affordable housing could be delivered if each site had
a policy compliant mix of affordable housing. This demonstrated that at both 35% and 22%
affordable housing on this site, the proposal would be unviable. It was also noted that, without
introducing separate lift cores for the affordable element (which would further reduce the overall
quantum of housing), any affordable units on this site would be liable to greater service charges,
potentially making them less appealing to registered providers.

20 Consequently, given the overall delivery of 43.8% affordable housing across both sites,
which has been demonstrated as both providing the maximum reasonable amount, and maximising
deliver against a separate site approach, the proposal is acceptable with regards to housing. Should
the application be considered at appeal, it is essential that the delivery of the off-site units at Fleet
Street Hill) is appropriately secured.

Urban ffrsign

21 At consultation stage, it was concluded that the building appropriately responds to the
townscape in the vicinity, and addresses concerns raised in relation to the previous submitted
proposal regarding scale, and particularly potential impacts on the adjacent conservation areas and
heritage assets. The overall approach to materials within the development is supported, and
appropriately responds to the surrounding context. There are also no strategic issues with regards
to impact on heritage assets. Furthermore, as noted in the accompanying deci5ion letter to the
consultation report, the Mayor considers the design of the scheme to be commendable.
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22 Should the application be subject to an appeal, the strategic conclusions relating to the
design of the proposal should be given appropriate weight.

Chmate change

23 At consultation stage, the applicant was required to provide a commitment to ensuring that
the on-site heat-network would be designed to allow future connection to a district heating
network, should one become available. Given the relatively small size of the proposed combined
heat and power plant, at 50 kWe, the applicant was also required to provide further information on
the electricity sales and management strategy for the plant. The applicant has provided a written
commitment to ensuring that the on-site heat-network will be designed to allow future connection
to a district heating network. Should the application be the subject of an appeal, this commitment
should be secured by way of planning condition.

24 Insufficient information has been provided regarding the electricity strategy for the
combined heat and power plant. As such, this issue would need to be addressed should this
application be resubmitted, or considered at appeal.

TTansRort

25 At consultation stage, a number of concerns were raised by TfL, including the excessive
levels of car parking, the lack of a pedestrian audit, the shortage of Blue Badge spaces, and the
requirement for cycle parking, and electric vehicle charging points. A travel plan, car park
management plan, delivery and servicing plan, and construction logistics plan, were also required to
be secured by way of condition or through the section 106 agreement.

26 The majority of these issues have subsequently been addressed by the applicant, or
agreed to be secured through condition, or through the section 106 agreement, in the event
that planning permission would have been granted.

27 A reduction in car parking provision from twenty-eight to eighteen spaces was proposed
by the applicant and accepted by IlL, on the understanding that eight of these spaces will be
for the wheelchair accessible units. Additionally, in the event that planning permission would
have been granted, a condition preventing residents from applying for on-street parking permits
would be expected.

28 A pedestrian audit was undertaken, and submitted to TfL, and it was accepted that no
significant issues were identified.

29 Should the application be considered at appeal, or be the subject of a revised
application, the standard obligations listed above, and a restriction on residents being eligible
for on-street parking permits, should be secured through condition or through the section 106
agreement.

Response to consultation

LQc3[ neighhoitrhQQd consultation

30 Tower Hamlets Council publicised the application by sending notifications to all adjoining
owners and occupiers (1,142 consulted in total). A total of 820 representations were received in
response to the local neighbourhood consultation. Of these, 799 raised objection to the proposal,
with 21 providing support. A summary of the issues raised in objection is provided below:
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• Land use: loss of existing commercial floorspace and introduction of upmarket residential

not appropriate with the area; lack of affordable housing; inappropriate location of

affordable housing, and principle of two linked sites is not acceptable.

• Design: proposed height and scale is unacceptable, out of character with the surrounding

area, and not in keeping with local people’s views and aspirations for the area; loss of

existing buildings not acceptable; adversely impacts on the listed building and conservation

area, and loss of Whitby Street.

• Matters of local amenity: adverse impact on daylight sunlight, privacy and overlooking,

including to creative workshops; impact on the Tea Building; loss of local businesses, and

adverse impact on local services.

• Transport: provision of sustainable transport not considered.

• Other: proposed development adversely impacts on the City of London, and London’s

tourism.

31 Those representations received in support of the application raised matter5 such as the

regeneration benefits; supportive of new housing; proposal will enhance the area; increase

employment benefits; supportive of materials; proposed development will address Shoreditch

Station; proposal will benefit the Owl and Pussycat public house, and proposed design is in keeping

with the area.

32 As reported in the Council’s committee report, one anonymous letter was received

questioning whether signatories of the objection letters had knowledge of the scheme. This was

noted by the Council, who gave little weight to this letter, given that no details of its author were

provided.

33 Matters relating to impact on local amenity have been appropriately assessed by the local

authority, who has considered these impacts acceptable. With regards to the objections raised

relating to design, as stated in the Mayor’s consultation report, no strategic concerns are raised

with regards to height and massing, which is considered to respond appropriately to the

surrounding townscape. The overall approach to materials is supported, and matters relating to

impact on adjacent listed building and conservation area, which were also discussed at consultation

stage, are considered acceptable. In his consideration of the consultation report, and as reported in

the accompanying decision letter, the Mayor considered the design of the application

commendable.

