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Re. 97 Lea Bridge Road, London E10, ref. 15/3834 “300 Residential units (81 x 1 bed, 178 x 2 
bed, 28 x 3bed, 1 x 4 bed and 12 x studios) in new buildings (height range from 5to 18 storeys 
buildings). Provision of (1082.3sq.m) flexible retail space for (use class A1,A2,A3,A5), 
(810.70sq.m) space for (use class D1/D2). 60 car parking spaces,2 car clubs spaces, 540 
cycle parking spaces, refuse store, & plant room at basement level with public and private 
amenity space.”

Dear Mr Eagle,

We are a local interest group of Architects and professionals promoting good design in our 
area.  We fully support appropriate development of under-used sites and the development 
of high-quality and affordable homes.  We wish, however to object to this application on the 
following grounds:

1. Policy
2. Density
3. Scale, massing and bulk
4. Design and access
5. Dwelling quantum and mix
6. Amenity space

1  Policy

The justification for the proposals rests on the guidance of the Northern Olympic Fringe Area 
Action Plan (NOFAAP).  However we contend that this document has no weight as it is not 
adopted policy.  It was consulted on in 2011 and we believe the NOF cannot be considered as 
emerging policy as it has not been adopted some 5 years later. 

We have concerns about the nature of the viability study of the site.  (This has not been 
available for consultation in full or redacted form).  Whilst it is understood that the site may 
suffer from contamination, the assessment of impacts and their acceptability in planning 
terms should not be based solely on viability.  Each of the impacts should be considered 
and reported independently to the planning committee so that they can make an informed 
judgment based on all areas of policy.  We believe that this scheme creates unacceptable 
impacts in many areas of policy, as outlined below. 

The application documents vary in their understanding in the accessibility to public transport, 
which is important as it has an impact on the acceptable density of proposal.  The Design 
and Access Statement states that the PTAL (Public Transport Accessibility - a weighted 
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measure calculated by Transport for London) rating is currently 2, but would increase with 
the opening of Lea Bridge Station, while the Planning Statement claims a level of 4 at this 
point.    Consultation of the TfL PTAL mapping webpage shows that TFL measure the site as 
currently 2 and increasing to 3 by 2021 (including consideration of the station opening).   

It seems hard to see how a PTAL of 4 is reached with the proposed frequency of trains from  
the new station (which is only proposed to have a 20 minute service).  A good comparison can 
be found within the Housing Zone area at Blackhorse Road where a PTAL of 4 is reached up 
to the immediate vicinity of the stations, which include the Victoria Line Underground station, 
which has a significantly higher weighting on the calculations.  In any event, the authority on 
the PTAL rating is TfL and if the applicant does not agree with their calculation, they should 
seek to challenge TfL, not base their application on a different assumption. 

2  Density

Whilst we appreciate the need to provide increased levels of new housing and note the 
Mayor’s housing targets for the wider area:

It is quite clear from the planning application documentation that the proposed provision of 
300 homes has not come from a study of the urban context and what policy dictates might be 
acceptable for the site.

The density of homes is 375 dwellings per hectare, with a total of 842 habitable rooms, 
equating to a density of 1052 habitable rooms per hectare (ha).

The GLA density matrix cross-references PTAL with categories of ‘central’, ‘urban’ and 
‘suburban’.  The site is clearly not central, being some distance from the nearest designated 
centres, but is ‘urban’, being defined as: ‘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.’

We accept that the GLA density matrix is proposed as guideline, but the suggested density 
for this site, being in an urban location with PTAL 2 to 3, is 200-450 hr/ha and 70-170 units /
ha.   Thus the application proposal represents an over-development of more than double the 
recommended density both in terms of habitable rooms and dwellings.   (It is worth noting also 
that  even if the site were in a PTAL 4 zone, the maximum suggested density is 700hr/ha).  It 
is also worth noting the wide ranges within the density matrix, which already allows for diverse 
circumstances.  
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It is not clear how the context of this site justifies such a significant increase over the 
suggested density guidelines; the GLA Housing SPG requiring clear demonstration of 
exceptional circumstances and resisting proposals that cannot be rigorously defended.
We do not believe there is any policy justification for the density to be 233% of the upper 
limit of the policy guidance (or in fact more than 100%).  This guidance exists for a very good 
reason: to ensure that local transport and services are adequate for new development.

