
 (by email) 
Our reference:  MGLA050325-1425 

28 March 2025 

Dear 

Thank you for your request for information which the Greater London Authority (GLA) received 
on 5 March 2025. Your request has been considered under the Environmental Information 
Regulations (EIR) 2004.  

You requested: 

any internal emails, file notes and meeting notes, and any external correspondence  
with the applicant (St George Central London Limited), the London Borough of  
Hammersmith and Fulham, and Transport for London from between 1 January 2011 
and 23 December 2011 (inclusive) relating to the level of parking to be provided  
within the development at Fulham Reach the subject of planning application /  
planning permission 2011/00407/COMB. 

Our response to your request is as follows: 

Please find attached the information that the GLA holds within the scope of your request. 

Information that is unrelated to your request has been redacted and some names of members 
of staff are exempt from disclosure under Regulation 13 (Personal information) of the EIR. 
Information that identifies specific employees constitutes as personal data which is defined by 
Article 4(1) of the General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) to mean any information 
relating to an identified or identifiable living individual. It is considered that disclosure of this 
information would contravene the first data protection principle under Article 5(1) of GDPR 
which states that Personal data must be processed lawfully, fairly and in a transparent manner 
in relation to the data subject. 

If you have any further questions relating to this matter, please contact me, quoting the 
reference MGLA050325-1425. 

Yours sincerely 

Information Governance Officer 



 

 

If you are unhappy with the way the GLA has handled your request, you may complain using the 
GLA’s FOI complaints and internal review procedure, available at: 
https://www.london.gov.uk/about-us/governance-and-spending/sharing-our-
information/freedom-information  
 

https://www.london.gov.uk/about-us/governance-and-spending/sharing-our-information/freedom-information
https://www.london.gov.uk/about-us/governance-and-spending/sharing-our-information/freedom-information
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From:  < lbhf.gov.uk>
Sent: 16 May 2011 16:22
To:
Subject: Fulham Reach progress

Hi 

Car parking is proposed to be reduced to 450 spaces.  Some reduction is necessitated by Thames tunnel 
taking area, some of it might be voluntary.  This will be interesting with our Members, as there is a feeling in 
the area that car parking provision is a good thing.  To ensure that the divide and conquer approach does 
not take place, our highways bloke is getting touch with  to arrange a time to catch up on 
respective concerns.  I'll try to head along also - are you interested?  I warned St George some time back 
that we would need some modelling undertaken to at least detail queues at the immediate junctions.  Our 
highways block and your stage 1 have supported this and set out the need for further modelling.  I'm sure 
that they knew this, and were stalling for time with their original submission. 
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Kind regards, 

 
Planning Regeneration Officer 
Planning Division, Environment Services Dept. 
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From:  < stgeorgecl.com>
Sent: 10 August 2011 12:09
To:
Cc: bartonwillmore.co.uk; 

lbhf.gov.uk
Subject: RE: Fulham Reach - Scenario Modelling
Attachments: image001.gif

You will recall that the scheme proposed in Option 1 accommodated more prime floor space, 6 additional 
homes as well as a greater number of car parking spaces which have all been eroded during the life of the 
application and as such is no longer a realistic option to be reviewed. 

Regards 

 MRTPI 
Land Director 

St George Central London Limited 
St George House | 17 - 19 Imperial Road | Fulham | SW6 2AN 

www.stgeorgeplc.com 

Think before you print. Save energy and paper. Do you really need to print this email?   
Can you print it double sided?   

This email including attachments is confidential, may be covered by legal professional  privilege 
and is intended for the addressee only. If you are not the intended recipient you  are prohibited 
from printing, copying or distributing it. If you have received this email in error, please notify the 
sender immediately by email, fax or by telephone and delete this 
email from your system. Thank you. 

Registered Office: Berkeley House, 19 Portsmouth Road, Cobham, Surrey, KT111JG. 
Registered in England and Wales Number 4062420 

paulrobinson3
Highlight



FULHAM REACH SCENARIO MODELLING

09/08/2011

OPTION 1 2 3A 3B 4A 4B 5A 5B 6A 6B 7A 7B
Affordable Breakdown 75 AR, 225 DMS 298 DMS 212 DMS 130 DMS 185 DMS 125 DMS 165 DMS 117 DMS 80 AR, 54 DMS 48 AR, 32 DMS 76 AR, 51 DMS 45 AR, 30 DMS
Affordable Percentage 40% 40% 28.50% 17.47% 24.87% 16.80% 22.18% 15.73% 18.01% 10.75% 17.07% 10.08%

8,223,513 8,223,510 
Car parking revenue 5,578,225 4,754,063 5,010,000 5,256,094 5,088,750 5,265,938 5,147,813 5,295,469 5,482,500 5,541,563 5,492,344 5,551,406 

438,122,682 453,295,640 

Land cost 88,210,000 88,210,000 88,210,000 88,210,000 88,210,000 88,210,000 88,210,000 88,210,000 88,210,000 88,210,000 88,210,000 88,210,000 

16.81% 17.02%

Option 1

GLA Scenario Modelling August 2011



FULHAM REACH SCENARIO MODELLING

10/08/2011

OPTION 1 2 3A 3B 4A 4B 5A 5B 6A 6B 7A 7B 8
Affordable Breakdown 75 AR, 225 DMS 298 DMS 212 DMS 130 DMS 185 DMS 125 DMS 165 DMS 117 DMS 80 AR, 54 DMS 48 AR, 32 DMS 76 AR, 51 DMS 45 AR, 30 DMS 186 DMS
Affordable Percentage 40% 40% 28.50% 17.47% 24.87% 16.80% 22.18% 15.73% 18.01% 10.75% 17.07% 10.08% 25%
PD

8,223,510 8,223,513 
Car parking revenue 5,578,225 4,754,063 5,010,000 5,256,094 5,088,750 5,265,938 5,147,813 5,295,469 5,482,500 5,541,563 5,492,344 5,551,406 5,088,750 
Ground rents 2,093,000 3,415,385 3,433,846 3,433,846 3,433,846 3,433,846 3,433,846 3,433,846 3,064,615 3,212,308 3,083,077 3,216,923 3,415,385 

4 744 744

GLA Scenario Modelling August 2011
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From:   < stgeorgecl.com>
Sent: 20 September 2011 16:39
To:  
Cc:  
Subject: Fulham Reach - GLA Scenario Model
Attachments: Option Comparison issued to GLA 200911.pdf; image001.gif

Good afternoon  

 
 

 

Please see the attached schedule which shows the result of this requested scenario. 

I hope you find this helpful however should you require any further clarification, please let me know. 

Kind regards 

  MRICS 
Land Manager 



FULHAM REACH SCENARIO MODELLING

20/09/2011

OPTION GLA Requested
Affordable Breakdown 149 DMS
Affordable Percentage 20.03%

Car parking revenue 5,197,031 
 

Option Comparison issued to GLA 200911.xls



1  

LOG SHEET FOR SCOPING AND INITIAL PRE-PLANNING APPLICATION 
MEETING REQUESTS 

The proposal (for completion by admin) 
 

Meeting type: Scoping  
 

PDU Case No: 1366c PDD Case No: 15037 
 

Name of site: Fulham Reach  
 

Site address: Hammersmith Embankment Chancellors Road 
  
  

 

Post code:   
 

LPA: Hammersmith and Fulham  
 

Description of  
Proposal: 

Scoping opinion for the redevelopment of the site for up to 750 
residential units, 4,200 square metres of commercial floorspace (use 
classes A1-A5, D1 and D2), landscaped open space and associated 
car parking (Revised Description) 
 

Anticipated referral category:  
Date received by 
GLA: 

14/01/2011 Estimated meeting 
deadline: 

 

 

Documents 
submitted: 

 request form 
  payment 
 site plan 
 outline key planning issues 

or draft planning statement 
 draft Transport issues 
 draft EIA 

 outline Sustainability issues 
(including Energy) 

  outline design statement 
  outline access statement 
 

   other:……………………………………………………………………… 
………………………………………………………………………………….  

Agent:   
 

Name of contact:   
 

Tel no:   
 

FOR PDU ADMIN USE ONLY 
 Waiver costs   Form completed 
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planning report PDU/1366c/01 

  20 April 2011 

Fulham Reach 
in the London Borough of Hammersmith & Fulham 

planning application no. 2011/00407/COMB 

Strategic planning application stage 1 referral (new powers) 

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

The proposal 

Hybrid planning application (part outline/part detailed) for the mixed-use redevelopment of the 
site to provide 750 residential units, 4,122 sq.m. commercial floorspace, 369 sq.m. boat storage 
facility and ancillary boat club facilities, together with parking, public realm and access. 

The applicant 

The applicant is St George (Central London) Ltd and the architect is John Thompson 
Architects. 

Strategic issues 

Whilst the principle of the housing-led redevelopment of this site is supported, there are serious 
outstanding issues regarding housing, children’s play space, urban design, inclusive design, 
climate change, River Thames and transport that need to be addressed before the application 
can be considered acceptable in strategic planning terms. 

Recommendation 

That Hammersmith & Fulham Council be advised that the application does not comply with the 
London Plan, for the reasons set out in paragraph 120 of this report; but that the possible 
remedies set out in paragraph 122 of this report could address these deficiencies. 

Context 

1 On 10 March 2011 the Mayor of London received documents from Hammersmith & Fulham 
Council notifying him of a planning application of potential strategic importance to develop the above 
site for the above uses. Under the provisions of The Town & Country Planning (Mayor of London) Order 
2008 the Mayor has until 20 April 2011 to provide the Council with a statement setting out whether he 
considers that the application complies with the London Plan, and his reasons for taking that view. The 
Mayor may also provide other comments. This report sets out information for the Mayor’s use in 
deciding what decision to make. 

2 The application is referable under the following Categories of the Schedule to the Order 2008: 

paulrobinson3
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• 1A: “Development which comprises or includes the provision of more than 150 houses, flats, or
houses and flats”. 

• 1B: “Development (other than development which only comprises the provision of houses,
flats, or houses and flats) which comprises or includes the erection of a building or buildings 
outside Central London and with a total floorspace of more than 15,000 square metres”. 

• 1C: “Development which comprises or includes the erection of a building more than 25 metres
high and is adjacent to the River Thames”. 

3 Once Hammersmith & Fulham Council has resolved to determine the application, it is required to 
refer it back to the Mayor for his decision as to whether to direct refusal; take it over for his own 
determination; or allow the Council to determine it itself. 