34 In its original committee report, Council officers concluded that the development has been

carefully designed to respond to local context, the proposed heights (with the exception of Ebor

Street) largely follow the adjacent building heights, and that, subject to detailed conditions, the

proposed building is of high quality. The proposal was also found to be acceptable with regard to

heritage issues. However, following a resolution to refuse by its members, officers have proposed

design, and impact on heritage assets, as reasons for refusal.

35 Transport impacts have also been assessed by the local authority, in addition to EL, and

found to be acceptable. Furthermore, as outlined in the original committee report, a financial

contribution of £1,995 had been secured towards sustainable transport, which if the application is

considered at appeal, should be carried over into the final legal agreement.
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Statutory consultees. and local bodies

36 The following statutory consultees provided a consultation response to this application.
Full details of the comments received is provided in the Council’s committee report. A summary
of the issues raised is provided below:

• Communities, 1_ocalities and Culture: noted the increase in population as a result of
the proposed development will increase demand on the borough’s open spaces, sports
and leisure facilities, and on the borough’s idea stores, libraries and archive facilities, as
well as on sustainable travel. A number of section 106 contributions were therefore
suggested. As outlined in the original committee report, financial contributions towards
provision of skills training, community facilities, education, public realm, and health and
wellbeing had been secured, which if the application is considered at appeal, should be
carried over into the final legal agreement.

• London City Airport: has no safeguarding objection, but requested further
consultation should cranage or scaffolding be required during construction at a higher
elevation that that of the planned development. The Council had included an informative
as part of the original draft grant of planning permission in response to this request.

• English Heritage: considered the height and scale to be a marked contrast to the
existing small scale blocks within the conservation area, and given the amount of
development, it will harm the setting of the conservation area, and the setting of the
Grade II listed building. The loss of 30-32 Redchurch Street will further harm the
conservation area, in addition to the partial closure of the historic street pattern.
However, English Heritage also noted the development is generally of high quality, and
has the potential to benefit the area in a variety of ways. These benefits must be
weighed against the harm that the proposals cause to the historic environment.

• English Heritage (Archaeology): advised that the proposed development may affect
remains of archaeological importance, and as such, a condition is required securing
detailed investigations. A condition was included within the original draft grant of
planning permission, and should therefore be carried forward should this application be
considered at appeal.

• Environment Agency: raised no objection, but requested conditions and an informative
in relation to piling, to ensure there is no disturbance or contamination of aquifiers.
Relevant conditions and informatives were included within the original draft grant of
planning permission, and should therefore be carried forward should this application be
considered at appeal.

• Tower Hamlets Primary Care Trust: the proposed number of residential units
generates a health contribution of £89,328. This amount was secured by the Council as
part of the draft legal agreement, and should be carried forward should this application
be considered at appeal.

• Thames Water: recommended a piling method statement to ensure potential impact on
local underground sewerage utility infrastructure is suitable addressed, and a
groundwater discharge permit be sought. Furthermore, it was recommended that the
applicant ensure that storm flows are attenuated or regulated through on, or off, site
storage. The Council has secured appropriate conditions in response to Thames Water’s
consultation response. These should be carried forward should this application be
considered at appeal.
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• Commission for Architecture and Built Environment (CABE): no written comments
received. However, the application was presented to CABE during pre-application
discussions and the general principle of the design was supported.

• Conservation and Design Advisory Panel: welcomed the applicant’s attempt to
reduce the scale of the building, and respecting existing plot widths, but some members
raised concerns regarding loss of 30-32 Redchurch Street and the impact of the
fourteen-storey element on views from the surrounding conservation areas.

• Hackney Council: do not consider the application raises any significant cross borough
issues and consequently do not have any comments to make on the application.

37 With regard to matters relating to design, as discussed in this report, the proposal is
considered acceptable at the strategic level with regards to design and impact of heritage assets.
However, the Council has subsequently refused the application partly on the grounds of design and
impact on the surrounding conservation areas.

Repjesentaticns to the Myoi of London

38 In addition to those representations received by the local authority, JAGO Action Group,
the recognised local tenants and residents association, made up of both local businesses and
residents, provided written representations directly to GLA officers. Furthermore, GLA officers met
with representatives from JAGO on 29 January 2014 to discuss the group’s objections to the
application. The following issues have been raised by the group:

• The height and bulk of the proposed building is out of scale with neighbouring buildings,
such as the landmark Tea Building, a few yards away, and low to mid-rise buildings in the
Redchurch Street Conservation Area. While the Mayor’s consultation report correctly states
there are fewer floors than the earlier, rejected, proposals for the site, the ‘warehouse-
height’ floors mean that, at 56 metres, the proposed building would be nearly as high, plus
much wider and bulkier.

• The proposals are inconsistent with the fine grain, historic street pattern within the
Redchurch Street Conservation Area. Historic Whitby Street was acquired for development
through adverse possession (ie ‘squatted’). Subsuming two blocks into one development
site creates a disproportionate scale and ignores the opportunity to restore a significant
feature of the Conservation Area.

• While the design rationale makes reference to the New York City ‘warehouse’ vernacular,
buildings with such a large floor-plate are rarely higher than six or eight-floors (unless in a
tall building cluster). To locate a tall, large floor-plate building in a low, to mid-rise, area
would defeat the Conservation Area’s core purpose to ‘safeguard the remaining street
pattern and the buildings within it’. Earlier schemes by the project architect have been
heavily criticised by the professional design press, particularly the Strata Building in
Elephant & Castle, awarded carbuncle of the year.

• The proposal will not enhance local economic activity, as it is not geared to supporting
work/live activity, or creative and tech sector businesses. Many local businesses think it
would damage the area’s vibrant mix of economic activity, much of it part of ‘Tech City’.