3  Scale, massing and bulk

Outside of the site the context consists of two storey terraces and semi-detached houses, 
with two - three storey industrials uses to the north.

Generally the existing site comprises of single storey light industrial and commercial uses, 
and a small building on the site extends to four storeys.  The Planning Statement  however 
contends that this is justification for a the minimum building height of five residential storeys 
across the site, and on Lea Bridge Road.  (Actually the perception from Lea Bridge Road at 
present is of only a tall single storey building on the site.)  The applicants own image shows 
how the proposals do not respond to the existing two storey context.

There has been some attempt to shape the towers of the scheme around access to 
sunlight. These type of solar geometric studies should always be encouraged to help reduce 
overshadowing, particularly from tall buildings and to enable views.  The studies have had a 

Fig. 1.  Applicant’s drawing showing how the bulk of the proposal is at odds with the  existing urban fabric
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direct effect on the form of the towers and provide a starting point for the development and 
continuation of the diagonal language applied to the facades, giving the elevations some 
dynamism which helps articulate them at distance.
  
Unfortunately the same consideration has not been applied to the lower rise blocks, as such 
the scheme appears disjointed, loses any holistic language and does little to improve the 
Lea Bridge Road elevation.  It is important that equal design consideration is applied to  the 
lower rise buildings, (as it is to the towers), particularly on Lea Bridge Road,  in order to better 
integrate the scheme with the local character, transition the scale of the existing context 
to the new high rise towers, as well as help activate Lea Bridge Road as a commercial high 
street.  We believe the proposed design fails to adequately achieve these requirements.

4  Design and access

We believe the detail of commercial units at ground floor on Lea Bridge Road is poorly 
considered.  offering little imagination as to the future uptake by retailers or enjoyment by the 
public.

Although the quality of the materials proposed overall seems good, we have concern that 
there are too many different materials across the site and that the language of the building is 
incoherent.

The proposals include many single aspect dwellings,  which of course is contrary to both GLA 
and WF policy.  Not only this, there are a number that have views out only to the blank elevation 
of other buildings.  (See fig. 2)

In the design of the towers there has been no attempt to resolve issues of overlooking 
between dwellings.  The close proximity of the buildings (6-7m) has resulted in habitable 
rooms directly looking into one another.  Generally accepted guidance for overlooking of 
habitable rooms is between 18 and 21m (See fig. 3)

The accessible ramp into the shared amenity space in the centre is outside of the applicant’s 
site boundary.  We therefore query how this can be delivered through this application. 

5.  Dwelling quantum and mix

The social housing provision on the site is very low, which is surprising given the density of the 
scheme.  We understand this to be just over 20%, less than half of the 50% GLA target.  We 
also are aware that at 80% of market rates, ‘affordable’ sales units will be unaffordable for 
the many Borough residents on housing waiting lists, or at current risk of being evicted due 
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Fig. 2.  Bedroom windows overlook others, at a proximity of approximately six metres.

Fig. 3.  Single aspect (north west) dwellings, with bedroom windows opposite blank wall at approx, 6m.  
Common areas are also internal without windows.
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to rapidly rising rents.   We believe that the viability assessment should be recalculated at 
50% and 100% completion and sales of the scheme and any additional affordable housing 
contributions recuperated by the Council via a Section 106 agreement. 

The scheme includes a very low number of larger and family units, as these are almost 
exclusively a proportion of the affordable contingent.  This does not reflect needs in the 
Borough and a recalculation after planning consent cannot rectify this.  A greater proportion 
of family homes should therefore be required across the scheme.  