4 The environmental information for the purposes of the Town and Country Planning 
(Environmental Impact Assessment) (England and Wales) Regulations 1999 has been taken into account 
in the consideration of this case. 

5 The Mayor of London’s statement on this case will be made available on the GLA website 
www.london.gov.uk. 

Site description 

6 The site is located on the Thames River frontage, approximately 400 metres south of 
Hammersmith town centre, and in close proximity to Hammersmith Bridge. The site is bounded to the 
north by Chancellor’s Road and residential streets and a Thames Water pumping station, to the east by 
Distillery Road, to the south by office buildings, and to the west by the River Thames.  

7 The nearest part of the Strategic Road Network is A219 Fulham Palace Road, which is located 
approximately 200 metres north-east of the site. The nearest road on the Transport for London Road 
Network is the A4 (Hammersmith Flyover), which is approximately 400 metres north of the site and can 
be accessed from the Hammersmith gyratory, with no direct access from Fulham Palace Road. 

8 There are four bus routes (190, 211, 295 and 220) and two night buses (N11 and N97) serving 
the local bus stops on Fulham Palace Road. A large number of other bus routes are also within walking 
distance in Hammersmith town centre. The site is within walking distance of both Hammersmith 
Underground Stations providing access to four lines (Hammersmith & City, Circle, Piccadilly and District 
lines). The site has an excellent public transport accessibility level of 6a, on a scale of one to six, where 
six is the highest.  

Details of the proposal 

9 St George (Central London) Ltd is seeking planning permission for a hybrid application for the 
redevelopment of the site to provide 750 residential units, 4,122 sq.m. of commercial floorspace, a 369 
sq.m. boat storage facility with ancillary boat club, together with parking, public realm, and access. The 
application is part detailed and part outline. Outline planning permission is being sought for the layout, 
access and scale of all of the buildings on the application site. The outline proposal is for 750 homes and 
comprises eight blocks arranged in five main elements ranging in height from three to nine-storeys. The 
detailed application is seeking planning permission for 186 homes within the overall masterplan, and 
1,880 sq.m. of the total commercial floorspace. The detailed application comprises a nine-storey block 
adjacent to the river, and encompasses the river walkway for the entire site. 
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Case history 

10 The site was the subject of a planning application in 2007 for a mixed-use, office-led scheme, 
which included an element of housing. In February 2007 the proposal was considered broadly acceptable 
by the Mayor (ref PDU/1366a/01).  

11 The scheme considered here was subject to formal pre planning application discussions with GLA 
officers prior to its submission, notably on 13 January 2011, 26 January 2011, and 21 February 2011. 

Strategic planning issues and relevant policies and guidance 

12 The relevant issues and corresponding policies are as follows: 

• Mix of uses London Plan 
• Housing London Plan; PPS3; Housing SPG; Providing for Children and Young 

People’s Play and Informal Recreation SPG, Housing Strategy; Interim 
Housing SPG; Housing SPG EiP draft 

• Affordable housing London Plan; PPS3; Housing SPG, Housing Strategy; Interim Housing
SPG; Housing SPG EiP draft 

• Density London Plan; PPS3; Housing SPG; Interim Housing SPG; Housing SPG 
EiP draft 

• Urban design London Plan; PPS1 
• Access London Plan; PPS1; Accessible London: achieving an inclusive 

environment SPG; Planning and Access for Disabled People: a good 
practice guide (ODPM) 

• Sustainable development London Plan; PPS1, PPS1 supplement; PPS3; PPG13; PPS22; draft PPS
Planning for a Low Carbon Future in a Changing Climate; the Mayor’s 
Energy Strategy; Mayor’s draft Climate Change Mitigation and 
Adaptation Strategies; Mayor’s draft Water Strategy; Sustainable 
Design and Construction SPG 

• River Thames London Plan; Mayor’s draft Water Strategy; PPS25, RPG3B 
• Transport London Plan; the Mayor’s Transport Strategy; PPG13 
• Parking London Plan; the Mayor’s Transport Strategy; PPG13 

13 For the purposes of Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, the 
development plan in force for the area is the 2003 Hammersmith & Fulham Unitary Development Plan 
and the London Plan (Consolidated with Alterations since 2004).   

14 The draft replacement London Plan, published in October 2009 for consultation, and the 
Council’s submission stage Core Strategy, are also relevant material considerations:  

Principle of redevelopment 

15 The site is located close to Hammersmith town centre, which is designated a Major Centre in 
the London Plan. The site was designated in the Council’s 2003 Unitary Development Plan as an 
employment site, and this designation was originally maintained in the Council’s Issues and Options 
draft Core Strategy LDD. However, the Council has subsequently amended its policy position for this 
site and in the Proposed Submission Core Strategy LDD it is identified for housing with small scale 
leisure uses and local facilities for residents.  

16 The applicant is proposing a residential-led scheme, supported by mixed-use development at 
ground floor. The scheme includes 750 residential units, and 4,122 sq.m. of commercial use.  
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17 Given that the site is located outside of the Hammersmith town centre boundary, and in light 
of the Council’s emerging policy position, the proposal for a residential-led redevelopment is 
acceptable.  

18 The proposals include commercial floorspace at ground floor, primarily located along the main 
central spine and at the river edge. London Plan Policy 3D.1 seeks to target such uses within town 
centres. The applicant has stated that this element of the proposal is designed to meet the needs of 
the proposed community, and is not intended to compete with nearby existing facilities, primarily 
located within Hammersmith town centre.  

19 The principle of locating commercial at ground floor along key routes through the 
development is supported and will help to activate the development and provide facilities for its 
residents. The applicant has submitted a retail assessment to demonstrate that the scale and location 
of the commercial space is appropriate. The Council should satisfy itself that the development will not 
adversely impact on Hammersmith town centre.  

Housing 

Affordable housing 

20 London Plan Policy 3A.10 requires borough councils to seek the maximum reasonable amount of 
affordable housing when negotiating on individual private residential and mix-use schemes. In doing so, 
each council should have regard to its own overall target for the amount of affordable housing provision. 
Policy 3A.9 states that such targets should be based on an assessment of regional and local housing 
need and a realistic assessment of supply, and should take account of the London Plan strategic target 
that 35% of housing should be social and 15% intermediate provision, and of the promotion of mixed 
and balanced communities.  In addition, Policy 3A.10 encourages councils to have regard to the need to 
encourage rather than restrain residential development, and to the individual circumstances of the site.  
Targets should be applied flexibly, taking account of individual site costs, the availability of public 
subsidy and other scheme requirements. 

21 The corresponding policies are set out in Chapter 3 of the draft replacement London Plan.  Policy 
3.13 seeks the maximum reasonable amount of affordable housing and 3.12 seeks to ensure that 60% is 
social housing and 40% is intermediate housing. 

22 The Council is proposing a borough wide target for affordable housing of 40% of all additional 
dwellings. The Council has stated that it would prefer all new affordable housing to be intermediate.  

23 At present the applicant is proposing 300 affordable homes, representing 40% of overall 
provision. The affordable element comprises 225 discount market sale units and 75 affordable market 
rent homes. The discount market sale units, referred to by the applicant as Manhattan units, will be 41 
sq.m. and have been developed by the applicant at other sites in London to provide housing for those on 
lower incomes. The applicant has provided details regarding the operation of these units, which would 
meet the definition of affordable housing within Planning Policy Statement 3: Housing. 

24  The Government’s recent changes to Planning Policy Statement 3: Housing expands the 
definitions of affordable housing to include affordable market rent, and in this regard the inclusion of 
this tenure is acceptable. Further discussions will be required regarding the expected provider of this 
element of the proposal, and rental levels, to ensure its deliverability. In addition, as this element is 
within the outline scheme, it is critical that it is adequately secured through the legal agreement.  

25 Discussions are ongoing with the applicant and the Council with regard to the affordable housing 
schedule and the applicant’s financial viability assessment submitted in support of the planning 
application is currently being independently assessed. The results of this assessment are not yet known. 
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Consequently it is not possible at this stage to confirm whether the applicant is providing the maximum 
reasonable amount of affordable housing in accordance with London Plan Policy 3A.10 and draft 
replacement Plan Policy 3.13.  

Mix of units and type of affordable housing provision 

26 London Plan Policy 3A.5 encourages a full range of housing choice. This is supported by the 
London Plan Housing Supplementary Planning Guidance, which seeks to secure family accommodation 
within residential schemes, particularly within the social rented sector, and sets strategic guidance for 
councils in assessing their local needs. Policy 3.12 of the draft replacement London Plan states that 
within affordable housing provision, priority should be accorded to family housing. Recent guidance is 
also set out in the London Plan Interim Housing Supplementary Planning Guidance (April 2010) and 
draft replacement London Plan policy 3.8, which seeks to widen housing choice.  Also relevant is policy 
1.1C of the London Housing Strategy, which sets a target for 42% of social rented homes to have three 
or more bedrooms. 

DMS 
Affordable 
market rent 

Private Total 

Manhattan unit 225 225 (30%) 

2 bed 3 person 19 64 83 (11%) 

2 bed 4 person 19 252 271 (36%) 

3 bed 5 person 19 48 67 (9%) 

3 bed 6 person 18 71 89 (12%) 

4 bed penthouse 15 15 (2%) 

Total 225 75 450 750 
 Proposed housing schedule 

27 As discussed above, the housing schedule is still being discussed with the applicant and the 
Council. Part of this discussion focuses on concerns raised regarding the scale of provision of the 
Manhattan units, and how this may affect the overall balance of both the development and the 
surrounding existing community, and how it addresses London Plan requirements regarding tenure mix 
and housing choice. The scheme currently has 5% affordable family accommodation as a percentage of 
the overall scheme. Within the affordable element, 12% of the units will comprise family 
accommodation. These family units are all within the affordable market rent element, and discussions are 
ongoing regarding the affordability of those types of units in this location. 

28 Whilst it is acknowledged that within the private element there are no one-bed units, which is 
supported, and does help to assist in addressing the balance of housing mix across the scheme, the 
overall mix of the development does raise concern and is still the subject of discussions with GLA 
officers, and the Council.  

