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•••• Blackhorse Action Group •••• 

 
Present: 
 

 
Helen O’Brien – Blackhorse Action Group 
Michael Leigh 
Nuria Rodriguez 
Irina Hoss 
Peter Harms 
 
Jeremy Randall – DP9 
Harry Hudson - Green Issues Communications 
 

Venue: 
 

159 Edward Rd, Walthamstow E17 6PA  

Date & Time: 20 November 2007 at 7.30pm 

 

 

Note of a Meeting 
 
JR explained the background to the London Wide Initiative, which had GLA backing in 
delivering key worker and affordable housing in London.  JR confirmed it would be 
delivered as it will be set out in the legal agreement. 
 
BAG asked about asbestos on the site.  JR said that a full range of technical reports 
would be produced, a number of which were handed over at the meeting.  He talked the 
members through some slides of the site which had been produced by HTA architects.  
BAG asked if they could have electronic copies of the slides, and copies of further 
reports as they became available.  BAG asked what the total area of the site was.  JR 
said that it was about 1.6 ha but would confirm later.  (The site totals 1.67 ha).   
 
JR talked about the Interim Planning Policy Guidance for Blackhorse Lane in the 
context of the Blackhorse Road proposal.   BAG said that the public consultation on the 
IPPG had been inadequate and felt the Blackhorse Road site had been ‘slipped in’.  It 
had not been referred to in the text in any detail.  BAG confirmed that the proposal for 
the new school had been cancelled.   
 
JR said that the architects designing proposals for the Blackhorse Road site were being 
guided by the principles set out in the Planning and Design Brief.  BAG said that the 
railway acted as a barrier and what happened the other side was removed from the rail 
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depot site.  BAG asked if the proposal was for houses only and said that people were 
excited about the development, but noted LBWF had a poor record for its vision and its 
consultation procedures were poor.  BAG noted that the area is strongly residential with 
a high proportion of professional people but it lacks amenities, and the library had 
recently closed.  Residents are worried about what is proposed for the site.  BAG noted 
Blackhorse Road is congested and the Victoria Line could not take a significant 
increase in passengers.   
 
BAG noted local residents are looking for a sensitive scheme.  BAG felt that if the 
scheme is purely residential and high density, it would cause problems.  JR said that it 
was not intended that the scheme would provide social facilities.  BAG felt this showed 
a lack of joined up thinking, as the council had said the development should be mixed 
use, which would provide local jobs and reduce the need for commuting.  JR said that 
the IPPG looks for mixed use generally around the station hub, but this site is proposed 
to be wholly residential. 
 
JR said that the site can accommodate higher densities as it is close to transport 
modes. BAG said that people want to get involved in a constructive fashion.  The ward 
councillors were on their side and they knew that feelings might run high.  It would be 
the rest of the council who would decide but they did not know the area.  BAG felt the 
transport impact would be the main problem, and adding more housing could create 
more problems.  A development could be fantastic in an ideal world, with an overpass 
over the railway (there was already an underpass).  
 
JR confirmed that housing is proposed.  JR said that the architects are working on a 
stepped approach, with low rise on the east part of the site leading to a landmark 
building at the western end.  There would also be terraced housing to mirror the 
residential area.  JR commented that the precise number of units had not yet been 
determined but there would be a few hundred units.  Bulk and massing studies were 
currently being undertaken.  JR stated that the architects are considering 15 plus stories 
for the landmark building. JR noted that the GLA are encouraging the architects to 
maximise the site’s potential.   
 
JR confirmed the applicant would be undertaking transport testing and preparing a great 
deal of information for submission with the planning application, which would go to the 
local planning authority but be referable to the GLA as a major application.  A wide 
range of statutory consultees would also be consulted, and matters such as ecology 
would be taken into account.  The impact of the development would be assessed and 
the proposal would also be scrutinised by bodies like CABE, TfL and the GLA.  The 
documents would be publicly available once the planning application was submitted, 
and copies could be sent to BAG. 
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BAG said that access was a problem, as the exit from the old Warner estate leads on to 
a tight corner.  This would have a huge impact.  JR said that transport consultants were 
looking at a one-way loop, and they had also had discussions with TfL.  There would be 
a low car-parking standard, probably lower than 0.5 spaces per unit (the IPPG 
guidelines state up to 0.9 spaces as a maximum).  BAG commented that they would 
want to see a low level of car parking.  
 
JR noted that the approximate affordable housing mix would be one-third private for 
sale, one-third affordable and one-third London Wide Initiative.  BAG asked what 
percentage would be family units.  JR said it would probably be between 15 and 20 
percent.  There was no guidance in the UDP as to what the amount should be, so this 
was being debated with the local planning authority and the GLA to determine what 
would be appropriate.  BAG thought that figure was low and felt that the Council is a 
‘soft touch’ for developers.  JR said that the driver for this scheme is the LWI, which 
provides more affordable units.  BAG felt that it would not be possible to get meaningful 
affordable provision unless there is adequate provision for families.  JR outlined the 
present powers of the Mayor of London.  There was some discussion on the powers of 
the Mayor of London to refuse or approve planning applications.  JR said that the 
Mayor’s powers were being enhanced from next April. 
 
