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Lincoln Court Estate - Image courtesy of Simon Phipps
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Residential amenity

The potential scheme raises a number of amenity issues for existing 
residents, including how the proposals would affect their outlook and 
privacy, daylight, sunlight and overshadowing, and the local wind 
micro-climate. None of these issues have been properly considered 
during the selection of the site, and it is difficult to see how the 
existing residents would continue to enjoy an acceptable level of 
amenity in these respects given the potential scheme.

Car parking

Bethune Road already suffers from significant parking stress. The 
potential scheme would result in a significant net reduction of 
existing on-site car parking (from 158 to 35), and would provide fewer 
spaces for the existing residents than are currently occupied on the 
estate, in spite of suppressed demand due to a Council decision in 
2013 not to grant any new garage leases.

Whilst planning policy encourages car free/limited parking provision, 
this is usually in areas where there are on-street parking controls 
and where new residents can be prevented from obtaining a permit. 
This is not the case here, where a recent consultation for a CPZ was 
overwhelmingly rejected by residents, and so there would be no 
mechanism for preventing existing or future residents from seeking to 
park on nearby residential streets and adding to parking stress. This 
would be contrary to the objectives of Core Strategy Policy 33.

Conclusion

This initial planning review highlights a number of fundamental 
planning policy concerns in respect of the loss of existing amenity 
space and facilities at Lincoln Court that, when taken together, 
suggest that the potential scheme should be unacceptable in 
principle, and highlight that the impact of these proposals on the 
existing residents of Lincoln Court do not appear to have been 
considered.

 

Draft New London Plan Policy D11 requires that the overall fire safety 
of developments should be considered from the outset, and that any 
proposals should consider how the proposed overall development 
would function, including the space around and access to any existing 
buildings.

Play space and communal amenity space

Lincoln Court is located within a Ward that has a greater proportion 
of children than either Hackney as a whole, London or England, and it 
is in an area that is identified as being deficient in access to play space 
and open space. In this context, the potential scheme would result 
in the loss of over 4,224 sqm of existing play space / communal open 
space, and the loss of a Multi-Use Games Area (MUGA) (187 sqm). This 
would leave the existing residents with unreliable access to a small 
(approx. 90 sqm) young children’s play space, which would represent 
just 13% of the required amount of play space for the 0-5 year age 
group. Further, there would be a total lack of on-site provision for 
existing children of the 5-11 and 11+ age ranges, meaning that there 
would be a deficiency of at least 1350 sqm of play space for all ages. 
This would be contrary to the objectives of London Plan Policy 3.6, 
and its guidance, and would be contrary to Core Strategy Policy 26.

The three raised deck areas also provide invaluable communal 
amenity space for those living in the existing three towers. Their 
removal from the estate would leave the existing residents with just 
42% of the required amount of communal open space. This would be 
contrary to the objectives of Development Management Local Plan 
Policies DM31 and DM32.

Health and wellbeing

The loss of the existing raised play and communal areas, and the 
MUGA, would significantly reduce opportunities for active play and 
socialising, and would reduce the ability of existing residents to adopt 
healthy lifestyles in order to maintain a healthy weight, and remain 
physically and emotionally healthy. This would be contrary to the 
objectives of London Plan Policy 3.17, Core Strategy Policy 12 and 
Development Management Local Plan Policy DM3.

Scale, massing and architecture

The potential scheme fails to take account of the cohesive and 
integrated nature of Lincoln Court, in that it ignores the structures on 
the site and seeks to ‘chop up’ the site and introduce three additional 
buildings, effectively fragmenting the existing community and 
displacing car parking, removing communal open space/play space, 
removing a communal heating system, and damaging the character 
and appearance of a local landmark. As such, the potential scheme 
would be contrary to the objectives of London Plan Policy 7.6 and 
Development Management Local Plan Policy DM1.

Background

In March 2016 Hackney Council wrote to the residents of Lincoln 
Court to advise them of proposals to build a quantity of new homes 
at Lincoln Court, which would replace the garages and play decks next 
to the three existing residential blocks. 

A subsequent Freedom Of Information request elicited a copy of the 
feasibility studies that had been undertaken in 2014, and which led to 
the selection of Lincoln Court for inclusion in the shortlist of possible 
sites for consideration in Hackney’s Housing Supply Programme. These 
documents are included in Appendix A of this report.

The following report contains the findings of an initial planning 
review of these feasibility studies, commissioned by the Lincoln Court 
Tenants and Residents Association, and this has highlighted a number 
of fundamental planning policy concerns in respect of the proposed 
development that, when taken together, suggest that the potential 
scheme should be unacceptable in principle. 

The various planning policy concerns considered in this initial 
planning review, and the respective conclusions drawn, are as follows: 

Residential density

The 2014 proposals consider the calculated density on the basis of the 
three identified potential development areas only, and this indicates 
that the new-build scheme would have a density of 509 hr/ha and 
161 u/ha. However these calculations entirely ignore the existing 
housing at Lincoln Court and so if, as is considered more appropriate, 
the density is calculated on the basis of the overall site (including the 
existing housing), then the resulting density would be 688 hr/ha or 
235 u/ha.

Both methods of calculation highlight that the density of any 
potential scheme would be significantly greater than the maximum 
London Plan indicative density range of 200 - 450 hph, and highlight 
particular issues with substantive factors such as open space and play 
space provision, scale and massing, residential amenity, infrastructure 
provision, public transport and parking (with CS Policy 22 making 
clear that higher density development will only be permitted in areas 
with a PTAL less than 5 where there are firm proposals to improve 
public transport in the locality, and there are no such proposals here).

Fire safety

The prospect of potentially building three additional high-rise 
residential buildings in such close proximity to the three existing 
residential towers and the resultant changes in access arrangements 
to and from the existing buildings and the wider context, raises 
a number of significant concerns that should already have been 
addressed at this stage, but which do not appear to have been 
considered.

Summary
1
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Lincoln Court Estate
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The Site 

The site comprises 198 homes in three 15-storey residential point 
blocks fronting Bethune Road, N16 5DZ. The blocks are elevated 
by concrete pilotis and flanked by raised terrace/play areas that sit 
above covered car parking. The south building comprises Nos. 1-66; 
the middle building Nos. 67-132 and the north building Nos. 133-198 
There is a single storey community centre at the rear of Nos 1-66. 

The homes were completed circa 1970, to designs that date from 
1963. Recladding and window replacement works took place in 1998. 
External works is currently being undertaken to the cladding of the 
blocks.

The Surrounding Area

The site is located in the London Borough of Hackney (within 
Woodberry Down Ward), about 1,000m walking distance from 
Stamford Hill Town Centre.  The site is just inside the designated 
Stamford Hill area, for which the Council is preparing a Stamford Hill 
Area Action Plan. The site has a PTAL of between 2 and 3.

The homes front on to west side of Bethune Road. The east side of 
Bethune Road generally comprises large two-storey semi-detached 
houses, although there are three and four-storey blocks of flats at 
Nos. 124-128, 130-132 and 154-158). Immediately to the north is 
a public footpath running west across the New River to Newnton 
Close and the New River Path and beyond that two-storey semis 
detached houses. A 16-storey residential tower is under construction 
at the eastern end of Newnton Close. To the south is the part two/
part three-storey Beis Mamedrash d’Chaside Berz synagogue and 
an entrance to Sir Thomas Abney Primary School (main entrance on 
Fairholt Road). To the west sits the East Reservoir and the Woodberry 
Wetlands, a wildlife area owned by Thames Water and managed by 
the London Wildlife Trust.

Site and Surrounding Area
2

Lincoln Court Estate
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Key social and economic characteristics

The summary below is based on the Council’s Woodberry Down Ward 
Profile (November 2015).

The 2011 Census reveals that the ward has a greater proportion of 
children than Hackney as a whole, London and England.

There are more residents from ‘white other’ and black Caribbean 
groups and a lower proportion of white British residents in 
Woodberry Down than in Hackney as a whole. Woodberry Down 
Ward also has greater proportions of people of the Christian, Muslim 
and Jewish faiths and a lower proportion of people with no religion 
than Hackney as a whole. 

There are fewer home owners and private renters in Woodberry 
Down Ward, but a considerably higher proportion of social renters 
than in Hackney overall. Qualification levels in Woodberry Down are 
lower than the borough average and there is a smaller proportion 
of adults working full-time in Woodberry Down than Hackney as a 
whole. 

Unemployment levels in Woodberry Down is slightly higher than for 
Hackney as a whole, and the ward has more students, retirees, people 
not working because of long-term sickness or disability and people 
looking after the home and family, than the Hackney average. v

Residents of Woodberry Down experience worse health than the 
borough average, and there are more people providing unpaid care.

Woodberry Down Hackney London England
Age 0-4 8.20% 7.80% 7.20% 6.30%
Age 5-7 3.90% 3.90% 3.70% 3.40%
Age 8-9 2.50% 2.30% 2.20% 2.20%
Age 10-14 6.60% 5.60% 5.60% 5.80%
Age 15 1.20% 1.10% 1.10% 1.20%
Age 16-17 2.80% 2.10% 2.30% 2.50%

Woodberry Down Hackney London England
Very good health 48.60% 52.20% 50.50% 47.20%
Good health 29.90% 30.70% 33.30% 34.20%
Fair health 12.80% 10.90% 11.20% 13.10%
Bad health 6.40% 4.50% 3.70% 4.20%
Very bad health 2.30% 1.70% 1.20% 1.20%

Woodberry Down Hackney London England
Age 0-4 8.20% 7.80% 7.20% 6.30%
Age 5-7 3.90% 3.90% 3.70% 3.40%
Age 8-9 2.50% 2.30% 2.20% 2.20%
Age 10-14 6.60% 5.60% 5.60% 5.80%
Age 15 1.20% 1.10% 1.10% 1.20%
Age 16-17 2.80% 2.10% 2.30% 2.50%

Woodberry Down Hackney London England
Very good health 48.60% 52.20% 50.50% 47.20%
Good health 29.90% 30.70% 33.30% 34.20%
Fair health 12.80% 10.90% 11.20% 13.10%
Bad health 6.40% 4.50% 3.70% 4.20%
Very bad health 2.30% 1.70% 1.20% 1.20%

Woodberry Down Ward
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Net effect

The net effect of the proposals would be as follows:

Three x 15-storey buildings

Three x additional 4 to 8-storey buildings

3,267sqm of useable open space (loss of 4,411sqm)

Car parking = 35 standard-sized

Cycle parking = tbc

Community hall (approx. 110sqm).

The proposals would result in the loss of the following:

- 4,224sqm of children’s play space and communal open space.

- 187sqm of Multi Use Games Area (MUGA)

- 323sqm of front entrance space to accommodate car parking

- Net loss of 128 car parking spaces

- 61 existing cycle parking spaces (but probable overall 
net gain assuming new homes would meet London Plan 
minimum standards)

- Boiler serving a communal heating system

 

Proposed new homes and facilities

The proposals would result in the provision of the following: 3 x 
additional 4 to 6-storey buildings (although the 3D images on Page 70 
appear to show 8 storeys nearest to the reservoir). This would provide 
an additional 87 homes, as set out below.

Car parking for existing homes = 15 standard-sized.

Car parking for additional homes = 20 standard-sized (appropriated 
from existing residents)

Cycle parking for existing homes = tbc

Cycle parking for proposed homes tbc

Existing homes and facilities

The following is based on the existing site in its normal state – i.e. 
disregarding the temporary losses of car parking associated with the 
current re-cladding works.

Three x 15-storey buildings.

Open space

- 7,678sqm total useable open space 

- 4,224sqm of children’s play space and communal open space.

- 187sqm of Multi Use Games Area (MUGA).

- 3,267xsqm of useable green open space (including a small 
play area of approx. 90sqm)

Community hall (approx. 110sqm).

Car parking = 158 spaces (146 in covered parking and 12 forecourt).

Motorcycle parking = 11

Cycle parking = 45.

Boiler serving a communal heating system.

The Proposals
3

Existing homes and facilities

Number Unit mix (%) Hab rooms Wheelchair units Number Unit mix (%) Hab rooms Wheelchair units Number Unit mix Hab rooms Wheelchair units

1b2p Studio 28 28 2 2 30 60
1b2p 26 52 4 8 30 60
2b4p 61 40 183 23 52 69 84 43 252
3b6p 39 25 156 15 34 60 54 27 216
Subtotal 154 100 419 44 100 139 198 100 558

Proposed new homes and facilities

Number Unit mix (%) Hab rooms Wheelchair units Number Unit mix (%) Hab rooms Wheelchair units Number Unit mix (%) Hab rooms Wheelchair units Number Unit mix Hab rooms Wheelchair units

1b2p 5 17 10 5 17 10 5 17 10 15 17 30
2b4p 16 48 3 16 48 3 11 33 3 43 129 9
3b6p 8 32 8 32 13 52 29 116
Subtotal 29 90 29 90 29 95 87 33 275

Net effect

Number Unit mix (%) Hab rooms Wheelchair units Number Unit mix (%) Hab rooms Wheelchair units Number Unit mix (%) Hab rooms Wheelchair units Number Unit mix Hab rooms Wheelchair units

1b1p Studio 28 28 - - 2 2 30 30

1b2p 31 62 5 10 9 18 45 90

2b4p 77 231 3 16 48 3 34 102 3 127 381

3b6p 47 188 8 32 28 112 83 332

Subtotal 183 509 29 90 73 234 285 833

Total

14 30

Social Rent Leasehold Total

Social Rent Intermediate

Social Rent Intermediate Private Sale Total

Leasehold / Private Sale

35



Lincoln Court Tenants & Residents Association10

David Attenborough at the opening of Woodberry Wetlands - image by Penny Dixie
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Planning History

A search of the LB Hackney Planning Applications website 
(01/05/2018) reveals no relevant planning applications/decisions.

