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planning report GLA/5027a/02 
16 March 2020 

100 Jersey Road 
in the London Borough of Hounslow  

planning application no. 00647/C/P12 
  

Strategic planning application stage II referral  

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

The proposal 

Demolition of the existing portacabin buildings, bungalow and laundry building. Retention 
and reconfiguration of the existing pavilion building and redevelopment comprising the 
construction of a part two storey, part single storey training facility for Brentford Football 
Club. In addition, construction of a single storey maintenance building and standalone 
water tank, a single storey site management/security building, new service road, an 
artificial 4G training track and 4G playing pitch, car parking for up to 110 vehicles, plus 
overspill parking, cycle parking, and landscaping.  

The applicant 

The applicant is Brentford Football Club and the architect is David Hughes Architects. 

Key Dates 

Stage 1 report: 1 July 2019 

Planning Committee meeting: 10 October 2019  

Strategic issues 

Principle:  Very special circumstances have been demonstrated, relating to sporting need 
and the lack of an alternative site. The harm proposed to the Metropolitan Open Land is 
outweighed by these considerations including the enhancement of existing sporting 
facilities in accordance with the objectives of Policies 3.19 of the London Plan and S5 of 
the intend to publish London Plan. 

Other matters relating to urban design, sustainable development and transport have 
been satisfactorily resolved.   

The Council’s decision 

In this instance Hounslow Council has resolved to grant planning permission. 

Recommendation 

That Hounslow 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. 
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Context 

1 On 22 February 2019, the Mayor of London received documents from 
Hounslow 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 Category 3D of the Schedule to the Order 2008: 

• 3D: “Development – on land allocated as Green Belt or Metropolitan Open 
Land in the development plan, in proposals for such a plan, or in proposals for 
the alteration or replacement of such a plan, and which would involve the 
construction of a building with a floorspace of more than 1,000 square metres 
or a material change in the use of such a building”. 

2 On 1 July 2019 the Mayor considered planning report GLA/5027a/01, and 
subsequently advised Hounslow Council that the application did not comply with the 
London Plan and draft London Plan, for the reasons set out in paragraph 57 of the 
above-mentioned report. 

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 details provided in response to the Mayor’s concerns. On 10 October 
2019, Hounslow Council decided that it was minded to grant planning permission for the 
application. 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 Hounslow Council under Article 6 to refuse the application or issue a direction to 
Hounslow 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. 

4 On the 13th March 2020 the Secretary of State issued a set of Directions under 
Section 337 of the Greater London Authority Act 1999 (as amended) and, to the extent 
that they are relevant to this particular application, have been taken into account by the 
Mayor as a material consideration when considering this report and the officer’s 
recommendation. 

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

Consultation stage issues summary 

6 At the consultation stage Hounslow Council were advised that the application 
did not comply with the London Plan and draft London Plan, for the following reasons 
set out in paragraph 57 of the above-mentioned report: 

• Principle of development: The proposal is inappropriate development on 
Metropolitan Open Land which is harmful to it. However, in this instance, very 
special circumstances exist relating to sporting need and the lack of an 
alternative site which justify the proposal in accordance with paragraphs 143 
and 144 of the NPPF. The proposal is therefore supported in accordance with 
Policies 7.17 of the London Plan and G2 and G3 of the draft London Plan. 
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• Urban Design: The design of the scheme is functional and appropriate for the 
intended recreational use, and the retention and upgrade of the existing 20th 
Century sports pavilion is strongly supported in accordance with Policy 7.5 of 
the London Plan and Policies D1 & D2 of the draft London Plan. The quality 
and maintenance of external materials must be secured by condition of 
approval. 

• Sustainable development: Further revisions and information are required 
before the proposals can be considered acceptable and the carbon dioxide 
savings verified in accordance with Policies 5.2 and 5.13 of the London Plan 
as well as Policies SI2 and SI13 of the draft London Plan. Use of a CHP is not 
supported and alternative low-carbon heating methods must be incorporated. 
The surface water strategy and water consumption of the development do not 
comply with policies 5.13 and 515 of the London Plan, or policies SI.13 and 
SI.5 of the draft London Plan, and must be revised. 