29 In response to the need to ensure the maximum reasonable amount of affordable housing is 
provided, concerns regarding the proposed mix of affordable housing, and the implications of the 
affordable market rent units, the applicant has been instructed to develop a series of scenarios with 
regard to the type and mix of affordable housing that could be delivered, which will enable GLA officers, 
and the Council, to review the proposal in the context of affordability and overall affordable housing 
delivery, to determine the optimal affordable housing offer. 



page 6

Density 

30 London Plan Policy 3A.3 seeks to maximise the potential of sites.  Draft replacement London 
Plan Policy 3.4 moves away from ‘maximise’ in favour of ‘optimise,’ having regard to local context, 
design principles and public transport accessibility. The site has a public transport accessibility level of six 
and its immediate setting is urban in character. The London Plan density matrix therefore suggests a 
residential density of between 200 and 700 habitable rooms per hectare.   

31 The proposed density of the development is 724 habitable rooms per hectare, which exceeds the 
top end of the density guidance range within the London Plan. Whilst there is not an in principle 
objection to the development of a high-density scheme on this site, to be acceptable the development 
must provide good quality accommodation that is well designed and delivers an appropriate mix of units, 
sufficient play amenity space in line with London Plan requirements, and be well designed and in context 
with its surroundings.  

32 As detailed in this report, issues surrounding mix of units, children’s play space, and design are 
raised by the proposal. Consequently, it is not yet possible to determine whether the proposed density 
is acceptable. 

Children’s play space 

33 Policy 3D .13 of the London Plan sets out that “the Mayor will and the boroughs should ensure 
developments that include housing make provision for play and informal recreation, based on the 
expected child population generated by the scheme and an assessment of future needs.”   

34 Using the methodology within the Mayor’s supplementary planning guidance ‘Providing for 
Children and Young People’s Play and Informal Recreation’ the development is expected to have child 
population of 211. This is below the calculation provided by the applicant. Further information regarding 
the methodology used by the applicant in its submission should be provided to understand the expected 
child population. Using GLA officers calculations, the breakdown of the expected age ranges is provided 
below.  

Age range Expected child population 

0-4 89 

5-11 74 

11+ 48 

Total 211 

   Expected child population 

35 The applicant has stated that there are no dedicated play facilities provided within the 
development. It is intended that the children expected as part of this development will use the 
existing dedicated play facilities within the adjacent Frank Banfield Park, and informal play 
opportunities within the site provided by the courtyard spaces and public realm provision.  

36 Whilst it is acknowledged that the site sits immediately adjacent to a park which has existing 
equipped facilities for play, opportunities for door-stop play for the under-fives should be built into 
the development. This can be provided through informal opportunities and not necessarily in 
designated equipped areas. However, the overly formal and manicured design of the spaces proposed 
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do not demonstrate that such opportunities will exist. The applicant should further develop the design 
of the communal courtyard and public realm spaces to ensure that the needs of young children are 
adequately met. This can be through the use of playable water features, and natural landscape details. 
These elements should be included within the detailed application and proposed and secured through 
condition as part of the outline scheme. 

Residential quality 

37 Policy 3.5 of the draft replacement Plan introduces a new policy on the quality and design of 
housing developments. Part A of the draft policy states that housing developments should be of the 
highest quality internally, externally and in relation to the wider environment. Part C of the draft policy 
states that new dwellings should meet the dwelling space standards set out in Table 3.3, have 
adequately sized rooms and convenient and efficient room layouts. Part E of the draft policy states that 
the Mayor will provide guidance on implementation of this policy including on housing design for all 
tenures.  The reasoned justification provides further guidance and explanation.  In particular paragraph 
3.31 states that other aspects of housing design are also important to improving the attractiveness of 
new homes as well as being central to the Mayor’s wider objectives to improve the quality of life of 
Londoner’s environment.  

38 To address these, the Mayor has produced a new draft Housing SPG (EiP version) on the 
implementation of Policy 3.5 for all housing tenures, drawing on his interim Housing Design Guide.  
Paragraph 3.33 highlights what the proposed SPG would cover, in terms of requirements for individual 
dwellings. This draft was produced for the London Plan examination in public. 

39 The applicant has provided an assessment of the proposal against the standards within the 
Mayor’s Design Guide. This indicates that overall the units proposed will be of a suitable quality. 
However, it is not clear to which units this assessment relates, considering that the majority of the 
proposal is submitted in outline. It is also noted that a considerable number are single aspect (50%) 
within the detailed phase, although it is acknowledged that there are no single aspect units which face 
due north. The applicant should confirm how residential quality will be secured at this stage for the 
outline scheme, and provide additional details on the ventilation, daylight and levels of privacy afforded 
to the single-aspect units in the detailed element. An assessment of the Manhattan units against the 
Mayor’s design standards should also be provided. 

Urban design 

40 Good design is central to the objectives of the London Plan and is specifically promoted by the 
policies contained within Chapter 4B which encompass both general design principles and specific 
design issues. London Plan Policy 4B.1 sets out a series of overarching design principles for 
development in London. Other design polices in this chapter and elsewhere in the London Plan 
include specific design requirements relating to maximising the potential of sites, the quality of new 
housing provision, tall and large-scale buildings, built heritage, views, and the Blue Ribbon Network. 

Context and conservation area 

41 The character of the surrounding area is predominately residential in nature with a mixture of 
housing styles including two-storey Victorian, 1960’s social housing, and some more recent gated 
schemes. There are two five-storey office blocks located immediately north and south of the site, and 
along Crisp Street there is some small-scale, commercial and retail space.  

42 The most common height of buildings (residential and commercial) in the surrounding area, 
and along the edge of the River Thames, is between two and six-storeys. Closer to Fulham Palace 
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Road and the Hammersmith flyover the land uses are more commercial in nature and buildings 
become taller and bulkier.  

43 The application site is located within the Fulham Reach conservation area. Key features of the 
conservation area are the river, and views along the river. From the opposite side of the river bank, 
looking across towards the conservation area, the views are of an urban riverside broken by areas of 
open space with a variety of uses, ranging scales of development, and a variety of architectural styles 
and dates of development on the river edge. 

44 There are a number of existing amenity spaces in the surrounding area, including the River 
Thames on the western boundary, Frank Bankfield public park immediately to the east, and a private 
office park immediately to the south of the site on the river.     

45 There is an existing planning permission on-site for a mixed use office scheme. The existing 
permission is for a series of five office buildings between five and nine-storeys and a three to four-
storey residential block. The buildings in that proposal were set back from the river and the scheme 
included a park on the river edge, which would connect with the existing office park to the south. 

Routes and amenity spaces 

46 This application follows a broadly similar arrangement to that of the permitted office scheme. 
This scheme proposes a series of routes across the site, including a new north-south route, which 
connects Crisp Street and Manbre Road, a new east-west route connecting Frank Bankfield Park (and 
Fulham Palace Road) to the River Thames, and a new and improved river edge walk. These proposed 
routes are welcomed and provide clear and legible routes that help create a permeable site that knits 
this new area into the existing urban fabric. 

47 Discussions are ongoing regarding the treatment of the boundary closest to the recently 
completed office bocks. The merits of providing a route through here have been discussed with the 
applicant and the Council, and GLA officers are aware that conversations are ongoing. In finalising an 
agreed approach to this edge, the applicant should show how and where any movement would be 
accommodated, how public and private space would be defined and how the boundary would be 
treated. 

48 The scheme includes a more formal amenity space along the river edge, focusing a larger area 
of space at the end of the main boulevard. This space has the potential to be a successful focus point 
within the scheme and the wider area. The applicant has sought to maximise both residential and 
commercial entrances along the main routes, which is supported, and will help to activate these spaces 
and routes. However, the entrances to the lozenge blocks and how the route to and through this 
section of development would work, still causes concern, as discussed below.   

49 The scheme includes a series of private amenity courtyards. The provision of these private 
(communal) spaces for residents is welcomed. The applicant has taken a formal commercial approach 
to the landscaping of these spaces, which will limit opportunities for informal play and recreation, as 
discussed in paragraphs 31 to 34. The applicant should further develop the design of these spaces, 
and the riverside route, to ensure that the landscaping and public realm also reflect the residential 
nature of this development. 

Lozenge blocks 
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50 Throughout the pre application process, GLA officers have raised concern regarding the 
proposed public route/public space located between the two lozenge blocks on the river edge, and 
the interaction of these blocks with the riverside walkway. It remains the view of GLA officers that the 
route through this space dilutes public focus and movement away from the main routes, thereby 
reducing the number of people using the main public areas, and the overall pedestrian experience and 
safety. Concern regarding the space between the two lozenge blocks is primarily about the lack of 
clarity between the public and private realm, and the type of environment that is created between 
these buildings and the larger U-shaped residential building behind, as well the spaces’ impact on the 
river walkway, and the level of interaction between these blocks and the walkway itself. 

51 Several options have been discussed with the applicant, although the design of this space has 
not been amended. The applicant is urged to further consider this element of the scheme to address 
the concerns raised to date.   

Building heights 

52 The site is located within the Fulham Reach conservation area, where the predominant heights 
are between two and six-storeys. There is an existing planning permission on this site for buildings up 
to nine-storeys in height. In this regard, the principle of nine-storey buildings is broadly acceptable. 

53 This scheme comprises buildings between six and nine-storeys. The taller buildings located at 
the centre of the site, on the southern boundary closest the recent office building and those close to 
the pumping station are in less sensitive locations and these proposed heights are broadly acceptable. 
In addition, the use of taller buildings to define the edge of Frank Bankfield Park, and to mark the 
new east west route across the site, is acceptable.  

54 However, there is concern regarding the height and scale of the detailed phase one block and 
its impact on views along the river. The height of the block has an uncomfortable relationship with the 
building immediately adjacent and in views along the river appears above existing development. Whilst 
appearing above the existing buildings in river views may not in itself be an issue, the length of the 
proposed block results in a bulky appearance to this element and raise questions regarding the impact 
on the conservation area, and the backdrop to the listed Hammersmith Bridge (view five and 24 within 
the environmental statement, as well as view six). 

55 This issue has been discussed with the applicant and the Council and it is understood that 
options are being considered. This could involve either a direct reduction in height of this block, 
and/or a break up of its length. GLA officers welcome further discussion and amendments to resolve 
this issue.  

Elevation treatment 

56 The applicant has developed two main architectural approaches to the proposal, one which 
seeks to respond to the historic industrial use of the site and the style of some existing buildings, and 
one which seeks to act as a counterpoint to that style and adopts a more contemporary finish. This 
contrasting of styles is common along this section of the river and is an acceptable approach and will 
create an interesting visual contrast. The use of high quality materials is key to the success of both 
approaches, particularly the lozenge block element, which will rely on securing a smooth curve in its 
finish. This section of the scheme is only submitted in outline. The Council should therefore ensure 
that any future grant of planning permission adequately secures the quality of finish needed for this 
element.  