Overall Framework

The key relevant development plan, planning guidance, regeneration 
and Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) context is summarised 
below. Towards a Stamford Hill Plan, the Issues and Options stage 
for preparing a Stamford Hill Area Action Plan) was published in 
December 2016.The draft Hackney Local Plan and draft replacement 
London Plan were published for consultation in October and 
November 2017. 

Towards a Stamford Hill Plan comprises a stepping stone to preparing 
an AAP and has very little weight as a material consideration in 
determining planning applications – although it does provide useful 
baseline information. Given the stage in the process, the two draft 
development plans have limited weight as a material consideration 
when determining planning applications, although this will grow as 
they continue through the submission, examination and adoption 
process 

The Planning and Regeneration Framework
4
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Planning and Other Designations

The key relevant planning and other designations for the site and 
surrounding area are as follows:

Development Plan Policies

The key relevant planning policies are set out in Appendix B.

Planning Guidance

The key relevant planning guidance documents are set out in 
Appendix C.

Planning

·         Stoke Newington Reservoirs – Site of Nature 
Conservation Interest (Metropolitan Importance)
·         Stoke Newington Reservoirs – Metropolitan Open 
Land

•   Ivy House Sluice (Grade II)

·         Stoke Newington Reservoirs – Open Land •   Bridge over New River (Grade II)

·         Stoke Newington Reservoirs, Filter Beds & New 
River Conservation Area

•   Bethune Road Nos 2 to 32 (even) (Grade II)

•   Bethune Road Forecourt Wall Nos 2 to 32 
(even) (Grade II)
•   Bethune Road Nos 34 to 56 (even) (Grade II)

•   Bethune Road Forecourt Wall to Nos 34 to 56 
(even) (Grade II)
•   Church of St. Andrew (Grade II*)

 Listed Buildings

Air Quality Management Area (whole Borough)

Other

Hackney DMLP Policies Map - July 2015
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Whilst Bethune Road exhibits a number of suburban characteristics 
(located more than 800m from a District centre and containing 
predominantly semi-detached two-storey housing), overall the 
existing location might be considered to have an ‘urban’ character. 
The southern part of the site has a PTAL of 2 and the middle and 
northern part of the site has a PTAL of 3. As such, the indicative 
density range is 200 to 450 habitable rooms per hectare (hrph) and 55 
to 170 units per hectare (uph) (depending on average size of homes).

It should be noted that the potential housing scheme alone has an 
average of 3.1 habitable rooms per unit, suggesting a range of 55-145 
uph, whereas the overall potential scheme (existing and proposed 
homes) has an average of 2.9   habitable rooms per unit, suggesting a 
range of 70-170 uph.

Both the July 2014 BPA feasibility study, and the May 2014 Savills 
report, consider residential density on the basis of the potential 
scheme alone, with three individual potential development areas 
amounting to approx.0.54 hectare. This method of calculation results 
in the potential scheme having a density of 509 hrph and 161 uph. 

Given the integral nature of the site however, with all three 
residential buildings being joined by ground floor car parking 
structures with communal amenity open and play space above,and 
having access to communal open space along the western boundary, 
it is considered that it would be more appropriate to consider density 
across the overall potential scheme, based on an overall site of 
approx. 1.21ha.  Taking account of existing and potential housing 
within the overall site, the resulting density would be 688 hrph or 235 
uph.

Both ways of calculating density highlight that the density of the 
potential scheme is greater than the London Plan indicative density 
range in terms of habitable rooms. Whilst this does not make the 
potential scheme unacceptable, it does highlight the need to pay 
particular attention to substantive factors such as open space and play 
space provision, scale and massing, residential amenity, infrastructure 
provision public transport and parking (with CS Policy 22 making clear 
that higher density development will only be permitted in areas with 
a PTAL less than 5 where there are firm proposals to improve public 
transport in the locality. There are no such proposals here.

Introduction

This section sets out an assessment of how the proposed development 
accords with the key relevant planning policies and guidance 
identified in Section 5 and listed in Appendices 1 and 2. 

It should be noted that this does not purport to be a comprehensive 
assessment and is generally based on adopted development plan 
policies, given that the draft Local Plan (October 2017) and London 
Plan (December 2017) currently have only limited weight, although 
there are some references to draft policies in relation to some issues.

Optimising residential density

London Plan Policy 3.4 (Optimising Housing Potential) seeks to 
optimise housing output from development by applying the 
sustainable residential quality density matrix at Table 3.2 of the Plan.  

Paragraph 3.28 of the reasoned justification to Policy 3.4 is clear 
that the density matrix is only the start of planning for housing 
development and that it should not be applied mechanistically. 
Further guidance on how the matrix should be applied to proposals 
is set out in the Mayor’s Housing SPG (March 2016) and this indicates 
that whilst the maximum of the ranges set out in the density matrix 
should not be taken as a given, reasons for exceeding them should be 
clearly demonstrated. 

CS Policy 22 (Housing density) makes clear that higher residential 
density in the borough will be promoted in sustainable locations 
that offer distinct opportunities for neighbourhood and community 
cohesion such as the main Town Centres (Dalston and Hackney 
Central), alongside major transport infrastructure, on renewed 
estates, as part of the 2012 Olympic legacy site and around the City 
Fringe. It goes on to state that all proposals for development should 
take account of the density matrix and PTAL scores, as set out in the 
London Plan.

The policy also makes clear that if an area has a PTAL under 5 (which 
this site does), development will only be permitted at higher densities 
where there are firm proposals to improve public transport in the 
locality, increasing the PTAL rating and allowing for high levels of 
sustainable movement. Finally, the policy states that in areas with 
controlled parking zones or high PTAL scores car-free residential 
development will be encouraged. 

The justifying text (7.61) to CS Policy 22 states that much of Hackney is 
‘Urban’. 

Planning Assessment
5
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Fire safety

Draft London Plan D11 (Fire safety) states that in the interests of fire 
safety and to ensure the safety of all building users, development 
proposals must achieve the highest standards of fire safety and ensure 
that they:

1) are designed to incorporate appropriate features which reduce the 
risk to life in the event of a fire

2) are constructed in an appropriate way to minimise the risk of fire 
spread

3) provide suitable and convenient means of escape for all building 
users

4) adopt a robust strategy for evacuation which all building users 
can have confidence in provide suitable access and equipment 
for firefighting which is appropriate for the size and use of the 
development.

The draft policy goes on to call for an independent Fire Statement 
(prepared by a third party suitably qualified assessor that sets out how 
the proposed development would function in terms of a number of 
specific issues.

Justifying text (paragraph 3.11.1) makes clear that the fire safety of 
developments should be considered from the outset. Development 
agreements, development briefs and procurement processes should 
be explicit about incorporating and requiring the highest standards 
of fire safety. How a building will function in terms of fire, emergency 
evacuation, and the safety of all users should be considered at the 
earliest possible stage to ensure the most successful outcomes are 
achieved, creating developments that are safe and that Londoners can 
have confidence living in and using.

In response to the Grenfell Tower disaster in June 2017, the Council 
undertook urgent surveys of its housing stock to check that homes 
were resilient to fire and safe. This has included two separate surveys 
at Lincoln Court which have confirmed that, although the Council 
does not consider that there is a significant fire risk, it does consider 
that the external wall insulation could be updated to meet modern 
fire safety standards. Given this, works are currently underway at 
Lincoln Court to replace the existing external wall insulation. 

The prospect of building three additional residential buildings in 
close proximity to three existing residential towers and the resultant 
changes in access arrangements to and from the existing buildings 
and wider context raises a number of issues that need to be fully 
addressed at this stage.

Any planning application for development of space around the 
existing buildings should be accompanied by a Fire Statement which 
should set out in detail how the proposed overall development would 
function in terms of:

1) the building’s construction: methods, products and materials used 

2) the means of escape for all building users: stair cores, escape 
for building users who are disabled or require level access, and the 
associated management plan approach

3) access for fire service personnel and equipment: how this will be 
achieved in an evacuation situation, water supplies, provision and 
positioning of equipment, firefighting lifts, stairs and lobbies, any 
fire suppression and smoke ventilation systems proposed, and the 
ongoing maintenance and monitoring of these

4) how provision will be made within the site to enable fire appliances 
to gain access to the building.
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Open space/play space

London Plan policy 3.6 (Children and young people’s play and 
recreation) makes clear that all children and young people should 
have safe access to good quality, well designed, secure and 
stimulating play and informal recreation provision, incorporating 
trees and greenery wherever possible. It goes on to state that housing 
development should make provision for play and informal recreation, 
based on the expected child population generated by the scheme and 
an assessment of future needs. 

The Mayor of London’s Shaping Neighbourhoods: Play and Informal 
Recreation SPG requires 10sqm of child play space to be provided per 
child for new developments. 

CS Policy 26 (Open space network) makes clear (amongst other things) 
that development will only be permitted on Amenity Green Space, 
including shared spaces on residential estates but excluding spaces 
attached to single dwelling houses or flats where:

• replacement and/or enhancement of open space of better or 
equivalent quality is provided either on site or a location within the 
vicinity of the site, especially in the identified areas of deficiency or 
high density, and

• wherever possible any replacement connects to the network 
of open space infrastructure including the green links or green 
corridor, or

• it can be shown that the relationship between buildings and 
associated open space(s) can be improved in terms of use, security, 
setting and landscape quality.

Paragraph 8.25 of the justifying text for this policy notes that physical 
and population growth is placing development pressure on Hackney, 
including its smaller, open spaces. It goes on to state that to balance 
this pressure a level of recognition and protection should be given to 
the smaller often ancillary spaces - classed as ‘amenity green space’ in 
Table 8.1. Amenity green spaces are predominately, but not always, 
located on housing estates, and provide environmental, visual and 
amenity value. They play an important role in areas without access 
to private gardens or identified deficiency of access to public parks 
or other open space and have the potential to be improved for 
biodiversity. 

24 

 

 

  

Figure 6 - Open Space Access and Deficiency in Stamford Hill  

Towards A Stamford Hill Plan - December 2016
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Policy DM31 (Open space and living roofs) makes clear that 
development proposals proposing 10 or more residential units will be 
expected to provide 10 sqm per person of communal amenity open 
space. It goes on to state that where it is demonstrated that it is not 
possible to provide the levels of new communal (whether publicly 
accessible or not) open space set out above on site, and that the 
applicant cannot meet the exceptions set out in paragraph 6.9.8, or it 
can be demonstrated open space provision in the locality of the site 
is good, financial and/or physical contributions may be acceptable for 
the enhancement of existing public open space in deficient areas.

Policy DM32 (Protection and enhancement of existing open space 
and the Lee Valley Regional Park) states that, amongst other things, 
the Council will protect and enhance existing Amenity Green Space 
subject to criteria set out in CS Policy 26. 

Policy DM33 (Allotments and food growing) supports the provision of 
new food growing initiatives operations, particularly on existing open 
space.

25 

 

  Figure 7 - Children’s Play Space and Deficiency in Stamford Hill  

Towards A Stamford Hill Plan - December 2016
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Existing Useable Play Space and Communal Amenity Space Proposed Loss of Useable Play Space and Communal Amenity Space
Ref. BPA Feasability Study for Hackney July 2014

Proposed Remaining Useable Play Space and Communal Amenity Space
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The February 2016 Cabinet report on the Housing Supply Programme 
appears not to acknowledge that the roof of the car parking decks 
provides children’s play space and communal open space. The three 
areas amount to approx. 4,224sqm of useable multi-functional space. 

Play Space

The homes in the existing buildings have been designed to provide 
natural surveillance of the raised play areas from kitchens and living 
rooms. The raised space includes fixed benches and markings/text to 
encourage active play during daylight hours and whilst there is no 
fencing or lighting and there are “No Ball Games” signs, there is a 
local understanding that ball games are acceptable and ball games do 
take place. 

The existing MUGA (approx.187sqm) at the front of the lower 
building provides opportunities for ball games, including basketball. 

There is a small playground for 0-5-aged children within the area of 
useable green space to the north of the north building.

London Plan Policy 3.6 and the Mayor of London’s Shaping 
Neighbourhood SPG require 10sqm of children’s play space per child 
and it is particularly important that space for children 0-5 and 5-11 is 
provided on site. The Mayor of London’s child occupancy spreadsheet 
identifies the following likely number of children for the existing 
homes and proposed homes (based on known tenure and dwelling 
mix):

The 2011 Census reveals that the Woodberry Down ward has a 
greater proportion of children than Hackney as a whole, London and 
England. The emerging Area Action Plan (Towards a Stamford Hill 
Plan) identifies the site as being deficient in terms of access to open 
space (greater than 400m from a Small Local Park or Local Park) and 
deficient in access to play areas (being more than 400m/5-minute 
walking distance). The nearest children’s playgrounds are at Newnton 
Close (approx. 425m walking distance away) Allen Gardens (approx. 
690m walking distance away) and at the Redmond Centre (approx. 
885m walking distance away).

Whilst, subject to amenity considerations, it may be possible to 
incorporate some or all of the required play space for new residents 
within the potential new housing (roof terraces etc.), this is not the 
case for people living in the existing homes. They would be left with 
the small 0-5 play areas (approx. 90sqm) on the western edge of the 
site. This would represent just 13% of the required amount of play 
space for just that age group. Furthermore, guidance recognises that 
it is particularly important for play space for this age group to be on 
site and readily accessible. Whilst the existing space is accessible to 
residents in all three buildings, access is managed by a resident living 
in the north building and it is not accessible at all times – with access 
being uncertain and dependent on the availability of the key holder. 
It is also inconvenient for residents living in the south and middle 
buildings and does not represent ‘doorstep’ play.  

