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1.

SUMMARY

1.1 The purpose of this report is to seek the London Legacy Development
Corporation Board’s approval to designate extensions to the existing Fish Island
Conservation Area in the London Borough of Tower Hamlets (LBTH) and the
Hackney Wick Conservation Area in the London Borough of Hackney (LBH).
The Board is asked to note that the boundaries of the proposed Conservation
Areas, as shown at Appendix 3, have been amended to take account of
responses received during consultation on the proposed designations.
1.2 The Legacy Corporation has the planning powers to designate new or extend
existing Conservation Areas in accordance with the provisions of the Planning
(Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990. The decision to designate
rests with the Board. The Planning Decisions Committee has considered the
proposals and their comments are included in this report at Appendix 5.
1.3 The proposed Conservation Area boundary extensions are compatible with the
Legacy Corporation’s priority themes, and take forward and augment work
previously undertaken by the London Boroughs of Tower Hamlets and Hackney
to promote heritage-led regeneration that takes inspiration from, and maximises
the value created by, this part of the Lower Lea Valley’s industrial heritage.
1.4 The Legacy Corporation consulted on proposed boundary extensions, as shown
at Appendix 2, and Conservation Area Appraisals (CAAs) and draft
Management Guidelines. The CAAs conclude that special historic and
architectural interest exists in the waterways, buildings, streets, yards and
structures that combine to create a character and appearance that is worthy of
protection and enhancement in accordance with relevant legislation and
guidance.
1.5 The historic fabric that remains today is of a late 19th and early 20th century
waterside industrial area that formed part of the world’s largest industrial city
and the greatest port in the world, as shown in the photographs at Appendix 4.
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It creates a local distinctiveness and sense of place, the quality of which the
Legacy Corporation will seek to preserve and enhance in its management of
new development in this area.
1.6 There is support for the boundary extensions from English Heritage, Greater
London Authority, the London Boroughs of Tower Hamlets and Hackney,
residents, businesses and interest groups, including the East End Waterways
Group, Victorian Society, SAVE Britain’s Heritage, Hackney Wick and Fish
Island Cultural Interest Group and a petition with over 1,000 signatures.
1.7 The support for the boundary extensions is contrasted by objections from
landowners on the grounds that the area does not possess sufficient historic
and/or architectural importance (either as individual or as a collection of
heritage elements) whose character and appearance is desirable to preserve or
enhance, and the designation will harm development viability and stifle
regeneration.
1.8 The Planning Decisions Committee expressed a range of views. The majority
were supportive, either wholly or qualified, with some firmly against. In light of
these, and comments received following consultation, amendment to the
proposed Fish Island and Hackney Wick South Conservation Area extension is
recommended, as shown at Appendix 3.

2.

RECOMMENDATIONS

2.1 The Board is invited to:
a) Designate the extension to Fish Island Conservation Area boundary in the
London Borough of Tower Hamlets as shown on the plan at Appendix 3.
b) Designate the extension to Hackney Wick Conservation Area boundary in
the London Borough of Hackney as shown on the plan at Appendix 3.

3.

PROPOSAL

3.1 In accordance with the provisions set out in the London Legacy Development
(Planning Functions) Order 2012 and section 69 of the Planning (Listed
Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990, the Legacy Corporation is
proposing to extend the Fish Island Conservation Area located within the
London Borough of Tower Hamlets and the Hackney Wick Conservation Area
located within the London Borough of Hackney to include waterways, buildings,
streets, yards and structures which are considered to contribute to the area’s
special historic or architectural interest, the character and appearance of which
is desirable to preserve or enhance, as shown on the drawing attached at
Appendix 3.
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4.

DESIGNATING OR EXTENDING CONSERVATION AREAS

4.1 Section 69 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990
enables local planning authorities to protect areas which are valued (either
nationally or locally) for their special architectural and historic interest – the
character and appearance of which it is desirable to preserve and enhance –
through the designation of Conservation Areas.
4.2 The Act does not include a definition of what is considered to be special interest
or character. It is the responsibility of the local planning authority, taking into
account the Coalition Government’s National Planning Policy Framework
(NPPF) and the English Heritage guidance set out in “Understanding Place:
Conservation Area Designation, Appraisal and Management” to define an
area’s special interest or character.
4.3 The NPPF (paragraph 126) requires local planning authorities to set out a
positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of the historic environment
and recognise that heritage assets are an irreplaceable resource and conserve
them in a manner appropriate to their significance. In developing this strategy
the NPPF acknowledges the desirability of sustaining and enhancing the
significance of heritage assets; the wider social, cultural, economic and
environmental benefits that conservation of the historic environment can bring;
the desirability of new development making a positive contribution to local
character and distinctiveness; and the opportunities to draw on the contribution
made by the historic environment to the character of a place. These factors are
aligned with the Legacy Corporation’s priority themes and the wider objectives
of regeneration and convergence.
4.4 The NPPF (paragraph 127) requires local planning authorities to ensure that an
area justifies such status because of its special architectural and historic
interest, and that the concept of conservation is not devalued through the
designation of areas that lack special interest.
4.5 When defining special architectural and historic interest, paragraphs 137 and
138 of the NPPF recognise that local planning authorities should look for
opportunities for new development within Conservation Areas (and within the
setting of heritage assets to better reveal their significance), and that not all
elements of a Conservation Area will necessarily contribute to its significance.
The proposed boundary extensions are compatible with the support for new
development identified in adopted policy (please refer to Section 5).
4.6 The English Heritage guidance notes that areas suitable for designation may be
identified in a number of ways: historic characterisation studies in response to
development threats, for master-planning, and as part of evidence collection for
the local plan, and that some areas may be “linked to a particular industryBor
may have particular local interest”. The Legacy Corporation has therefore
undertaken and consulted on Conservation Area Appraisals of the architectural
and historic interest of the areas proposed within the extended boundaries in
accordance with the legislative and policy framework and guidance.
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5.

LOCAL PLANNING POLICY CONTEXT

5.1 The existing Fish Island Conservation Area was designated by the London
Borough of Tower Hamlets (LBTH) in 2008 and includes a number of buildings
and structures that are considered to “fundamentally contribute to its character
and appearance” (please refer to Appendix 1). These buildings and structures,
which remain clustered around White Post Lane and Hepscott Road to the north
of the Hertford Union Canal, also included buildings located between the
Conservation Area and the River Lea Navigation at Bream Street and Stour
Road. These buildings, known as the Former Warehouses Bream Street,
together with the Lea Tavern Public House on White Post Lane and a boundary
wall fronting the junction of the Hertford Union Canal, have since been
demolished without recognition of the contribution they made to the overall
character and appearance of the area and without subsequent redevelopment.
5.2 In recognition that the buildings centred on White Post Lane and Hepscott Road
contribute to the wider character and appearance of the area, the more recently
adopted Fish Island Area Action Plan (2012) proposes a new Conservation
Area boundary around the buildings identified as fundamentally contributing to
the character and appearance of the existing Fish Island Conservation Area.
This proposed Conservation Area boundary would lie within the Legacy’s
Corporation’s proposed Conservation Area boundary and within setting of the
existing Hackney Wick Conservation Area to the north.
5.3 The existing Hackney Wick Conservation Area was designated by the London
Borough of Hackney in 2009 and is tightly drawn around Locally Listed
Buildings and Buildings of Townscape Merit to be retained.
5.4 The existing Conservation Areas do not include the River Lea Navigation and
Hertford Union Canal. The significance of the architectural and historic role of
these features in the creation of a waterside industrial area that formed part of
the world’s largest industrial city and one of the greatest ports in the world has
been overlooked to date, despite the late 19th and early 20th century buildings
and structures within Fish Island (also known as Old Ford) and Hackney Wick
being one of the largest and least fragmented that remains today.
5.5 The Mayor of London’s Olympic Park Legacy Supplementary Planning
Guidance (OLSPG) and Fish Island and Hackney Wick Area Action Plans
(AAPs) already promote heritage-led renewal based on the opportunity for new
mixed use development to deliver a high quality environment that reinforces the
strong local character based on the area’s unique industrial heritage and
waterways.
5.6 The implication of extending the Conservation Area boundaries is that
demolition would require planning permission, and new development already
promoted by the OLSPG and AAPs, would be required to demonstrate how the
character and appearance of the area would be preserved or enhanced. To not
extend the Conservation Area boundaries would expose the area to
uncontrolled demolition, already evidenced by the recent loss of fabric
considered to fundamentally contribute to the character and appearance of, but
located outside, the existing Fish Island Conservation Area, and would
undermine the policy objective of heritage-led regeneration.
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6.