Inclusive design 
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57 London Plan Policy 4B.5 and draft replacement London Plan Policy 7.2 require all future 
development to meet the highest standards of accessibility and inclusion, and requires design and access 
statements submitted with planning applications to explain how the principles of inclusive design, 
including the specific needs of disabled people, have been integrated into the proposed development 
and how inclusion will be managed and maintained.  London Plan Policy 3A.5, and draft replacement 
London Plan Policy 3.8, expect 10% of all new housing to be wheelchair accessible or easily adaptable 
for wheelchair users.  Further guidance to this policy is provided in the Mayor’s Supplementary Planning 
Guidance ‘Accessible London: achieving an inclusive environment.’ 

58 The applicant has committed to providing all units in accordance with the Lifetime Homes criteria 
and 10% of units easily adaptable for wheelchair users. Indicative flat layouts are included within the 
design and access statement in support of this statement. Whilst the commitment is supported in 
accordance with London Plan policy, concerns are raised with regard to the wheelchair accessible 
housing, particularly in relation to the bathroom size and layout, and the hoist arrangements. The 
applicant should further develop these proposed units, taking into account the Best Practice Guidance 
on wheelchair accessible homes.  

59 The commitment to deliver all units to Lifetime Homes standards and 10% as wheelchair 
accessible, including agreed flat layouts, should be secured through condition. 

Climate change 

60 The London Plan climate change policies as set out in chapter 4A collectively require 
developments to make the fullest contribution to the mitigation of and adaptation to climate change and 
to minimise carbon dioxide emissions (Policy 4A.1).  Chapter 5 of the draft replacement London Plan 
also requires developments to make the fullest contribution to minimising carbon dioxide emissions. 

Climate change mitigation 

61 London Plan policies 4A.4-11 focus on mitigation of climate change and require a reduction in a 
development’s carbon dioxide emissions through the use of passive design, energy efficiency and 
renewable energy measures. The London Plan requires developments to make the fullest contribution to 
tackling climate change by minimising carbon dioxide emissions, adopting sustainable design and 
construction measures and prioritising decentralised energy, including renewables. 

62 The energy strategy has been the subject of continuous discussion with the applicant in order to 
reach an acceptable strategy. The comments provided here are based on the addendum report that has 
been agreed by GLA officers (dated 30 March 2011), and the original energy strategy. The applicant 
should update the original energy strategy to reflect the agreed addendum, and submit this in advance 
of the Council’s consideration of the proposal to ensure that it reflects the discussions and agreements 
to date. Comments provided here are therefore subject to change, and are provided on a without 
prejudice basis, if the strategy is not updated as agreed. 

Energy efficiency 

63 A range of passive design features and demand reduction measures are proposed to reduce the 
carbon emissions of the proposed development. Both air permeability and heat loss parameters will be 
improved beyond the minimum backstop values required by building regulations. Other features include 
mechanical ventilation with heat recovery and improved controls. Based on the information provided, the 
proposed development will comply with 2010 Building Regulations through energy efficiency measures 
alone. This is acceptable. 

District heating 
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64 The applicant has investigated the potential to connect to existing or planned district heating 
networks. However, no heat networks have been identified in close proximity to the site. The 
development will, however, be designed to allow future connection to a district heating network should 
one become available. This is acceptable. 

65 A site wide heat network linking all dwellings and non-domestic spaces is proposed. Within each 
dwelling the heat network will supply heat for domestic hot water and space heating. The space heating 
demand of the apartments is very low, due to the high energy efficiency specification adopted. In order 
to meet the small residual demand for heat, a low temperature hot water heating coil, fed from the site 
heat network, will be provided in each dwelling’s mechanical ventilation heat recovery (MVHR) unit as 
the primary source of space heating.  

66 Whilst the vast majority of each dwelling’s space heating requirements will be provided this way, 
in the affordable apartments electric boost heaters, located in the supply duct for each room, will be 
used to tweak the room temperature according to local requirements. In the market apartments, air 
source heat pumps will used to provide minor adjustments to the temperature in individual rooms. GLA 
officers consider that given the minimal size of the heating requirement that the electric boost heater 
will serve, and the overall efficiency savings, this approach is acceptable in this instance. 

67 The site heat network will be fed from a single basement energy centre with a floor area of 240 
sq.m. built in phase one of the development. Drawings showing its size and location have been provided. 

Combined heat and power 

68 The applicant proposes to install a 354 kW gas fired combined heat and power (CHP) plant as the 
lead heat source for the development. This will be supplemented with gas fired top-up boilers as 
required. Load profiles have been provided to support the sizing of the CHP. A reduction in CO2 
emissions of 353 tonnes per annum (20%) will be achieved through this second part of the energy 
hierarchy.  

Cooling 

69 A range of passive design features are proposed to minimise the need for active cooling. Within 
the market apartments, comfort cooling will be provided by air source heat pumps. The overall approach 
is acceptable. 

Renewable energy technologies 

70 The applicant is proposing to install 471 sq.m. of roof mounted photovoltaic panels on the 
development. A reduction in CO2 emissions of 29 tonnes per annum (2%) is envisaged through the use 
of PV. Drawings showing the proposed location of the PV panels should be provided, to ensure that their 
provision has been maximised. The air source heat pumps installed in the market apartments are 
envisaged to reduce carbon emissions by a further 70 tonnes of CO2 per annum. 

71 A reduction in CO2 emissions of 98 tonnes per annum will be achieved through this third element 
of the energy hierarchy. On a whole energy basis, a reduction of 7% from renewable energy is proposed. 

Overall strategy 

72 The estimated carbon emissions of the development are 1,326 tonnes of CO2 per year after the 
cumulative effect of energy efficiency measures, CHP and renewable energy has been taken into 
account.  
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73 The applicant should provide an estimate of the overall reduction in regulated emissions, 
expressed in tonnes of CO2 per annum and percentages, relative to a 2010 Building Regulations 
compliant development. 

Climate change adaptation 

74 London Plan Policy 4A.3 seeks to ensure future developments meet the highest standards of 
sustainable design and construction, and Policy 4A.9 identifies five principles to promote and support 
the most effective adaptation to climate change. These are to minimise overheating and urban heat 
island effects; minimise solar gain in summer; contributing to reducing flood risk including incorporating 
sustainable drainage systems; minimise water use; and protect and enhance green infrastructure.  
Specific policies relate to overheating (4A.10), living roofs and walls (4A.11) and sustainable drainage 
(4A.14).  Further guidance is provided in the London Plan Sustainable Design and Construction SPG.  
Policies 5.3, 5.9 to 5.13, 5.15 of the draft replacement London Plan are also relevant. 

75 The applicant has submitted a sustainability statement, which demonstrates broad compliance 
with these policies. Specific measures include the provision of green roofs, the incorporation of 
sustainable urban drainage measures, and measures to reduce water consumption to a maximum of 105 
litres per person per day. The proposed measures are acceptable and comply with London Plan climate 
change adaptation policies.  

River Thames 

76 The site is within the Thames Policy Area and falls within the Kew to Chelsea Thames Strategy. 
London Plan Policy 4C.16 states that “The Mayor will, and boroughs should, recognise that the 
Thames plays an essential role in maintaining London as an exemplary, sustainable world city and 
should promote greater use of the river for transport and water-based leisure uses.” The Blue Ribbon 
Network policies seek to ensure that new developments deliver improvements to the riverside 
environment, and promote the use of the river for leisure and transport, including in the construction 
phases. The proposals include public realm improvements along the river walkway, pontoon, and boat 
facilities, which are supported in accordance with these policies. 

77 Thames Water is currently developing an application for the construction of a 7.2 metre 
diameter tunnel for the collection, storage and transfer of combined sewer overflows (CSOs).  The 
tunnel will extend from Hammersmith Embankment to Abbey Mills, and will have 22 construction 
sites, five of these would be main tunnel construction sites combined with CSO connection sites. The 
application site considered here is intended for use as a main tunnel site, as well as a combined sewer 
overflow site.  

78 The development of the Thames Tunnel is given strategic policy support in both Policy 4A.18 
of the London Plan and Policy 5.14 of the draft replacement Plan. Consequently, in response to 
Thames Water’s consultation in January 2011, the Mayor gave in principle support to the project 
(PDU ref: 2743/01). The Mayor raised no objection to the use of this site by Thames Water for the 
delivery of the tunnel project, but did state that Thames Water needs to “ensure that arrangements 
are in place to minimise impacts on the re-development of Hammersmith Embankment”. 

79 Given the strategic importance of the Thames Tunnel project, it is essential that the 
application for development considered here does not adversely impact on Thames Water’s 
requirements, both during the tunnel construction phase, as well as any long term maintenance 
requirements. The applicant is currently in discussion with Thames Water, and GLA officers, regarding 
this issue.  
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80 The applicant should ensure that use of the river during the construction phases, particularly in 
partnership with Thames Water’s construction period, is maximised in accordance with London Plan 
policies 3C.25 and 4C.8 and draft replacement Plan Policy 6.14 and 7.26. The Council should secure 
this by condition.  

Transport for London 

Car parking 

81 The development includes 737 parking spaces to serve the 750 units, which is equivalent to 0.98 
spaces per unit. The transport assessment misrepresents the parking ratio at 0.68 spaces by separating 
the visitor and disabled parking, which should be included in the per unit ratio. 

82 The proposed parking provision is unacceptably high and contrary to the parking and 
sustainability policies in the London Plan. Such a high level of parking at a site with excellent public 
transport accessibility is unnecessary and contradicts statements within the transport assessment which 
claim the development is a model of sustainable development.   

83 Parking levels for new developments should be in accordance with the aims of the London Plan 
to reduce the impact of developments on the highway through a restrictive based car parking approach 
for highly accessible sites within easy reach of public transport facilities, particularly in Central London 
where air quality and traffic congestion are key planning policy objectives. The London Plan states in 
Policy 3C.23 ‘The Mayor, in conjunction with boroughs will seek to ensure that on-site parking should be 
the minimum necessary and that there is no over-provision that could undermine the use of more 
sustainable non-car modes’. The draft replacement London Plan sets out the parking standards for 
residential development and states that developments in areas of good public transport accessibility 
should aim for significantly less than one space per unit. The draft replacement London Plan also states 
that car parking should reduce as public transport accessibility increases. In addition, the Council’s Core 
Strategy states that developments should promote sustainable movement, restrain the use of the car and 
prevent adverse impacts on the surrounding road network.  