• The proposal is for a segregated community of market flats, and a few intermediate
dwellings, but none for social rent, as the affordable housing is to be on a separate site.
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39 In discussions with JAGO, GLA officers set out the comments made by the Mayor at
consultation stage regarding the design of the proposal, which does not raise any strategic issues,
and which was commended by the Mayor. With regard to comments made in relation to off-site
affordable housing, as discussed in this report, an independent review of the applicant’s viability
assessment demonstrates that the dual-site approach maximises the delivery of overall affordable
housing, and ensures the delivery of a wide range of tenure and units sizes across both sites. This is
acceptable with regards to strategic policy.

40 Finally, with regards to comments made in relation to Tech City and the need to support
work/live activity, and creative and tech sector businesses, as stated in this report, the Mayor will
expect the requirements of the emerging tech City OAPF to be taken into account should this
application be resubmitted, or considered at appeal.

Legal considerations

41 Under the arrangements set out in Article S of the Town and Country Planning (Mayor of
London) Order 2008 the Mayor 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. 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

42 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

43 Having regard to the details of the application, the matters set out in the committee report
and the Council’s draft decision notice there are no sound planning reasons for the Mayor to
intervene in this particular case and therefore no basis to issue a direction under Article 7 of the
Order 2008.

44 Should the scheme be considered at appeal, or a revised application submitted, the
applicant should have regard to the issues raised in this report regarding provision of employment
(Si) floorspace, climate change, and transport.

for further information, contact GLA Planning unit (Development & Projects team):
Cohn 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
Sarah Considine, Principal Strategic Planner, case officer
020 7983 5751 email sarah.ccnsidine@london.gov.uk
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GREATERLONDONAUTHORITY

planning report D&P/2fl8a/01

12 September 2013

Site at Huntingdon Industrial Estate

in the London borough of Tower Hamlets

planning application no. PA/13/01638

Strategic planning application stage 1 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 two existing industrial buildings, and construction of a residential-led, mixed-use,
fourteen-storey building, comprising 78 residential units, together with 1,946 sq.m. retail and
commercial floorspace, basement car, cycle and motorcycle parking, and private amenity space.

The applicant

The applicant is the UKI (Shoreditch) Limited, and the architect is Robin Partington

Architects.

Strategic issues

The proposed development is supported in principle, and the amendments to the design of the

scheme since the previous submission, are strongly supported. However, further discussions are

required regarding employment floorspace, affordable housing, climate change and
transport before the proposal can be considered acceptable.

Recommendation

That Tower Hamlets Council be advised that while the application is generally acceptable in
strategic planning terms, the application does not comply with the London Plan, for the reasons

set out in paragraph 72. However, the resolution of those issues could lead to the application

becoming compliant with the London Plan.

Context

On 6 August 2013 the Mayor of London received documents from Tower Hamlets 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 16 september 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 Mayors use in

deciding what decision to make.
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2 The application is referable under Category 1 C of the Schedule to the Order 2008: “Development
which comprises or includes the erection of a building more than thirty metres high and outside the City
of London”.

3 Once Tower Hamlets 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 Mayor of London’s statement on this case will be made available on the GLA website
www. london. gov. u k.

Site description

5 The 0.27 hectare site is located in Shoreditch, and is bound to the east by Chance Street to the
south by Bethnal Green Road, and to the west by Ebor Street which also forms the boundary to the
London borough of Hackney, which lies immediately west of the site. The site is bound to the north in-
part by a section of Redchurch Street and in-part by the rear of existing buildings fronting this street,
including a listed public house.

6 The existing site is occupied by two buildings, both two-storeys in height, with an area of hard
standing located in-between the buildings, running east to west. The existing industrial estate comprises
3,459 sq.m. of floorspace in use for a range of business and general industrial purposes. In the wider
context, adjoining the site to the west lies the Tea Building, a 1930s warehouse building ranging in
height from six to nine-storeys, while Shoreditch High Street Station faces the site to the south on an
elevated viaduct with Bishopsgate Goodsyard located further south. Towards the north of the site lies
predominantly residential buildings. The site lies within the City Fringe Opportunity Area, as identified in
the London Plan, and is also within the Central Activities Zone. Furthermore, the site falls within the
Background Assessment Area of the Protected Vista of St. Paul’s Cathedral from Westmin5ter Pier
(8A.l).

7 The nearest section of the Transport for London Road Network is the A1O, located 200 metres
west of the site. Shoreditch High Street Station is located opposite the site, providing London
Overground services between Highbury & lslington to Clapham Junction, New Cross and West Croydon.
There are two bus routes (8 and 388) that operate in front of the site, connecting flow with Oxford
Street, and Hackney with Blackfriars station. In addition, the site is within walking distance from the MO,
which is a major bus corridor. As such, the public transport accessibility level for the site is excellent, and
is estimated at 6a to Sb (based on a scale of one to six, where six is excellent).

8 The nearest Cycle Hire docking station lies on the south side of Bethnal Green Road
(comprising 36 cycles), together with additional facilities in close proximity within the Shoreditch area.
The proposed Cycle Superhighway 1 (CS1), which will run from Tottenham to the City, will be located
on Shoreditch High Street (Al 0), 200 metres west of the site.