CONSERVATION AREA APPRAISAL

6.1 The Legacy Corporation commissioned Robert Bevan, an independent planner
and urban designer, and a member of the International Council on Monuments
and Sites (ICOMOS) and advises UNESCO on world heritage, to assess the
area’s architectural and historic interest both within and outside of the existing
Conservation Areas in accordance with the NPPF and English Heritage
guidance. Mr Bevan’s conclusions are set out in two Conservation Area
Appraisals (CAAs) that were published for consultation1.
6.2 The CAAs conclude that the waterways; the buildings that are already identified
as fundamentally contributing to the character and appearance of the area but
located outside the existing Conservation Areas; and additional buildings and
structures, justify extending the Fish Island Conservation Area northwards to
include the River Lea Navigation and Hertford Union Canal, and the buildings
around White Post Lane and Hepscott Road, and extending the Hackney Wick
Conservation Area to include the River Lea Navigation and south to include the
setting of the adjacent Conservation Area (please refer to Appendix 2)
6.2 Hackney Wick and Fish Island’s special interest lies in its history as a zone of
creative production and innovation in the late Victorian and early Edwardian
period. The industrial heritage remains visible in the architectural typologies,
materials and scale of buildings and streets; the layout of yards and spaces; the
presence of the waterways; and other industrial features such as boundary
walls, chimney stacks and crane platforms. The role of the canal network in
stimulating and supporting the physical form and scale of economic growth is
considerable and the contribution it makes to the character and appearance
today significant (please refer to the photographs at Appendix 4).
6.3 This fabric is a survivor of consumer-oriented industrial processes used to make
products for home or world markets that supported London’s industrial
revolution and growing world reputation. Industrial activity included innovation
in, and the production of, plastics, petrol, waterproof clothing, dyes and dyeing,
printing, dry cleaning and confectionary. For example, the material plastic was
invented at George Spill’s Vulcanised Rubber works on Wallis Road, dry
cleaning was patented by Archille Serre at White Post Lane, the term petrol was
coined at the Hope Chemical Works and confectionary produced at the Clarnico
chocolate factory.
6.4 The significant buildings are also fine examples of structures that at the time of
construction were exploring the transition from using cast iron and timber to
concrete and steel.
6.5 While the CAAs identify the heritage buildings, and their relative significance,
that are considered to contribute to the overall character and appearance of the

1

The Board is asked to note that the CAAs as published for consultation in January 2014 included
draft management guidelines. If the board decides to approve the proposed extensions to the existing
conservation areas, these draft guidelines will themselves be subject to a separate process of
consultation and public engagement.
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area, their formal designation as either Locally Listed Buildings or Buildings of
Townscape Merit will be through the Local Plan.
6.6 The occupation of many heritage buildings by workspace providers (since the
1980s) such as SPACE Studios, Cell Studios, Mother Studios, Bridget Reilly
Studios and Stour Space, and small scale industries such as the London Centre
for Book Arts, The Trampery and CRATE Brewery, reflects the robustness and
adaptability of the buildings and yards, and the continuum of innovative and
creative activity, that strongly characterises the area.

7.

CONSULTATION

7.1 The Legacy Corporation consulted on proposals to extend the Conservation
Area boundaries between 11 December 2013 and 8 January 2014 and 24
January 2014 and 21 February 2014. The first round of consultation sought
views on the proposed boundary extensions, as supported by evidence set out
in the Hackney Wick and Fish Island Design and Planning Guidance prepared
in support of the Local Plan. The second round of consultation sought views on
the proposed boundary extensions, as supported by the Conservation Area
Appraisal (CAA) and draft Management Guidelines for each proposed
Conservation Area extension as shown at Appendix 2.
7.2 The consultation process has generated significant expressions of support and
objection. Support for the proposed Conservation Area boundary extensions
was expressed by the following:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•

7.3

English Heritage
Greater London Authority
London Borough of Hackney
London Borough of Tower Hamlets
Lea Valley Regional Park Authority
Canal and Rivers Trust
Natural England
East End Waterways Group, including a petition with currently 71 signatures
and request that the Fish Island and Hackney Wick South Conservation
Area be renamed Fish Island and White Post Lane Conservation or Old
Ford Conservation Area
East End Preservation Society
Victorian Society
SAVE Britain’s Heritage
Greater London Archaeology Society
Hackney Wick Cultural Interest Group
174 emails and letters from local businesses, residents and visitors were
received during the first round of consultation and 40 from the second round
of consultation, and a petition organised by the Hackney Wick Cultural
Interest Group with currently hosts 1,126 signatures of support.

21 separate objections have been received from 15 landowners and developers
whose property would fall within the extended conservation areas. The
landowners, or those instructed to act on their behalf, object to the principle of
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the extended Conservation Areas on the grounds that the area does not
possess sufficient historic and/or architectural importance (either as individual
or as collection of heritage elements) whose character and appearance is
desirable of preservation or enhancement. They also argue that the proposed
Conservation Areas will harm their ability to maximise the development potential
and value of their land and stifle regeneration.
7.4

On 25 February and 25 March 2014 the Legacy Corporation’s Planning
Decisions Committee (PDC) considered reports, which included summaries of
the grounds for support and objection received during the consultation process,
seeking their views on the proposed boundary extensions. On 25 March 2014
the PDC members expressed a range of views with four members expressing
support for the proposal; two members supporting the arguments for extending
the Fish Island Conservation Area to include the buildings around White Post
Lane and Hepscott Road but expressing concern about including the land and
buildings fronting the River Lea Navigation to the south of the Hertford Union
Canal; two members objecting to the proposal outright; and one member
objecting to the proposal while noting there was some merit in extending the
Hackney Wick Conservation Area to include the station and surrounding
buildings. An extract from the draft minutes of that meeting is attached at
Appendix 5.

8.