84 The site is within approximately 400 metres from Hammersmith town centre, which has excellent 
access to public transport and a large number of local facilities within walking distance. The site has 
access to four local bus routes on Fulham Palace Road and a large number of additional bus services in 
Hammersmith town centre. Hammersmith Underground Station is served by four London Underground 
lines, which combined with the high level of bus services, give the site an excellent public transport 
accessibility level of 6a. Access from the site is possible on foot to a large amount of shopping, 
employment and local services within the town centre.  

85 An appropriate parking provision is necessary to ensure that car ownership is not encouraged and 
will ensure that car usage is minimised, which will reduce congestion on the highway network and reduce 
the associated environmental impacts. High levels of parking encourage high car ownership levels and 
undermine the aims to encourage sustainable modes of transport. In addition, the proposed high level of 
car parking as part of this development will result in a detrimental impact on the Strategic Road Network, 
which is sensitive not just during the weekday peak periods but throughout the week and at weekends.  

86 The Fulham Riverside Regeneration area study, located to the southeast of the site, considers a 
number of development sites which are comparatively lower in public transport accessibility and have less 
direct access to services on foot. The parking provision agreed by the Council for this study area is 0.5 
spaces per unit.  

87 Given all of the issues identified above, TfL expects the parking provision to be reduced to a 
more appropriate level, and suggests 0.3 spaces per unit (equating to a total of no more than 225 
spaces) is more appropriate given the highly sustainable location.  

paulrobinson3
Highlight
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88 The proposal to provide car club bays within the site is supported. The six spaces proposed 
should be secured for the early phases, but ten spaces should be set aside to allow for expansion. TfL 
recommends early discussion with a car club operator, such as Streetcar, to discuss phased 
implementation of the scheme. A funding package is required to cover membership payment as part of 
the travel plan measures. TfL will be seeking funding of one membership per residential unit for 5 years 
(currently circa £250 on the basis of a £50 single annual membership).  

89 Electric charging points should be provided in line with the draft replacement London Plan, which 
requires 20% of spaces being provided with active charging points, and a further 20% being fitted with 
passive charging facilities for future conversion. The proposal to provide 100% passive provision for the 
first phase detailed application is supported. However, the number of active charging spaces must be 
increased to 20% of the parking provision in accordance with emerging strategic policy.  

90 Two parking spaces are proposed for the B1 office use, which is in accordance with the London 
Plan. One of these should be designated for use by disabled users. A further 25 spaces are proposed for 
the commercial/retail use, which is considered excessive for this highly accessible location, and should be 
reduced. At least two of the spaces allocated to this use should be disabled parking bays, and at least 
two bays should include active electric charging points, with a further two bays served with passive 
charging points.  

91 Forty motorcycle parking spaces are proposed and this is welcomed. 

Cycle parking 

92 The proposed cycle parking is in accordance with draft replacement London Plan minimum 
standards, which require one space per unit for one and two-bed units and two spaces per unit for three-
bed units and above. The cycle parking for the various commercial units meets the relevant standards for 
the assigned land uses and is therefore acceptable.  

93 Details of the proposed secure cycle cages to be provided within the basement should be 
provided. The proposed Sheffield stands at ground level are acceptable. However, these should be 
covered and secure.  

Impact assessment 

94 The transport assessment presents a comparison with the extant permission, and indicates that 
the proposed development will have a much lower weekday trip generation. However, the comparison 
between the permitted development and the proposed development should take account of the 
different land uses and the different origin/destination patterns and assignment of trips. The transport 
assessment submitted in support of the extant permission was based on different assumptions about 
background conditions, trip generation, car parking and mode of travel. Furthermore, transport policy 
has evolved with the adopted London Plan (2008) update, the London Freight Plan (2007), and the 
Mayor’s Transport Strategy (2010). In addition, the emerging replacement London Plan (2010) provides 
further policy development with regards to transport.   

95 The extant permission was for primarily an office use, with 30 residential units, and therefore 
included only 75 car parking spaces, including six spaces for a car club and nineteen spaces for the 
residential use. It provided a high trip generating activity, with low car parking provision, in an area with 
high public transport accessibility. The original transport assessment (dated November 2006) was 
prepared for the extant permission and assessed the development’s impact on Fulham Palace Road. TfL’s 
advice to the Mayor and the Council was that the 2006 scheme was acceptable, given the low car 
parking provision of that scheme.  
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96 The previous transport assessment indicated that traffic levels on Fulham Palace Road were 
unlikely to rise due to the congested nature of the network. However, according to the current transport 
assessment, traffic levels during the AM peak rose substantially by 34% from 1,461 to 1,958 per hour, 
whilst falling by 7% in the PM peak from 1912 to 1769. 

97 For the commercial element, the permitted scheme assumed one employee per thirteen square 
metres of office gross floor area (3,736 office employees for 48,390 square metres of B1 floor area). 
However, the proposed scheme assumes one employee per nineteen square metres of commercial space 
(220 employees per 4,122 square metres of B1 floor area). For consistency, the same assumption should 
be made in the comparison.  

98 The proposed development represents a more than tenfold increase in car parking provision 
compared to the extant permission. The current scheme comprises 770 spaces, compared to 75 spaces 
permitted with the previous proposal.  

99 The local network is highly congested, particularly Fulham Palace Road, Hammersmith Gyratory, 
and links connected to it, all of which are part of the Strategic Road Network for which TfL has dual 
responsibility with the borough under the Traffic Management Act. Therefore, the development must 
propose a restrained approach to car parking similar to other sites in the area for both the residential and 
commercial elements of the scheme.  

100 The Council and TfL are implementing a signal and traffic scheme along Fulham Palace Road to 
tackle existing traffic congestion along the corridor in line with the Mayor’s Transport Strategy policy on 
smoothing traffic and improving the reliability of the bus network. TfL does not have comfort that the 
proposed development will not result in a detrimental impact on the highway network nor undermine 
these Mayoral objectives.  

Impact on bus services 

101 The transport assessment provides an assignment of the gross bus trips on the network by 
distributing them equally on all of the available services and in both directions on each service based 
upon their frequency. This assessment is an over-simplification of the assignment which will in reality not 
be evenly spread on all services in all directions. A revised assignment of the bus trips should be 
undertaken based upon the likely workplace locations and an assignment made on the most direct routes 
to these locations. Once this information has been received then TfL will be able to fully assess whether 
a financial contribution will be required towards capacity enhancements. Given the information currently 
available, and based upon the network operation at present, it is likely that a contribution will be 
required of £90,000 per year for five years, given that a number of the services are running close to their 
operating capacities.  

Impact on Underground services 

102 The transport assessment considers the gross demand on Underground services generated by the 
development alongside the net comparison with the extant permission. The method for assigning the 
trips on the services is based on the relative frequency of the services and assumes an equal demand in 
each direction on each of the lines. This assignment methodology is not robust and does not take into 
account the likely workplace locations of residents. The additional trips on the Underground should be 
assigned according to a workplace trip distribution (which will take into account operating practicalities 
as well as demand).  

103 Whilst there is a net decrease in Underground trips when compared to the extant permission, the 
trips associated with the current application are more likely to be in the peak direction towards Central 
London (eastbound from Hammersmith), and thus will have a greater impact on the transport network. 
The transport assessment should re-examine the trip distribution using a more robust methodology. 
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Pedestrian and cycle links 

104 The proposed six metre wide pedestrian and cycle route along the river frontage is supported.  

105 A PERS audit has been undertaken for the routes to the local Underground station entrances, as 
requested by TfL. The routes considered are generally classed as poor by the audit. Whilst it may not be 
possible to overcome all the issues along the route (e.g. footway pinch points), improvement measures 
such as footway renewals, de-cluttering, lighting and personal security at the subway should be 
identified and addressed. Contributions should be secured to address the issues highlighted in the audit, 
in addition to any measures delivered direct and adjacent to the site such as the river walk.  

106 TfL’s preferred wayfinding system is Legible London. The applicant should provide funding 
towards implementing a series of Legible London wayfinding posts surrounding the site, and linking to 
Hammersmith town centre and the Underground station entrances. TfL suggests that discussions take 
place with the Council in relation to the details of the scheme, and the final costs be set aside as part of 
the section 106 agreement.    

107 The contribution to provide Legible London posts, and to fund the works identified in the PERS 
audit, will be necessary to ensure that the development is compliant with London Plan Policy 3C.21 
Improving conditions for walking and draft replacement London Plan Policy 6.10 Walking.  

Travel plan 

108 The general structure of the travel plan that has been submitted is broadly in line with TfL 
guidance. However, the high levels of parking proposed undermine its aims and it cannot be reviewed 
fully until the car parking provision at the site has been reduced and appropriate mode targets provided. 

109 The applicant should develop separate travel plan documents for the residential and employment 
elements of the scheme. In addition, to ensure that the travel plan is effective, reference to the car club 
and its membership package, as well as initiatives such as cycle vouchers and pre paid Oyster cards, 
should be included and set out in the section 106 agreement. The travel plan will need to be improved to 
ensure that it is achieves a pass mark in the ATTrBuTE assessment tool.    

110 The full travel plans should include reference to delivery and servicing in line with TfL’s guidance 
Travel planning for new development in London. Further information and can be found on TfL’s website 
at:  

http://www.lscp.org.uk/newwaytoplan/travelplan_guidance.html#sh1 

Freight and construction 

111 The London Freight Plan and the Mayor’s Transport Strategy aims to promote a freight shift from 
road to water and rail. Given the location of the site next to the River Thames, the options to promote 
water freight for both the construction phase and operational phases should be fully explored by the 
applicant. During construction in particular, movement of bulk materials by river should be considered, as 
it would have major environmental and traffic benefits and if planned for at an early stage may have 
similar or lower transport costs.  