9 With respect to designated heritage assets, the northern half of the site falls within Redchurch
Street Conservation Area, with Boundary Estate Conservation Area lying further to the north, and
Fournier Street Conservation Area located to the south-east. Immediately west of the site, and
incorporating the adjacent warehouse building, lies South Shoreditch Conservation Area, within the
London borough of Hackney. The Grade II listed Owl and Pussycat pub abuts the northern boundary of
the site.
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Details of the proposal

10 UKI (Shoreditch) Limited is seeking full planning permission for the demolition of the existing

buildings on site and construction of a fourteen-storey building comprising 78 residential units together

with 1,946 sq,m. of flexible retail and commercial floorspace, basement car, cycle and motor cycle

parking, and private amenity space.

AdditLonaLiesidenifal appikation -on Flget Street Hill

11 In response to policy requirements relating to affordable housing, the applicant has also

submitted an application for the development of a site at Fleet Street Hill, primarily for housing. The site

is within the same ward as the proposal con5idered here, and lies 500 metres to the east. The application

at Fleet Street Hill comprises 34 residential units, 24 of which are for social rent three intermediate and

seven for private sale. The application at Fleet Street Hill is not in itself referable to the Mayor. However,

issues relating to housing, including the units that are the subject of this additional application, are

discussed in detail in the relevant section of this report.

Case history

12 The proposal considered here was the subject of formal pre-planning application discussions

between GLA officers and the applicant, with meetings taking place on 9 January 2013 and 19 March

2013 (D&P/2326a). Whil5t officers advised that the principle of the proposal was supported, further

discussions were required regarding affordable housing, urban design and inclusive design, climate

change, and transport. The proposal was also the subject of formal pre-planning application

discu5sions with Transport for London in March 2013, whereupon it was noted that the proposal is

expected to be car-free.

13 Planning applications for the redevelopment of both the Huntington Trading Estate and the Fleet

Street Hill site were referred to the Mayor in March 2011. At that stage, both applications were in

themselves referable, and were therefore both considered by the Mayor in full at consultation stage on 4

May 2011 (D&P/2326/01 and D&P/2778/01). Whilst the Mayor accepted the principle of the housing-

led redevelopment of both sites, including the off-site affordable housing strategy, serious objection was

raised to the proposed height and density of the development at Huntington Trading Estate. Further

discussions were also required regarding housing, climate change, noise and transport in relation to both

applications. Both applications were subsequently withdrawn by the applicant prior to the Council’s

determination of the proposals.

Strategic planning issues and relevant policies and guidance

14 The relevant issues and corresponding policies are as follows:

• Opportunity Areas London Plan

• Housing London Plan; Housing SPa; Housing Strategy; draft Revised Housing

Strategy; Shaping Neighbourhoods: Play and In formal Recreation SPa;

Shaping Neighbourhoods: Character and Context draft SPG

• Affordable housing London Plan; Housing SPa; Housing Stmtegy; draft Revised Housing

Strategy

• Density London Plan; Housing SPG

• Urban design London Plan; Shaping Neighbourhoods: Character and Context draft

SPG; Housing SPa; London Housing Design Guide; Shaping
Neighbourhoods: Play and Informal Recreation SPG
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• Access London Plan; Accessible London: achieving an inclusive environment
SPO; 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 London Plan; the Mayor’s Transport Strategy
• Parking London Plan; the Mayor’s Transport Strategy

15 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 Tower Hamlets Core Strategy, the 2013 Tower
Hamlets Managing Development Document, the 2013 Tower Hamlets Adopted Policies Map, and the
2011 London Plan.

16 The following are also relevant material considerations:

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

• The Revised Early Minor Alteration to the London Plan (intend to publish version).

Principle of development

17 The principle of the housing led-redevelopment of this site was accepted by the Mayor in
consideration of the previous proposal for this site.

18 The site lies within the City Fringe Opportunity Area, as identified in the London Plan, and the
Central Activities Zone. Table Al .1 of the London Plan identifies that the City Fringe Opportunity Area
has an indicative employment capacity of 70,000 jobs and the potential to deliver a minimum of 7,000
homes. The draft emerging City Fringe OAPF is expected to undergo public consultation in late 2013.

19 London Plan Policy 3.3 provides explicit strategic support for the provision of housing within
London, and, as outlined above, considerable growth in housing is supported as part of the City Fringe
Opportunity Area.

20 The Tech City business cluster sits within the City Fringe. The Tech City boundary covers the core
commercial area of the City Fringe, plus adjacent areas into which the cluster is now expanding, aligned
with existing local policy boundaries (for example Local Office Locations), where they overlap. Given the
potential importance of Tech City to the economy of the UK and London, a key thrust of the emerging
draft City Fringe OAPF is to ensure that the Tech City business cluster can continue to grow and be an
engine driving regeneration in inner East London. The main objectives are to:

• Identify the core and key growth areas of Tech City and have it recognised as a planning
boundary.

• Enable the area to develop with a successful balance of commercial, residential and supporting
mix of uses, adopting a flexible approach tailored to the core and key growth areas.

• Ensure that developers, and the Tech City business community, engage one another early in
the planning process to ensure that the 81 element of mixed-use schemes is designed and
marketed appropriately, so as not to be susceptible to conversion in the first few years of
occupation.

• Ensure that large sites coming forward maximise the opportunity to assist growth in Tech City,
and are fully integrated into the fabric of the wider area.
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• Tackle the poor public realm and severance around Old Street Roundabout and help facilitate

the delivery of the Open Institute.

• Facilitate a more integrated and connected public realm, with improved walking and cycling

links.