There would be a total lack of on-site provision for existing children 
of 5-11 and 11+, meaning that there would be a deficiency for all age 
groups of 1350sqm of space.

Communal Amenity Space

Communal amenity space is particularly important for the occupiers 
of the existing homes in Lincoln Court as the flats do not have private 
amenity space and the structural design of the buildings mean that it 
would not be practicable to introduce balconies. 

Policy DM32 requires 10sqm of communal open space per person. 
Using the number of bed spaces as an indication of maximum 
occupancy, the existing housing can be expected to accommodate up 
to 780 people (generating a need for 7,800sqm) and the proposed 
situation would be expected to accommodate up to 1,156 people 
(generating a need for 11,560sqm).

Whilst, subject to amenity considerations, it may be possible to 
incorporate some or all of the required communal space for new 
residents within the potential new housing (roof terraces etc.), this is 
not the case for people living in the existing homes. They would be 
left with the 3,267sqm of useable green space along the western edge 
of the site. This would represent just 42% of the required amount of 
communal open space for existing residents.

The site is within an area that is identified as being deficient of 
open space and is adjacent to an area of Metropolitan Open Land.  
This MOL is in fact mainly standing water (with only narrow strips 
of land) and is a Site of Nature Conservation Interest and managed 
as a wildlife area, making it unsuitable for informal socialising and 
larger gatherings. This underlines the importance of adequate on-site 
provision.

Local residents, working with the Council and others, could improve 
the existing raised decks for play and communal space to strengthen 
community cohesion by including (for example) additional planting, 
some covered space, more imaginative play opportunities and food 
growing opportunities.

Number Sqm Number Sqm
Children under 
5

68 680 94 940

Children 5-11 48 480 63 630
Children 12+ 28 280 37 370
Total 144 1,440 194 1,940

Existing Proposed
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Health and wellbeing

London Plan Policy 3.17 (Health and social care facilities) makes clear 
that relevant development should take into account the Mayor’s Best 
Practice Guidance on Health Issues in Planning. 

Draft London Plan Policy GG3 (Creating a healthy city) makes clear 
that to improve Londoners’ health and reduce health inequalities, 
those involved in planning and development must (amongst other 
things): (B) Promote more active and healthy lifestyles for all 
Londoners and enable them to make healthy choices and (E)Plan 
for improved access to green spaces and the provision of new green 
infrastructure.

CS Policy 12 (Health and environment) makes clear that the Council 
will encourage development that contributes to an urban and natural 
environment that enables all Hackney residents regardless of age, 
family type and ability to lead a more healthy and active lifestyle in 
which regular physical activity plays a greater role and the physical 
environment contributes more to tackling childhood obesity. 

Policy DM3 states that development in the Borough should promote 
health and well-being and lists (amongst other things the following 
measures to ensure this:

(i) ensuring that development is designed to promote physical activity, 
through appropriate arrangement of buildings and uses, access, open 
space and landscaping and

(ii) ensuring that supporting infrastructure is in place to support 
development, such as providing or contributing to open space and 
child play facilities. The policy also seeks to promote health and well-
being, mental health and spiritual well-being by (amongst others 
things) protecting, increasing and enhancing open space provision, 
allotments and food growing schemes, biodiversity and nature 
conservation assets and the provision of improved children’s play 
facilities.

The loss of the existing raised play and communal areas and the 
MUGA would significantly reduce opportunities for active play and 
socialising, contrary to this policy. This would reduce the ability of 
existing residents to adopt healthy lifestyles to maintain a healthy 
weight and remain physically and emotionally healthy.

Scale, massing and architecture

London Plan Policy 7.4 (Local Character) makes clear that 
development should have regard to the form, function and structure 
of an area and the scale and mass and orientation of surrounding 
buildings. It goes on to state that buildings, streets and open spaces 
should provide a high-quality design response that (a) has regard to 
the pattern and grain of the local area; (b) contributes to a positive 
relationship between the urban structure and natural landscape; (c) is 
human in scale, ensuring that buildings create a positive relationship 
with the street; (d) is influenced by existing character; and (e) is 
informed by the surrounding historic environment.

London Plan Policy 7.6 (Architecture) makes clear that buildings 
and structures should (a) be of the highest architectural quality; (b) 
appropriately define the public realm; (c) comprise detail and material 
that complement local character; (d) not cause harm to the amenity 
of surrounding land and buildings; (e) incorporate best practice in 
resource management; (f) provide high quality indoor and outdoor 
spaces; (g) be adaptable to different uses; (h) meet the principles of 
inclusive design and (i) optimise the potential of sites.

Policy DM1 (High quality design) makes clear that the Council will 
require all developments to be of high quality design and does on to 
state that, in relation to setting and context, it must be demonstrated 
that development proposals have addressed a number of criteria, 
including the following:

(i) Reinforce and complement local distinctiveness and vernacular to 
create a positive sense of place;

(ii) Respect the visual integrity and established scale, massing and 
rhythm of the building, frontages, group of buildings or street scene 
(including characteristic building lines and plot widths), of which they 
form a part;

(iii) Retain, enhance and/or create open spaces, views, landmarks, 
characteristic rooflines and other townscape features which make a 
positive contribution to the character of the area;

(iv) In the wider context, be of a height and massing which responds 
to and is compatible with the townscape, landscape, urban setting 
and adjacent buildings, has regard to heritage assets and to the 
particular circumstances of the site;

(v) Optimise the distinctive character of the existing buildings, 
landscape and topography;

(vi) Provide and ensure adequate sunlight, daylight and open aspects 
to all parts of the development and adjacent buildings and land 
and ensure that proposals are not obtrusive in relation to adjacent 
buildings.

Lincoln Court represents a notable example of the high-density 
housing of its period. Completed in 1969 to the Parker Morris 
standards it has been subsequently recognised for its quality and 
published. It provides a considered, well-planned and cohesive 
piece of place making, where three evenly-placed square towers are 
staggered and integrated with car parking and raised decks to allow 
views and overlooked communal open space and play space without 
causing over-looking issues for the flats themselves. The existing 
towers provide an iconic backdrop to the Eastern Reservoir when 
viewed from the west by providing a distinctive silhouette, and they 
have become a local landmark. The estate fronts on to a residential 
street of mainly two-storey houses.

The potential scheme fails to take account of the cohesive and 
integrated nature of the planning and structures on the site, and 
instead fragments the existing by the introduction of three additional 
buildings – effectively harming the quality of place, by severing the 
links between the various parts of the Lincoln Court community, and 
by displacing car parking, removing communal open space/play space 
and removing a communal heating boiler and damaging the character 
and appearance of a local landmark.

It would be challenging to find an appropriate scale and architectural 
language to ensure that a potential scheme provides an acceptable 
high-quality development that satisfactorily responds to this context. 
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14.4 Proposals

View from north east

View from south east Ground Floor Plan

social rent

0 10 20

BELL PHILLIPS ARCHITECTS70

From BPA Feasibility Study for Hackney Council July 2014
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Residential amenity

London Plan Policy 7.6 (Architecture) states that new buildings and 
structures should not cause unacceptable harm to the amenity of 
surrounding land and buildings, particularly residential buildings, in 
relation to privacy, overshadowing, wind and microclimate.

CS Policy 24 (Design) states that all development should seek to 
enrich and enhance Hackney’s built environment and create a sense 
of place and local distinctiveness that is attractive and accessible. It 
goes on to make clear that this will be achieved through (amongst 
other things) ensuring good and optimum arrangement of the site in 
terms of form, mass and scale, including usable amenity space where 
appropriate and addressing biodiversity matters.

Policy DM2 (Development and amenity) makes clear that development 
proposals should be appropriate to their location and should be 
designed to ensure that they will not result in significant adverse 
impacts on the amenity of occupiers and neighbours. It goes on to 
state that the individual and cumulative impacts of development 
proposals on amenity will be considered in considering their 
acceptability and that the consideration of the merits of development 
proposals will be balanced against the impact on amenity. It states 
that the amenity considerations include the impacts of developments 
on:

i. Visual privacy and overlooking;

ii. Overshadowing and outlook;

iii. Sunlight and daylight, and artificial light, levels;

iv. Vibration, noise, fumes and odour, and other forms of pollution;

v. Microclimate conditions;

vi. Safety of highway users.

The justifying text (3.3.3) to this policy makes clear that the design 
and layout of buildings must enable sufficient sunlight and daylight 
to penetrate into and between buildings and ensure that adjoining 
land or properties are protected from unacceptable overshadowing 
and refers to the use of BRE guidelines to determine acceptability.

The justifying text (3.3.5) to this policy notes that in the past, planning 
guidance for privacy has been concerned with achieving visual 
separation between dwellings by setting a minimum distance of 18-
21 metres between facing homes. It goes on to state that these are 
still useful yardsticks for visual privacy, but adhering rigidly to these 
measures can limit the variety of urban space and housing types in 
the city and can sometimes unnecessarily restrict density. It further 
states that given the urban context of the Borough flexibility will be 
applied, particularly in consideration of the density of a scheme, and 
design measures incorporated to minimise overlooking and protect 
privacy. 

The justifying text (3.3.6) to this policy states that all developments 
should consider local topography and the local microclimate in their 
design, and proposals must demonstrate they have addressed the 
potential impact on local conditions.

The Mayor’s Housing SPG notes that, in the past, planning guidance 
for the relationship between homes has set a minimum distance of 
18 – 21m between habitable rooms.  It goes on to acknowledge that 
these can still be useful yardsticks for visual privacy, but adhering 
rigidly to these measures can, amongst other things, limit the variety 
of urban spaces and can sometimes unnecessarily restrict density. 
The Mayor’s Housing SPG also includes the following guidance with 
respect to daylight and sunlight:

“1.3.45 ... An appropriate degree of flexibility needs to be 
applied when using BRE guidelines to assess the daylight 
and sunlight impacts of new development on surrounding 
properties, as well as within new developments themselves. 
Guidelines should be applied sensitively to higher density 
development, especially in opportunity areas, town centres, 
large sites and accessible locations, where BRE advice 
suggests considering the use of alternative targets. This 
should take into account local circumstances; the need to 
optimise housing capacity; and scope for the character and 
form of an area to change over time.” 

The potential scheme raises a number of amenity related issues.

Outlook and privacy

Any potential scheme would need to ensure that people living in 
existing homes in the three towers would be left with a satisfactory 
outlook from their windows and that their privacy is safeguarded. 
The southern façade of the three towers include single-aspect studio 
flats and it will be particularly challenging to ensure that people 
living here are left with an acceptable environment. The outlook and 
privacy of people living on the east side of Bethune Road also needs 
to be considered – although the proposed front-to-front relationships 
across the street is probably acceptable.  The minimum distance 
between existing windows in the north and south facing flats in the 
existing buildings and any potential new flats is likely to be no more 
than 14 metres, assuming that any new block is kept to a minimum 
practical width i.e. single-aspect units with rear access corridor at no 
more that 12 metres wide.

Daylight and sunlight and overshadowing

There is the need for full detailed technical assessment of likely 
daylight and sunlight effects of the potential scheme. This should 
include Vertical Sky Component (VSC) and Average Daylight Factor 
(ADF) for all south and east facing windows on at least floors 1 to 6 
of the three towers, together with Annual Probable Sunlight Hours 
(APSH) for all of these windows facing within 90 degrees of due 
south – including existing homes on the east side of Bethune Road.  
An assessment should also be made on overshadowing of existing 
amenity spaces that would be retained. The impact on the lower floor 
flats in the existing towers is a particular concern, most notably the 
single-aspect studio flats.

Wind microclimate

The introduction of new buildings between existing tall structures 
could have adverse effects on the local wind environment and this 
should be thoroughly tested (ideally by wind tunnel testing rather 
than Computational Fluid Dynamics (CFD)).

The above issues need to be fully addressed at this stage and 
any planning application must be supported by assessments that 
demonstrates that existing residents would continue to enjoy an 
acceptable level of amenity.
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Parking

London Plan Policy 6.13 (Parking) seeks to restrain car parking 
provision and includes maximum car parking standards for different 
uses (although minimum amounts of ‘Blue Badge’ spaces are 
required).  It also requires 20% active provision of Electric Vehicle 
Charging Points (EVCP) and 10% passive provision for car parking 
spaces in office developments. The car parking standards are set out 
in Table 6.2 and cycle parking standards in Table 6.3. 

London Plan Policy 6.9 (Cycling) requires the provision of secure, 
integrated and accessible cycle parking facilities for long-stay 
users (staff and residents) and short-stay users (visitors) and on-site 
changing facilities and showers. London Plan Policy 6.13 sets out 
minimum cycle parking standards in Table 6.3.

CS Policy 33 (Promoting sustainable transport) makes clear that the 
Council is committed to prioritising sustainable transport, walking 
and cycling over private car use. It also states that car parking will be 
controlled in line with regional policy and local parking standards in 
the emerging Sustainable Transport SPD and that, where appropriate, 
car-free development, car club bays and electric vehicle charging 
provision will be required. N.B. No Sustainable Transport SPD has been 
prepared.

Hackney will expect to see car free and car capped 
developments, in most locations throughout the Borough 
but particularly in those that:

(i) Have a high PTAL rating (Level 4, 5 or 6), or

(ii) Are near a wide range of amenities including shops and 
leisure activities, or

(iii) Are within an operational Controlled Parking Zone or 
area of known parking stress.

