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planning report GLA/4898/02  

9 March 2020 

29-43 Oxford Street and 16, 17-19 Soho Square 
in the City of Westminster 

planning application no. 19/00514/FULL 
  

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 

Part demolition of 29, 31, 33, 37, 39 Oxford Street behind retained facades and 
demolition of 41 and 43 Oxford Street and 17-19 Soho Square. Retention of 35 Oxford 
Street. Construction a new 8-storey building with 2 basement levels containing office, 
retail and cafe. Provision of cycle storage and associated facilities at basement level 
and a publicly accessible roof garden. 

The applicant 

The applicant is King Sloane Properties Ltd and the architect is Allford Hall 
Monaghan Morris.  

Key dates 

Stage 1 reporting: 17 June 2019. 

Planning Committee: 27 August 2019. 

Strategic issues 

Principle of development: The re-provision of the two existing residential units at 98 
New Bond Street is robustly secured within the draft S106 agreement. 

Environment: The applicant has resolved outstanding energy matters and has 
maximised the provision of PV. Water and drainage matters have also been resolved. 
The urban greening factor score would be 0.24, which given the highly-constrained site 
and limited roof space is acceptable. 

Transport: Issues relating to Healthy Streets, the Mayor’s Vision Zero Action Plan, 
blue badge parking, servicing and cycle parking have been resolved. Full Delivery and 
Servicing Plan and Construction Logistics Plan to be approved by the Council in 
conjunction with TfL, are secured by condition. The proposal is therefore acceptable in 
strategic transport terms. 

The Council’s decision 

In this instance Westminster City Council has resolved to grant permission subject to 
planning conditions and conclusion of a Section 106 agreement. 

Recommendation 

That Westminster City 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. 
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Context 

1 On 25 May 2019 the Mayor of London received documents from Westminster 
City 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 the 
following Categories of the Schedule to the 2008 Order: 

• Category 1C(c) “Development which comprises or includes the erection of a 
building that is more than 30 metres high and is outside the City of London.” 

• Category 4 “Development in respect of which the local planning authority is 
required to consult the Mayor by virtue of a direction given by the Secretary of 
State under article 10(3) of the GDPO.” 
 

2 On 17 June 2019 the Mayor, considered planning report GLA/4898/01, and 
subsequently advised Westminster City Council that the application did not comply with 
the London Plan and the draft London Plan, for the reasons set out in paragraph 56 of 
the above-mentioned report; but that the possible remedies set out in that paragraph 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, the application has been revised in response to the Mayor’s concerns (see 
below). On 27 August 2019 Westminster City Council decided that it was minded to 
grant planning permission for the revised application, and on 25 February 2020 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 or direct Westminster City Council under Article 6 to refuse the 
application. The Mayor has until 9 March 2020 to notify the City Council of his decision 
and to issue any direction.   

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

Update 

5 At the consultation stage, Westminster City Council was advised that application 
did not yet comply with the London Plan and the draft London Plan for the reasons set 
out in paragraph 56 of that report, as set out below: 

• Principle of development: The uplift in retail floorspace within the West End 
International Centre is strongly supported. High-quality office floorspace in this 
highly-accessible location in the CAZ is supported. A proportion of flexible 
workspace for SMEs should be secured by condition. Further information on the 
re-provision of two existing residential units to 98 New Bond Street should be 
provided and their relocation secured within the S106 agreement. 

• Strategic views: No harm is caused to protected vista 2B.1 of Westminster 
World Heritage Site from the Parliament Hill as the proposal would not be visible.  

• Heritage: Overall, the proposal causes less than substantial harm to the Soho 
Conservation Area and 35 Oxford Street, which is outweighed by the high-quality 

http://www.london.gov.uk/
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design of the development, the economic benefits of the improved office space 
and the publicly accessible roof terrace. The setting of the Statue of Charles II 
and the central timber framed arbour/tool shed are enhanced by the demolition 
and replacement of 17-19 Soho Square. 

• Urban design: The Council should secure key details of facing materials and 
detailing by condition. 