21 In August 2013 consultancy work was commissioned to support the emerging draft, which looked

at supply and demand of commercial property in the different sub-markets of Tech City. This

recommended a strategy for each individual sub-market area, as well as the area as a whole. The

comments in this report have regard to the emerging draft City Fringe OAPF, its main objectives, and the

recommendations of the supporting work.

22 The majority of the site is currently in use for a range of business and general industrial purposes

providing a total of 3,459 sq.m. of floorspace, of which 1,234 sq.m. has had temporary consent for use

as an art gallery (Use Class Dl) since May 2008. The site is not identified as a Strategic Industrial

Location, and is not designated as a locally significant industrial site. The proposal includes the provision

of 1,946 sq.m. of employment floorspace, the majority of which is proposed for a range of retail

purposes, together with the provision of 78 residential units.

Employment floorspace

23 The application involves the loss of 3,459 sq.m. and the reprovision of 1,946 sq.m. of

employment floorspace. This represents an overall net loss of 1,513 sq.m. of employment floorspace,

as summarised in the table below.

Existing Proposed Difference
Land use (sq.m.) (sq.mj (sq.m.) (sq.m.)

Al 456

A1/81/02 359

Al/A3/A4/D2 1,131

81 1,215

82 1,894

General S Class 350

3,459 1,946 -1,513

24 The application site is within Tech City, in what is identified as the Shoreditch East sub-market

area in the draft emerging City Fringe OAPF, and the supporting Property Market Appraisal report.

Shoreditch East is within the core area of Tech City, where office space vacancy is very low, and

commercial rents have risen sharply in recent years. There is likely to be significant ongoing demand

for Si floorspace in this area.

25 The applicant is proposing provi5ion of 359 sq.m of flexible M/Bl/D2 floor5pace as part of

the application. Whilst this provision is supported, opportunities to increase the provision of 81

floorspace, perhaps in the upper floors of the development, in order to support provision of a range of

smaller employment generating floorspace in Tech City, should be fully explored. The applicant is

encouraged to engage a workspace provider to ensure the 61 space can be successfully managed.

GLA officers are able to provide a list of workspace providers active in Tech City, if required.
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26 The draft emerging City Fringe OAPE also recognises the importance of quality supporting
uses in the on-going vibrancy and success of Tech City. As well as catering for the needs of residents
and workers, A3/A4 units have also become a valuable source of touch-down space for pre-revenue
SMEs and home-workers in Tech City, and further provision as part of this application, is welcomed. In
recent years there have also been significant retail developments in the vicinity of the application site,
particularly in Red Church Street and the BoxPark, along the southern edge of Bethnal Green Road.
The draft emerging City Fringe GAPE recognises the area as a potential emerging retail centre and
welcomes the provision of Al, A3, A4 and D2 units, which will further reinforce this role.

27 The redevelopment of this site for residential use, with a mix of ground floor commercial uses is
broadly, in accordance with strategic policies, and the draft emerging City Fringe OAPF, is in keeping
with development proposals considered by the Mayor previously, and as such is acceptable.
Opportunities to increase the provision of 61 floorspace should be fully explored in accordance with the
emerging priorities within Tech City.

Housing

28 The application considered here comprises 78 residential units. When taken together with the
Fleet Street Hill application, the total number of residential units being proposed is 112. A detailed
housing schedule of the overall housing package proposed is provided below:

Huntington Industrial Fleet Street Hill (additional site — not
Estate (referred site) referred) total
market intermediate social rent intermediate market

studio 12 I 12
one-bed 27 5 2 1 4 39
two-bed 24 3 8 2 2 39
three-bed 6 1 7 1 15
four-bed 6 6
five-bed 1 1
total 69 9 24 3 7 112

PLQvisioiipf affordableiio,using

29 London Plan Policy 3.12 requires borough councils to seek the maximum reasonable amount of
affordable housing when negotiating on individual private residential and mixed-use schemes, which
Paragraph 3.74 of the Plan makes clear is normally required on-site. The Mayor’s Housing SPG, together
with the draft Revised Minor Alterations to the London Plan, solidify the Mayor’s approach to affordable
housing by establishing a clear hierarchy of provision, with a strong preference for on-site provision, with
off-site provision and payment in lieu only to be considered in exceptional circumstances.

30 The application comprises 11.5% affordable housing, all of which are intermediate units, To
address London Plan policy requirements regarding the need to ensure that the maximum reasonable
amount of affordable housing is delivered, and that this housing delivers an appropriate mix of tenure,
the applicant is proposing 27 additional affordable units, together with seven private units, on the Fleet
Street Hill site. This overall approach delivers 32% affordable housing, at a 66:44 social
housing:intermediate split.
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31 The London Plan, together with the Mayor’s Housing SPG, makes clear that housing proposed to

address policy requirements is expected to be provided on-site, and that off-site provision is to be seen

as truly exceptional, and is only acceptable where an alternative site or sites have been identified.

Exceptional circumstances include scenarios where a higher level of affordable housing can be provided

and where priority needs, such as those for family housing, can be better addressed. The SPG makes

clear that where off-site provision is accepted it should be delivered prior to the on-site market housing

being delivered and should ensure the maximum reasonable amount of affordable housing is provided,

taking into account the overall total number of units being delivered.

32 The principle of off-site housing provision was accepted by the Mayor at consultation stage in his

consideration of the previous application, although both applications were subsequently withdrawn by

the applicant, As with the previous proposal, the applicant has argued that the nature of the application

site considered here would not result in the provision of quality family affordable accommodation, and

that the off-site location would be better suited to such provision. In addition, the applicant has argued

that the increase in overall development value arising from maximising private accommodation on this

site, maximises overall affordable housing delivery.