CONSIDERATION OF THE KEY GROUNDS FOR OBJECTION

8.1 A summary schedule of the objections received is attached at Appendix 5. The
following provides a consideration of, and response to, the key grounds for
objection:
There is insufficient special architectural or historic interest within the
area of the proposed Conservation Areas boundary extensions whose
character and appearance is desirable to preserve and enhance.
The area as a whole is not one of consistent or special interest and
devalues the concept of conservation.
8.2 A detailed assessment has been undertaken of the area’s special historic and
architectural value, and the extent to which it contributes to a character and
appearance that is desirable to preserve or enhance. This has been undertaken
in accordance with the legislation and guidance set out in the Planning (Listed
Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990, the National Planning Policy
Framework (NPPF) and guidance published by English Heritage and is set out
in the proposed Conservation Area Appraisals.
8.3 The Act does not include a definition of what is considered to be special interest
or character as it is the responsibility of the local planning authority, taking into
account the NPPF and the English Heritage guidance set out in “Understanding
Place: Conservation Area Designation, Appraisal and Management” to define
an area’s special interest or character. Section 69 of the Act refers to ‘area’. The
case of R v Swansea City Council (192) confirms that not every part of a
conservation area needs to have something of interest on it. The NPPF also
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acknowledges that “not all elements of a'.Conservation Area will necessarily
contribute to its significance”. The principle of including land which, at the time
of designation, includes little or no historic or architectural interest but provides
a clear opportunity for enhancing heritage assets and their setting, benefits from
a clear legislative, policy and case law basis.
8.4 The character and appearance of a Conservation Area can, therefore, be made
up of many elements i.e. it is not limited to individual buildings. The character
and appearance of this area is derived from the architectural and historic
significance of individual buildings and structures, the historic street pattern and
yards, and the canal network and associated infrastructure.
8.5 The CAAs demonstrate that the area’s special architectural and historic interest
lies in its history as a zone of creative production and innovation in the late
Victorian and early Edwardian period of which sufficient industrial heritage
remains visible in the architectural typologies, materials and scale of buildings
and streets; the layout of yards and spaces; the presence of the waterways; and
other industrial features such as boundary walls, chimney stacks and crane
platforms.
8.6 The significance of the canal, in stimulating the historic type and form of
development that still exists in part today, has, therefore, heavily informed the
proposed boundary extension. The historic and contemporary impact of the
River Lea Navigation, Old Ford Locks, towpath and original crane platforms on
the character and appearance of the area today is undoubted and none of the
objectors have challenged this.
8.7 As the River Lea Navigation, and the connecting Hertford Union Canal, are
heritage elements that are intrinsically linked to the area’s overall historic
significance and contribute to a character that extends the length of the area, it
is reasonable that they, and the group of historic buildings that still survive, are
included within an extended boundary. While this is the first time the
significance of the waterways within this is being properly recognised with
adjacent and related built fabric, this approach can be seen in numerous
locations elsewhere in London, such as the Regents Canal, other sections of
the River Lea Navigation, and the Limehouse Cut.
8.8 The area’s special historic interest derives from it being a survivor of a
waterside industrial area that supported consumer-oriented industrial processes
used to make products for home or world markets that supported London’s
industrial revolution and growing world reputation. Industrial activity included
innovation in, and the production of, plastics, petrol, waterproof clothing, dyes
and dyeing, printing, dry cleaning and confectionary.
8.9 This is of particular relevance to Hackney Wick and Fish Island given the social
and economic significance of the industrial activities and processes that
contributed to London’s rapid economic growth in the late 19th and early 20th
century, and the extent to which the infrastructure, buildings that supported and
housed those industries, and the grain of the area make up the positive aspects
of the area’s character and appearance today. This character and appearance
contributes to the strong sense of place which it is widely recognised amongst
its residents, business and visitors. When all heritage assets that embody this
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historic and architectural interest are mapped (from the Greenway to north of
the railway line) they make up a very substantial proportion of the developed
footprint (please refer to Appendix 3). This is considered to comfortably exceed
any threshold for an area of special interest.
8.10 There are, however, significant opportunities for enhancement. Where cleared
sites or those redeveloped post war exist, their inclusion within the extended
Conservation Area extension is justified by their close proximity to heritage
assets and the opportunity to preserve or enhance their setting.
8.11 Moreover, while much of the objection to the proposal is directed at the
architectural merits of individual buildings, the objections received do not raise
any substantial objections to the assessment of the historic significance of the
overall area, or the fact that the industrial heritage is reflected not just in
individual buildings, but also in the relatively small-scale of the industrial
buildings (thereby contrasting with more recent, and larger scale twentieth
century industrial development), their layout, plot sizes and the often direct
physical relationship of those buildings and plots to the lifeline of the canal
and/or the street pattern. It is all of this (and not just the architectural merits of
individual buildings) which combine to create the character and appearance of
the area’s urban fabric.
8.12 In response to arguments put forward that the disparate (i.e. relative to the
clustering of buildings within the existing Fish Island and Hackney Wick
Conservation Areas) arrangements of buildings does not amount to a character
or appearance that is desirable to preserve or enhance, there is no requirement
in any legislation and guidance for heritage assets to be tightly grouped in order
to merit conservation area designation, and this does not take into account the
influence of the canal network and the street pattern on reinforcing that areawide character.
8.13 The historic and architectural interest exhibited by the area’s industrial heritage
has been noted in repeated studies (e.g. the historic research undertaken by
East End Waterways Group) and is, on the whole, considered to be of local and
regional significance.
8.14 The historic analysis and townscape appraisal of the area, endorsed by English
Heritage and supported by others, including the London Boroughs of Tower
Hamlets and Hackney, confirms that the proposed Conservation Area boundary
extensions meet the relevant tests of the NPPF. The historic and architectural
interest contained within the proposed boundary extensions is not considered to
devalue the concept of conservation (paragraph 137) and it is recognised that,
to enable enhancement, not all elements of a Conservation Area will
necessarily contribute to its significance (paragraph 138).
8.15 The concept of enhancement, as opposed to restrictive preservation, is central
to the idea of extending the Conservation Areas. The possibility of
enhancement is based on identifying opportunities for improvement, with the
NPPF (paragraph 126) requiring local planning authorities to adopt a positive
strategy to the role of conservation and “recognise that heritage assets are an
irreplaceable resource and conserve them in a manner appropriate to their
significance” and, in developing this strategy, take into account “the desirability
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of sustaining and enhancing the significance of heritage assets” and “the
desirability of new development making a positive contribution to local character
and distinctiveness.”
8.16 Change and improvement, and particularly the comprehensive redevelopment
of a number of sites within the proposed boundaries, is key to the designation
and management process and this is made explicit in adopted planning policy
and the proposed Conservation Area Appraisals and Management Guidelines
accompanying the proposal.
Does the proposed extension between the existing Fish Island
Conservation Area and the Hertford Union Canal possess the historic
merit required to justify extending the boundary to include the sites
adjacent to the canal?
8.17 When determining the extended Conservation Area boundaries, careful
consideration has been given to whether to include sites that contain little or no
architectural or historic interest but which fall within the setting of heritage
assets that do.
8.18 As originally drawn, the proposed extension of the Fish Island Conservation
Area included land and buildings located along the western edge of the River
Lea Navigation on the basis that the land fell within the setting of a number of
heritage assets, including the existing Conservation Area, the River Lea
Navigation and buildings that are considered have townscape merit.
8.19 In response to objections received and concerns expressed during the
consultation process, and views expressed by the Planning Decisions
Committee, officers have reconsidered the extent to which the land and
buildings along the western edge of the River Lea Navigation possess sufficient
architectural or historic interest to be included within the boundary.
8.20 It is recommended that the buildings located on Roach Road and Stour Road
(including Vittoria Wharf and Stour Space and adjoining buildings), which were
identified as being of townscape merit, and the site referred to as the Former
Warehouses Bream Street (identified within the Fish Island Conservation Area
as accommodating buildings that fundamentally contribute to the character and
appearance of the Conservation Area), are removed from the originally
proposed Fish Island and Hackney Wick South Conservation Area boundary for
the following reasons:
• Vittoria Wharf and Stour Space and adjoining buildings are not identified as
buildings that fundamentally contribute to the character and appearance of
the existing Fish Island Conservation Area;
• While the updated Conservation Area Appraisal identifies them as adopting a
form and materials that contribute positively to the townscape, it is
acknowledged that they are of no great architectural merit;
• Part of Vittoria Wharf benefits from planning permission to construct a new
pedestrian and cycle bridge across the River Lea Navigation that would result
in significant demolition of part of the building;
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• The group of buildings are geographically distinct from the group of heritage
buildings located within the existing Fish Island Conservation Area and
around White Post Lane and Hepscott Road.
• The site referred to as the Former Warehouses Bream Street is now cleared
and possess no special architectural or historic interest, and on the basis that
the buildings to the north are excluded from the proposed Conservation Area
boundary, is not within the setting of heritage assets on its north, south, east
and west boundaries.
• The future redevelopment of these sites would, in accordance with relevant
policy, need to be considered in terms of their ability to enhance the setting of
the existing Conservation Area and the canal and associated structures.
• The former Timberyard Gatehouse and Carlton Chimney (both identified
within the existing Fish Island Conservation) can continue to be identified as
structures of historic interest despite being located outside the amended
boundary.
8.21 The reasons for excluding the Former Warehouses Bream Street and not other
sites that do not possess any special architectural or historic interest within the
proposed Conservation Area boundaries is justified on the basis that the other
cleared sites are surrounded by heritage assets and are smaller in size.
8.22 It is also recommended that the boundary wall surrounding 34-38 Wallis Road is
excluded from the proposed Hackney Wick and Fish Island South Conservation
Area on the basis of its limited spatial relationship to other heritage assets.
Can a Conservation Area include sites that possess no special
architectural or historic interest?
8.23 The proposed Conservation Area boundary extensions include land that does
not possess architectural or historic interest. This approach is supported by the
case of R v Swansea City Council ex.p Elitestone Ltd [1992] and the NPPF
which recognises that “not all elements of a'.Conservation Area will
necessarily contribute to its significance”. The principle of including land which,
at the time of designation, includes little or no historic or architectural interest
but provides a clear opportunity for enhancing heritage assets and their setting,
benefits from a clear legislative, policy and case law basis.
8.24 Furthermore, the English Heritage guidance Understanding Place: Conservation
Area Designation, Management and Appraisal provides further advice on
identifying the boundary. It states that “the desirability of a unified approach to
their management including long term use and boundary treatments suggests
that in almost all situations the conservation area boundary runs around rather
than through a space or plot.” This supports the inclusion of certain sites within
the extended Conservation Area boundaries, particularly where it can be
demonstrated they are surrounded by and within the immediate setting of
heritage assets.
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8.25 To carve out these sites (e.g. Hamlet Industrial Estate, land at Queens Yard
and land at Wallis Road) would not be best practice as it would cause
fragmentation and ignore the importance of each site’s relationship to adjacent
heritage assets.
8.26 The recommended boundaries allow for a consistency of treatment when
responding to development proposals across the area and creates more
certainty for developers in offering guidance as to what is of heritage value. It is
an approach that will help achieve the best end-result for opportunity sites and
support heritage-led regeneration of the area.
Is the proposed extension of the Conservation Areas only motivated by a
desire to secure greater control over new development?
8.27 The proposed Conservation Area extensions is motivated by a desire to
preserve or enhance the area’s historic and architectural character or
appearance, as defined by the industrial buildings, supporting canal
infrastructure, historic street pattern, and associated yards and structures,
which contribute to an area-wide character and appearance that reflects its
strong association with the industrial Lower Lea Valley and the part it played in
London’s innovative and fast growing economy in the late 19th and early 20th
century.
8.28 To increase the prospects of this character or appearance being preserved and
enhanced, through the retention, refurbishment and continued adaptation of its
built fabric, and interweaving it with expertly designed contemporary buildings
and new uses, Conservation Area designation is recommended to guard
against indiscriminate demolition which has taken place in the past in this area
and provide a level of control and certainty required to assist heritage led
regeneration.
8.29 This heritage-led regeneration is already a requirement of, and promoted by the
Mayor’s Olympic Legacy Supplementary Planning Guidance and Fish Island
and Hackney Area Action Plans, which together, identify the potential for new
mixed use development to deliver a high quality environment that reinforces the
strong local character based on the area’s unique industrial heritage and
waterways.
8.30 Furthermore, the Fish Island Area Action Plan specifically proposes the
boundary of a new Conservation Area focussed on the canal, canal frontage,
and buildings, street pattern and yard space that characterises White Post Lane
and Hepscott Road. This, together with the wider canal network, forms the
majority of the proposed boundary extensions.
The conservation area extensions will impact on the scale and viability of
future proposals and stifle regeneration.
8.31 The Mayor’s Olympic Legacy Supplementary and London Borough’s of Tower
and Hackney’s Fish Island and Hackney Wick Area Action Plans (AAPs), which
have been the subject of public consultation and/or examination in public,
include policy guidance on appropriate land use, building heights and
development density in order to achieve a range of planning objectives,
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including heritage-led regeneration. These planning policy objectives should
inform land value, development viability and the prospects of regeneration.
While the proposed boundary extensions introduce a presumption in favour of
the retention of buildings that are already identified as fundamentally
contributing to the character and appearance of the existing Fish Island
Conservation (but not protected from demolition), they do not prevent the
redevelopment of cleared land or the demolition of buildings that do not
contribute to the character and appearance of the proposed Conservation
Areas. This enhancement through redevelopment is established by the AAPs
and acknowledged in the Legacy Corporation’s consultation draft Local Plan
complemented by the draft Conservation Area Management Guidelines.
8.32 The policy commitment to heritage led regeneration, achieved through the
retention, renovation and potential reuse of heritage buildings, alongside the
streets, yards and waterways that contribute to their setting, has the potential to
facilitate a higher design quality, reinforce local distinctiveness and sense of
place and result in a diversity and richness of architecture. If all stakeholders in
the area embrace this opportunity, higher value development and sustainable
regeneration can be realised
8.33 English Heritage has published statements on the economic benefits of heritage
led regeneration and growth and there is no evidence to suggest that already
high levels of developer interest in the area would be harmed by extending the
Conservation Areas to preserve and enhance its special architectural and
historic character and appearance as part of a high quality mixed used
development that provides an exciting and complementary counterpoint to
Queen Elizabeth Olympic Park and Stratford City.