(iv) Where the provision of off-street parking would be likely 
to cause conflict with pedestrians and other road users.

Technical Assessment – Unrestricted Roads (Northern Hackney)- Survey Methodology Page 9 of 32

Figures 1 and 2: Occupancy levels by time of day – weekdays (above) and weekends (below)

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

120%

H
arry Zeital W

ay

W
oodm

ill R
oad

Leadside R
oad

Sach R
oad

Leadside R
oad

Jessam
 Avenue

H
olm

bury View

Bakers H
ill

G
ilda C

rescent

C
hardm

ore R
oad

Filey Avenue

Kyverdale R
oad

C
lapton C

om
m

on

Lingw
ood R

oad

C
raven W

alk

Portland Avenue

C
lapton Terrace

Stam
ford G

rove W

D
arenth R

oad

Broadw
ay M

ew
s

Leadale R
oad

C
astlew

ood R
oad

M
oundfield R

oad

R
ockw

ood R
oad

G
laserton R

oad

D
unsm

ure R
oad

N
orthfield R

oad

M
anor R

oad

H
eathland R

oad

G
rangecourt R

oad

W
 Bank

H
olm

dale Terrace

D
enver R

oad

N
orthdene G

ardens

Bethune R
oad (N

orth)

Fairholt R
oad

O
cc

up
an

cy
 (%

 a
va

ila
bl

e 
sp

ac
e)

Morning Midday Evening Capacity

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

120%

H
arry Zeital W

ay

W
oodm

ill R
oad

Leadside R
oad

Sach R
oad

Leadside R
oad

Jessam
 Avenue

H
olm

bury View

Bakers H
ill

G
ilda C

rescent

C
hardm

ore R
oad

Filey Avenue

Kyverdale R
oad

C
lapton C

om
m

on

Lingw
ood R

oad

C
raven W

alk

Portland Avenue

C
lapton Terrace

Stam
ford G

rove W

D
arenth R

oad

Broadw
ay M

ew
s

Leadale R
oad

C
astlew

ood R
oad

M
oundfield R

oad

R
ockw

ood R
oad

G
laserton R

oad

D
unsm

ure R
oad

N
orthfield R

oad

M
anor R

oad

H
eathland R

oad

G
rangecourt R

oad

W
 Bank

H
olm

dale Terrace

D
enver R

oad

N
orthdene G

ardens

Bethune R
oad (N

orth)

Fairholt R
oad

O
cc

up
an

cy
 (%

 a
va

ila
bl

e 
sp

ac
e)

Morning Midday Evening Capacity

Parking Technical Assessment Report: Uncontrolled Roads January 2017



Lincoln Court - Proposal Response - May 2018 Lincoln Court Tenants & Residents Association 23

The policy goes on to make clear that the Council will expect 
adequate dedicated disabled parking provision in accordance with the 
London Plan standards.

The policy also makes clear that for development proposals outside 
of CPZs, developers will be required to submit a parking stress survey 
for assessment by the Council. Where a high level of parking stress is 
found, the Council will expect the proposed scheme to be car-free.

Finally, the policy states that developments should provide high 
quality parking facilities in accordance with the London Plan 
maximum car parking and minimum cycle parking standards.

The justifying text (8.4.5) to this policy notes that on-street parking 
spaces tend to cater for a wide range of users including residents, 
short stay visitor parking and to facilitate loading and servicing 
requirements. However, on-street parking is a limited resource and 
demand exceeds supply in many parts of Hackney. This is particularly 
true in the south and west of the Borough and in the vicinity of town 
centres but also includes many other areas where the number of 
spaces available is unable to meet existing demand, creating queuing 
traffic and congestion, illegal parking and compromising highway 
safety. Balancing these needs therefore requires careful management 
and development proposals that compromise the availability of 
existing spaces may be refused.

The proposals would result in a significant reduction in off street 
car parking provision for existing residents. The Housing Supply 
Programme (HSP) Cabinet report (February 2016) (paragraph 6.13.1) 
states that licensed garage occupation is generally low across the 
relevant potential schemes and refers to occupancy at Lincoln Court as 
being 13.5% (which works out at 27 spaces).  In any event, the LCTRA 
understands that the actual current occupancy is 15% (30 spaces). 
However, this is unlikely to represent the real demand for car parking 
for Lincoln Court, as the Council has been refusing to lease any garage 
spaces in response to new enquiries since at least February 2013.

The HSP Cabinet report (February 2016 (paragraph 6.13.2) states that

“The new developments will be car free or have very limited 
parking provision in accordance with planning policy. 
Current use on each existing site will be confirmed during 
the detailed design development stage and parking stress 
surveys will be commissioned where appropriate. This will 
identify the capacity of both existing street parking and 
any adjacent garage sites to support any displacement 
requirements and/or additional need created by the new 
homes. Detailed design development work will include an 
appraisal of options for re-provision of existing legitimate 
parking with reference to these survey reports. Eligibility 
for access to any re-provision will be clearly defined. 
Officers undertake to provide practical solutions where 
current residents with parking rights relocate to new homes 
delivered by the HSP under the new Local Lettings Policy.”

In October 2016, Hackney’s Cabinet considered a report on parking 
consultation in Stamford Hill West based upon the results of 
consulation exercise undertaken in October - November 2015. 
The results of this consultation were overwhelmingly against the 
introduction of parking controls in Bethune Road, with 84% of 
responses received in opposition.

A subsequent Technical Assessment Report (January 2017) which 
was submitted to Cabinet in January 2018, provided results from an 
updated parking stress survey which identified a large number of 
streets in the area that suffer from ‘significant parking stress’ (defined 
as 80% or more of road occupancy as a percentage of its potential 
parking capacity). This included Bethune Road, the results for which 
are indicated in the table below:

Authorisation has been given by Cabinet on the basis of this report 
for further consultation to be undertaken in Bethune Road, which is 
designated within Consultation Area 1. Although this exercise had not 
been undertaken at the time of writing this report, it is understood 
that there is still substantial opposition to the imposition of parking 
controls.

The sketch proposals in the 2014 BPA feasibility studys indicate 35 
standard-sized car parking spaces, and appear to allocate 15 of these 
to the occupiers of existing flats in the three towers (which amounts 
to 7.5% of homes), and 20 spaces for the proposed new homes (which 
amounts to 23% of homes). The proposed scheme would result in 
fewer car parking spaces for existing residents than the number of 
spaces that are currently occupied and this in itself is likely to be an 
under estimate of demand. This number could reduce if accessible 
bays are provided – to prioritise wheelchair users.

Whilst planning policy encourages car free / limited parking provision, 
this is usually in areas where there are on-street car parking controls 
in place and where new residents can be prevented from obtaining 
a permit. This is not the case here and there would be no mechanism 
for preventing existing or future residents from seeking to park on 
nearby residential streets and adding to parking stress.

overnight midday evening overnight midday evening
Bethune Rd 
(North)

147 spaces 87% 83% 85% 85% 63% 82%

Bethune Rd 
(South)

119 spaces 84% 86% 81% 88% 74% 81%

Weekdays Saturdays
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Lincoln Court - image by London Wildlife Trust
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Council own Development

The proposals comprise ‘council own development’ and any planning 
application that promotes it would be subject to Regulation 3 of the 
Town and Country Planning General Regulations 1992. In summary, 
this means that no officer of councillor who has a responsibility for 
managing council-owned assets could have a role in determining 
a planning application for the site. It also means that the Council 
as Local Planning Authority (LPA) cannot enter in to a legal (s.106) 
Agreement with itself and matters that would normally be secured by 
way of planning obligations would need to be secured in other ways. 

Mayor of London involvement

The nature and scale of the proposals mean that they do not comprise 
strategic development and a planning application would not be 
referable to the Mayor of London under the Town and Country 
Planning (Mayor of London) Order 2008.

Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA)

The nature and scale of the proposals mean that they do not comprise 
EIA Development and a planning application would not need to be 
accompanied by an Environmental Statement (although a number 
of supporting environmental and other studies would be required in 
accordance with the LPA’s reasonable validation requirements).

Procedural Issues
7
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Lincoln Court - image by Simon Phipp
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2014 Feasibility Studies
Appendix A

The following Appendix contains the relevant sections of the three 
2014 Feasibility Studies undertaken on behalf of Hackney Council by 
Savills and Bell Phillips Architects.

These studies are titled as follows:

Infill Sites - Stage 1 Report, Revision A
Dated 2nd May 2014
Undertaken by Savills

Hackney Feasibility Study
Dated July 2014
Undertaken by Bell Phillips Architects (BPA)

Infill Sites - Stage 3 Report
Dated 31st October 2014
Undertaken by Savills
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1. Executive Summary 
 

Savills has been instructed by LB Hackney to review potential development opportunities within its 

existing stock and/or land holdings. The objective of the review is:  

 

• to identify existing sites or land within LB Hackney’s ownership which have the potential to 

be developed based on a set of agreed criteria;  

• to estimate the potential capacity in terms of new housing supply that the identified sites 

could generate on the basis of initial site appraisals;  

• to confirm the likely mix, size and tenure of homes on a site by site basis informed by (i) 

architectural feasibility studies or initial concept designs, (ii) planning policy requirements 

(including discussions with LB Hackney planners) and (iii) financial appraisals to confirm 

the viability of proposals being recommended.  

 

Stage 1 is the subject of this report and has involved a desk-top review of a ‘long list’ of 75 sites. 

Stage 2 is intended to take the review forward on the basis of a ‘short list’ of sites. This element of the 

review will involve:  

 

• site visits;  

• the instruction of designers;  

• the production of initial concept designs;  

• an assessment of planning policy requirements (including discussions with LB Hackney 

planners).  

 

Stage 3 of the review will involve financial appraisals of the shortlisted sites to confirm viability. It will 

also use the results of each stage of the review to draw conclusions and/or recommendations for the 

review as a whole.  

 

The review has been conducted on the basis of a combined desk-top site appraisal and density 

calculation methodology. Overall development potential or site capacity in respect of sites on the long 

list is estimated to be up to 1,198. This figure is however, subject to the caveats mentioned in the 

report relating to physical site considerations which cannot be checked on the basis of a desk-top 

appraisal, legal and financial considerations, and finally, the planning process. Within the 1,198 figure, 

32 sites with a combined estimated site capacity of up to 709 homes have been given a ‘green’ traffic 

light status, while a further 19 sites with a combined estimated site capacity of up to 489 homes have 

been given an ‘amber’ traffic light status. A further 22 sites have been given a ‘red’ traffic light status. 

Finally, 2 sites have not been given a traffic light status; again, for the reasons cited in the report.  
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2. Introduction  
 

2.1 Background 
 

Savills has been instructed by LB Hackney to review potential development opportunities within its 

existing stock and/or land holdings. This report represents the first stage of a three stage review of 

potential opportunities. Further details on the overall objective of the review and the work involved are 

set out below.  

 

Stage 1 has involved a review of the Long List Site Register included at Appendix 1. This list includes 

75 sites in total, all of which have been mapped on a Borough Wide Site Map included at Appendix 2 
1. Plans and aerial photographs of the individual sites have also been included at Appendix 3, 

excluding those Savills were subsequently asked not to review (1.34, 1.36 and 1.44 to 1.50), where 

there has been duplication (1.33) and where the extent of the site could not be identified (1.71).  

 
2.2 Objective 

 

The objective of the review is as follows:  

 

• to identify existing sites or land within LB Hackney’s ownership which have the potential to 

be developed based on a set of agreed criteria;  

• to estimate the potential capacity in terms of new housing supply that the identified sites 

could generate on the basis of initial site appraisals;  

• to confirm the likely mix, size and tenure of homes on a site by site basis informed by (i) 

architectural feasibility studies or initial concept designs, (ii) planning policy requirements 

(including discussions with LB Hackney planners) and (iii) financial appraisals to confirm 

the viability of proposals being recommended.  

 

2.3 Report Structure 
 

Stage 1 of the review is the subject of this report and has involved a desk-top analysis of a ‘long list’ 

of sites provided to Savills by LB Hackney. Further detail on the assessment criteria is set out in 

Section 3 below. Section 4 confirms the findings of the long list analysis. Finally, Section 5 confirms 

the conclusion.  

 

                                                      

1 The location of sites on the Borough Wide Site Map has been plotted on the basis of postcodes of adjacent properties where 
the site is bare land and will therefore represent an approximate location for such sites.   
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Stage 2 of the review will follow and is intended to take the process forward on the basis of a ‘short 

list’ of sites agreed with LB Hackney. This element of the review will involve:  

 

• site visits;  

• the instruction of designers;  

• the production of initial concept designs;  

• an assessment of planning policy requirements (including discussions with LB Hackney 

planners).  

 

Stage 3 is the final element of the review. This will involve financial appraisals of the shortlisted sites 

to confirm viability. It will also use the results of each stage of the review to draw conclusions and/or 

recommendations for the review as a whole.  
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3. Long List Assessment Criteria  
 
3.1 Site Ranking & Development Potential   
 

The intention of the complete review and final report is to retain all sites considered on the Long List 

Site Register, but to rank them using a traffic light methodology whereby those sites coloured green 

represent sites that Savills considers have the most development potential on the basis of agreed 

assessment criteria. Those sites coloured amber will represent sites with weaker potential given 

constraints identified and recorded as part of the three stage assessment, but sites which nonetheless 

are still considered to have development potential. Finally, those sites coloured red will be those not 

considered to have development potential for the reason(s) given. This methodology has been 

applied to the Long List Site Register in the form of a ‘RAG’ (Red/Amber/Green) status. 