112 A delivery & servicing plan should be provided, and should describe how servicing is undertaken 
and managed. A draft should be submitted at this stage, with the submission of a full and final version to 
be agreed via the section 106 agreement. Advice on the production of an appropriate document is 
located on the website through the following link: 

http://www.tfl.gov.uk/microsites/freight/documents/Delivery_and_servicing_plans.pdf 
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113 A construction logistics plan should be also secured through a relevant planning condition. 
Advice on drafting the plan is located on the website through the following link: 

http://www.tfl.gov.uk/microsites/freight/documents/Construction_logistics_plans.pdf 

Thames Tunnel 

114 As discussed in paragraphs 74 to 78, the site is identified as a preferred location for a work site 
for the Thames Tunnel project. It is likely that there will be a significant increase in lorry movements 
associated with tunnel construction, which is a significant concern to TfL. Therefore, TfL is seeking ways 
to mitigate this impact, including the promotion of water freight. The applicant should work with Thames 
Water to ensure this development is compatible with these objectives. 

Summary 

115 TfL raise a number of issues that need to be addressed before the development proposals can be 
considered acceptable. The most significant issue, which raises serious strategic concern, is the 
overprovision of car parking, which is not in accordance with London Plan policies to minimise car travel 
and to promote sustainable travel. The car parking provision also undermines the objectives of 
promoting sustainable travel outlined in the travel plan.  

116 Financial contributions will be required towards the implementation of pedestrian improvements 
and Legible London. Additional work is necessary on the impact on London Underground services and on 
the assignment of the additional bus trips. Subject to the findings of this revised assessment, a financial 
contribution towards bus capacity enhancement may be sought. Further work is also required on the 
travel plan, to ensure that it is a robust document.  

Local planning authority’s position 

117 The Council is due to consider the application in May 2011. 

Legal considerations 

118 Under the arrangements set out in Article 4 of the Town and Country Planning (Mayor of 
London) Order 2008 the Mayor is required to provide the local planning authority with a statement 
setting out whether he considers that the application complies with the London Plan, and his reasons for 
taking that view.  Unless notified otherwise by the Mayor, the Council must consult the Mayor again 
under Article 5 of the Order if it subsequently resolves to make a draft decision on the application, in 
order that the Mayor may decide whether to allow the draft decision to proceed unchanged, or direct the 
Council under Article 6 of the Order to refuse the application, or issue a direction under Article 7 of the 
Order that he is to act as the local planning authority for the purpose of determining the application  and 
any connected application. There is no obligation at this present stage for the Mayor to indicate his 
intentions regarding a possible direction, and no such decision should be inferred from the Mayor’s 
statement and comments. 

 

Financial considerations 

119 There are no financial considerations at this stage. 

Conclusion 
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120 London Plan policies on are relevant to this application. The application complies with some of 
these policies but not with others, for the following reasons:  

• Housing: The financial viability model is being independently assessed, and therefore at this
stage it is not possible to determine whether the proposal is providing the maximum reasonable 
amount of affordable housing in accordance with London Plan policies 3A.9 and 3A.10 and draft 
replacement Plan policies 3.12 and 3.13 relating to issues surrounding maximum reasonable 
amount of affordable housing and tenure split. The mix of units proposed is also still subject to 
discussions associated with viability, and therefore it is not possible to determine whether the 
proposed mix of units and tenure split is in accordance with strategic policy. In addition, the 
acceptability of the high-density nature of the scheme strongly relies upon the mix of units 
agreed, the design, and delivery of excellent play and recreation provision, which should be 
addressed to ensure compliance with London Plan Policy 3A.3 and draft replacement Plan Policy 
3.4. 

• Children’s play space: The proposal does not include areas for play and recreation. This is
contrary to London Plan Policy 3D.13. 

• Urban design: Whilst the design of many aspects of the development are supported in strategic
design terms, concern is raised regarding the height of the detailed phase one block, the ground 
floor layout around the lozenge blocks, and residential quality. Therefore the proposal does not 
accord with the design policies within the London Plan. 

• Inclusive design: The proposed wheelchair accessible units raise concern regarding the degree
of accessibility once adaptated. This is contrary to London Plan policies 3A.5 and 4B.5, and draft 
replacement Plan policies 3.8 and 7.2.  

• Climate change: Whilst the principle of the proposed energy strategy is acceptable, an updated
strategy is required to ensure the proposal accords full with strategic policies relating to climate 
change. In addition, roof plans are required to demonstrate that the provision of renewables has 
been maximised, in accordance with London Plan Policy 4A.7 and draft replacement Plan Policy 
5.7. 

• River Thames: The delivery of the Thames Tunnel is supported in principle in London Plan
Policy 4A.18 and Policy 5.14 of the draft replacement London Plan. The applicant should 
continue discussions with Thames Water and GLA officers to ensure that the proposals 
considered here do not prejudice the delivery of this important strategic project and the future 
maintenance of the Thames Tunnel. In addition, in accordance with London Plan policy 3C.25 
and 4C.8 and draft replacement Plan policies 6.14 and 7.26, the applicant should ensure that the 
use of the river during the construction phases, particularly in partnership with Thames Water 
during its construction phase, is maximised. The Council should secure this by condition.  

• Transport: The application does not accord with London Plan policies 3C.1, 3C.3, 3C.17, and
3C.23, and draft replacement Plan policies 6.1, 6.11, and 6.13, in relation to car parking 
provision. In addition, the application does not sufficiently address London Plan and draft 
replacement Plan policies relating to electric charging points, impact assessments, impact on 
buses and the Underground, and pedestrian and cycle links. A travel plan, delivery and servicing 
plan and construction and logistics plan are also required. 

121 On balance, the application does not comply with the London Plan. 

122 The following changes might, however, remedy the above-mentioned deficiencies, and could 
possibly lead to the application becoming compliant with the London Plan: 
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• Housing: Further discussions are required with the Council, and the applicant, with regard to
financial viability to ensure that the development is providing the maximum reasonable amount 
of affordable housing and is delivering an appropriate mix and types of affordable units. In 
addition, issues surrounding the mix of units, design, and the proposed play strategy need to be 
addressed if the high-density nature of the development is to be considered acceptable. 

• Children’s play space: The proposal includes a series of courtyard and public realm spaces
which should be capable of providing features for informal play and recreation, but at present the 
overly formal design of these spaces will deter such activities. The landscape strategy should 
therefore be adapted to include opportunities for informal play for younger children. 

• Urban design: The height and/or bulk of the phase one detailed block should be amended and
further consideration given to the area surrounding the lozenge blocks. In addition, further 
information is required regarding residential quality.  

• Inclusive design: The applicant should amend the proposed wheelchair accessible flats to
ensure that they are fully accessible following adaptation. 

• Climate change: The applicant should provide a full updated strategy that reflects the approach
agreed with GLA officers and as detailed in the agreed addendum note. In addition, roof plans 
are required to demonstrate that the provision of renewables has been maximised, and further 
calculations regarding overall carbon emissions savings are required.  

• River Thames: The applicant should demonstrate that the proposal will not prejudice the
delivery of this important strategic project. In addition, the use of the river during the 
construction phase should be investigated and secured by condition. 

• Transport: The applicant must reduce the proposed car parking provision. In addition, the
applicant should provide active electric charging points, updated impact assessments and trip 
distributions, a contribution towards pedestrian improvements, and submit, or agree to a 
condition requiring the submission of a travel plan, delivery and servicing plan and construction 
and logistics plan. 

for further information, contact Planning Decisions Unit: 
 Senior Manager - Planning Decisions 
    @london.gov.uk 

  Strategic Planning Manager (Development Decisions) 
    email @london.gov.uk 

  Principal Strategic Planner, Case Officer 
    email london.gov.uk 



Development and Environment Directorate City Hall  
The Queen’s Walk 
More London 
London SE1 2AA 
Switchboard: 020 7983 4000 
Minicom: 020 7983 4458 
Web:  www.london.gov.uk 

 

Direct telephone: 020 7983 4799 Fax: 020 7983 4706 Email: jonathan.finch@london.gov.uk 

Dear Mr  

Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended); 
Greater London Authority Act 1999; 
Town and Country Planning (Mayor of London) Order 2008 

Fulham Reach 
Planning Application Reference: 2011/00407/COMB 

Thank you for your letter of 19 October 2011 informing the Mayor that Hammersmith & Fulham 
Council has resolved that it is minded to grant permission for the above planning application.   

I hereby give notice that your stage II referral was received complete on 21 October 2011 and that 
the fourteen day period allowed to the Mayor will therefore terminate on 3 November 2011. 

If you have any queries at this stage, please contact   

Yours sincerely 

 
Planning Decisions 

cc: Kit Malthouse, London Assembly Constituency Member 
Jenny Jones, Chair of London Assembly Planning and Housing Committee 

 , DCLG 
, Transport for London 

, London Development Agency 

 
Development Management Service 
Hammersmith & Fulham 
Hammersmith Town Hall Extension 
King Street 
LONDON 
W6 9JU 

Our ref:  PDU/1366c/JF03 
Your ref:  2011/00407/COMB 
Date:  21 October 2011 

http://www.london.gov.uk/


Mayor’s Office City Hall 
The Queen’s Walk 
More London 
London SE1 2AA 
Switchboard: 020 7983 4000 
Minicom: 020 7983 4458 
Web:  www.london.gov.uk 

  

Direct telephone: 020 7983 4100   Fax: 020 7983 4057     Email: mayor@london.gov.uk 

Dear Mr. 

Town & Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended); Greater London Authority Acts 1999 
and 2007; Town & Country Planning (Mayor of London) Order 2008 
Fulham Reach 

Local Planning Authority Reference: 2011/00407/COMB 

I refer to your letter of 21 October 2011  informing me that Hammersmith & Fulham Council is 
minded to grant planning permission for the above planning application.  I refer you also to the 
notice that was issued on 02 November 2011 under the provisions of article 5(1)(b)(i) of the above 
Order. 

Having now considered a report on this case (reference PDU/1366c/02 copy enclosed), I am 
content to allow Hammersmith & Fulham Council to determine the case itself, subject to any action 
that the Secretary of State may take, and do not therefore wish to direct refusal or to take over the 
application for my own determination. 

Yours sincerely 

Boris Johnson 
Mayor of London 

cc Kit Malthouse, London Assembly Constituency Member 
Nicky Gavron, Chair of London Assembly Planning and Housing Committee 

, DCLG 
, TfL 

, LDA 

Development Management Service 
Hammersmith & Fulham Council 
3rd floor Hammersmith Town Hall Extension 
King Street 
LONDON  W6 9JU 

Our ref: PDU/1366c 
Your ref: 2011/00407/COMB 
Date: 02 November 2011 

http://www.london.gov.uk/
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planning report PDU/1366c/02 

 02 November 2011 

Fulham Reach 
in the London Borough of Hammersmith & Fulham  

planning application no. 2011/00407/COMB 

Strategic planning application stage II referral (new powers) 

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

The proposal 

Hybrid planning application (part outline/part detailed) for the mixed-use redevelopment of the 
site to provide 744 residential units, 3,823 sq.m. commercial floorspace, 440 sq.m. boat storage 
facility and ancillary boat club facilities, together with parking, public realm and access. 