9.

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

9.1. The proposed designation is not expected to impact on LLDC’s annual budget
and business plan

10. LEGAL IMPLICATIONS
10.1. Under Article 4 of the London Legacy Development Corporation (Planning
Functions) Order 2012, LLDC has the power to designate conservation areas.
This power has not been delegated to either the Planning Committee or officers
of the Planning Policy and Development Team, and hence remains with the
Board.
10.2. There is no formal statutory procedure for declaring a conservation area.
However the proposals contained in this report have been prepared following
two rounds of public consultation and on the basis of conservation area
appraisals and proposals which themselves conform with best practice.
10.3. Following any designation, planning decision makers faced with applications
within a conservation area will be required to pay special attention to the need
to preserve or enhance the character or appearance of the conservation area.
Recent case law has clarified that this duty is likely to require the decision
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makers to give “considerable weight and importance” to the need to preserve
and enhance the character of the conservation area. It is likely that this will
place a greater emphasis on the importance of design quality for development
in this area in line with the Legacy Corporation Priority Themes.

11. PRIORITY THEMES
11.1. The Legacy Corporation Priority Themes have been taken into account in the
following ways:
• Community Participation: The proposed Conservation Area boundaries have
been the subject of public consultation with local residents, businesses,
landowners, developers and interest groups.
• Promoting convergence: The extension of the existing Conservation Areas
would enable the Legacy Corporation, in its capacity as local planning
authority and regeneration agency, to support and deliver heritage-led
regeneration that reinforces the area’s local distinctiveness and sense of
place comparable to successful regeneration experienced in other parts of
London.
• Ensuring high quality design: The extension of the existing Conservation
Areas would enable the Legacy Corporation, in its capacity and local
planning authority and regeneration agency, to support and encourage the
highest quality and contextually appropriate urban design and architecture
that would need to preserve or enhance the character and appearance of the
extended Conservation Areas and their setting.
• Ensuring environmental sustainability: The proposal aims to preserve and
enhance the character and appearance of the area through the retention,
redevelopment, restoration and/or reuse of the buildings, streets, yards,
structures and water frontages that define it or detract from it. There is an
inherent sustainability in the retention, redevelopment, restoration and/or
reuse of the area for the enjoyment of future generations.

12. CONCLUSION
12.1 The views of those in support and objection of the proposed extensions to the
Hackney Wick and Fish Island Conservation Areas has been carefully
considered, and the proposed boundaries have been reported twice to the
Legacy Corporation’s Planning Decisions Committee. In response, the
recommended boundary extensions have been amended to that shown at
Appendix 3, in accordance with legislation and national and local planning
guidance and policy, and this is recommended for designation by Board.
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APPENDICES
Appendix 1

Existing Fish Island Conservation Area and Hackney Wick
Conservation Area boundaries

Appendix 2

Originally Proposed Fish Island and Hackney Wick South and
Hackney Wick Conservation Area boundaries

Appendix 3

Revised Proposed Fish Island and Hackney Wick South and
Hackney Wick Conservation Area boundaries

Appendix 4

Photographs of the heritage buildings and structures located
along the River Lea Navigation and Hertford Union Canal, and
around White Post Lane and Hepscott Road

Appendix 5

Extract of the draft minutes of the Planning Decisions
Committee meeting dated 25 March 2014

Appendix 6

Schedule summary of objectives received

List of Background Papers:
1. Fish Island and Hackney Wick South Conservation Area Appraisal and Draft
Management Guidelines (LLDC, January 2014)
2. Hackney Wick Conservation Area Appraisal and Draft Management Guidelines
(LLDC, January 2014)
3. Draft Hackney Wick and Fish Island Design and Planning Guidance (LLDC, 2013)
4. Fish Island Area Action Plan (LBTH, September 2012)
5. Heritage and Growth (English Heritage, 2011)

Report originators:
Telephone:
Email:

Will Steadman, Anthony Hollingsworth, Simon Kelly and
Hannah Lambert
0203 288 8835
willsteadman@londonlegacy.co.uk
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Appendix 5

Minutes of the Meeting of the London Legacy Development Corporation
Planning Decisions Committee
Date:
Time:
Venue:

Tuesday 25 March 2014
6.00 pm
Rooms 1, 2 & 3, LLDC, Level 10, 1 Stratford Place,
Montfichet Road, London E20 1EJ

PRESENT:
Philip Lewis (Chair)
Lynda Addison OBE
Nicholas Bitel
Piers Gough CBE RA
Councillor Lester Hudson
Lord Mawson OBE
Councillor Geoff Taylor
Dru Vesty MBE
Councillor Terry Wheeler
IN ATTENDANCE:
Anthony Hollingsworth, Director of Planning Policy and Decisions, LLDC
Alex Savine, Head of Planning Policy , LLDC
Allison De Marco, Senior Planning Development Manager, LLDC
Rachel Gleave, Senior Planning Development Manager, LLDC
Anne Ogundiya, Senior Planning Decisions Manager, LLDC
Simon Kelly, Planning Solicitor, LLDC
Joanna Brown, Committee Secretary, GLA
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1

Updates, Order of Business and Requests to Speak (Item 1)

1.1

The Chair stated that there were Update Reports for:
•
Agenda Item 6 (Eton Manor Landscaping – ref 13/00444/FUL);
•
Agenda Item 7 (Queen Elizabeth Olympic Park Temporary Events 14/00037/FUL);
and
•
Agenda Item 9 (117 Wallis Road, London E9 5LN).
The Chair stated that he had received requests to speak in respect of the following items:
•
Agenda Item 5 (Extensions to Hackney Wick and Fish Island Conservation Areas);
•
Agenda Item 6 (Eton Manor Landscaping – ref 13/00444/FUL); and
•
Agenda Item 9 (117 Wallis Road, London E9 5LN).