• Transport: The excessive level of parking proposed undermines the 
aspirations of the Mayor’s Transport Strategy and should be revised in line 
with the standards of Policy T6 of the draft London Plan. Infrastructure for 
electric vehicle charging must be provided in accordance with Policy T6.4 of 
the draft London Plan. Further consideration of cycle parking locations, design 
and the provision of a segregated pedestrian and cyclist access is required to 
comply with policy 6.2 of the London Plan and Policy T4 of the draft London 
Plan. Delivery, servicing and construction logistics plans must be secured by 
conditions of approval. 

Application and policy update 

7 Since Stage 1, The Report of the Examination in Public of the draft London Plan 
was published in October 2019, and the London Plan – intend to publish version 
(December 2019) has subsequently been published and submitted to the Secretary of 
State. This should be taken into account on the basis described in the NPPF.  

8 Since the consultation stage, GLA officers have engaged in joint discussions 
with the applicant, Hounslow Council and TfL officers with a view to addressing the 
above matters. As part of the Council’s draft decision on the case, various planning 
conditions and a s106 legal agreement have been proposed to address the above 
concerns and ensure that the development is acceptable in planning terms.  

Principle of development 

9 The proposal constitutes inappropriate development and, by definition, is harmful 
to the Metropolitan Open Land. Notwithstanding this, at consultation stage it was 
determined that very special circumstances were demonstrated relating to sporting 
need and the lack of an alternative site, which justify the proposed development. On 
balance, the harm proposed to the Metropolitan Open Land is outweighed by other 
considerations including the enhancement of existing sporting facilities in accordance 
with the objectives of Policies 3.19 of the London Plan and S5 of the intend to publish 
London Plan. 
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Urban design and heritage 

10 The layout, height, massing and scale of the proposed development remain 
supported, as at consultation stage, being consistent with Policy 7.5 of the London 
Plan and Policies D1 and D2 of the intend to publish London Plan.  

11 At consultation stage it was accepted that the scale of the proposed 
development and the significant physical separation from surrounding heritage assets 
will not result in any harm to the physical presence or setting of nearby heritage 
assets. 

12 Conditions of approval have been adopted to secure the quality and 
maintenance of external materials. All other outstanding matters regarding urban 
design treatment have been satisfactorily addressed and the application is in 
accordance with the policies of the London Plan and the intend to publish London 
Plan. 

Sustainable development 

13 At consultation stage, further revisions and information were required before 
the proposals could be considered to comply with Policies 5.2, 5.13 and 5.15 of the 
London Plan as well as Policies SI5, SI2 and SI13 of the intend to publish London 
Plan.  

14 An amended energy statement and technical note have subsequently been 
provided by the applicant, which demonstrate compliance with the above policies. Air 
Source Heat Pumps (ASHPs) are now proposed as a low carbon alternative to the 
previously proposed combined heat and power (CHP) arrangement, which is 
supported. The scheme has also been amended to allow future connection to a 
district heating network, and roof plans demonstrating the location of photovoltaic 
panels have been provided. 

15 Conditions of approval have been secured regarding the implementation of the 
revised energy strategy, and carbon offset contributions have been secured in the 
s106 agreement. All outstanding energy matters identified during the consultation 
phase have been satisfactorily addressed and the application is in accordance with 
the sustainability policies of the London Plan and the intend to publish London Plan. 

Transport  

16 At consultation stage, concern was raised with respect to the excessive level of 
parking proposed, as well as the location, design and accessibility of cycle parking 
locations. 

17 A total of 106 car parking spaces will be provided at the onset and this is still 
considered to be excessive, and undermines Mayoral modal shift aspirations. 
Notwithstanding this, a Car Parking Management Plan has been secured by condition 
which will require the car parking demand to be regularly monitored, with a view to 
permanently reducing the number of spaces if practicable. Furthermore, a Phasing Plan 
is also secured by condition which will ensure that the 38 overspill car parking spaces 
will only be provided should the club be promoted to the Premier League. 
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18 The cycle parking provision has been increased and now accords with the 
standards of the intend to publish London Plan, which is supported.  The details of the 
cycle parking facilities for each phase is adequately secured by conditions of approval.   