33 It is noted that the two development sites are located within the same ward, 500 metres apart.

Furthermore, the applicant has submitted a planning application for the off-site housing running parallel

with the main proposal considered here. This will enable the Council to appropriately secure the

deliverability of the off-site housing through legal agreement attached to any future planning

permissions, and provides certainty of delivery. It is also acknowledged that a proportion of affordable

housing will be provided on-site, and that the off-site scheme will include some private housing, which

will help to ensure to some extent that a mixed and balanced community is created as part of this

application, which in part responds to the thrust of London Plan Policy 3.9.

34 As part of its planning submission, the applicant has submitted a financial viability assessment to

demonstrate that the approach proposed delivers a greater quantum and proportion of affordable

housing than would be delivered on a site-by-site basis. This is being independently assessed by the

Council. Consequently, it is not possible at this stage to determine the validity of the applicant’s

arguments, and whether under the proposed scenario the maximum reasonable amount is being

provided.

35 Whilst the principle of off-site provision may be acceptable in this instance, as set out above, it is

not yet possible to determine whether the approach will deliver a greater overall quantum of affordable

housing, and whether the maximum reasonable amount is being proposed. As such, it is not possible at

present to determine whether the application accords with London Plan policies 3.11 and 3.12. Further

discussion is therefore required with the applicant and the Council once the viability report has been

independently assessed.

Affosthblejent_and teniirespi it

36 The applicant is proposing all of the on-site affordable units be intermediate provision. In

accordance with strategic policies 3.8 and 3.11, which seek to ensure a range of affordable products are

provided, creating a choice and mix of affordable housing tenures, the applicant is proposing off-site

social housing as well as additional intermediate provision. The overall tenure split across both sites is

66:44 social housing to intermediate provision. This is broadly in accordance with strategic policy, and is

acceptable. The inclusion of a range of tenures on the Fleet Street Hill site, which was previously being

brought forward solely for affordable housing, and the addition of intermediate provision on the site

considered here, which was solely private housing in the previous submission, is strongly supported.

37 The London Plan Revised Early Minor Alterations (intend to publish version), clearly establish

affordable rent within the definition of affordable housing set out in Policy 3.10, and make clear that for

the purposes of affordable housing targets, and specifically the 60:40 affordable housing split,
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affordable rent is categorised as helping to meet the 60% social housing component. Given that, asnoted in the Mayor’s Housing SPG, for at least the duration of the 2011-15 investment round,Government anticipates that funding of social rent provision will only be supported in limitedcircumstances, in order to maximise overall affordable housing delivery in line with London Planrequirements, the proposal is expected to maximise the delivery of affordable rent units.

38 Discussions with the Council and the applicant regarding affordable rent are on-going as part ofthe review of the viability assessment, and consequently at this stage it is not possible to determinewhether the proposal accords with strategic policies.

Rousing choice

39 London Plan Policy 3.8, together with the Mayor’s Housing SPG, and the draft Revised HousingStrategy, seek to promote housing choice and a balanced mix of unit sizes in new developments, withparticular focus on affordable family homes. Overall the proposal includes 20% family sized units, andwithin the affordable element 42% of the units are family provision.

40 The strategic priority is for family affordable units, and in that respect the provision of 42% ofthe affordable units as family accommodation is welcomed. Overall the two sites provide an appropriatebalance of units given the context of each site and the nature of the development, and prioritises familyaffordable provision, and as such is supported.

Qensity

41 The density of the proposed development is 696 habitable rooms per hectare, which is withinthe density range for central sites with a public transport accessibility level of six, as detailed inLondon Plan Policy 3.4. Given the high public transport accessibility of the site, and its location withinthe City Fringe Opportunity Area, it is acknowledged that it is an appropriate location for a highdensity development. As detailed in the relevant sections of this report the design of the proposal isof a high quality, delivers a range of units, and appropriately responds to the context. Concern wasraised previously by the Mayor with regard to the density of the preceding application, which at 1,278was above the guidance range of the London Plan, and consequently it was recommended that theheight of the building be reduced. The applicant has subsequently amended the proposal, andsubstantially reduced the proposed density, which is strongly supported. The revised scheme betteraccords with strategic policy, and is acceptable.

Hpu5ingqualLty

42 London Plan Policy 3.5 promotes quality in new housing provision, with further guidanceprovided by the Mayor’s Housing SPG. The residential units exceed the space standards within theLondon Plan, the provision of dual aspect units has been maximised (and comprises 61% of totalprovision), and there are no single-aspect north facing units, which is strongly supported. The overallresidential quality is high, and is in accordance with strategic policy.

children’5 play space

43 Policy 3.6 of the London Plan seeks to ensure that development proposals include suitableprovision for play and recreation. Further detail is provided in the Mayor’s Shaping Neighbourhoods:Play and Informal Recreation Supplementary Planning Guidance. Using the methodology within theMayors SPG, the applicant has calculated that the development is expected to be home to amaximum of nine children. Whilst this is below the threshold whereupon on-site play facilities arerequired, as detailed in the Mayor’s SPG, the proposal does include a number of shared amenity
spaces, which will provide opportunities for door-stop play, which is supported.
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Urban design

Scale_an4 strteçk views

44 The current proposal is, at fourteen-storeys, eleven-storeys lower than previous proposals for the

site, and is altogether more contextual in its design approach. The revised building appropriately

responds to the townscape in the vicinity, which is one of low and medium-rise buildings, with very tall

buildings visible beyond the immediate area, and addresses concerns raised previously regarding scale,

and particularly potential impacts on the adjacent conservation areas and heritage assets.