• Inclusive design: The internal layouts and circulation spaces are sufficiently 
generous and inclusive; the proposed platform lift to provide access to the 
retained 35 Oxford Street due to floor level changes should be secured by 
condition. 

• Environment: The Energy Hierarchy has broadly been followed but applicant 
should consider additional PV. A surface water drainage strategy for the 
proposed development must be submitted and further information on the 
reduction in water consumption should be provided. The applicant should provide 
further green roofs, brown roofs and green walls to enhance the urban greening 
of the site. The applicant should provide the UGF for the development with the 
aim of meeting the target of 0.3 for commercial developments as set out in draft 
London Plan Policy G5. 

• Transport: Further information is required to understand how the development 
meets Healthy Streets, Vision Zero and cycle parking policy standards. A 
Pedestrian Comfort Level assessment should also be completed by the 
developer. 

6 Since consultation stage GLA officers have engaged in joint discussions with the 
applicant, the Council and TfL officers with a view to addressing the above matters. 
Furthermore, as part of Westminster City Council’s draft decision on the case, various 
planning conditions and obligations have been secured. An update against the issues 
raised at consultation stage is set out below. 

7 Since consultation stage the Mayor has published The London Plan Intend to 
Publish Version (December 2019), which is now a material consideration which must be 
taken into account on the basis explained within the NPPF. 

Principle of development 

8 London Plan Policy 7.5 and the Mayor’s intend to publish London Plan Policy D8 
support the provision of high-quality public realm within development proposals. The 
provision of the freely accessible roof terrace was strongly supported at Stage 1. Free 
public access to the roof terrace for Soho residents, in accordance with an Access 
Management Plan, has been secured within the draft S106 agreement. 

9 As noted at Stage 1, the applicant intends to replace the existing residential units 
at 98 New Bond Street, approximately 1 kilometre west of the site. The applicant has 
confirmed that the units and the replacement units are private market units. The re-
provision of the existing residential units at 98 New Bond Street is secured within the 
draft S106 agreement. This stipulates that the development may not commence until 
planning permission has been granted for two residential units at 98 New Bond Street, 
or an alternative address agreed with the City Council. The applicant also may not 
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occupy the office space until the development at New Bond Street is ready for 
residential occupation. This approach effectively secures replacement housing and is 
supported.  

10 In line with London Plan Policy 4.3, the Mayor’s intend to publish London Plan 
Policy SD5(i) and the Westminster City Council Local Plan Policy S1, an affordable 
housing contribution should be sought on an uplift of 30% or more in office floorspace 
above the existing provision. The uplift in office floorspace is 27% and the Council has 
confirmed that a contribution towards affordable housing would not be required.  

Urban design 

11 At Stage 1 the design was considered to be high quality and respond well to the 
local context. The City Council has secured key details of facing materials and detailing 
by condition. 

12 In accordance with the Mayor’s intend to publish London Plan Policy D12, a fire 
statement produced by a third party qualified assessor is secured by condition, to be 
reviewed by the Council prior to submission to building control. 

Inclusive design 

13 The proposed platform lift to provide access to the retained 35 Oxford Street due 
to floor level changes has been secured by condition. 

Environment 

Energy 

14 At Stage 1 the applicant was required to investigate further measures to: install a 
communal heat network supplied from a single energy centre; achieve further carbon 
reductions, such as additional PV; and ensure the design allows for future connection to 
a district heating network.  

15 The applicant has confirmed that an on-site reduction of 60 tonnes of CO2 per 
year in regulated emissions compared to a 2013 Building Regulations compliant 
development is expected for the non-domestic buildings, equivalent to an overall saving 
of 43%.  

16 At Stage 1, the applicant was not proposing to provide any PV. However, the 
applicant has since added PV to roofs A, B and D, which is welcomed. The applicant 
has undertaken further review of roof space C. It suggests that only 15 sq.m. of PV 
could be installed in this space and the roof would require analysis of its structural 
integrity due to the additional weight. The applicant has agreed to a pre-commencement 
condition to reinvestigate the potential for PV, including for roof area C (with the 
necessary analysis on structural integrity), and to demonstrate that PV has been 
maximised. The application therefore accords with London Plan Policy 5.7 and the 
Mayor’s intend to publish London Plan Policy SI2 on renewable energy. 