 

Development potential has at this stage been expressed in terms of an indicative density or number of 

homes for each site, but it is important to note that this conclusion is ultimately subject to the outcome 

of Stage 2 and Stage 3 of the review, the initiation of full legal searches and surveys as referred to 

below and indeed testing through the planning process on the basis of detailed designs. 

 

The assessment criteria underlying the traffic light methodology has involved a desk top survey and 

analysis to map potential opportunities and constraints across the sites identified in the Long List Site 

Register. Such an analysis typically covers physical, legal, financial and planning issues. Financial 

considerations of course straddle all others and remain once development proposals are formally 

consented in planning terms, but the rationale for sequencing these issues in this way is explained 

below.  

 

3.2 Site Selection – Physical Considerations  
 

The Long List Site Register has been informed by a desk-top analysis which has considered a 

number of physical elements, including: 

  

• estimated site area (informs density or housing capacity assessment); 

• local context and character of the existing environment (e.g. proximity of adjacent 

buildings, their density and height, separation distances, overlooking, potential for Right to 

Light issues);  

• topography in terms of access to and from adopted highway, sightlines, gradient, 

orientation and other natural features which may represent a constraint (e.g. trees);  

• the presence of buildings, services or other non-natural topographical site features only if 

visually evident on the basis of the desk-top review (see legal considerations);  
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• ground conditions have not been reviewed (see legal considerations). 

 
3.3 Site Selection – Legal & Financial Considerations  

 

Ownership of a site and/or the ability to secure vacant possession can of course be a physical 

consideration in terms of the assessment of a site’s development potential. However, it is ultimately a 

legal consideration, but one which can also have potentially significant financial implications. 

Decisions to shortlist sites for development should be made with these considerations in mind and 

information on existing use helps to inform such decisions.  

 

The Long List Site Register has been compiled on the assumption that any information supplied 

relates to sites in LB Hackney’s ownership where this has been stated by LB Hackney. This should be 

formally confirmed through the procurement of a report on title which confirms any third party interests 

and/or rights prior to the implementation of any development proposals should LB Hackney decide to 

develop any of the sites directly.  

 

The scope of the Stage 1 review is a desk-top exercise not informed by site visits or access to 

information on existing services or ground conditions. Where existing services are clearly evident on a 

site on the basis of the desk-top review, this in mentioned in the Long List Site Register. The site visits 

involved in the Stage 2 review provide the opportunity to comment further on the presence of existing 

services on the shortlisted sites. Ultimately however, any development proposals should on a site by 

site basis be subject to detailed legal searches and physical surveys to establish the presence and 

capacity of existing services, bearing capacity and the presence of contamination.   

 

As already noted, ownership of a site and/or the ability to secure vacant possession is a financial 

consideration as well a legal one within the context of the site assessment process. For example, third 

party interests in part or the whole of a site may have to be acquired or compensation paid in order to 

enable development to proceed. As noted in 2.3, Stage 3 of the review considers the financial viability 

of any development proposals but, where available, information on existing use provides a preliminary 

indication of possible legal and financial constraints on development for the purposes of the long list 

review and may indeed reveal immediately that development is unlikely to be viable.  

 

Information relating to the existing use of the sites is an on-going process and vacant possession or 

the ability to secure this in a timely and viable manner represents an important hurdle for all long list 

sites to overcome as part of the short listing process.  
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3.4 Site Selection – Planning Considerations 

 

Again, as noted in 2.3, Stage 2 of this report will take the review forward on the basis of a shortlist of 

sites agreed with LB Hackney. It is this element of the review that will involve, among other things, an 

assessment of planning policy requirements (including discussions with LB Hackney planners). For 

the purposes of the Stage 1 report however, the Public Transport Accessibility Rating (PTAL) has 

been obtained and recorded for each site on the Long List Site Register 2.  

 

PTALs have an important relationship with density or the capacity of a site to accommodate housing. 

The London Plan states: “development should optimise housing output for different types of location 

within the relevant density range...” (GLA, 2011: 77). This density range is included at Appendix 4. For 

a given location and home size/type, a higher density can be accommodated where the PTAL rating 

is higher. This does not preclude the need to take account of other planning policy considerations 

which may militate against increased density, including existing local context and character, the exact 

nature of the housing requirement (including its typology), housing design, social infrastructure, open 

space and play space. In this respect, the suggested density range in the London Plan should not be 

applied “mechanistically”, but the relationship between high PTAL rating and higher density is a 

recognition of the ability to reduce parking requirements given access to existing public transport 

capacity.  

 

While a good PTAL rating does not necessarily mean increased density can be assumed given other 

potential constraints on development or planning policy requirements which may equally constrain 

development, the need to provide parking and access for parking (over and above any provision for 

emergency vehicles and refuse) is an obvious constraint on the capacity of a site to accommodate 

housing 3. PTAL is therefore a useful measure to record as part of the initial site assessment process 

and also helps to inform Stage 2 of the review.  

 

PTAL also informs the density range referred to above and this has been used to calculate the 

potential density or housing capacity of the sites under review at this stage. For the purposes of the 

review moreover, all sites have been classified as urban as opposed to central or suburban. In terms 

of unit size, a mid range 3.1 – 3.7 habitable rooms per home has been assumed. Finally, the mid 

point in the density range has been assumed. This would for example, mean 140 homes per hectare 

for an urban site in an area with a PTAL of 4 to 6 for a home containing between 3.1 and 3.7 habitable 

rooms.  

 
                                                      

2 PTALs represent a measure of the accessibility of a location or point to the public transport network, taking into account 
walking access time and service availability. PTAL ratings range from 1 (Very Poor) to 6 (Excellent) depending the public 
transport accessibility of a given location.     
3 This is particularly the case where parking needs to be provided at surface level to minimise the cost of provision. 
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It should be noted in respect of the above calculation that not all sites have a single PTAL rating, but 

for the purposes of this stage of the review, this has been assumed to be the case.  

 

Where there appears to be clear conflict between the London Plan estimate of potential density and 

the actual desk-top site appraisal, the latter has been used to inform the calculation of development 

potential. Where this has been done, a comment has been made in the relevant field of the Long List 

Site Register.   

 

 

10 

 

4. Long List of Sites  
 

4.1 Overall Development Potential 
 

The Long List Site Register confirms a density or housing capacity of up to approximately 1,198 

homes. This figure is however, subject to on-going due diligence in a number of respects. It is subject 

to further investigation of the physical site characteristics necessarily excluded from a desk top 

review. These exclusions were highlighted in 3.2 and 3.3. It is also subject to the legal and financial 

considerations discussed in 3.3. Finally, it is subject to the planning process, which was touched on 

briefly in 3.4.  

 

Subject to the above, there does appear to be significant re-development potential within LB Hackney 

sites reviewed for the purposes of the long list.  

 

The next stage is the process of short listing sites which are considered to have development 

potential.   

 

4.2 Sites with Development Potential   

 

32 sites are listed in Table 1 below and contain an estimated combined site capacity of up to 709 

homes.  These ‘green’ sites appear to stand out on the basis of the Long List Site Register, subject to 

the caveats mentioned above. These have been sorted in order of ascending estimated capacity. In 

this respect, 1.12, 1.6 and 1.3 arguably stand out in particular, but 1.32, 1.8, 1.39, 1.24, 1.37, 1.69, 

1.18, 1.5, 1.66, 1.26, 1.30, 1.9, 1.21 and 1.72 also stand out. Finally the remaining sites offer 

significant cumulative potential to increase housing supply.  

 
Table 1:  
 

RAG Status Site No.  Site Potential (LP Density 
Range/PTAL) 

  1.12 72 
  1.6 63 
  1.3 53 
  1.32 35 
  1.8 34 
  1.39 33 
  1.24 31 
  1.37 31 

  1.69 31 
  1.18 25 
  1.5 25 
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A further group of ‘amber’ sites also appear to offer good development potential on the basis of the 

desk-top review. These 19 sites are listed in Table 2 below and have an estimated combined site 

capacity of up to 489 homes. These have again been sorted in order of ascending estimated capacity. 

In this respect, 1.35, 1.25, 1.56 and 1.51 arguably stand out but, as has been stated above in respect 

of the sites in Table 1, the cumulative impact of the remaining sites should not be underestimated in 

terms of the potential contribution they can make to additional supply.  

 

It should also be noted that the Long List Site Register identified a number of the sites in Table 2 as 

having the potential to convert to a green status should certain constraints identified be addressed. 

These sites are highlighted in Table 2.   

 
Table 2:  
 

  1.66 24 
  1.26 24 
  1.30 23 
  1.9 21 
  1.21 20 

  1.72 20 

  1.59 18 
  1.28 18 
  1.38 16 

  1.52 12 
  1.42 12 

  1.64 11 
  1.11 10 

  1.57 10 

  1.55 7 
  1.31 6 

  1.54 6 
  1.23 5 
  1.40 5 
  1.17 4 

  1.70 4 

Estimated long list site capacity: 709 

RAG Status Site No.  Site Potential (LP      
Density Range/PTAL) 

Potential Green Status 1.35 191 
Potential Green Status 1.25 91 

Potential Green Status 1.56 51 
1.51 29 

Potential Green Status 1.29 17 
 1.10 16 

1.74 14 
 1.2 13 
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4.3 Constrained Sites / Sites Not Reviewed    

 

These ‘red’ sites are listed in Table 3 below.  

 

Subject again to the caveats mentioned above, 22 sites on the Long List Site Register appear to be 

constrained to the extent they should not be prioritised for re-development. Alternatively, they could 

be brought forward as part of a proposal or proposals for wider re-development of the area or estate 

in question. These include 1.4, 1.7, 1.13, 1.14, 1.16, 1.19, 1.22, 1.43, 1.53, 1.58, 1.61, 1.65 and 1.75.  

 

A number of further sites have already been discussed with LB Hackney and are not being reviewed 

for development potential. These include: 1.34, 1.36, and 144 – 1.50.  

 

Table 3: 
 

RAG Status Site No.  Site Potential (LP 
Density Range/PTAL) 

  1.4 0 
  1.7 0 
  1.13 0 
  1.14 0 
  1.16 0 
  1.19 0 
  1.22 0 
  1.34 0 
  1.36 0 
  1.43 0 

  1.44 0 

  1.45 0 

  1.46 0 

  1.47 0 

  1.48 0 

  1.49 0 

1.68 13 
 1.20 11 
 1.15 11 
 1.27 9 

1.62 6 
1.63 6 

 1.1 4 
 1.41 3 

1.60 2 
1.67 2 

Potential Green Status 1.73 1 
Estimated long list site capacity: 

 
489 
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  1.50 0 

  1.53 0 

  1.58 0 

  1.61 0 

  1.65 0 

  1.75 0 

Estimated long list site capacity: 0 
 

Two final sites – 1.33 and 1.71 – have not been reviewed. The former is a duplication of 1.30, while 

the latter cannot be identified in terms of a site area on the basis of the name supplied.  
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5. Conclusion  
 

For the purposes of this Stage 1 report, Savills produced a long list of sites for LB Hackney’s 

consideration. The review has been carried out on the basis of a list of 75 sites and has been 

conducted on the basis of a combined desk-top site appraisal and density calculation methodology 

using the potential density ranges set out in the London Plan for sites in suburban, urban and central 

locations, with a given PTAL range and assuming a given home size. In most cases the density 

calculation has been allowed to determine site capacity although this has been overridden in some 

cases where the site appraisal suggested a different conclusion. Where this has been done, it has 

been confirmed in the relevant field of the Long List Site Register.  

 

Overall development potential or site capacity in respect of sites on the long list is estimated to be up 

to 1,198. This figure is however, subject to the caveats mentioned above, namely physical site 

considerations which cannot be checked on the basis of a desk-top appraisal, the legal and financial 

considerations which have been discussed above and which will ultimately need to be addressed for 

shortlisted sites, finally, the overall capacity figure is of course subject to the constituent sites 

progressing through the planning process. 

 

Again subject to the aforementioned caveats, a list of sites on the long list does appear to stand out in 

terms of their development potential. These comprise 32 so-called ‘green’ sites highlighted in Table 1 

above and together generate an estimated site capacity of up to 709 homes. 

 

A second list of sites also appears to offer good development potential. These comprise 19 so-called 

‘amber’ sites and together generate an estimated site capacity of up to 489 homes.  

 

A number of sites are not thought by Savills to have significant potential unless they are subject to 

wider re-development proposals. These so-called ‘red’ sites are mentioned in 4.3 above and, together 

with 9 sites that Savills and LB Hackney agreed would not be subject to this review and 2 further sites 

which have not been reviewed, comprise the 22 sites in Table 3 above.  

 

Stage 2 of the review involves short listing sites from the long list in order to:  

 

• carry out site visits;  

• instruct designers;  

• produce initial concept designs;  

• undertake an assessment of planning policy requirements (including discussions with LB 

Hackney planners).  
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6. Important Note 
 

In accordance with our normal practice, we would state that this report is for general informative 

purposes only and does not constitute a formal valuation, appraisal or recommendation. It is only for 

the use of the persons to whom it is addressed and no responsibility can be accepted to any third 

party for the whole or part of its contents. It may not be published, reproduced or quoted in part or in 

whole, nor may it be used as a basis for any contract, prospectus, agreement or other document 

without prior consent, which will not be unreasonably withheld.  

 

Our findings are based on the assumptions given. As is customary with market studies, our findings 

should be regarded as valid for a limited period of time and should be subject to examination at 

regular intervals.  