45 The application site does fall within the Background Assessment Area of the Protected Vista of

St. Paul’s Cathedral from Westminster Pier (SA.1), although it does not fall within the protected viewing

corridor. The applicant’s submitted townscape, heritage and visual impact assessment confirms that the

proposal lies below the threshold plane, and does not therefore adversely impact on the strategic view.

Materials

45 The proposal draws positively on the prevalent use of robust masonry elements in other buildings

in the locality, notably the facades of the Tea Building on Chance Street and those on Redchurch Street.

The use of dark coloured Roman profile brick, which will also incorporate flecks of gold, white and

shades of black, grey and brown, as well as a slight reflectivity as a result of the firing process, will give

the building a varied and engaging appearance that would alter with the viewer’s proximity and light

conditions.

47 This masonry would be combined with bronze anodised aluminium spandrel panels, with glazed

balustrades, to give the building a suitably robust character for a location such as this. This would be

balanced, to a degree, by the planting to the terraces. The overall approach to materials within the

development is supported, and appropriately responds to the surrounding context.

taynut

48 The layout at ground floor seeks to acknowledge and reflect the mix of small-scale uses that

characterise the immediate area, providing active frontages to the surrounding streets. This is particularly

successful on the Chance Street frontage, and in the design of the new build elements on Redchurch

Street.

lmpactjn .adjacentiistedkuitdthg

49 Adjoining the site to the north sits the Owl and the Pussycat pub (grade II fisted). The proposals

include the retention of the listed building, although the proposed building will be visible above its

parapet. Whilst the proposed building will be visible, its impact is restricted to only the upper most

storey. Furthermore, the main architectural detail of interest when considering the pub, is the first floor

detailing, and ground floor frontage, which remain the focal element in views. On balance, the proposal

does not adversely impact on the setting of the listed building.

SO The buildings adjacent to the listed pub, namely 30-32 Redchurch Street, and the building at the

corner of Chance Street, are within the conservation area, although are not identified as buildings of

merit, and are proposed to be demolished and replaced by this proposal.

51 The feasibility of retaining the buildings has been discussed in detail as part of the pre-planning

application process. The architect has judged the retention of 30-32 Redchurch Street as impracticable,

given its condition and the alignment of the floors behind the facade, and unnecessary, given the

unexceptional nature of the building in heritage terms. The emerging de5ign for the proposed

replacement is well-conceived in response to the character of the area, having broadly similar
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proportions to the existing building, and using London stock brick. The proposed building would have aharmonious relationship with the adjacent pub, and make a positive contribution to the character andappearance of the conservation area, and is acceptable.

52 The new building at the corner with Chance Street would complete the terrace and be of a similarscale and mass, but continue the materials palette used on Chance Street (and elsewhere in the
proposal). This approach is broadly successful, and is acceptable.

Inclusive design

53 In accordance with London Plan policies 3.8 and 7.2, all of the residential units meet LifetimeHomes standards, 10% of units are capable of easy adaptation for wheelchair users, and the proposalappropriately responds to the principles of inclusive design throughout.

Climate change

CUmattchange, a4aptat[on

54 The proposal includes a number of measures in response to strategic policies regarding climatechange adaptation, which are welcomed. Measures proposed include sustainable drainage systemsmeasures, low energy lighting, energy efficient appliances, high levels of insulation, low water usesanitary-ware and fittings, in addition to the inclusion of a biodiverse roofs.

CLhnte. change mitigation

55 The applicant has broadly followed the London Plan energy hierarchy to reduce carbon dioxideemissions. An appropriate range of passive design features, and demand reduction measures, have beenincluded, in addition to the use of appropriate measures to minimise the demand for cooling.

56 The applicant is proposing to install a site-wide heat-network, served from a single energy centre,which will provide domestic hot water, and a proportion of space heating, to all uses. The applicantshould provide a commitment to ensuring that the network will be designed to allow future connectionto a district heating network, should one become available. Given the relatively small size of theproposed combined heat and power plant, at 50 kWe, the applicant should also provide furtherinformation on the electricity sales and management strategy for the plant.

57 The overall carbon dioxide emissions savings of 38.8% exceed the targets established withinLondon Plan Policy 5.2, which is supported.

Transport

Parking

58 A total of 28 residential parking spaces for 78 dwellings are proposed. Although this is inaccordance with London Plan standards, TfL previously advised that a car free scheme,
notwithstanding provision for blue badge spaces, should be sought in recognition of the site’sexcellent accessibility, as well as the level of congestion in the area. TfL remain of the view that thissite should be brought forward with minimal car parking, and any provision should therefore be fullyjustified.

59 Notwithstanding the need to minimise overall car parking provision, in accordance with theMayor’s Housing SPC, each wheelchair accessible unit should be provided with a blue badge space.Furthermore, the applicant will need to provide electric vehicle charging points in line with the LondonPlan Policy 6.13 “Parking.” A car park management plan, to be secured via planning condition, will
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need to include the monitoring of electric vehicle charging points and disabled parking spaces, to
inform when the additional spaces are required to be brought into operation.

60 As the site is situated within an existing controlled parking zone, future residents should be
ineligible to apply for resident parking permits. This should be secured through the legal agreement.

Ira nsp.ort impacts

61 The approach to trip generation, mode share and trip distribution is broadly acceptable and in
compliance with London Plan Policy 6.3 “Assessing the Impacts of Development on Transport

Capacity”. The development will not have an unacceptable impact on the transport networks in the
area.

