
 

 
planning report GLA/4806/02  

11 May 2020 

Argenta House 
in the London Borough of Brent 

planning application no. 18/4847 
  

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 building and redevelopment to provide a 24-storey building 
comprising 130 residential dwellings with associated cycle parking, landscaping and 
enabling works. 

The applicant 

The applicant is Londonewcastle Capital Ltd and the architect is FAL Architects. 

Key dates 

Pre-application meeting: 25 September 2018. 

Stage 1 reporting: 25 March 2018. 

Planning Committee: 16 October 2019. 

Strategic issues 

Housing: The affordable housing offer of 30% by habitable room, split 70% low cost 
rent and 30% shared ownership is verified to be the maximum currently viable. Early 
and late stage reviews will be secured by S106. 

Urban design: Matters of overlook, ground floor activation, and brook access have 
been clarified, the provision of accessible units will be secured by S106, and a fire 
statement has been submitted. 

Energy: Matters relating to energy efficiency, overheating and renewable technologies 
have been satisfactorily resolved and a carbon offset payment is secured by S106. 

Transport: Outstanding matters are considered to be resolved through future 
negotiations as part of the Section 278 process and Section 106 Agreement.  

The Council’s decision 

In this instance Brent Council has resolved to grant permission. 

Recommendation 

That Brent 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 16 January 2018 the Mayor of London received documents from Brent 
Council notifying him of a planning application of potential strategic importance to 
develop the above site for the above uses. The application was referred to the Mayor 
under the following categories of the Schedule to the 2008 Order: 

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

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

2 On 25 March 2018 the Mayor considered planning report GLA/4806/01, and 
subsequently advised Brent Council that the application did not comply with the London 
Plan and the draft London Plan for the reasons set out below, but that the possible 
remedies set out that paragraph 77 of that report could address these deficiencies: 

• Land use: No objection is raised to the loss of office use. The proposed housing 
is welcomed. 

• Affordable housing: The application currently proposes 30% affordable housing 
by habitable room, comprising 71.2% affordable rent and 28.8% intermediate. 
The viability of the scheme is being robustly assessed by the GLA to ensure the 
maximum level of affordable housing is being provided.  

• Urban design and heritage: Further work is required to maximise active 
frontages on the ground level and further information on the management of the 
brook is requested.  

• Inclusive design: Further details on the accessibility is required, including 
access to the Wembley Brook. 

• Climate change: The use of CHP is not supported. DER worksheets are 
required. Further passive measures for Be Lean and overheating must be 
considered. A dynamic overheating analysis must be undertaken and provided. 
Details on district heating networks and PVs is also required.  

• Flood risk, drainage, and water: Consideration of flood resilient construction for 
the ground floor to suitable freeboard depth above the modelled flood level is 
required; the surface water drainage strategy for the proposed development is 
not policy compliant and needs to be reconsidered. The applicant should also 
consider water harvesting.  

• Transport: The disabled car parking provision is insufficient and sub-standard, 
therefore contributions towards Stonebridge Park station should be secured as 
an alternative, as well as to mitigate the development’s impact on gateline 
capacities. The proposed CPZ is welcomed, whilst it should be demonstrated 
how improvements against the ten Healthy Streets indicators are achieved.  
Construction arrangements should be reviewed, and it should be demonstrated 
how delivery arrangements will not impact buses.  
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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 16 October 2019 Brent Council decided that it was minded to grant planning 
permission for the revised application, and on 5 May 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, 
direct Brent Council under Article 6 to refuse the application or issue a direction to Brent 
Council under Article 7 that he is to act as the Local Planning Authority for the purposes 
of determining the application. The Mayor has until 19 May 2020 to notify the 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.  

Relevant policy and guidance update 

 
5 The Examination in Public on the Mayor’s draft London Plan was held between 
15 January and 22 May 2019. The Panel of Inspectors appointed by the Secretary of 
State issued their report and recommendation to the Mayor on 8 October 2019. On 
17 December 2019, the Mayor published the Intend to Publish version and issued this 
to the Secretary of State. The Intend to Publish London Plan is the latest version of 
the plan. On 13 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, these have been taken into 
account by the Mayor as a material consideration when considering this report and 
the officer’s recommendation.  

Issues Update 

6 Following 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 the Brent 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. 