 

Whilst every effort has been made to ensure that the data contained in it is correct, no responsibility 

can be taken for omissions or erroneous data provided by a third party or due to information being 

unavailable or inaccessible during the research period. The conclusion and recommendations 

contained in this report have been conscientiously prepared in the light of our experiences in the 

property market and information that we have been able to collect, but their accuracy is in no way 

guaranteed.  
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Appendix 4 London Plan Density Matrix 
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Appendix 4 
 
 
Table 3.2 Sustainable residential quality (SRQ) density matrix (habitable 
rooms and dwellings per hectare) 
 
Setting Public Transport Accessibility Level (PTAL) 
                        0 to 1 2 to 3 4 to 6 
Suburban 150–200 hr/ha  150–250 hr/ha 200–350 hr/ha 
3.8–4.6 hr/unit 35–55 u/ha 35–65 u/ha 45–90 u/ha 
3.1–3.7 hr/unit 40–65 u/ha 40–80 u/ha 55–115 u/ha 
2.7–3.0 hr/unit 50–75 u/ha 50–95 u/ha 70–130 u/ha 
Urban                       150–250 hr/ha   200–450 hr/ha 200–700 hr/ha 
3.8 –4.6 hr/unit 35–65 u/ha 45–120 u/ha 45–185 u/ha 
3.1–3.7 hr/unit 40–80 u/ha 55–145 u/ha 55–225 u/ha 
2.7–3.0 hr/unit 50–95 u/ha 70–170 u/ha 70–260 u/ha 
Central            150-300 hr/ha    300–650 hr/ha 650–1100 hr/ha 
3.8–4.6 hr/unit 35–80 u/ha 65–170 u/ha 140–290 u/ha 
3.1–3.7 hr/unit 40–100 u/ha 80–210 u/ha 175–355 u/ha 
2.7–3.0 hr/unit 50–110 u/hr 100–240 u/ha 215–405 u/ha 

 
 Notes to Table 3.2 
 Appropriate density ranges are related to setting in terms of location, existing building form 

and massing, and the index of public transport accessibility (PTAL). The setting can be 
defined as: 
• central – areas with very dense development, a mix of different uses, large building 

footprints and typically buildings of four to six storeys, located within 800 metres 
walking distance of an International, Metropolitan or Major town centre. 

• urban – areas with predominantly dense development such as, for example, terraced 
houses, mansion blocks, a mix of different uses, medium building footprints and typically 
buildings of two to four storeys, located within 800 metres walking distance of a District 
centre or, along main arterial routes 

• suburban – areas with predominantly lower density development such as, for example, 
detached and semi-detached houses, predominantly residential, small building footprints 
and typically buildings of two to three storeys.  

 
3.29 The form of housing output should be determined primarily by an assessment of 

housing requirements and not by assumptions as to the built form of the 
development. While there is usually scope to provide a mix of dwelling types in 
different locations, higher density provision for smaller households should be 
focused on areas with good public transport accessibility (measured by Public 
Transport Accessibility Levels [PTALs]), and lower density development is 
generally most appropriate for family housing.  

 
3.30 Where transport assessments other than PTALs can reasonably demonstrate that a 

site has either good existing or planned public transport connectivity and capacity, 
and subject to the wider concerns of this policy, the density of a scheme may be at 
the higher end of the appropriate density range. Where connectivity and capacity are 
limited, density should be at the lower end of the appropriate range. The Housing 
SPG will provides further guidance on implementation of this policy in different 
circumstances including mixed use development, taking into account plot ratio and 

vertical and horizontal mixes of use. 
  
3.31 Residential density figures should be based on net residential area, which includes 

internal roads and ancillary open spaces. Family housing is generally defined as 
having three or more bedrooms. Car parking provision should be in accordance with 
the standards outlined in Chapter 6. The Housing SPG will provide guidance on 
addressing the relationships between car parking provision, development density 
and levels of public transport accessibility in different types of location. 

 
Extract from the London Plan (2011). 
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  Disclaimer

 

 This document has been prepared by Bell Phillips architects in 
accordance with the instructions of their client detailed adjacent, 

information. 

 Any information provided by third parties and referred to herein 

otherwise expressly stated in the report. No third party may 
rely upon this document without the prior and express written 
agreement of Bell Phillips architects.

 Notes:

1. These proposals have been developed from the client’s brief, 
one site visit, an Ordnance Survey CAD plan and desktop 
research. 

2. 
and it is assumed that the client will carry out relevant 
calculations. 

3. Feasibility with regards to any potential planning consent will 

or any of their statutory consultees. 

4. To properly consider project risks and feasibility of these 
proposals, various other reports and consultants will be required, 

of the site boundaries, rights of light/ daylight and sunlight, 
transport/ parking, ground conditions, arboricultural report, 
topographical survey etc. 
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Introduction

The Mayor of Hackney has made a commitment to building at 
least 600 new Council and Shared Ownership homes between 
2014 and 2018. This will be one of the largest Local Authority-led 
housing programmes in the UK. 

To meet this commitment, the Estate Regeneration Team is 
looking to develop a number of Council owned sites in the 
borough for new housing. This will be in addition to the 18 sites 

Council’s Estate Regeneration Programme. 

The Estate Regeneration Team is leading on the delivery of this 
Programme at all stages – starting with setting the briefs for 
sites, selecting architects and the wider design and consultant 
team, managing the design process, and procuring contractors 
or developer partners. Once built, Hackney Council and Hackney 
Homes will manage and maintain all the developments into the 
future.

Savills were commissioned in early 2014 to conduct a desktop 
review of 75 potential sites for a future ‘second phase’ 
Programme of development on Council-owned housing land. 
Sites were assessed against a set of agreed criteria and a short 
list of 12 sites was agreed. 

Most of the sites are on existing housing estates and are currently 
vacant or occupied by either garages or Council operational 
facilities. None of the short listed sites are currently occupied by 
existing housing. 

Bell Phillips Architects were commissioned in May 2014 to 
undertake more developed feasibility studies for each of the 12 
short listed sites. This report presents their work.

  

  Tenure Mix and Distribution

 

 The current Estate Regeneration Programme was approved 
by Cabinet in July 2011. The innovative portfolio approach 
to tenure mix and distribution, which forms a crucial part of 
the delivery proposals for the Programme, was approved by 
Planning Sub Committee in April 2014. This approach enables 

compliant programme of private and affordable housing across 
the borough. Schemes which have the potential to generate a 
surplus are combined with those that require a net investment. 
Surpluses from certain schemes are used to cross subsidise the 

the overall Programme. 

 This portfolio approach means that some sites, when assessed 
for planning purposes on an individual site basis, may not be 
individually policy compliant with respect to tenure and/or 
bedroom mix. However, taken overall the current Programme 
will provide a fully planning policy compliant mix of tenures 
and different sized new homes. It was further agreed that 
when planning permission is granted for each site in the 
current Programme, it will be subject to an individual Unilateral 
Undertaking. The Council as landowner will also sign up to 
an overarching Unilateral Undertaking that will require it to 
deliver the Programme, as set out in the committee report, as a 
comprehensive package.

 The intention is to adopt the same portfolio approach to this 
proposed future programme of housing developments.

 Collectively, the future programme will aim to meet planning 
policy requirements regarding tenure mix and unit size. Overall 
the programme of 12 sites will aim to achieve a balance of homes 
with a policy compliant ratio of 50% for sale, 30% for social rent, 
and 20% for shared ownership. The programme will aim to deliver 

wheelchair adaptable. 

 The preliminary distribution of tenure proposed in this report is 
driven by:

• Maximising the value of private units to cross subsidise the 
affordable homes; and

• Ensuring shared ownership homes are as affordable as possible 
for those on intermediate incomes.

 Design

 The Estate Regeneration Team are committed to building 
exemplary housing, public spaces and streets that last a long 
time, make successful places and are a pleasure to live in. 

 Ensuring good design and compliance with the London Housing 
Design Guide, including relevant space standards, is an important 
principle that underpins both the current and future programme. 
The Council will lead on the design of the schemes on each 
site to establish these standards, and include provisions in its 
procurement exercises to ensure these standards are delivered by 
the successful contractor or developer partner.

 

 Standards

 Each concept design must be likely to achieve/comply with/be 
eligible for:

• Planning permission

• Building regulations

– all Priority 1 and 2 Standards unless explicitly stated otherwise 
in Annex A and Page 7 of the HCA New Funding Design and 
Sustainability Standards for London, Dec 2011

• Lifetime Homes criteria - all units must meet all 16 criteria

developments of less than 40 units and Part 1 and 2 for 

• Code for Sustainable Homes Level 4 at a minimum

• Current National House Building Council Standards.

 

1 Introduction

BELL PHILLIPS ARCHITECTS4
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 Initial desktop research has been carried out regarding the 
location of each site in relation to public transport, local shops, 
and amenities such as schools and parks. This has also included 
researching the location of each site within the London Borough 
of Hackney planning proposals map, to clarify the planning 
constraints which might need consideration, such as conservation 
areas or archaeological priority areas. This has also included 

Heritage’s database to note any listed buildings in the vicinity of 
the sites. 

 Each of the sites has been visited in order to gather information 
about site opportunities and constraints. This has included issues 
such as:

- Width and suitability of vehicle access into each site

- Access for emergency and refuse vehicles into each site

-  Adjacent windows (rights of light/ daylight and sunlight/ loss of 

- Substations and their access points

-  Visible above ground services and likelihood of any underground 
services 

- Any obvious traces of unusual land ownership/ rights of way 
issues

- Existing rear access gates or private garages beyond the site 
boundary, which might have gained a right of way over the site

- Existence of any mature trees

boundary of each site, but where this is unclear we have used our 
judgement to consider the likely extent. Nonetheless the Council 
will need to source the title plans in order to be 100% certain 
about the boundary of each site. It will also be essential for the 
Council to carry out a legal search of each site to clarify the 
existence of any easements, rights of way, covenants etc. 

 

2 Methodology

Hackney Feasibility Report  July 2014 5
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3 Planning

3.1 Regional Planning Policy

The GLA London Housing Design Guide informs all new housing 
development in London and the following is a summary of the 
key points. The document itself should be consulted for a full 
description of the requirements. 

Shaping Good Places

This requires developments to be well considered in terms of 
physical context, character and legibility of space, local character, 

space should be provided, and for developments with a potential 
occupancy for 10 children or more, there should be appropriate 
play provision. Any communal open space should be well 
overlooked, safe, accessible and easy to manage.

Housing for a diverse city

The proposed density of a scheme should comply with the 
density matrix in accordance with the PTAL level of each site. 
The mix of accommodation sizes should be derived from an 
assessment of local need.

From street to front door

All house entrances should be well illuminated, accessible, close 
to parking and comply with Lifetime Homes. Shared circulation 
within an apartment building should be accessible only via an 
audio entryphone system, or if the development exceeds a 
certain number of dwellings per core, this should be a video 

be accessed by a lift as well as stairs, and all dwellings at seventh 

Car parking should be provided in line with the London Plan policy 
on parking provision. One secure cycle parking space should 
be provided for 1 or 2-bed dwellings, and two spaces should be 
provided for 3-bed dwellings or larger. There must be space for 
refuse, recycling and post. 

Dwelling Space Standards

Minimum space standards should be met:

Dwelling plans should allow furniture and circulation space for the 

adaptability for alternative furniture arrangements. Circulation in 
the home should comply with: 

And living/ dining and kitchen areas must achieve the following 
values:

Living areas should have a min 2.8m width in 2-3 person dwellings 
and min 3.2m width in dwellings designed for four people or 
more. For three or more bedroom dwellings there should be 
two living spaces. Internal space standards should generally 
comply with Lifetime Homes. There are various requirements for 
minimum room sizes (single bedroom 8sqm, and double/ twin 

for numbers and design of bathrooms, and for an appropriate 

10% of all dwellings should be designed for wheelchair users. 
A minimium of 5sqm external space is required for 1-2 person 
dwellings, and an extra 1sqm added for each additional occupant. 
Balconies should be min 1.5m deep. 

Dwelling type 
(bedroom/
persons)

Essential GIA 
(sq.m)

Single storey 
dwelling

1b2p
2b3p
2b4p
3b4p
3b5p
3b6p
4b5p
4b6p

50
61
70
74
86
95
90
99

Two storey 
dwelling

2b4p
3b4p
3b5p
4b5p
4b6p

83
87
96
100
107

Three storey 
dwelling

3b5p
4b5p
4b6p

102
106
113

Minimum clear 
opening width of 
doorway (mm)

Minimum approach 
width (when approach 
is not head on) (mm)

750 1200

775 1050

900 900

Designed level of 
occupancy

Minimum combined floor 
area of living, dining and 
kitchen spaces (sq m)

2 person 23

3 person 25

4 person 27

5 person 29

6 person 31

BELL PHILLIPS ARCHITECTS6
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Home as a Place of Retreat

All habitable rooms should have adequate privacy in relation to 
neighbouring properties and streets. Single aspect dwellings 
should be avoided where they are north facing, exposed to 
noise categories C or D, or contain three of more bedrooms. 
Floor to ceiling height should be 2.5m minimum. Glazing 

Climate Change Mitigation and Adaptation

Code for Sustainable Homes level 4 is a minimum.

New homes should meet the following energy targets:

New homes should demonstrate how the design will avoid 
overheating summer without reliance on energy intensive 
mechanical cooling. Water use should be restricted to max 
105 litres per person per day. Surface water run-off and SUDs 
should be incorporated. 

Materials should comply with the requirements of Code 4, and 
regarding Ecology new developments should avoid areas of 
high ecological value and aim to enhance the ecological value 
of existing urban plots. 