17 The applicant has confirmed that the building services strategy will allow for a 
feasible connection to a district heating network should one be installed within proximity 
to the site within its lifetime. Further information on the centralised heat pumps has been 



 page 5 

provided. The applicant has provided indicative drawings showing the design of and 
connections to the energy centre, which resolves this matter. The application now 
meets the requirements of London Plan Policy 5.6 and the Mayor’s intend to publish 
London Plan Policy SI3 on the heating hierarchy and connection to district heating 
networks. 

Flood risk, drainage and water use 

18 On submission of further information following Stage 1, a full review of flood risk 
(including residual risks) from all sources of flooding was required, and flood resilience 
and emergency planning measures were required to manage these risks. A surface 
water drainage strategy for the proposed development had not been submitted at Stage 
1 and was required. In addition, the applicant was required to provide further information 
on water use and infrastructure.  

19 The applicant has clarified that the surface water flood risk within the site 
boundary is expected to be a result of a local drainage issue and there is no evidence 
that any surface water from off site is routed towards the site in an extreme weather 
event. Therefore, this risk will be dealt with by the provision of a surface water drainage 
network which will be designed to cope with all rainfall events up to the 1 in 100 year 
+20% climate change benchmark, which is acceptable. The drainage strategy proposes 
reducing site runoff by at least 50% using an attenuation tank. The applicant has 
explored the possibility of attenuation at roof level but this is publicly accessible and the 
remaining low level terraces do not contribute significantly to the attenuation. As such 
the proposed approach to drainage is acceptable. On the matter of water use, the 
applicant is seeking to achieve a 40% improvement of the BRE baseline levels for water 
use, which is acceptable. As such water and drainage matters are considered resolved 
in accordance with London Plan Policies 5.12, 5.13 and 5.15 and the Mayor’s intend to 
publish London Plan Policies SI5, SI12 and SI13. 
 
Urban greening 
 
20 The applicant was required at Stage 1 to seek to ensure that the development 
would achieve an urban greening factor of 0.3, as set out in Policy G5 of the Mayor’s 
intend to publish London Plan. The applicant has since confirmed that the urban 
greening factor is 0.24, which given the highly-constrained site and limited roof space is 
considered acceptable. 

Transport 

21 At Stage 1, detailed commentary was required so that it is clear how the 
development meets the Ten Healthy Streets indicators and the Mayor’s intend to 
publish London Plan Policy D2. The applicant has assessed the development against 
these indicators, and in this instance, based on the type and location of the 
development the assessment is satisfactory. Further to this a Pedestrian Comfort Level 
assessment has not been submitted. This is accepted. The introduction of the publicly 
accessible roof space is welcomed as is the redevelopment and management of 
Falconberg Mews.  

22 Further detail was required at Stage 1 to understand how the development 
promotes the Mayor’s Vision Zero Action Plan for road danger. A 5 year collision history 
showing accidents around the site has been mapped by the applicant. It shows that 
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there have been 86 Slight or Serious accidents in this time. The City Council has not 
requested further mitigation measures beyond those proposed, and so this matter is 
considered resolved. 

23 No blue badge spaces are to be provided and the applicant was required to 
clarify this in order to meet the Mayor’s intend to publish London Plan Policy T6 part D. 
The applicant has clarified that the City Council will actively seek to provide on-street 
disabled parking for those who require a space. As such no blue badge parking is 
required to be provided on site. 

24 A commitment to restrict servicing trips in peak offices hours so as to not interfere 
with cyclists on Falconberg Mews is proposed to be written into the Delivery and 
Servicing Plan. Lighting and CCTV is to be installed on Falconberg Mews which officers 
agree will deter anti-social behaviour. The provision of short stay spaces for cyclists is 
secured by condition, which is acceptable. 