1.2

1.3

The Chair reminded people who had requested to speak that they would have a maximum
of five minutes.

2

Apologies (Item 2)

2.1

Apologies for absence were received from Councillor Conor McAuley and Councillor
Rabina Khan.

3

Declarations of Interest (Item 3)

3.1

The Committee received the report of the Director of Planning Policy and Decisions which
set out, for the purposes of transparency, where a Member of the Committee was an
elected Member of a Host Borough to which a planning application and/or other matter to
be dealt with at the meeting related.

3.2

Nick Bitel declared a non-pecuniary interest in Agenda Item 7 (Queen Elizabeth Olympic
Park Temporary Events 14/00037/FUL), and stated that he would withdraw from the
meeting during the discussion of that item because he was director of a company that held
events in the Park.

3.3

Councillor Geoff Taylor declared a non-pecuniary interest in Agenda Item 9 (117 Wallis
Road, London, E9 5LN – 13/00157/COU), as he was a member of the London Borough of
Hackney’s Licensing Committee but he stated that he had not taken part in any of the
decisions relating to the licensing issues concerning the property. As the interest was not
considered to constitute a disclosable pecuniary interest Councillor Taylor remained in the
meeting for this item.

3.4

Resolved:
That the report be noted.
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4

Minutes from previous meeting - 25 February 2014 (Item 4)

4.1

Resolved:
That, subject to the deletion of paragraph 6.22, the minutes of the meeting of the
Committee held on 25 February 2014 be signed by the Chair as a correct record.

5

Extensions to Hackney Wick and Fish Island Conservation Areas
(Item 5)

5.1

The Committee considered a report of the Director of Planning Policy and Decisions.

5.2

In response to a question about why the matter had been brought back to the Committee,
the Director of Planning Policy and Decisions stated that since the matter had been
considered by the Committee at is meeting on 25 February 2014, the planning officers had
considered the Committee’s comments, for example could the proposed boundary of the
extensions be changed, and the intention of this report was to update the Committee on
those points and for the Committee to make any further comments before a report was
submitted to the Legacy Corporation’s Board meeting on 30 April 2014. The Chair added
that the cancellation of the Legacy Corporation’s Board meeting scheduled for earlier in the
day on 25 March 2014, which had been due to consider the proposal, had provided an
opportunity for the Committee to give further consideration to the proposals.

5.3

The Senior Planning Development Manager made a presentation to the Committee
(attached as Appendix 1 to the minutes) and published on the LLDC’s website:
http://www.london.gov.uk/LLDC/ieListDocuments.aspx?CId=273&MId=5185&Ver=4).

5.4

The Senior Planning Development Manager stated that the Board would give considerable
weight to the Committee’s comments. He stated that section 5 of the report dealt with each
of the comments raised by the Committee.

5.5

The Senior Planning Development Manager referred to the expressions of support and
objections that had been received. He stated that English Heritage supported the proposal
and that on 25 March 2014 a petition in support had been received from the East End
Waterways Group.

5.6

The Senior Planning Development Manager explained the rationale for the proposal and
stated that the proposal would reinforce the wider benefits of the distinctiveness of Hackney
Wick and Fish Island and would contribute to place-setting. Officers were confident about
the case for extending the boundaries of the conservation areas and considered that the
existing fabric provided sufficient historic interest to justify those extensions, whilst
providing for new buildings and new uses.
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5.7

The Chair invited Mr Lance Forman, Formans, to speak for up to five minutes against the
proposal.

5.8

Mr Forman’s speech to the Committee, which he circulated is attached at Appendix 2 to
the minutes and is published on the LLDC’s website:
http://www.london.gov.uk/LLDC/ieListDocuments.aspx?CId=273&MId=5185&Ver=4).

5.9

Mr Forman disputed some of the comments in the officer’s report concerning the merits of
including the Forman’s site in the proposed extension of the conservation area, the support
expressed by English Heritage in their letter, and that the Committee had expressed
support for the proposal at its last meeting. He concluded by stating that the Forman’s site
should be excluded from the proposed extension to the conservation area. He considered
that an extension of the conservation area would lead to fragmentation and would be
pointless and he questioned the inconsistency of why the Neptune Wharf and Monier Road
sites had been excluded.

5.10

The Chair invited Mr Charlie Hammond, to speak for up to five minutes against the
proposal.

5.11

Mr Hammond stated that he was speaking on behalf of Hamlets Industrial Estate, which
owned two sites in the northern part of the proposed extension to the conservation area.
He stated that he wished to reiterate the points made by Mr Richard Coleman and Piers
Gough at the last meeting. Mr Hammond stated that he considered that the proposal
devalued the designation of a conservation area and that the Committee should take on
board the points made by Piers Gough at the last meeting. Mr Hammond considered that
the proposal was not justified and was a shift away from the Tower Hamlets Area Action
Plan and would exacerbate the housing crisis. He stated that he could not recall the
suggestion for a site visit but he welcomed it and suggested that Board Members be
accompanied by Members of the Committee.

5.12

The Chair reminded the Committee that in relation to this particular matter, the Committee
was a consultee and that it was not considering a planning application. Nevertheless the
Legacy Corporation’s Board had made it clear before the last meeting that it would
welcome the views of the Committee. The Chair therefore requested Members to express
their views.

5.13

Nick Bitel stated that he understood the purpose was to protect the canal but he was
somewhat confused as to why a large area of land to the east of Roach Road was not
included in the proposed extension. He considered that the proposal for the south part was
illogical, as there were very few buildings of historic merit (although he suggested that the
chimney and the lock could be included in a smaller extension). However, he did consider
that there were buildings of historic merit in the northern part of the proposed extension.
Nick Bitel concluded by stating that his view had not changed from the previous meeting in
that he considered that the proposed extension in respect of the southern part went far
beyond what was required for the preservation of the area.
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5.14

Councillor Taylor stated that he considered that the inclusion of the photographs in the
presentation had been very helpful in elucidating the issues. He stated that if the
Committee considered that the canalside was worthy of inclusion in the proposed
extensions, then in his view it was necessary to include the area between the canal and
Fish Island in order to have a coherent boundary. Councillor Taylor stated that therefore for
him the issue was whether the buildings, especially the wharves, contained within the
proposed extension were worthy of a conservation area. He requested more information
on the buildings.

5.15

The Senior Planning Development Manager responded to Councillor Taylor’s question,
stating that the buildings had historically been used for printing purposes and had an
intrinsic relationship with the canal so although they were not of great architectural merit,
they were of townscape merit, particularly those that related to the corner of Roach Road
and the canal. The Senior Planning Development Manager noted that there was an empty
site in the proposed extension and stated that the National Planning Policy Framework
(NPFF) acknowledged that a conservation area might contain large empty sites that did not
contribute to that conservation area. He added that the implication of a conservation area
was that conservation area consent would be required for demolition and in relation to the
empty site in the proposed extension, as it was empty already, officers were confident that
it would come forward for development. Furthermore, as the empty site was surrounded by
a number of heritage elements and its development would affect those heritage elements,
the inclusion of the empty site in the conservation area was warranted.

5.16

A Member sought clarification as to why the Omega Works and other canalside buildings
had been excluded from the conservation area. The Committee was informed that the
Omega Works site had received planning permission within the last 10 years, was unlikely
to change and in itself was not deemed worthy of preserving. Its exclusion from the
conservation area served as a reminder that the LLDC advocated good architecture.

5.17

In response to a question about whether the Committee would have dealt differently with
the Neptune Wharf and Monier Road sites if they had been in a conservation area, the
Director of Planning Policy and Decisions stated that the report to the Committee had
considered both sites in the context of the existing conservation areas.