Year Improvement on 2006 
Building Regulations

2010 - 2013 44 per cent

2013 - 2016 55 per cent

2016 - 2031 Zero carbon

Hackney Feasibility Report  July 2014 7
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Hackney Local Development Framework (LDF)

The LDF is a portfolio of planning documents that will collectively 
deliver the planning strategy for Hackney and replaced the Unitary 

Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL)

for Hackney is currently at draft stage. It is intended that the draft 
proposals will become policy in April 2015.

for different parts of the borough. These are as follows :

• Shoreditch N1/EC2 - £300 per square metre; 
•  Haggerston E2 - £300 per square metre; 
•  Dalston E8 - £300 per square metre;
•  Hackney Central - £300 per square metre; 

•  Clapton E5 – £80 per square metre;
•  Stamford Hill N15 - £80 per square metre; 
•  Stoke Newington N16 – £300 per square metre; 
•  Finsbury Park/Woodberry Down N4 (excluding the Woodberry   

•  Woodberry Down regeneration area: nil.

Hackney LDF - Development Management Local Plan -
Chapter 5 (Providing Better Homes)

The following points from the Hackney LDF DMLP are relevant to 
this feasibility study.

Proposed Policy DM19 - General Approach to New Housing 
Development

There is a general presumption in favour of housing, including 
affordable housing, in the borough. Proposals for new housing 
development will be permitted provided they would not adversely 

particularly in relation to design quality, amenity, environmental 

Shopping Centres.

Major residential and mixed use proposals will be appropriate on 
land safeguarded for such uses within the Site Allocations Local 
Plan, and sites within the Dalston, Hackney Central, Hackney 
Wick and Manor House Area Action Plans, and other sites in the 
borough subject to compliance with other LDF policies.

The Council will resist the development of alternative uses on 

general housing and supported housing.

All new housing, both private and affordble, should comply 
with the London Plan policy 3.5 ‘Quality and Design of Housing 

minimum of 10% of all homes within a scheme should be built to 
be wheelchair accessible or easily adaptable.

Proposed Policy DM21 - Affordable Housing Delivery

Proposals for residential development must comply with Core 
Strategy Policy 20, ‘Affordable Housing’. In addition, requirements 
to provide onsite provision of affordable housing will apply to:

including part-conversion/part new-build schemes;

sq.m or 0.1Ha;

a larger development meeting or exceeding the above thresholds.
The Council may refuse proposals where it is considered that the 
site has the capacity to provide residential development to meet or 

Proposed Policy DM22 - Homes of Different Sizes

All residential proposals should provide a mix of dwellings for 
each tenure in accordance with the Council’s preferred dwelling 

Variations to this size mix will be considered, however, dependent 
on site and area location and characteristics, and scheme viability, 
if required or agreed by the Council.

possible, provided that the unit size meets the London Plan (July 

and, if part of a scheme where multiple dwellings are proposed, 
an appropriate dwelling mix is incorporated.

 

3.2 Local Planning Policy

BELL PHILLIPS ARCHITECTS8
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1.69

14.1 Location

14  Site 1.69 - Lincoln Court

Site location within London Borough of Hackney

Aerial view from the east, site highlighted in red

BELL PHILLIPS ARCHITECTS66
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Reservoir near the site, towers in view Existing play area to the north of the towers Entrances at ground for the towers

Refuse access to the towers Raised recreation area where towers have a secondary entrance View down Bethune Road
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14.2.1 UDP Map

The green shading and hatching indicates that the site is next to 
a Open Space excluding Amenity Green Space and Metropolitan 
Open Land. The dashed black line highlights a Site of Importance 
for Nature Conservation. Details can be found at; 

http://www.hackney.gov.uk/Assets/Documents/Core_Strategy-
Proposals-Map-lowest-resNov2010.pdf

14.2.2 Flood Risk Map: Rivers and Sea

The plan below has been copied from the Environment Agency 

seas. 

14.2.3 Listed Buildings

The plan below has been copied from the English Heritage 
website. Blue triangles denote a listed building and as shown, the 
following listed buildings are near to the site. 

Bridge over new river, Grade II, I.D. 1265167

Ive House Sluice, Grade II, I.D. 1226967, Early-mid C10 small 
building

14.2 Maps
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14.3 Opportunity & constraints plan

2 Storey
15 Storey

15 Storey

15 Storey

Conservation 
Area

B
ETH

U
N

E R
O

A
D

• Existing car park structure on site, cost of demolition. Further 
investigation needed.

• Windows of existing 15 storey residential towers, possible 
overlooking issues

• Semi detached, 2 storey with pitched roof houses on other 
side of Bethune Road

• Views over reservoir

• 
retained

• Site area: 0.52 hectare

Windows, possible overlooking

Existing carparking structure

56m

56m

56m

38
m

38
m

38
m

0 10 20
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14.4 Proposals

View from north east

View from south east Ground Floor Plan

social rent

0 10 20
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14.5 Accommodation Schedule
1.69 Lincoln Court

Unit Reference Tenure No. Units Unit Mix hab rms WC units

Social Rent

1-Bed / 2 Persons Social rent 5 17% 10

2-Bed / 3 Persons Social rent 0 0

2-Bed / 4-Persons Social rent 16 48 3

3-Bed / 5-Persons Social rent 0 0

3-Bed / 6-Persons Social rent 8 32

4-Bed / 6-Persons Social rent 0 0

4-Bed / 7-Persons Social rent 0 0

4-Bed / 8-Persons Social rent 0 0

5-Bed / 8-Persons Social rent 0 0

Social Rent Sub-total 29 33% 90

Intermediate

1-Bed / 2 Persons Intermediate 5 17% 10

2-Bed / 3 Persons Intermediate 0 0

2-Bed / 4-Persons Intermediate 16 48 3

3-Bed / 5-Persons Intermediate 0 0

3-Bed / 6-Persons Intermediate 8 32

4-Bed / 6-Persons Intermediate 0 0

4-Bed / 7-Persons Intermediate 0 0

4-Bed / 8-Persons Intermediate 0 0

5-Bed / 8-Persons Intermediate 0 0

Intermediate Sub-total 29 33% 90

Private Sale

1-Bed / 2 Persons Private Sale 5 17% 10

2-Bed / 3 Persons Private Sale 0 0

2-Bed / 4-Persons Private Sale 11 33 3

3-Bed / 5-Persons Private Sale 0 0

3-Bed / 6-Persons Private Sale 13 52

4-Bed / 6-Persons Private Sale 0 0

4-Bed / 7-Persons Private Sale 0 0

4-Bed / 8-Persons Private Sale 0 0

5-Bed / 8-Persons Private Sale 0 0

Private Sale Sub-total 29 33% 95

Total 87 100% 275 9

Building Height 4/6 Storeys

Site Area (hectares) 0.54

Density (hrh) 510 London Plan Density Matrix recommended hrh 200-450

Density (units/h) 161 London Plan Density Matrix recommended units/h 55-145

Car Parking Spaces 20

PTAL rating level 3

45%

55%

28%

55%

28%

38%

Upper Floor Plan

social rent

0 10 20
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1. Background 
 
Savills was instructed by LB Hackney to review potential development opportunities within its existing 
stock and/or land holdings in February 2014. This review comprised three stages.  
 
Stage 1 originally involved a review of 50 sites, which was subsequently increased to 75 sites and 
resulted in the following reports: 
 
Stage 1 Report, 28th March 2014: 50 sites were reviewed for potential development taking into 
account physical site conditions, legal considerations, including the ability to secure vacant 
possession at this stage and potential planning constraints.  A ‘Long List Site Register’ produced as 
part of this report.  
 
Stage 1 Report Addendum Note, 9th April 2014: this report noted the impact on development potential 
of the subsequent to receiving lease and vacancy data from LB Hackney. 
 
Stage 1 Report Revision A, 2nd May 2014: LB Hackney asked Savills to review a further 25 sites in 
addition to the 50 already reviewed, bringing the total number of sites to 75. Revision A of the report 
was issued to incorporate the development potential for the additional 25 sites. A revised Long List 
Site Register was issued with this report.   
 
Stage 1 Report Addendum Note, 13th May 2014: LB Hackney requested that Savills provide a ‘top 10’ 
list of sites for progression out of 32 sites, which Savills had identified as being ‘stand out’ sites in 
terms of their development potential. These sites identified the potential to deliver up to 311 units.  
 
Ultimately, all sites were categorised as follows:  
 

i Category A or ‘Green’ sites were those with strong vacant possession potential and/or cleared 
site status, subject in a number of instances to marriage potential with other ‘satellite’ sites;  
 

i Category B or ‘Amber’ sites offered strong vacant possession and/or cleared site status, but 
did not offer the anticipated site capacity of Category A sites;    

 
i Category C or ‘Red’ sites were seen to represent medium to long term opportunities as they 

were not seen to offer strong vacant possession and/or cleared site status compared to 
Category A and B sites. They were also subject to on-going dude diligence and/or 
consultation requirements outside the scope of this review.  
 

Appendix 1 includes a copy of the final Long List Site Register, while Appendix 2 includes a copy of 
the Borough Wide Site Map of all the sites included in the Long List Site Register.  
 
Subsequent to Savills’ report of 13th May 2014, an additional site on Downham Road (Site 2) was 
included due to it’s proximity to the Downham Road (Site 1). It should also be noted that Shaftesbury 
Street and Wimbourne Street were identified as one development opportunity due to their close 
proximity, but have been separated out for the purposes of this report. This therefore resulted in 12 
sites indentified for progression.  
 
For avoidance of doubt, the final list of sites is as follows: 
 

i Balmes Road, N1 5SP; 
 

i Buckland Street, N1 5SR; 
 

i Clapton Park, E5 0DH;  
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i Downham Road (Site 1), N1 5TE; 
 

i Downham Road (Site 2), N1 5TR; 
 

i Graham Road, E8 1BT;  
 

i Lincoln Court, N16 5EB; 
 

i Mandeville Street, E5 0HD; 
 

i Murray Grove, N1 7QQ; 
 

i Shaftesbury Street, N1 7EL; 
 

i Wimbourne Street, N1 7EL; 
 

i Woolridge Way, E9 6PP. 
 

This concluded Stage 1 of the review.   
 
Following the identification of the 12 sites, Bell Phillips (BP) produced concept designs for the sites 
and worked these up with the aim of obtaining pre application feedback from LB Hackney planners. 
Savills produced a report titled Comments on Architect Feasibility Studies on 24th July in respect of 
the individual sites in response to the BP concept designs. This report can be found in Appendix 3.  
 
Savills also carried out a detailed sales analysis to inform tenure assumptions across all sites.  
 
Generally speaking, the site designs complied with policy in terms of density and mix, but comments 
were made in respect of parking and the tenure split between rented and shared ownership units. It 
was further noted that where there are wheelchair units specified for private sale homes and that 
these should re-allocated to affordable homes, preferably rented. 
 
On the 7th August Savills, Bell Philips and LB Hackney met with the planning team to discuss the 
principals of development on the 12 sites. LB Hackney planners were generally positive about the 
plans and issued their comments in writing on the 8th August. These comments can be found in 
Appendix 4.  
 
This concluded Stage 2 of the review. 
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3. Conclusion & Recommendation 
 
Stage 1 of a three stage review of 75 sites in LB Hackney’s ownership by Savills produced as initial 
shortlist of 32 sites. Following discussions with LB Hackney, this list was reduced further to 12 sites 
which were identified as offering strong potential for delivery in the near future.  
 
Stage 2 of the process involved the production of concept design and capacity studies by Bell Philips. 
These were commented upon by Savills who also provided initial sales advice to inform tenure 
assumptions on a site by site basis. A pre application meeting was subsequently held with LB 
Hackney planners.  
 
Stage 3 of the review involved undertaking financial appraisals on the individual sites and 
consolidating the results to produce a programme appraisal.  
 
Given the assumptions made, the programme appraisal produces return on cost of 26% on the basis 
of an affordable housing requirement of 54%. 
 
Sensitivities carried out at 5% and 10% discounts on GDV provide comfort in that the programme will 
continue to a return in the event of a downturn in the property market. A further land value sensitivity 
demonstrates that if a private developer were to acquire and develop these sites, they would not be 
able to sustain the proposed level of affordable housing as, other things being equal, the expected 
return for a private developer cannot be produced alongside a 54% affordable housing requirement. 
 
Ultimately, the way in which the 12 site programme procures construction will have a bearing on both 
the return on cost that the programme can be expected to deliver and the amount of affordable 
housing that it can deliver.  
 
Procurement options in this respect could include:  
 

i Direct delivery by LB Hackney through its own delivery vehicle;  
 

i Disposal of a number of the sites to one or more Registered Providers (RPs) or Developers in 
order to facilitate delivery (RPs may consider options which fall short of freehold acquisition 
and which are limited to management and/or leasehold arrangement in respect of the land);  

 
i Joint venture arrangements with either an RP or Developer which allows LB Hackney to 

procure construction but retain control of its land assets across all the sites.  
 
Savills would recommend that early consideration is given to a preferred procurement option in order 
to maintain the momentum generated by this three stage review of the sites identified as having 
strong development and delivery potential in the near future.    
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Appendix 1: Long List Site Register 
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Appendix 3: Comments on Concept Designs 
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Introduction 

In May 2014, Savills reported to LB Hackney the result of a review of 75 sites within the Council’s 
ownership - third party interests did however, exist on some of the sites in question - in terms of their 
potential for accommodating residential development. The sites were reviewed against for potential 
development taking into account physical site conditions, legal considerations (principally the ability to 
secure vacant possession at this stage) and potential planning constraints. This exercise resulted in 32 
sites being identified as sites which had reasonable to good development potential.  