Housing  

7 At consultation stage the applicant proposed the affordable housing tenure and 
unit size split represented below in Table 1. This equated to a 30% affordable housing 
offer with a 70/30 tenure split in favour of affordable rent over intermediate, calculated 
by habitable room. The proposal was not Fast Track eligible and therefore obliged to 
follow the viability tested route. The applicant was furthermore encouraged to 
investigate Mayoral grant funding opportunities to increase the provision of affordable 
housing within the development.  

http://www.london.gov.uk/
http://www.london.gov.uk/
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Table 1 - Initial unit size and tenure split 

8 Following the consultation stage, the scheme was revised in response to 
feedback from the LPA. The height of the tower was decreased from 28- to 24-storeys 
and the number of units was reduced from 151 to 130. The tenure and unit size mix of 
the amended scheme is included below as Table 2. The applicant submitted a revised 
Financial Viability Assessment which was scrutinised by GLA officers, in concert with 
LPA officers and independent consultants, who determined that the proposed 30% 
affordable housing provision comprised of 70% low cost rent and 30% shared 
ownership represents the maximum reasonable amount of affordable housing for this 
development. The low-cost rent element comprises affordable rented units, capped at 
levels which would ensure their affordability to those on Local Housing Allowance. The 
affordable housing provision, along with early and late stage viability reviews, will 
besecured by Section 106 agreement.  

Table 2 Amended unit size and tenure split 

9 The applicant also evidenced an investigation into Mayoral grant funding 
opportunities, which demonstrated that grant funding cannot be utilised in this case to 
improve upon the proposed affordable housing provision. For these reasons the 
proposed affordable housing offer is now considered acceptable. 

Play space 

10 At consultation stage the applicant calculated that the proposed development 
requires at least 500 sqm playspace. Given the constrained nature of the site the 
applicant proposed that 75 sqm of doorstep playspace be provided on-site, along with a 
payment to support improvements to the local open space be made in lieu of the 
residual requirement.  

11 Following consultation stage an agreement was reached wherein the applicant 
will pay £2000 per year for a period of ten years (£20,000 total) to mitigate intensified 
use of public parks in the vicinity of the development as a result of the shortfall in 
playspace for older children on-site. This payment will besecured in the Section 106 
agreement and the application is now considered to comply with London Plan Policy 3.6 
and Policy S4 of the Intend to Publish London Plan. 

Urban design 

12 At consultation stage it was acknowledged that Wembley Brook significantly 
constrains development on the site, particularly impeding delivery of a scheme that is 

 1-bed 2-bed 3-bed Total 

Affordable rent 5 5 17 27 

Intermediate 4 10 0 14 

Market 36 68 6 110 

Total 45 83 23 151 

 1-bed 2-bed 3-bed Total 

Low cost rent 4 3 14 21 

Shared ownership 4 10 0 14 

Market 30 61 4 95 

Total 38 74 18 130 
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successful in terms of ground floor uses, public realm, and achieving overall urban 
design aspirations. The applicant was asked to investigate further opportunities for 
passive surveillance and to activate the ground floor beyond the kiosk proposed for 
Argenta Way. The applicant was further asked to provide details pertaining to access 
and management of Wembley Brook, as well as the boundary treatments, and the 
treatment and security of the undercroft.  

13 Following the consultation stage, the applicant evidenced a thorough exploration 
into options for maximising overlook and active frontages at ground level. Further 
measures beyond the proposed kiosk, residential lobby, bus stop, translucent materials, 
and hard/soft landscaping were not considered possible owing to a requirement for the 
proposed building’s services and functional needs to be accommodated within the 
existing building’s footprint. The applicant, furthermore, specified that residents and the 
Environment Agency will have 24-hour access to the landscaping and brook via key fob. 

14 In response to Intend to Publish London Plan Policy D12 a fire statement 
produced by a third-party qualified assessor has been submitted to the Council for 
review prior to submission to building control. 

Inclusive design 

15 At consultation stage the applicant specified that 10% of units (or 13 units) will 
meet Building Regulation requirement M4(3) as wheelchair accessible units. The 
location, type, and number of these units was provided in the Design and Access 
Statement. The applicant was also requested to provide details of the accessible access 
to the brook. 

16 Following consultation stage, the provision of wheelchair accessible units was 
secured by planning condition. The applicant also clarified that after an investigation it 
was concluded that ramp access to the brook would not be possible owing to the 
significant level change. The three roof terraces are, however, accessible.  

Environment 

Energy 

17 At consultation stage, the applicant proposed use of a gas-fired combined heat 
and power (CHP) plant for the development, which is not supported for developments of 
less than 500 units, per the Energy Assessment Guidance (2018) and Intend to Publish 
London Plan Policy SI 3, which prioritises consideration of connection to district heating 
networks and zero emission heat sources. 