5.18

Lynda Addison stated that her views, which the Chair had reported to the last meeting of
the Committee, had not changed and that the current report before the Committee
reinforced her views and she therefore supported the proposal. She believed that the
proposed extension would benefit the area, helping to achieve regeneration and give the
area uniqueness and character. She suggested that it had been demonstrated across the
country that conservation areas had assisted regeneration and had given uniqueness to
those areas. The designation of the conservation area would help to keep the character of
the area, which was different from the rest of the Legacy Corporation’s area and would
preserve the canal pattern and street patterns. She considered that the whole townscape
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issue, which was about spaces as well as buildings and how they related to the water,
justified its designation as a conservation area.
5.19

Lord Mawson stated that he tended to agree with the above point although it was a matter
of opinion how much the buildings were of historical interest. He supported the careful
management of development, but acknowledged that it might not be as good as other
conservation areas. It was a question of thinking about how the spaces, including the
canals, and buildings worked together and their potential.

5.20

Dru Vesty stated that she supported the proposal, given the townscape setting and the
potential to develop the area whilst retaining its charm. She recommended that Board be
encouraged to visit the area to inform their consideration of the proposal.

5.21

Councillor Wheeler stated that the report to this meeting had reinforced the point that a
conservation area was not just about buildings but about the area and the space and
bringing forward developments sensitive to a conservation area. He therefore supported the
proposal. He acknowledged that there were a number of comments in support for the
proposal from the community at large, whilst noting the views of principal landowners
against.

5.22

Piers Gough stated that he did not support the proposal. He stated that he had been either
a member of English Heritage’s London Advisory Committee or an English Heritage
Commissioner for 14 years and he took heritage designations very seriously. However, he
was concerned that the proposed extension lacked intellectual rigour and he considered
that it failed the NPPF tests. He compared it with other conservation areas around Britain
and suggested that this area would fall within the bottom quartile of existing conservation
areas and would devalue the point of conservation areas. Piers Gough stated that he
considered that the officer’s report was an emotional response and overstated a very
modest case for the heritage significance within the proposed extensions.

5.23

Councillor Hudson stated that he did not support the proposal as his main concern was to
see the creation of jobs and housing and he did not consider that the proposal for the
extension of the conservation areas outweighed the need for either jobs or housing.

5.24

The Chair stated that he did not support the proposal. He believed that there was some
merit in extending the Hackney Wick Conservation Area to include the station and
surrounding buildings but saw no merit in extending the conservation area in the south. He
agreed with Councillor Hudson’s point that the Legacy Corporation should be proactively
encouraging the creation of new developments.

5.25

The Chair commented that Members had expressed very mixed views during the
discussion and the Board should be informed of those differing views. He noted that
paragraph 3.4 of the report to the Committee did not accurately reflect the views expressed
at the meeting of the Committee on 25 February 2014 and suggested that point ought to be
revised in the report to the Board. The Director of Planning Policy and Decisions assured
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the Committee that he had not been of the view after the meeting of the Committee in
February that there was overwhelming support for the proposal, and that was one of the
reasons for submitting a further report to the Committee to address the points which had
been raised. He added that, in the light of the Committee’s various comments, he would
now give further consideration as to whether to submit a report to the Board.
5.26 Resolved:
That the Committee’s comments be provided to the Legacy Corporation’s Board.

6

Eton Manor Landscaping - ref 13/00444/FUL (Item 6)

6.1

The Committee considered the report of the Senior Planning Development Manager.
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Schedule of Objections

Appendix 6

Objector

Summary of Objection

Board Report Reference

Nathaniel Lichfield letters
dated 20 December 2013
and 18 February 2014 on
behalf of the owners
(Groveworld) of 80-84 and
88 Wallis Road and 115119 Wallis Road.

• The appraisal does not provide an objective analysis of the area and in particular the 4.1 to 4.6, 5.1 to 5.6, 6.1 to
relative merits of individual sub-areas in accordance with English Heritage guidance. It 6.5, 8.2 to 8.16, 8.23 to 8.26
does not adequately discriminate between the area’s attributes and deficiencies or those and Appendix 4
detracting features that present opportunities for redevelopment and enhancement.
• The Conservation Area Appraisal does not provide any detailed analysis of or justification 6.1 to 6.5 and Appendix 4
for the proposed extension.
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• The reason behind the extension relates to the desire to protect the proposed 8.27 to 8.30
Conservation Areas from unacceptable development at sites adjacent to areas of
townscape merit.
• 115, 117 and 119 Wallis Road are low grade and visually unattractive industrial sheds 4.5, 5.4, 6.1 to 6.5 and 8.6 to
that have no architectural, historic or townscape merit and their inclusion within an 8.8
extended conservation area boundary does not meet English Heritage guidance.
Development in the immediate setting of the existing Conservation Area can be
controlled without the need to expand the Conservation Area itself to include a buffer
within its boundary.
• With the exception of the corner building of 88 Wallis Road, 80-84, 86 and 88 Wallis 4.5, 5.4, 6.1 to 6.5 and 8.6 to
Road have insufficient architectural, historic or townscape merit to justify their 8.8
designation as Buildings of Townscape Merit or Locally Listed Buildings as that would
create a presumption in favour of their retention. The corner building at 88 Wallis Road
should continue to be designated a Building of Townscape Merit only.
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Austin Mackie Associates
letter dated 8 January
2014 and accompanying
Richard Coleman – City
Designer Report dated 8
January 2013, Richard
Coleman – City Designer
Report dated 21 February
2014, and letter from
Charlie Hammond letter
dated 3 March on behalf
of the owner of the
Hamlet Industrial Estate.

•

The proposed extension of the Fish Island Conservation Area does not meet the 4.1 to 4.6, 5.1 to 5.6, 6.1 to
statutory criteria to justify designation: it does not constitute an area the character and 6.5, 8.2 to 8.16, 8.23 to 8.26
and Appendix 4
appearance of which it is desirable to preserve or enhance.

• The area is of insufficient special architectural or historic interest to be an area whose 4.1 to 4.6, 5.1 to 5.6, 6.1 to
character or appearance it is desirable to preserve or enhance: it does not merit 6.5, 8.2 to 8.16, 8.23 to 8.26
designation under Section 69 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) and Appendix 4
Act (1990)’ and devalues the concept of conservation contrary to paragraph 127 of the
National Planning Policy Framework.
• The character and appearance of the area within the proposed extension boundary is 4.1 to 4.6, 5.1 to 5.6, 6.1 to
much less coherent and of a lesser interest than either of the existing Conservation 6.5, 8.2 to 8.16, 8.23 to 8.26
Areas to the north and the south: it is principally of large open sites and relatively and Appendix 4
modern, poor quality architecture of little or no value, interspersed with a limited
number of isolated 20th century factory buildings making little townscape contribution.
• The proposed extension includes disparately located historic factory buildings set 4.1, 4.2, 4.5, 5.1 to 5.4, 6.1 to
amongst cleared sites and modern building of no interest; there is therefore no 6.4, 8.12 and Appendix 4
meaningful physical relationship between the historic factory buildings which could
denote an area of special interest;
• A large proportion of the built fabric is relatively modern development and of no 4.1, 4.2, 4.5, 5.1 to 5.4, 6.1 to
6.4, 8.12 and Appendix 4
architectural or historic value;
• The yards around which historic buildings were orientated have been very substantially 4.2, 4.5 and 8.12
altered over time;
• The architectural merit of the historic structures identified in Fish Island North is 5.1, 5.2, 6.1 to 6.5 and
significantly lower than that of the structures in the designated Fish Island Conservation Appendix 4
Area further south;

• The area is of a mediocre townscape environment with an interesting history which is 4.1 to 4.6, 5.1 to 5.6, 6.1 to
already well documented and which can be further documented. A more sober 6.5, 8.2 to 8.16, 8.23 to 8.26
assessment of the area shows that the streets in the area are of ordinary tarmac and and Appendix 4
their layout is not of particular interest; paths are basic; boundaries are rarely defined by
structures; the pre-war factory buildings are sporadically located and greatly
outnumbered by post-war development of no merit; public spaces are limited to linear
routes; private spaces are service yards of little character which have significantly altered
over time.; and street furniture is ordinary.
• Creative industries do exist and “hold a certain character” but their manifestation in the 6.1 to 6.6
physical and visual form is not of a degree to suggest designation.
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• Individual buildings of interest should be considered for national or local listing not for 4.1 to 4.6 and 6.1 to 6.5
conservation area status. Exaggerated claims of a coherent historic area made up of
‘many’ historic buildings are incorrect and the use of such exaggeration in order to
designate a conservation area to protect disparately placed buildings is a clear breach of
NPPF policy.
• The appraisal notes “intense development pressure” in the area and describes extensive 5.1 to 5.6 and 8.27 to 8.30
opportunities for enhancement. The objector argues that this suggests an intention to
use designation to promote and control regeneration and that this is not the purpose of
designation under the terms of the Act.
• Only the management guidelines are indicated as draft and not the Conservation Area 6.5
Appraisals leaving confusion over whether buildings are locally listed or if they will
become so only if a designation is made.
• The heritage significance of the following buildings within the proposed conservation 5.1, 5.2, 6.1 to 6.5, 8.2 to 8.16
and Appendix 4
areas is exaggerated:
a. Walls to Hope Chemical Works

b. The Lord Napier Public House and neighbouring buildings
c. Buildings at Queens Yard: Everett House/9 Queens Yard and White Building
d. King’s Yard
e. Hamlet Industrial Estate and 92 White Post Lane
f.