25 The draft Delivery and Servicing Plan and the Framework Construction Logistics 
Plan are acceptable in principle. A full Delivery and Servicing Plan and Construction 
Logistics Plan to be approved by the City Council in conjunction with TfL, are secured 
by condition.  

Response to consultation 

26 Westminster City Council sent out a total of 204 notifications to neighbours, 
statutory and non-statutory organisations and posted 1 site notice. The City Council 
received no neighbourhood responses.  

Statutory and non-statutory organisations  

27 Responses from statutory bodies and other organisations: 

• Historic England – objects. The loss of No’s 41-43 Oxford Street is 
unacceptable, the buildings make a positive contribution to the Soho 
Conservation Area; the replacement building appears incongruous in its setting;  
the loss of Falconberg Mews would cause harm to the conservation area; the 
public benefits do not outweigh the less than substantial harm. The Stage 1 
report considered that the loss of 41 and 43 Oxford Street and alterations to the 
other buildings resulted in less than substantial harm to the character and 
appearance of the Soho Conservation Area, which is outweighed by the high-
quality design of the development, the economic benefits of the improved office 
space and the publicly accessible roof terrace. The Council committee report 
broadly agrees with this assessment. 

• Crossrail – no objection subject to conditions on foundation design, noise and 
vibration settlement and concurrent construction working and an informative on 
transmitted ground-bourne noise and vibration. These conditions and 
informatives are secured. 

• Crossrail 2 – no objection, subject to a condition requiring detailed design and 
construction method statements to be submitted. This has been secured by 
condition. 

• Thames Water – no objection. 

• Canal and River Trust – no objection subject to a S106 contribution of £30,000 
towards improvement of the towpath and access points. This has been secured. 
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• Soho Society – partial objection. Welcome and support the overall proposals for 
the scheme and the provision of a new publicly accessible roof garden; request 
that the roof garden is managed to ensure reasonable priority for local residents 
in the vicinity to use it; however, objection to the loss of 41-43 Oxford Street; 
request that the applicant funds monitoring of a delivery service plan to ensure 
that this is adhered to once the scheme is operational.  

 
28 Issues raised by objectors have been considered in this report, the Mayor’s 
Stage 1 report, and the Council’s committee report of 27 August 2019. The Council’s 
Planning Committee granted the application for the reasons set out in paragraph 3 of 
this report.  

Section 106 agreement 

29 The draft S106 agreement includes the following provisions: 
 

• An Access Management Plan for the rooftop garden; 

• The re-provision of two residential units at 98 New Bond Street or in another site 
in the vicinity of the site prior to the occupation of any of the office floorspace on 
site; 

• A financial contribution towards employment, training and skills of £129,802.04; 

• Costs relating to Highways Works, to be estimated by the Highways Officer; and  

• Costs for making and consulting on a stopping up order for Falconberg Mews. 
 

Legal considerations 

30 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. 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. 

Financial considerations 

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

32 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 
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factor in deciding whether the Mayor has acted unreasonably will be the extent to which 
he has taken account of established planning policy. 

33 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 
City Council to do so) and determining any approval of details (unless the City Council 
agrees to do so). 

Conclusion 

34 The strategic issues raised at consultation stage with respect to offices, 
replacement housing, urban design, inclusive design, environment and transport have 
been addressed, and having regard to the details of the application, the matters set out 
in the committee report and the City Council’s draft decision, the application complies 
with the London Plan and Mayor’s intend to publish London Plan, and there are no 
sound planning reasons for the Mayor to intervene in this case. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

for further information, contact GLA Planning Unit: 
Debbie Jackson, Director, Built Environment 
020 7983 5800 email: debbie.jackson@london.gov.uk 
John Finlayson, Head of Development Management 
020 7084 2632 email: john.finlayson@london.gov.uk 
Allison Flight, Deputy Head of Development Management 
020 7084 2820 email: alison.flight@london.gov.uk 
Graham Clements, Team Leader – Development Management 
020 7983 4265 email: graham.clements@london.gov.uk 
Reece Harris, Senior Strategic Planner (Case officer) 
020 7983 5802 email: reece.harris@london.gov.uk 
 

 