Subsequent to this report, LB Hackney requested that Savills provide a ‘top 10’ list of sites for 
progression.  Savills identified these sites in an addendum to the report on the 13th May 2014. Savills 
reviewed the 32 sites in terms of strong vacant possession evidence and density potential in order to 
produce the top 10 site opportunities. These so-called ‘Category A’ sites identified the potential to deliver 
up to 311 units. The density estimate was based on the London Plan density matrix, albeit mediated by 
Savills’ view on density potential where the density matrix result seemed at odds with the identified 
constraints and/or opportunities recorded by Savills.  

A further feasibility study has been undertaken in respect of the top 10 sites by Bell Phillips (BP) in order 
to produce concept designs for the identified sites. Subsequent to Savills’ addendum report, an additional 
site on Downham Road (Site 2) was included in the BP feasibility study. It should also be noted that 
Shaftesbury Street and Wimbourne Street were identified as one development opportunity due to their 
close proximity, but have been separated out for the purposes of this report.  

This has resulted in 12 sites being reviewed by BP and design proposals being worked up with the aim of 
obtaining pre application feedback from LB Hackney planners in August 2014. 

General Comments 

Determining Planning Authority 

It should be noted that on the basis of site capacity and/or storey height, neither the Savills estimate of 
site capacity nor the BP estimate would appear to trigger referral of any of the sites to the Greater London 
Authority. For this reason, what follows focuses on LB Hackney planning policy at particular points, but 
potential referral will need to be discussed with LB Hackney planners and the London Plan may still 
represent a material planning consideration. Moreover, the compliance of all proposals with the policies 
and guidance set out respectively in LB Hackney’s Core Strategy (2010), Development Management 
Local Plan (DMLP) (2013), and other relevant Supplementary Planning Documents will need to be tested 
as part of the pre-application process.  

Density   

Comments have been made on the BPs’ site capacity figures against the Savills’ estimate for each site in 
the site specific comments below. Ultimately, the appropriate density will need to be the subject of 
agreement with planners taking into account other material planning considerations, particularly the 
parking requirement, which has a potentially significant impact on density if parking is to be provided in 
the most efficient manner possible from a construction cost point of view, i.e. at grade.  

Given the important relationship between density of parking, but also the treatment of parking in terms of 
its impact on construction costs (i.e. basement, under croft or provision at grade), BP should make their 
parking assumptions clear in terms of both numbers and treatment or type of provision. This was a 
requirement of the LB Hackney Feasibility Studies Brief.  
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Housing Tenure 

Savills provided sales advice in June 2014 to inform BPs’ tenure assumptions. This advice highlighted the 
relevant values of units based on comparable evidence thereby providing an indication of the potential to 
generate surpluses from the development of sales products (both outright sale and shared ownership) in 
order to cross subsidise the development of affordable housing for rent. 

The latest expression of LB Hackney’s affordable housing policy in planning terms can be found in its 
2013 DMLP, which requires 50% provision on qualifying sites, of which 60% should be for rent. This target 
is subject to site characteristics, location and overall scheme viability.  

July 2011, LB Hackney presented to Cabinet an interim planning policy position statement which 
addresses changes in the affordable rental model, namely the introduction of Affordable Rent. The 
statement noted the continuing need for Social Rent given affordability concerns over Affordable Rent and 
highlighted the need for Social Rent for family homes in particular. Its concluding recommendation was 
that 25% of any affordable housing for rent should take the form of Social Rent.  

When  sites are viewed as an overall programme, BP has achieved a policy compliant mix with 50% of the 
units being for private sale and 50% being affordable. Within the affordable moreover, 62% is for rent and 
38% is for shared ownership against the policy requirement set out above. 

When sites are viewed individually, they do not comply with policy levels of affordable housing both in 
terms of overall percentage and the balance of affordable tenures. This has been discussed with LB 
Hackney and will need to be discussed further once the implications of tenure mix on financial viability 
becomes clear. This will be the case when Savills has completed its financial modelling of the proposals 
at both a project and programme level. 

Housing Mix 

LB Hackney’s DMLP sets out a preferred housing mix by tenure. This is a ‘preferred’ mix subject to 
change by agreement with the Council. There can be good reasons to increase the number of smaller 
units on given sites such that, while the areas highlighted red in the table below represent in strict terms a 
departure from the Council’s preferred mix on the basis of the tenure assumed by BP, this needs to be 
considered within the context of the financial viability of proposed schemes and their tenure mix on a site 
by site basis. This can be discussed further with the Council and LB Hackney planners.    

  Social & Affordable Rent Intermediate  Private Sale 

  % of 1B % of 2B 
% of 
3B % of 1B % of 2B 

% of 
3B % of 1B % of 2B 

% of 
3B 

Preferred mix < % of 2B > % of 1B 36% < % of 2B 
> % of 
1B 16% 

< % of 
2B 

> % of 
1B 33% 
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Lincoln Ct Yes Yes 34% Yes Yes 34% Yes Yes 55% 

             

          

 

Design  

The design approach will need to be discussed further with LB Hackney planners as only conceptual 
designs have been requested of BP at this stage.   

Landscaping and Open Space 

It is difficult to comment in any great detail on this given the fact that concept designs have been 
produced. It would however, be useful if BP could calculate plot ratios on a site by site basis and confirm 
approximately how much of the difference between site area and building footprints need to be given over 
to access road, paths and parking to give a sense of the potential for residential amenity, open space 
and/or play space for each site in relation to the density.    

Transportation 

The issue of parking has already been touched upon. Provision for cycle storage is assumed as BPs’ brief 
requires compliance with Code Sustainable Homes (CSH) Level 4 and the cycle credits are generally a 
‘quick win’.  

It would be useful to obtain LB Hackney highways comments on the proposals once planners have given 
their thoughts on the proposed densities.  

Environmental and Heritage 

The performance requirement for the proposed has been noted in terms of CSH compliance.  

BP has made comment on issues of flood risk and heritage in its feasibility study.  

Site Specific Comments 
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10. Lincoln Court: 1.69 

Savills indicated that up to 31 homes could be achieved on this site according to the London Plan 
density calculations but we felt it was a significant under estimate. The BPs’ proposal achieves 87 
units across 3 no. of 6 storey blocks, which drop down to 4 storeys on the reservoir side (which is a 
conservation area).  

BP has advised that they have assumed that the car parks will be demolished.  A survey will need to 
be undertaken to establish drainage and ground quality if below ground level before financial 
appraisals take place. 

The design does not identify any parking provision. The site has a PTAL rating of 5, which would 
suggest that the site has very good transport links, reducing the need for parking.  

The proposed mix is 33% private sale, 33% shared ownership and 33% rented. Although the 
affordable housing policy level has been achieved, albeit the proportion of rent is below the policy 
target. 
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Transportation 

The issue of parking has already been touched upon. Provision for cycle storage is assumed as BPs’ brief 
requires compliance with Code Sustainable Homes (CSH) Level 4 and the cycle credits are generally a 
‘quick win’.  

It would be useful to obtain LB Hackney highways comments on the proposals once planners have given 
their thoughts on the proposed densities.  

Environmental and Heritage 

The performance requirement for the proposed has been noted in terms of CSH compliance.  

BP has made comment on issues of flood risk and heritage in its feasibility study.  

Site Specific Comments 
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Estates Regeneration Future Programme  Initial pre-application notes  
 
General comments on procedure 
 
The programme is at an early stage and no public consultation has taken 
place as yet, and so it is important that the potential development sites remain 
confidential at this stage. 
 
The programme is likely to be reported to Cabinet for approval, and then it 
would be appropriate to report the overall programme to the Planning Sub-
Committee together with a recommendation for an over-arching Unilateral 
Undertaking (under S106) to require the whole programme to be delivered. 
This follows the method by which the current estates regeneration programme 
was reported to Committee. It may also be desirable to report it to the 
Planning Pre-application Committee, but there was some criticism from the 
Chair last time that this resulted in unnecessary duplication. 
 
It is recommended that pre-application advice on the individual sites be 
sought as soon as practicable in the process. It is suggested that for the pre-
application submissions the 3 sites in the North of the borough (Lincoln Court, 
Clapton Park and Mandeville Street), the 4 sites in Hoxton (Shaftesbury 
Street, Wimbourne Street, Murray Grove, and Buckland Street), and the other 
5 sites (Balmes Road, Downham Road 1 and 2, Graham Road, and 
Woolridge Way) each be grouped together to for 3 separate pre-app 
submissions. 
 
The initial proposals as they currently stand would deliver 417 new homes 
including 224 affordable homes (54%) on 12 sites that are currently unused or 
underused garages or similar land/buildings. Therefore the proposals would 
not only deliver a significant number of new affordable homes but also could 
potentially significantly improve the character and appearance of the 12 sites 
and their surroundings, each of which could be enhanced by some sort of 
development. This is welcomed and in principle the proposals have the 
support of the Planning Service.  
 
General comments that relate to all of the sites 
 
The overall tenure mix is policy compliant (29% social rent, 24% intermediate, 
46% private), but the housing mix is not policy compliant in that the number of 
larger units for social rent is a little high (43% compared to policy guidance of 
36%) and for intermediate and private is a little low (13% and 23% 
respectively, compared to policy guidance of 16% and 33%). These variations 
could be justified on grounds of balanced communities depending of the 
individual site and area characteristics, and/or on viability grounds. 
 
The impact on sunlight and daylight has not yet been assessed, and should 
be to enable accurate pre-application advice to be given. A full assessment 
will be required at application stage, but for pre-application purposes a briefer 
assessment would be acceptable (for example, looking at the impact on a 
small number of windows that are likely to be most affected, or a general 

assessment based on the more general guidance given in the BRE 
guidelines). 
 
The initial proposals include a number of single aspect flats. Although 
including a small number of single aspect flats is often unavoidable it is 
suggested that the number be minimised. 
 
A transport assessment of the impact of the loss of the existing parking 
spaces will be required, either for the sites as a whole, or for each individual 
site. Council policy (DM48 in the draft Development Management Local Plan) 
is to welcome proposals to redevelop underutilised off-street parking spaces 
or garages for other uses providing their removal does not have a detrimental 
impact on people with disabilities, operational needs of local businesses, 
shoppers or displace parking to controlled parking zones.   
 
Comments on individual sites 
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1.69  Lincoln Court 
The scale of the proposed buildings is clearly subordinate to the existing 15 
storey towers. The site immediately adjoins the Stoke Newington Reservoirs, 
Filter Beds and New River Conservation Area, and the proposed development 
would certainly have an impact on the Conservation Area so a suitable 
heritage assessment is required. The adjoining land is also designated open 

space and a Site of Importance for Nature Conservation, and so a proper 
ecological assessment will also be required. In amenity terms the main 
concern is the impact on sunlight, daylight and outlook for the occupiers of 
Lincoln Court and the 2 storey houses on the opposite side of Bethune Road. 
The existing trees on the Bethune Road frontage are not protected but should 
be retained. The site is not within a CPZ. 
 

   
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

   
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

   
 
Rob Brew  
South Area Manager 
Development Management 
 
08/08/2014   
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2016 London Plan (consolidated with Alterations since 2011) 
(March 2016)

Policy 3.3 (Increasing housing supply)
Policy 3.4 (Optimising Housing Potential)
Policy 3.6 (Children and young people’s play and recreation)
Policy 3.8 (Housing choice)
Policy 3.11 (Affordable Housing Targets)
Policy 3.12 (Negotiating Affordable Housing on Individual Private 
Residential and Mixed-Use Schemes)
Policy 3.17 (Health and social care facilities)
Policy 5.6 (Decentralised Energy in Development Proposals)
Policy 7.4 (Local Character)
Policy 7.6 (Architecture)
Policy 7.8 (Heritage Assets and Archaeology)
Policy 7.19 (Biodiversity and access to nature)
Policy 6.9 (Cycling)
Policy 6.13 (Parking)

Core Strategy (November 2010)

CS Policy 6: Transport and land use
CS Policy 12: Health and environment
CS Policy 19: Housing growth
CS Policy 20: Affordable housing
CS Policy 22: Housing density
CS Policy 24: Design
CS Policy 25: Historic environment
CS Policy 26: Open space network
CS Policy 27: Biodiversity
CS Policy 30: Low carbon energy, renewable technologies and district 
heating

Development Management Local Plan (July 2015)

Policy DM1: High quality design
Policy DM2: Development and amenity
Policy DM3: Promoting health and well-being
Policy DM19: General approach to new housing development
Policy DM21: Affordable housing delivery
Policy DM22: Homes of different sizes
Policy DM28: Managing the historic environment
Policy DM31: Open space and living roofs
Policy DM33: Allotments and food growing
Policy DM32: Protection and enhancement of existing open space and 
the Lee Valley Regional Park
Policy DM34: Sites of Nature Conservation Interest
Policy DM40: Heating and cooling
Policy DM47: Parking, car free and car capped development

Key Relevant Development Plan Policies
Appendix B
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Mayor of London Guidance

• Shaping Neighbourhoods: Play and Informal Recreation (Sep-
tember 2012)
• Sustainable Design and Construction (April 2014)
• Character and Context (June 2014)
• Accessible London: Achieving an Inclusive Environment (Octo-
ber 2014)
• Housing (March 2016)
• Affordable housing and viability (August 2017)

LB Hackney Guidance

• Residential extensions and alterations (April 209)
• Planning contributions (November 2015)
• Sustainable Design and Construction (2016)

Key Relevant Guidance
Appendix C
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