The McGrath site buildings
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• Disagree with the sudden and unexpected view that conservation area designation will 5.5, 8.25 and 8.31 to 8.33
not stifle development and gravely concerned that the core principles in the AAP and
Olympic Legacy Supplementary Planning Guidance relating to land use, scale and
massing seem to have been watered down in favour of a suggested character that long
ago breathed its last in the hope that it might be resuscitated.
• There is little evidence of a viability led economic imperative having been considered 5.5 and 8.31 to 8.33
and applied any stage other than turning the area into a museum with minimal exhibits.
• A Conservation Area will do irreparable and unjustifiable harm to increasing housing 5.5 and 8.31 to 8.33
supply for the only questionable benefit of keeping an area cheap and run down for
existing inhabitants and ensuring there is less competition for the LLDC’s own housing
development partners.

BUJ Architects letter
dated 8 January 2014 and
accompanying Peter
Stewart Consultancy
Report dated July 2012,
and Stephen Levrant
Heritage Architecture
Report dated February
2014 on behalf of the
owners of the McGrath
site.

• The area around Hepscott Road possesses no special architectural or historic interest, 5.1, 5.2, 6.1 to 6.5, 8.2 to 8.16
the character of which is desirable to preserve or enhance; it is of little quality and lack and Appendix 4
cohesion, and it fragments and lacks a sense of place particularly south of White Post
Lane.
• The inclusion of the area around Hepscott Road would devalue of the concept of 5.1, 5.2, 6.1 to 6.5, 8.2 to 8.16
and Appendix 4
conservation, contrary to the National Planning Policy Framework
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• The proposed extension would serve to dilute the genuine character of Fish Island 5.1, 5.2, 6.1 to 6.5, 8.2 to 8.16
Conservation Area with the inclusion of a fragmented area that has completely lost its and Appendix 4
historic cohesiveness. The cluster of late 19th century and early 20th century factory
buildings within Fish Island Conservation Area give the streets around Stour Road and
Dace Road a strong identity missing in the proposed extension
• Despite Everett House, the former Clarnico Works (Queens Yard), 92 White Post Lane, 5.1, 5.2, 6.1 to 6.5, 8.2 to 8.16
McGrath House and the Lord Napier Public House possessing some historic and and Appendix 4
architectural interest, the damage/change to the general urban fabric and buildings is
such that neither the buildings nor the area they are within possess significance worthy
of designation.

BNP Paribas Letter dated
8 January 2014 on behalf
of the owners of land at
47-51 Dace Road (working
in collaboration with
other landowners of the
Former Warehouse Breem
Street site).

• There is limited information on why the buildings along White Post Lane and Hepscott 5.1, 5.2, 6.1 to 6.5, 8.2 to 8.16
Road or the Lea Navigation and Hertford Union Canal are considered to have special and Appendix 4
historic and architectural interest.
• The site does not possess any special architectural or historic interest to warrant 5.1 to 5.5, 6.1 to 6.5, 8.2 to
8.16 and Appendix 4
Conservation Area designation.
• The Former Warehouse Breem Street comprises relatively sub-standard commercial 8.17 to 8.22
buildings which are of no historic or architectural interest and a vast area which is used
for servicing and car parking. As the site is not identified as having a special interest, it
does not meet the test set out in section 69 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and

Conservation Areas) Act 1990 and should not be included within the designation.
• As part of the site falls within the existing conservation area is adjacent to Old Ford Lock 8.17 to 8.22
and several buildings of local interest within the area, the need to have regard to the
setting of the existing conservation area already provides adequate protection.
• The special interest referred to in the Fish Island Conservation Area Appraisal is 5.2, 5.4, 6.3-6.5 and 8.2 to 8.16
contradicted by the area’s predominantly historic residential rather than industrial
character.
• The Forman’s site contains some trees that are already protected by a TPO and these do 8.17 to 8.22
not require further protection through conservation area designation.
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• The site was excluded from the boundary of the 2009 Fish Island Conservation Area and 5.1, 5.2, 6.1 to 6.5, 8.2 to 8.16
no additional information supports inclusion of the site. While the area has a long history and Appendix 4
of industrial activity, particularly with the creation of the Hertford Union Canal and the
arrival of the railways, this does not generate grounds for including the site.

Lance Forman (owner of
H. Forman & Son on Stour
Road and Former
Warehouse Breen Street
site) emails dated 8
January 2014 and 19
February 2014.

• Despite being one of the most prominent buildings in the area, in its distinctive salmon 8.3, 8.5 and 8.17 to 8.22
pink colour, the detailed Conservation Area Appraisal entirely fails to even mention
Forman’s business or property despite the building and the large derelict adjacent yard
being within the Conservation Area extension.
• The Conservation Area will be a policy of stagnation rather than regeneration.

5.1 to 5.6 and 8.31 to 8.33

• The special character of the Forman’s site is dominated by the Olympic Stadium and park 8.17 to 8.22
rather than the Conservation Area.
• The Conservation Area Appraisal and draft Management Guidelines for Fish Island and 6.1 to 6.5
Hackney Wick South do not mention the premises of H Foreman & Son.
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• The Conservation Area Appraisal fails to distinguish the existing Conservation Areas from 6.1 to 6.5
the proposed new Conservation Areas.
• The Conservation Area Appraisal fails to make clear that almost all references to existing 8.17 to 8.22
physical heritage are to buildings within the existing Fish Island Conservation Area and
north of the Hertford Union Canal, and almost none are in the proposed extension of the
Conservation Area in Fish Island and none at all are in the Forman’s site.
• The objector does not believe that his development site (to the south of his current 8.17 to 8.22
premises) should be included within the conservation area boundary because of its lack
of historic or architectural interest, as defined by English Heritage’s Understanding Place:
Conservation Area, Designation and Appraisal.
• Objects to the extent to which the area’s history of ‘printing ink, rubber, dry cleaning, 6.3 and 6.4
confectionary and plastics’ can be considered to be of special historic significance given
that they were plain noxious industries of the worst kind that the contaminated land
bears witness to.

• Object to the suggestion that the area has a historic association with creative industries 6.6
and claim that artists’ studios did not develop in the area until around 2000 and not
since 1980. State that the existing creative industries/artist studios are almost entirely
within the existing Hackney Wick and Fish Island Conservation Areas or the area north of
Hertford Union Canal and almost none are located in the proposed extension of the
conservation area in Fish Island and none at all are location in the Forman’s site which
makes up a large part of the proposed extension.
• There is absolutely nothing of architectural or historic interest in Forman’s site and there 8.17 to 8.22
are no elements of architectural or historical interest even abutting Forman’s site.
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• As the Forman’s site is devoid of architectural and historic interest because it is vacant 8.17 to 8.22
with no street pattern, its inclusion within the Conservation Area devalues the areas that
truly merit Conservation Area designation.
• The Conservation Area Appraisal effectively switches what appeared to be a site for 5.1 to 5.6, 8.27 to 8.30 and
perhaps relaxing planning constraints for some greater good into being a planners 8.31 to 8.33
opportunity to foist on the site extra planning constraints.
• A height limit of 4 storeys will be imposed on the Forman’s site.

8.31

• There may be a case for extending the Conservation Area south from the current 6.1 to 6.5 and 8.17 to 8.22
Hackney Wick Conservation Area to the Hertford Union Canal but to go beyond this is
tenuous to the extreme and certainly not based on robust and credible argument.

CMA Planning letters
dated 8 January 2014 on
behalf of the owner of
Vittoria Wharf.