18 Following the consultation phase, the applicant evidenced an investigation into 
alternative heating technologies and found that CHP is the only solution to achieve the 
policy target of 35% when considered against SAP 2012 emissions factors. It is noted 
that the Energy Assessment Guidance (2018) encourages the use of SAP 10 emissions 
factors, and the applicant has acknowledged that electricity-led heating options would 
provide better carbon savings than gas-led under SAP 10; however, the extensive 
reinforcement works required to enable the electricity grid to handle the increased 
demand and peak load and the constrained nature of this particular site render these 
options unviable. The applicant also cited future opportunities to decarbonise the 
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development, including the potential to replace the gas boilers at the end of their 
lifespan with hydrogen-based boilers, as justification for the use of CHP in this instance.  

19 The applicant provided correspondence with the borough confirming that 
although there are no District Heating Networks (DHN) available for connection at 
present future connection may become possible. The applicant provided details 
illustrating how the development will allow for future connection to a DHN should one 
become available. These details will be secured by way of planning condition.  

20 Overall, the proposed energy strategy achieves a 43% CO2 savings beyond 
Building Regulations and a carbon offset payment of £102,757 to cover the residual 
shortfall will besecured in the S106 agreement. The applicant provided an annotated 
roof layout demonstrating roof area uses and possible locations for PV arrays; however, 
after accounting for the rooftop amenity space the remaining net area suitable for a PV 
array is only 4.3 sqm so it is accepted that installation of PV panels may not be 
appropriate in this instance. For these reasons, this application meets the minimum 
requirements of London Plan Policy 5.6 and Intend to Publish London Plan Policies SI 2 
and SI 3.  

Water 

21 At consultation stage, it was acknowledged that the proposed approach to flood 
risk management generally complies with London Plan Policy 5.12 and Intend to 
Publish London Plan Policy SI 12. The applicant was requested to consider flood 
resilient construction for the ground floor to a suitable freeboard depth above the 
modelled flood level. The applicant was also asked to provide details on how SuDS 
measures at the top of the drainage hierarchy would be included in the development, 
details on how greenfield runoff rates would be achieved, and additional attenuation 
storage volume calculations. 

22 Following the consultation stage, the applicant confirmed that the proposed 
ground level is above the predicted maximum water level for an extreme flood event 
and contains only ‘less vulnerable’ uses and is therefore flood resilient. The applicant 
also confirmed that while a rainwater harvesting system will be implemented to reduce 
water usage in line with SuDS principles, additional measures such as infiltration 
techniques and open water features porous surfaces will not, owing to site constraints. 
The applicant has confirmed that the proposal will achieve a runoff rate of 5 litres per 
second, which is very near the greenfield runoff rate and is therefore acceptable. As 
such water and drainage matters have been satisfactorily resolved in accordance with 
London Plan Policies 5.12, 5.13 and 5.15 and the London Plan Intend to Publish 
Version Policies SI 5, SI 12 and SI 13.  

Transport 

23 At consultation stage, there was an identified need for additional Blue Badge 
parking to meet the 3% minimum. The on-street options presented at this stage raised 
safety concerns and were likewise considered unacceptable. 

24 Following consultation stage, an indicative proposal has been developed in 
consultation with TfL and Brent Council for an improved pedestrian and cycle 
environment at the junction of Argenta Way and Point Place, incorporating an on-street 
Blue Badge space on Argenta Way. The design of the revised scheme has yet to be 
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approved by TfL, but the scheme is supported in principle subject to further discussions 
as part of the Section 278 Agreement. Alternative or additional on-street Blue Badge 
parking has been considered and may be accepted on balance, should the Blue Badge 
space on Argenta Way prove unfeasible. For these reasons, TfL is satisfied that a 
solution will be reached. 

25 Furthermore, at consultation stage, TfL requested a contribution towards a 
station feasibility study in lieu of insufficient Blue Badge parking on site and known 
future capacity constraints at the Stonebridge Park Station.  

26 Following consultation stage, the draft recommendation in the Committee Report 
include a contribution towards such a study for Stonebridge Park station. The amount is 
yet to be specified, but TfL are pleased that the applicant and Council have agreed to 
this in principle. 

27 In summary, the consultation stage transport issues have been satisfactorily 
resolved in advance of future negotiations as part of the Section 278 process, and a 
Travel Plan, Delivery and Servicing Plan, Construction Logistics Plan, and details 
relating to Electric Vehicle Charge Points and cycle parking will be secured by planning 
condition/obligation as appropriate.  