Pedestrians and cyclists

62 A Pedestrian Environmental Review System audit has not been undertaken. This was
requested as part of pre-planning application discussions, and should be submitted prior to the final
determination of this application. The proposed study area should be submitted to the Council and
TfL for approval, and will need to cover the crossing to Shoreditch High Street station, and the
nearest bus stops in each direction, to ensure that they meet TfL’s accessibility standards. Measures to
address any shortfalls identified in this audit will need to be secured through the legal agreement, to
ensure that the application is in line with London Plan Policy 6.10 “Walking”.

63 A total of 150 cycle spaces are proposed within the basement car park, which is in line with
London Plan Policy 6.9 “Cycling”. As part of this provision a minimum of two spaces will need to be
provided for residential visitors. The applicant should also confirm how many spaces are to be
provided for the retail uses, in line with London Plan Table 6.3, and the objectives of the draft
emerging City Fringe OAPF (as detailed in paragraph twenty). Given the high level of cycle use in
Tech City, provision in excess of the minimum standards would be welcome. These spaces will also
need to be located in a safe and accessible location. Although changing rooms and lockers will be
provided for staff who cycle, which is supported, TfL recommends that showers are also provided.

Travel planning

64 As requested as part of the pre-planning application discussions, a framework travel plan
should be submitted for approval prior to the final determination of this application. The plan will
need to be assessed through the AUrBuTE assessment tool. Once approved, and to ensure
conformity with London Plan Policy 6.3 “Assessing effects of development on transport capacity”, the
travel plan should be secured, monitored, reviewed, and enforced through the legal agreement.

65 A framework construction logistic plan and delivery and servicing plan are also required. These
should be submitted to the Council and TfL for approval, and secured through the legal agreement, in

accordance with London Plan Policy 6.14 “Freight”.

Comruunfty infrastructure Levy

66 The site is within the Central London Charging Area, where slOG contributions for Crossrail will
be sought in accordance with London Plan Policy 6.5 and the associated Supplementary Planning
Guidance (SPG) ‘Use of planning obligations in the funding of Crossrail and the Mayoral Community
Infrastructure Levy’ (April 2013). As set out in paragraph 4.20 of the SPG, the Mayor’s CIL charge
(but not the boroughs) will be treated as a credit towards the section 106 liability. The practical effect
of this will be that only the larger of the two amounts will normally be sought. As the CIL charge will
not be confirmed until development is about to commence, the section 106 agreement will need to be
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worded so that if the section 106 contribution based on the assumed CIL proves incorrect the
contribution is adjusted accordingly (assuming it is still more than the CIL).

67 For development in the Central London Charging area, an indicative contribution of £140 per
square metre GIA for offices, £90 per square metre for retail and £61 per square metre for hotels is
expected. TfL has requested further clarification on existing land uses and Gross Internal Areas (GIA)
before finalising the expected amount of CIL. However, based on the information provided in the
planning statement with 1 ,587sqm of retail and a reduction of 856 sqm of office, the estimated
Crossrail payment will be £22,990. TfL therefore expects that once the CIL payment has been agreed
it should be secured through the section 106 agreement.

68 In accordance with London Plan Policy 8.3 ‘Zommunity Infrastructure Levy”, the Mayor has
agreed a CIL Charging Schedule which came into operation on 1 April 2012. It will be paid by most
new development in Greater London. Boroughs are arranged into three charging bands with rates of
£50! £35 / £20 per square metre of net increase in floorspace respectively. The proposed
development is in the Borough of Tower Hamlets, where the charge is £35 per square metre.

Local planning authority’s position

69 The application has yet to be considered formally by the Council.

Legal considerations

70 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 S 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

71 There are no financial considerations at this stage.

Conclusion

72 London Plan policies on Opportunity Areas, housing, urban design and inclusive design, climate
change and transport are relevant to this application. Whilst the application is broadly acceptable in
strategic planning terms, further discussion is required regarding the following issues:

• Affordable housing: at this stage it is not possible to determine whether the proposal accords
with London Plan policies 3.8, 3.11, and 3.12. Further discussion with the applicant and the
Council is therefore required, following completion of the independent assessment of the
applicant’s financial viability report.

• Employment floorspace: The applicant is encouraged to consider a higher level of B1
floorspace provision, in order to ensure that the site maximises its potential contribution towards
growth in Tech City, in line with the draft emerging City Fringe OAPF.
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• Climate change: further detail is required regarding the operation and management of the

proposed combined heat and power unit. The applicant is also required to commit to ensuring

that the proposed site-wide heat network will be designed to allow future connection to a district

network.

• Transport: The provision of car parking should be reduced to reflect the area’s high accessibility

and existing congestion. The applicant is required to submit for approval a pedestrian audit,

travel plan, construction logistic plan and a delivery and servicing plan. Measures contained in

these plans should be secured by the Council through the legal agreement and/or through

condition attached to any future grant of planning permission. Finally, the Community

Infrastructure Levy and Cro5srail payment will need to be agreed and 5ecured.

for further Thformation, contact Development & Projects:

Cohn Wilson, Senior Manager — Development & Projects

020 7983 4783 email cclin.wilson@london.gov.uk

Justin Carr, Strategic Planning Manager (Development Decisions)

020 7983 4895 email justin.carr@london.gov.uk

Sarah Considine, Principal Strategic Planner, case officer

020 7983 5751 email sarahconsidine@london.qov.uk
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