• There is a general objection that the extended conservation area does not possess the 5.1, 5.2, 6.1 to 6.5, 8.2 to 8.16
and Appendix 4
quality or special interest of the original conservation area.
• Stour Space does not match the quality of the rest of the Fish Island Conservation Area
and is not considered to possess the special architectural or historic interest required.
• The Legacy Communities scheme proposes a new bridge (H16) that cuts through the
southern half of the Vittoria Wharf building.
• The existing conservation areas were declared only recently. The objector is not aware
what has changed since to “reach a different conclusion.”
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• The detail of the demarcation of the local listing of Central Books and Rubber Works
complex and that of the building of townscape merit at the corner of Wallis and
Berkshire Roads is questioned and the townscape merit status of the latter seen as in
appropriate.
• The proposed Conservation Area extensions would devalue the concept of conservation
contrary to the paragraph 127 of the National Planning Policy Framework.
CMA Planning letter dated
21 February 2014 and
accompany Ray Rogers
Heritage and Urban
Design Report dated
February 2014 on behalf
of the owner of 75-89
Wallis Road.

• The building at the corner of Wallis Road and Berkshire Road does not possess sufficient
historic or architectural interest to be identified as a Building of Townscape Merit and its
designation will frustrate future regeneration proposals.

E.M. Pick Planning letter
dated 20 February 2014

• The reasons for extending the conservation area are not sufficiently coherent.

5.1, 5.2, 6.1 to 6.5, 8.2 to 8.16
and Appendix 4

on behalf of the owners of
Pall Mall (86 Wallis Road).

• The designation would cause severe economic harm in frustrating future regeneration 8.31 to 8.33
proposals.
• Disagree with the identification of 88 Wallis Road as being of townscape merit and 6.2 and 6.5
consider its designation to devalue the concept of conservation.

L & Q Housing Trust letter
dated 21 February with
interest in the site
referred to as Former
Warehouse Breem Street.

• The extension of the conservation area creates uncertainty for future investment; may 5.5 and 8.31 to 8.33
unnecessarily fetter the development potential of a number of sites; and dissuade
investors from committing to much needed regeneration
• The inclusion of a number of open areas and buildings of very poor quality within the 4.1 to 4.6 and 6.1 to 6.4
proposed boundary is contrary to the National Planning Policy Framework
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• Protection is already offered to the area by planning policies which require development 5.6
to protect or enhance the setting of existing conservation areas.
• Designation would directly impact on development capacity of sites and the 5.5 and 8.31 to 8.33
achievement of other policy objectives such as affordable housing and the provision of
employment space.
Nathaniel
Lichfield/Bluecroft – dated
21 February
On behalf of land at
Queens Yard.

• The appraisal does not provide an objective analysis of the area and in particular the 5.1, 5.2, 6.1 to 6.5, 8.2 to 8.16
relative merits of individual sub-areas in accordance with English Heritage guidance. It and Appendix 4
does not adequately discriminate between the area’s attributes and deficiencies or those
detracting features that present opportunities for redevelopment and enhancement.
• There is insufficient justification for extending the conservation area north of the 5.1, 5.2, 6.1 to 6.5, 8.2 to 8.16,
Hertford Union Canal and the majority of the buildings are low-rise, low-grade industrial 8.23 to 8.26 and Appendix 4
buildings.
• The introduction of conservation area status merely adds another constraint to 5.5 and 8.31 to 8.33
regeneration and would inhibit the delivery of the LLDC’s wider vision and objectives for

the area.
• The Conservation Area Appraisal does not provide any meaningful analysis or 5.1, 5.2, 6.1 to 6.5, 8.2 to 8.16
justification for the suggested extension and does not discuss the reasoning and Appendix 4
underpinning the suggested new boundary.
• The majority of the buildings that would be included within the enlarged conservation 5.1, 5.2, 6.1 to 6.5, 8.2 to 8.16
area do not fulfil the 12 considerations contained within English Heritage guidance for and Appendix 4
elements that may contribute to the area’s special interest.
• There is no evidence to support 14 Queens Yard being designated a Building of 6.1 to 6.5
Townscape Merit.
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• Agree that 9 Queens Yard justifies designation as a Building of Townscape Merit.

6.1 to 6.5

Manchester Square
Enterprises letter dated
30 January 2014 on behalf
of the owner of 90 White
Post Lane.
Toga Plant Hire email
dated 18 December 2013.

• Support the grounds for objection set out by Lance Forman.

See above

Tony Price email dated 8
January 2014.

• The plans to extend the Conservation Areas will only benefit the Olympic Park, and not 5.1 to 5.6 and 8.31 to 8.33
allow Fish Island, to regenerate.

Montagu Evans letter
dated 18 December 2013,
report dated January 2014

• Fully support and embrace the existing Conservation Area boundaries but strongly object 5.1, 5.2, 6.1 to 6.5, 8.2 to 8.16,
8.23 to 8.26 and Appendix 4
to the proposed extensions;

• The proposed extension plans are a significant deviation from the local area plan 5.1 to 5.6 and 8.31 to 8.33
currently in place.
• While agree that the canal frontages should be preserved where possible, believe that 5.1, 5.2, 6.1 to 6.5, 8.2 to 8.16,
there is an over extension, particularly the inclusion of the buildings between White Post 8.23 to 8.26 and Appendix 4
Lane and the over ground line, and the buildings forming and adjoining McGraths yard.
The properties within the Hamlet Industrial Estate have no historic significance

and letter dated 21
February 2014 on behalf
of The Anderson Group,
owners of land within the
Fish Island Conservation
Area and outside the
proposed Conservation
Area boundary extension
on Roach Road.

• While recognising the LLDC’s aim to encourage heritage led regeneration, the extension 5.1 to 5.6 and 8.31 to 8.33
of the Conservation Areas would lead to inappropriate designation and would stifle
development interests in the area;
• The proposed extensions are unnecessary to achieve the strategic and supported 5.1 to 5.6
heritage led objectives. Such objectives can be achieved by other Draft Management
Policies as already exist in the Fish Island Area Plan.
• The proposal contradicts paragraph 127 of the National Planning Policy Framework.
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4.1 to 4.6, 5.1 to 5.6 and 6.1 to
6.4
• While there a small number of buildings with some heritage interest, namely that of the 8.17 and 8.22
former Clarnico Works, the immediate setting of the existing [Fish Island] Conservation
Area does not require protection under the additional controls that result from
designation. The setting of the Fish Island Conservation is sufficiently protected by
national policy and policies in the development plan. National Policy with regard to nondesignated heritage assets ensures their protection;
• The proposed extension of the Hackney Wick Conservation Area would increase the size 5.2, 5.4 and 6.1 to 6.5
of the existing designation to incorporate late twentieth century buildings of no historic
interest and would dilute the special interest of the area;
• A critical review of the proposed extension to include areas to the north [of the Fish 4.5, 5.1, 5.2, 6.1 to 6.4 and 8.2
Island Conservation Area] reveals that his has paid little regard to the integrity and to 8.16 and Appendix 4
quality of the built environment. The proposed addition of a much wider area of low
grade, mixed twentieth century development is not of special architectural or historic
interest.
• The proposed extension would erode the character of the [Fish Island] Conservation 4.5, 5.1, 5.2, 6.1 to 6.4 and 8.2
to 8.16 and Appendix 4
Area.

Austin Mackie Associates

• Consider that the adopted development plan framework affords an appropriate level of 4.1 to 4.6, 5.1 to 5.6, 6.1 to
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email dated 8 January
2014 on behalf of
Neptune Group, owners of
Neptune Wharf (located
outside the existing or
proposed Conservation
Area boundary
extensions).

• Wholly unconvinced that the areas put forward meet the tests set out in policy and
guidance in terms of the character that they should posses.

East End Waterway
Group.

• It is requested that Stour Space and the building now known as Vittoria Wharf are locally 5.1, 6.5 and 8.17 to 8.22
listed.

guidance on the future form of development, such that an additional layer of control 6.4, 8.2 to 8.16 and Appendix 4
through an inappropriate conservation area is designation is unwarranted.

• The outlying areas within the Fish Island Conservation Area do not possess the same
character or quality of buildings or spaces, buildings and open spaces are of limited
significance, they are fragmented, indeed disparate, and do not justify an area based
heritage designation. The area proposed for extension does not meet the test required
in terms of possessing a special architectural and historic interest.

• The extended conservation area should not be named Fish Island & Hackney Wick South 7.2
because the Hackney Wick element is an unofficial preference and should instead be
named ‘White Post Lane’ or the whole extended are named ‘Old Ford’.