The applicant 

The applicant is St George (Central London) Ltd and the architect is John Thompson 
Architects. 

Strategic issues 

At consultation stage, the principle of a housing-led redevelopment of the site was supported in 
strategic planning terms.  There were, however, a number of outstanding strategic issues relating 
to housing, children’s play space, urban design, inclusive design, climate change, River 
Thames Tunnel and transport that required addressing before the scheme could be considered 
fully compliant with the London Plan. There has subsequently been further information provided 
and some revisions to the scheme in an attempt to resolve those issues, as detailed in this report. 

The Council’s decision 

In this instance Hammersmith & Fulham Council has resolved to grant permission. 

Recommendation 

That Hammersmith & Fulham Council be advised that the Mayor is content for it to determine the 
case itself, subject to any action that the Secretary of State may take, and does not therefore wish 
to direct refusal or direct that he is to be the local planning authority. 

Context 

1 On 10 March 2011 the Mayor of London received documents from Hammersmith & Fulham 
Council notifying him of a planning application of potential strategic importance to develop the 
above site for the above uses.  This was referred to the Mayor under Categories  1A, 1B and 1C of 
the Schedule to the Order 2008:  
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• 1A: “Development which comprises or includes the provision of more than 150 houses,
flats, or houses and flats”. 

• 1B: “Development (other than development which only comprises the provision of
houses, flats, or houses and flats) which comprises or includes the erection of a building 
or buildings outside Central London and with a total floorspace of more than 15,000 
square metres”. 

• 1C: “Development which comprises or includes the erection of a building more than 25
metres high and is adjacent to the River Thames”. 

2 On 20 April 2011the Mayor considered a report on this proposal, reference 
PDU/1366c/01and subsequently advised Hammersmith & Fulham Council that the application 
did not comply with the London Plan, for the reasons set out in paragraph 120 of the above-
mentioned report but that the possible remedies set out in paragraph 122 of that report could 
address these deficiencies. 

3 A copy of the above-mentioned report is attached.  The essentials of the case with regard 
to the proposal, the site, case history, strategic planning issues and relevant policies and guidance 
are as set out therein, unless otherwise stated in this report.  Since then, further information has 
been provided by the applicant in response to the Mayor’s concerns.   

4 On 29 September 2011 Hammersmith & Fulham Council decided that it was minded to 
grant planning permission and on 21 October 2011 it advised the Mayor of this decision.  Under 
the provisions of Article 5 of the Town & Country Planning (Mayor of London) Order 2008 the 
Mayor may allow the draft decision to proceed unchanged, direct Hammersmith & Fulham Council 
under Article 6 to refuse the application or issue a direction to Hammersmith & Fulham Council 
under Article 7 that he is to act as the Local Planning Authority for the purposes of determining 
the application and any connected application.  The Mayor has until 3 November 2011to notify the 
Council of his decision and to issue any direction.   

5 Since this application was referred to the Mayor at Stage I, the Mayor’s London Plan (2011) 
was formally published on 22 July 2011.  As such, this is now the relevant document for the 
purposes of the Statutory Development Plan. 

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

Update 

7 At the consultation stage, Hammersmith & Fulham Council was advised that the application 
did not comply with the London Plan; but that the possible remedies set out below could address 
these deficiencies: 

• Housing: Further discussions are required with the Council, and the applicant, with
regard to financial viability to ensure that the development is providing the maximum 
reasonable amount of affordable housing and is delivering an appropriate mix and types 
of affordable units. In addition, issues surrounding the mix of units, design, and the 
proposed play strategy need to be addressed if the high-density nature of the 
development is to be considered acceptable. 

• Children’s play space: The proposal includes a series of courtyard and public realm
spaces which should be capable of providing features for informal play and recreation, 
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but at present the overly formal design of these spaces will deter such activities. The 
landscape strategy should therefore be adapted to include opportunities for informal 
play for younger children. 

• Urban design: The height and/or bulk of the phase one detailed block (Block A) should
be amended and further consideration given to the area surrounding the lozenge blocks 
(Blocks G and H). In addition, further information is required regarding residential 
quality.  

• Inclusive design: The applicant should amend the proposed wheelchair accessible flats
to ensure that they are fully accessible following adaptation. 

• Climate change: The applicant should provide a full updated strategy that reflects the
approach agreed with GLA officers and as detailed in the agreed addendum note. In 
addition, roof plans are required to demonstrate that the provision of renewables has 
been maximised, and further calculations regarding overall carbon emissions savings are 
required.  

• River Thames: The applicant should demonstrate that the proposal will not prejudice
the delivery of this important strategic project. In addition, the use of the river during 
the construction phase should be investigated and secured by condition. 

• Transport: The applicant must reduce the proposed car parking provision. In addition,
the applicant should provide active electric charging points, updated impact assessments 
and trip distributions, a contribution towards pedestrian improvements, and submit, or 
agree to a condition requiring the submission of a travel plan, delivery and servicing plan 
and construction and logistics plan. 

8 The applicant has provided further information and paragraphs 9 to 39 below set out how 
the issues outlined above have been addressed. 

Housing 

Affordable housing and tenure mix 

9 During consultation stage, the scheme included 40% affordable housing by unit, 
comprising 225 discount market sale (DMS) units (all ‘Manhattan’ style units) and 75 affordable 
rent homes; of the affordable provision, 12% were family accommodation.   

10 The DMS units, referred to by the applicant as Manhattan units, are a specific style the 
applicant has delivered at other sites in London to provide housing for those on lower incomes, 
effectively a 41 sq.m. studio style unit; during consultation, 30% of the entire scheme comprised 
these one-person style units. During consultation concerns were raised regarding this type of 
product and the lack of affordable family accommodation, and the impact such a mix would have 
on the balance of communities in the context of London Plan Policy requirements.  

11 Discussion between the applicant and the Council continued and at the request of the 
Council, the affordable rent units were removed from the scheme and the applicant submitted a 
revised mix which removed the affordable rent element including family accommodation.   

12 The applicant put forward a mix which totalled 25% affordable housing provision 
comprising 81% one- bed units and 19% two-bed units.  It was considered that this revised mix did 
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not meet London Plan Policy 3.11 with regard to tenure split or mix of units; however, it should be 
noted that the Council was content with the revised mix. 

13 Subsequently, the applicant was asked to produce a series of scenarios, which tested the 
impact of different affordable housing mixes on the overall provision that the scheme could viably 
provide.   A ‘London Plan compliant’ scenario, delivering a range of tenures and family 
accommodation, reduced the overall affordable housing provision due to viability. It was found that 
the policy compliant mix would deliver 80 affordable units (48 affordable rent and 32 intermediate 
units), 10.7% provision. 

14 The scheme now proposes an overall affordable housing provision of 186 units, 
representing 25% of the overall development, all of which would comprise DMS units.  This 
affordable element would comprise 80% Manhattan units and 20% two- bedroom units. 

15 The affordable housing provision as set out in paragraph 14 is seen as a departure from 
London Plan Policy 3.11; however policy 3.12 requires councils to seek the maximum reasonable 
amount of affordable housing and in doing so, have regard to current and future affordable 
housing provision at a local a level and the need to encourage rather than restrain residential 
development.  This is supported by paragraph 3.71, which requires borough councils to take 
account of economic viability and the most effective use of private and public investment, 
including the use of developer contributions.   

16 An independent assessment of the applicant’s financial appraisal was undertaken on behalf 
of the Council.  It was confirmed that the assumptions and conclusions of the financial model were 
reasonable and that the affordable housing offer set out in paragraph 14 represented the maximum 
reasonable amount of affordable housing.  

17 On balance, taking into account the individual circumstance, development viability and the 
relevant London Plan Policies, the affordable housing provision offers the maximum reasonable 
amount of affordable housing which in this instance, delivers a residential mix that reflects 
particular local circumstances.  

18   Therefore, the proposed provision provides the most desirable and deliverable affordable 
housing mix and it is noted that the outstanding affordable housing matters have now been 
suitably addressed. 

Density 

19 During consultation stages it was noted that whilst the proposed density of the 
development exceeded the top end of the density guidance range within the London Plan, there 
was not an ‘in principle’ objection to the density, provided that the scheme delivered good 
quality, well designed accommodation, an appropriate mix of units and sufficient play amenity 
space in line with London Plan requirements.  The design amendments set out in paragraphs 23 
– 31 of this report will ensure these requirements are met; therefore, in principle the
development density is acceptable. 

Childrens play space 

20 In response to previous concerns regarding childrens playspace and the issue of informal 
‘doorstep’ play provision, the applicant has developed and submitted an integral play strategy for 
young children.  

21 Within the proposed riverside park a maze area is now proposed and the applicant has 
demonstrated that additional suitable informal play opportunities and recreation can be provided 
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within the landscaping of the site, notably, along the boulevard running through the heart of the 
development and also within the public open space surrounding Blocks G & H.  The Council has 
imposed appropriately worded conditions to ensure that this strategy is implemented as the 
development progresses 

22 A draft Section 106 contribution is proposed to secure funding to address the likely impact 
on nearby open space facilities and for the maintenance of Frank Banfield Park.  

23 This is acceptable; previous issues relating to childrens play space have been suitably 
addressed and the development is now in compliance to London Plan Policy 3.6. 

Urban design 

24 It was noted previously that the concern regarding the height and scale of the detailed 
phase one block (Block A) and its impact on views along the river should be addressed to ensure 
full compliance with London Plan urban design policies.   The applicant has responded and 
alterations have been made to Block A and as a result the building has been reduced from nine 
storeys to part seven, part eight storeys which is now accepted. 

25 In relation to concerns raised at the consultation stage regarding Blocks G and H, the 
applicant has revised the design, resulting in reductions in height and increased set backs.  In 
addition, the two blocks have been repositioned further back, away from the riverfront and in line 
with Block A.  This creates a more generous green space to the back edge of the river walk and 
reduces the presence of the buildings when viewed from the river’s edge, bridge or opposite bank, 
which ensures these are viewed sympathetically within the wider riverscene.  