BAG asked if the consortium were aware of the council’s plans for regional parks using 
the area’s water assets.  JR confirmed that they were.  BAG said that the UDP referred 
to design as having to be sensitive to existing housing.  They asked how 15 storey 
buildings could be sensitive.  JR said that a stepped approach was being considered.  
BAG said that the block would be visible from residents’ gardens.  There would be a lot 
of people living there.  They asked if the underpass could be made a safe thoroughfare.  
JR said that TfL had said the site is highly accessible, but the architects are looking at 
pedestrian linkages, as the majority of units would be furthest from the station.  BAG 
noted that they had resisted a telecoms mast on a nearby site as it would have been an 
eyesore.    
 
BAG felt that CABE would not be sympathetic to a suburban area, as the organisation is 
dominated by architects.  The site was on the edge of a reservoir and a SSSI, which 
was considered one of the largest heronries in Europe.   BAG queried whether flight 
paths and flood risk had been considered.  JR said that a full flood risk assessment 
would be submitted with the planning application and that the site would include a 
sustainable urban drainage system.  BAG pointed out that in the recent heavy rains, the 
drains had been unable to cope and the streets and pavements had been under water.  
JR noted that discussions were taking place with the Environment Agency.  
 
BAG asked about the amount of green space. They were concerned that residents of 
Hawarden Road would be looking at brick walls.  They asked about the maximum 
number of units planned.  JR said that this would be based on the UDP and IPPF 
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document, which provide for between 450-750 habitable rooms per hectare.  BAG 
commented that they were frustrated by the Mayor’s approach and did not want the 
density of the site maximised.  They wanted to see high-quality design. 
 
JR said that a Traffic Impact Assessment would be carried out when the scheme was 
fixed and a copy could be provided to BAG.  BAG asked about the underpass.  It was 
thought to be blocked at present, and that it contained an electricity substation.   JR 
confirmed that the Section 106 funding might be available to reinstate the link but noted 
it is outside the consortium’s land ownership.  
 
BAG asked about proposals for sustainability on the site.  JR said that the architects are 
targetting Code level 3 of the Code for Sustainable Homes which is equivalent to Eco 
Homes very good.  BAG noted that on other sites LWI are achieving excellent. JR said 
that the consortium is aiming to achieve higher than level 3, and said that the 
parameters had recently changed.  BAG said that level 3 was a statutory requirement.  
BAG said that many measures could be incorporated at the design stage which are not 
expensive.   They asked what the architects were considering in terms of sustainability 
and energy efficiency.  JR said that details could be provided later.   
 
BAG noted comments made by local residents at a recent meeting about what they 
wanted to see on the site:   
 

• a sustainable community 

• affordable and key worker housing 

• cycle and walk ways 

• development integrated into the existing community  

• green, not urban 

• a community hall 

• provision for leisure activities and facilities for the hire of bikes 

• local jobs created 

• workshops (particularly craft) or live/work units   

• development should be of 2-3 storeys 

• 3-6 bedroom family houses 

• not gated 

• plenty of trees.   
 
BAG were also concerned about the proposed one-way route through the development.  
People should be encouraged to walk or cycle and not use cars.  They asked if 
HomeZones were being considered.  They also saw this as a landmark development for 
London, which should link in with existing communities, parks and transport.  BAG 
reiterated that the consortium should take account of the traffic problems in the area, 
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where the North Circular Road and Lea Valley Road backed up if there were any 
problems. 
 
BAG repeated that their priority was no high density or high-rise buildings, and there 
needed to be amenities as the existing amenities could not support the present 
population.    JR said that the Section 106 Agreement would mitigate the impact of the 
development and there would be a range of contributions to cover matters such as 
health, education and transport improvements.  JR confirmed that these proposals are 
being discussed with Ian Ansell at the Council. 
 
HJH gave details of the public consultation that would be taking place in December, 
when the initial proposals for the site would be put on display for discussion and 
feedback.  The venue would be Stoneydown Park Primary School.  Letters would be 
sent to local residents and an advertisement placed in the Waltham Forest Magazine. 
BAG asked if Coppermill Primary School could be used, as the site was within its 
catchment area.  HJH undertook to investigate with the Council the possibility of 
switching the venue.  (Note: After contacting the Council, Coppermill Primary School 
was not in fact available for the dates chosen.) 
 
It was agreed to meet in the new year to present more detailed proposals. 
 
BAG suggested other members of the consultant team attend. 
 
It was agreed an architect should attend the next meeting.  
 
             

   