19 A pedestrian walkway is proposed within the site to facilitate safe pedestrian 
movement.  Whilst no further improvements are proposed within the vicinity of the site 
to contribute towards Healthy Streets, it is recognised that the streets within the 
immediate vicinity are borough roads, and the arrangements have been accepted by 
Hounslow Council. 

20 A Delivery and Servicing Plan and Construction Management Plan have been 
secured by condition.  A Travel Plan has been secured through the section 106 
agreement.  

21 All transport matters identified during the consultation phase are considered, 
on balance, to have been satisfactorily addressed and the application is in 
accordance with the transport policies of the London Plan and the intend to publish 
London Plan. 

Response to consultation 

22 Hounslow Council publicised the application by site and press notices, as well 
as letters to surrounding landowners and occupiers. One letter of objection was 
received as a result of the public notification process, which raised the following 
objections: 

• Increase in traffic will affect quality of life, access and safety of young children. 

• Proposal should be in a non-residential location. 

23 The following responses were also received from statutory bodies and other 
external organisations. 

• Osterley and Wyke Green Residents Association: Request scrubland to north 
west of site also be included and managed by Brentford FC. Support design of 
buildings, level of car parking and sports use. Concern over Jersey Road Access 
(now amended). Request conditions regarding landscaping (incl. tree retention, 
ancient hedge, ditch, greenery, and security fencing), phasing and restricting 
floodlight use (all secured). 

• Heston Residents Association: Concerns about amount of parking proposed 
and access to Jersey Road. Request condition to restrict floodlight use 
(adopted) and restrictions to community use hours, noise and traffic (secured in 
s106). 

• Sports England: No objection. 

24 Having considered the responses to public consultation, the Council has 
proposed various planning conditions, informatives and s106 contributions in 
response to the issues raised. Having had regard to these, GLA officers are satisfied 
that the statutory and non-statutory responses to the public consultation process do 
not raise any material planning issues of strategic importance that have not already 
been considered in this report, or the Stage 1 report ref GLA/5027a/01. 
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Draft Section 106 agreement 

25 The draft S106 agreement includes the following provisions: 

• Construction training contribution - either in-house or £2,750 contribution. 

• Considerate Contractors Scheme. 

• Carbon off set contribution - any shortfall to be provided either through a cash 
in lieu contribution to the borough’s carbon offset fund (approximately 
£140,000), or off-site provided that an alternative proposal is identified and 
delivery is certain. 

• Community use agreement - Details of out of hours Community Use 
Agreement. 

Legal considerations 

26 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. 

27 In this instance, the Council has resolved to grant permission with conditions and 
a planning obligation which satisfactorily address the matters raised at Stage 1, 
therefore there are no sound planning reasons for the Mayor to intervene in this case. 

Financial considerations 

28 Should the Mayor direct refusal, he would be the principal party at any 
subsequent appeal hearing or public inquiry.  Government Planning Practice Guidance 
emphasises that parties usually pay their own expenses arising from an appeal.  

29 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. 

30 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 
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council to do so) and determining any approval of details (unless the council agrees to 
do so). 

Conclusion 

31 The strategic issues raised at consultation stage regarding principle, design, 
sustainable development and transport have been appropriately addressed; as such, 
the application complies with the London Plan and the intend to publish London Plan 
and there are no sound reasons for the Mayor to intervene in this particular case.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

for further information, contact GLA Planning Unit (Development & Projects Team): 
John Finlayson, Head of Development Management 
020 7084 2632 email john.finlayson@london.gov.uk  
Allison Flight, Deputy Head of Development Management 
020 7084 2020 email alison.flight@london.gov.uk 
Matt Christie, Team Leader – Development Management 
020 7983 4409    email matt.christie@london.gov.uk  
Ashley Russell, Principal Strategic Planner, Case Officer 
020 7084 4706    email ashley.russell@london.gov.uk 
 