26 In summary, the issues identified at consultation stage in relation to design matters have 
been addressed and the scheme is acceptable in terms of urban design.  

Residential quality and inclusive design 

27 During consultation stage, concerns where raised as to the assurance that the outline 
element of the scheme would meet London Plan Housing Design Guide Standards and further 
information was required to ensure that the units were of sufficient size to enable adaptation.  The 
amended masterplan creates suitable layouts and building footprints which will ensure appropriate 
living standards and high quality living conditions can be achieved within the detailed design at 
Reserved Matters Stage.  The application documents also state that no single aspect units will be 
north facing. 

28 It has been confirmed that no more than eight units will be accessed from a single core and 
that 10% of units will be designed to be readily adapted to the wheelchair housing standard.  The 
Council has also imposed a condition requiring a site wide accessibility strategy shall be submitted 
and approved prior to the commencement of development and that prior to each phase of 
development, details of compliance with lifetime homes standards for the residential units and of 
the provision of 10% of the residential units to wheelchair housing standard shall be submitted and 
approved by the Council.  These commitments are welcomed and will ensure compliance with 
London Plan policies 3.8 and 7.2. 

Climate change: 

29 Following comments made in the Stage I Report, an updated Energy Strategy has been 
submitted in relation to energy efficiency standards.  
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30 It is noted that the amount of PV proposed has reduced to 210 sq. m. in this strategy.  This 
means PV saves 16 tonnes of CO2 less than in the original strategy. Drawings have now been 
provided showing their proposed location, taking into account other uses.  

31 Overall savings will be 479 tonnes of CO2 per annum (28%) compared to a 2010 Building 
Regulations compliant development; thus, exceeding the target in Policy 5.2 of the London Plan.  
On this basis, outstanding issues raised at the initial consultation stage have been sufficiently 
addressed and the scheme is considered to be in accordance with London Plan climate change 
policies 

Thames Tideway Tunnel 

32 Previously, there were concerns that the proposal would prejudice the delivery of the 
Thames Tideway Tunnel.  The applicant has been involved in subsequent and extensive 
discussions with Thames Water regarding these proposals in relation to part of the site being 
considered by Thames Water as part of the Thames Tunnel proposals.   As reflected in the 
Thames Water consultation response to the application, the proposed Thames Tunnel use of the 
site would now be limited to a combined sewer overflow (CSO) shaft with specific access needed 
on the proposal site.  This access provision has now been incorporated into the design of the 
proposed site layout and within the basement level.  It is now accepted that the development 
would not prejudice the delivery of the Thames Tideway Tunnel project. 

Transport 

33 At stage 1 consultation TfL set out a number of issues that needed to be addressed before 
the development proposals can be considered acceptable in transport terms and compliant with the 
London Plan.  These included the need for a reduction in car parking, provision of electric vehicle 
charging points and further work on trip distribution. TfL requested that a travel plan including a 
delivery and servicing plan and construction and logistics plan should be secured by condition and 
contributions towards public transport capacity improvements the pedestrian environment in the 
vicinity of the site. 

34 The car parking on site has been reduced from a total of 770 spaces to 470 spaces. The 
residential car parking has been agreed at a level of 0.6 spaces per unit. This can be broken down 
as 0.1 spaces per unit for disabled parking, 0.15 spaces per unit for visitor parking and 0.35 spaces 
per unit for residents. The applicant does not allocate spaces but leases them upon application. A 
ratio of 0.6 spaces per unit has been agreed at this site; however, this should not be used as a 
precedent for developments coming forward within the study area of the South Fulham Riverside 
SPD or elsewhere in borough, particularly those with high levels of congestion. The SPD states that 
residential parking provision at a maximum of 0.5 spaces per unit will be sought. The commercial 
car parking has also been reduced in line with London Plan standards.   

35 Electric vehicle charging points in line with London Plan standards have been secured by 
condition, the location and proposed infrastructure to be used should be illustrated prior to 
discharge of the condition. Occupiers of the development will not be eligible for on street parking 
permits and 10 spaces for car club vehicles have been secured. A car park management plan, to 
include details of electric vehicle charging points and disabled parking, has been secured by 
condition. Therefore, this application now complies with London Plan Policy 6.13.  

36 Following further work on trip generation post stage 1 it was agreed that mitigation would 
not be required for the London Underground or Bus networks.  
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37 A contribution of £3,500,000, to be paid to the Council, has been secured towards 
transport improvements, including Fulham Palace Corridor works, pedestrian and public ream 
improvements and a controlled parking zone review. This is welcomed by TfL.  

38 A construction logistics plan, site servicing strategy and travel plan have all been secured by 
condition. This is welcomed by TfL.  

39 The above revisions to the proposals combined with planning obligations and conditions 
mean that the proposed development is considered acceptable in transport terms and accords with 
policies 6.1, 6.3, 6.9, 6.10, 6.11 and 6.13 of the London Plan. 

Response to consultation 

40 The application was the subject of two rounds of formal consultation.  The first 
consultation exercise commenced in March 2011 and included advertisement by site and press 
notices and consultation letters, which were sent to 1200 neighbouring properties.   

41 A total number of 53 responses were received to this consultation 52 objecting to the 
scheme and 1 letter of support. 

42 The objections received included the following issues: 

• Excessive building height and scale and related loss of light to neighbouring properties

• Development density

• Potential to compromise riverside views

• Additional traffic congestion in the surrounding area

• On street car parking stress

• Potential conflict with the Thames Tideway Tunnel project

• Too much pressure on local infrastructure

43 Following the significant revision of the application, a further round of public consultation 
was undertaken in June/July 2011.  This again included advertisement by site and press notices 
and consultation letters, which were sent to a catchment of approximately 500 neighbouring 
properties.   

44 A total of 51 responses were received to this consultation, 49 in objection and 2 in support.  
18 of these letters were based on a standard letter that stated objection.   Objection issues 
included: 

• Excessive building height, scale and density

• Generic architecture that is unrelated to the area

• Too much development is proposed

• Additional traffic congestion

• Removal of Affordable Rent properties from the proposed housing mix
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45 A total of four objections have been received directly addressed to the Mayor, all of which 
reflected issues set out above. 

46 Other statutory consulters responded as follows: 

• Thames Water:  No objection, subject to legal agreement and conditions which have
been approved by all parties 

• Port of London authority: No objection
• English Heritage : No objection
• Environment Agency: No objection subject to planning conditions
• London Borough of Richmond upon Thames:  Objects to the scheme due to the scale

and views.  Considers that the development would be detrimental to the setting of the 
Castelnau and Hammersmith Conservation Areas and the setting of the grade II* listed 
William Hunt Mansions and the grade II*  Hammersmith Bridge 

47 Issues raised by objectors in relation to the design, density, impact on views and transport 
have been considered in this report and the Stage 1 report.  Matters relating to loss of sunlight, 
daylight and local infrastructure are not in this instance strategic planning matters and have been 
assessed by Hammersmith & Fulham Council, who has imposed mitigation, where appropriate, 
through conditions and the section 106 agreement. 

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

48 Under Article 7 of the Order the Mayor could take over this application provided the policy 
tests set out in that Article are met. In this instance the Council has resolved to grant permission 
with conditions and a planning obligation, which satisfactorily addresses the matters raised at stage 
I, therefore there is no sound planning reason for the Mayor to take over this application.  

Legal considerations 

49 Under the arrangements set out in Article 5 of the Town and Country Planning (Mayor of 
London) Order 2008 the Mayor has the power under Article 6 to direct the local planning authority 
to refuse permission for a planning application referred to him under Article 4 of the Order.  He 
also has the power to issue a direction under Article 7 that he is to act as the local planning 
authority for the purpose of determining the application and any connected application.  The 
Mayor may also leave the decision to the local authority.  In directing refusal the Mayor must have 
regard to the matters set out in Article 6(2) of the Order, including the principal purposes of the 
Greater London Authority, the effect on health and sustainable development, national policies and 
international obligations, regional planning guidance, and the use of the River Thames.  The Mayor 
may direct refusal if he considers that to grant permission would be contrary to good strategic 
planning in Greater London.  If he decides to direct refusal, the Mayor must set out his reasons, 
and the local planning authority must issue these with the refusal notice. If the Mayor decides to 
direct that he is to be the local planning authority, he must have regard to the matters set out in 
Article 7(3) and set out his reasons in the direction. The Mayor must also have regard to the 
guidance set out in GOL circular 1/2008 when deciding whether or not to issue a direction under 
Articles 6 or 7. 

Financial considerations 
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50 Should the Mayor direct refusal, he would be the principal party at any subsequent appeal 
hearing or public inquiry.  Government guidance in Circular 03/2009 (‘Costs Awards in Appeals and 
Other Planning Proceedings’) emphasises that parties usually pay their own expenses arising from 
an appeal.  

51 Following an inquiry caused by a direction to refuse, costs may be awarded against the 
Mayor if he has either directed refusal unreasonably; handled a referral from a planning authority 
unreasonably; or behaved unreasonably during the appeal.  A major factor in deciding whether the 
Mayor has acted unreasonably will be the extent to which he has taken account of established 
planning policy. 

52 Should the Mayor take over the application he would be responsible for holding a 
representation hearing and negotiating any planning obligation.  He would also be responsible for 
determining any reserved matters applications (unless he directs the council to do so) and 
determining any approval of details (unless the council agrees to do so). 

Conclusion 

53 Further information has been provided to support the proposed affordable housing offer 
and the tenure mix/split.  Further information has also been provided on the childrens playspace, 
urban and inclusive design matters, climate change, Thames Tideway Tunnel and transport matters, 
which together with conditions (and planning obligations) imposed by Hammersmith & Fulham 
Council, largely address the outstanding issues that were raised at Stage 1; therefore, on balance, 
the development and design approach is accepted.  On this basis, there are no sound reasons for 
the Mayor to intervene in this particular case. 

54 Having regard to the details of the application, the matters set out in Hammersmith & 
Fulham Council’s committee report and its draft decision notice, this scheme is acceptable in 
strategic planning terms.   

For further information, contact Planning Decisions Unit: 
, Senior Manager – Planning Decisions 

    @london.gov.uk 
 Strategic Planning Manager (Development Decisions) 

     email c @london.gov.uk 
, Case Officer 

@london.gov.uk 
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