6 Amenity space

The shared amenity space within the scheme appears small in relation to the exceptionally 
high site density and especially in connection with the sub-standard amenity of many of 
the dwelling units noted above.  There are no easily accessible amenity spaces nearby for 
children especially (access to the marsh is across major highways) and we feel the scheme 
offers a substandard quality of amenity to families in particular.   The amenity space will also 
receive only partial direct sunlight for much of the day.  

7 Summary

We note that the scheme is clearly in breach of many areas of planning policy, including 
London Mayor’s Housing SPG and the Local Plan.  We also note, however that the Council 
recently adopted a ‘design charter’.  As one of the most significant schemes in recent 
memory, we would expect this scheme to be an exemplar, however there is clearly no attempt 
to meet these standards, which we find difficult to understand. 

 1 - High quality buildings: Encourage distinctive and innovative architecture using 
quality materials built to the highest standards

 - The design of the proposal is generic and has no apparent contextual influence, its 
distinctiveness is only in terms of scale, which seems highly inappropriate and against 
policy. 

 2 - Responding to context: Ensure developments integrate with their surroundings and 
local heritage and link with adjacent streets and paths to create direct and convenient 
routes to local services such as shops, schools and public transport.

 -  In terms of form the scheme does not integrate with its surroundings.  We note that 
the disabled access is located outside of the red line boundary and so question how 
this can be delivered as part of this application.

 3 - A mix of homes: Work with developers and partners to provide a mix of housing 
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types and sizes that are accessible for all and meet the needs of residents both now 
and in the future

 - The mix of unit types is very ‘narrow’ for a project of this scale and the affordable 
component is being argued to less than half the Mayor’s standard on the grounds of 
viability which we do not believe to be credible.  A greater component of affordable 
should be sought through ‘staged’ viability assessments during construction via a 
Section 106 agreement, however the mix cannot then be adjusted, so a mix reflecting 
local needs should be required in the application.

 4 - Good quality internal layouts: Ensure new homes have high quality spacious and 
adaptable rooms and living areas which meet current planning policy standards

 - We note that the many of the units are single-aspect north facing; some have direct 
overlooking of adjacent units habitable rooms and some have a blank wall as their 
only outlook.  These clearly do not meet the current planning policy standards in the 
London Housing SPD and they do not come close to meeting the aspirations of the 
design charter.  We note that whilst the size of the units may meet the Housing SPG, 
the internal layouts do not appear to fully meet the London Housing Design Guide 
which is designed to achieve the aspirations laid out in this point of the design charter 
(spacious and adaptable).

We understand from the applicant that pre-application advice was given by design officers, 
though the full details are of course confidential to the applicant.  However, we find it difficult 
to understand how a scheme that falls so far short of standards in terms of policy and 
design could not be given stronger pre-application guidance, when we know that many other 
schemes going through this process are.  Some of our members are involved in independent 
Design Review processes, which are invaluable in giving such guidance and are used widely 
by many London Boroughs as well as outside of London.  Local Authorities are required to use 
independent design reviews for significant schemes by the NPPF and we believe this scheme 
would benefit greatly from such a process.

We re-iterate our support for the redevelopment of under-used sites, for the development of 
much-needed affordable housing and for the aspirations recently expressed in the Council’s 
Design Charter.  We are not opposed in principle to tall buildings, that are well-designed and 
we consider that a significantly lower-density scheme with buildings of the same height could 
be much more successful both in terms of design and in terms of standards.   

We are also aware of the Council’s targets for housing set by central Government, however 
we feel it is critically important that the highest qualities, above and beyond the minimum 
standards should be expected from such a major scheme that will last many decades and set 
a precedent for other schemes in the Borough.    
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Yours  Sincerely,

Chair     Co-chair
Jonathan Crossley   Roland Karthaus  

Committe members:
John Senior    Tanja Pfitzer

Fran Heathcote Sapey   Eva Aftab

  
James Dale    Oliver Bray

Philip Nicholas    Carole James 

      on behalf of Architects E17  
 