Response to consultation 

28 Brent Council notified 140 properties by letter on 9 January 2019. Further 
consultation letters were sent out on 26 March 2019 for the revised proposal which 
included a height reduction from 28 to 24-storeys. Press notices for both were printed in 
January and April of 2019, respectively. Additionally, a site notice for the revised 
scheme was posted outside the development on 4 April 2019.  

29 A petition opposing the scheme was received by Brent Council on 25 April 2019 
and a further objection letter was received on 21 May 2019. One neutral comment was 
also received. The petition included containing 65 individual signatories, however 3 of 
whom did not provide a home address. These remainder represented 44 households 
across Sylvia Gardens, Tokynton Avenue, Derek Avenue, and Aldbury Avenue. The 
objections are summarised as follows: 

• Generalised concern about road congestion and increased pressure on parking; 

• The area not needing any more residential development; 

• Lack of capacity of emergency services in the area;  

• Concerns about insufficient social infrastructure in the area; 

• Construction posing a danger to the public; 

• Concern about refuse storage and collection arrangements; 

• Concern over relocation of the retail kiosk; 

• Concern over antisocial behaviour in the plant area under the flats; 

• Height of the building is too tall for the plot; 

• Dearth of stores and restaurants in Wembley; 

• Mistrust of Council’s past decisions to replace houses with blocks of flats; and 

• Concern about new building impeding television/satellite/mobile phone signals.  

30 The neutral comment represented Wembley Towers Limited (WTL), landowners 
of the adjacent Wembley Point site, and is summarised below: 
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• The overall principle of development is supported; 

• The proposed development should not compromise the potential to develop the 
wider Wembley Point site in terms of daylight and sunlight; 

• The proposed development should not increase the flood risk of the adjoining 
Wembley Point site; 

• Details of any future link bridge between Argenta House and Wembley Point 
should be subject to discussion with WTL; 

• Construction works (as set out in the construction management plan) should not 
impede the future implementation of the Wembley Point site; and 

• Delivery and servicing arrangements (as set out in the delivery and servicing 
plan) should not impede the development or servicing of the Wembley Point site.  
 

Statutory and non-statutory organisations  

31 Statutory consultees and other local groups have responded to the proposal as 
follows: 

• Canals and Rivers Trust – No objection.  

• Environment Agency – No objection subject to the following requirements: 
o Condition requested to secure details of the Flood Risk Assessment. 
o Condition requested to secure a management plan for the management of 

invasive non-native species. 
o Condition requested to secure a detailed landscaping management plan. 
o Informative requested setting out the risks associated with Japanese 

Knotweed. 

• London Underground Infrastructure Protection – No objection subject to the 
requirement that access to Stonebridge Park depot not be obstructed at any 
time. 

• Network Rail – No objections subject to an informative outlining relevant 
considerations for the applicant outside of the planning process. 

• Thames Water – no objection, subject to an informative relating to groundwater 
risk management permits and advice over carrying out works near Thames 
Water assets. 

 
32 Issues raised as part of the local consultation process have been considered in 
this report, the Mayor’s Stage 1 report, and the Council’s committee report of 16 
October 2019. Having regard to these and to the draft planning conditions and 
obligations to be secured with any permission, 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.  

Section 106 agreement 

33 The draft S106 agreement includes the following provisions: 
 

• Affordable housing provision of 35 units (30% by habitable room) comprising 
70% affordable rent and 30% as shared ownership; 

• Early and Late Stage Viability Reviews; 

• Carbon offset contribution of £102,757; 

• Controlled Parking Zone (CPZ) contribution of £65,000; 
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• Open space contribution (including maintenance contribution) of £34,000; 

• Highway works including the alteration of the mini-roundabout at the junction of 
Argenta Way and Point Place to a priority junction with a contraflow cycle lane 
and provision of a dedicated bus standing area; 

• Car club membership for residents for the first three years of building occupation; 

• Instatement of a Controlled Parking Zone (CPZ); 

• A Travel Plan and Travel Survey; 

• A Waste Management Plan; 

• An Employment and Training Plan; 

• The safeguarding of Wembley Point Bridge; and  

• Survey works to ensure the development will not degrade television or radio 
reception to nearby properties; 
 

Legal considerations 

34 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 

35 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.  

36 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. 

37 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). 
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Conclusion 

The strategic issues raised at consultation stage with respect to housing, affordable 
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 Council’s draft decision, the application complies with the 
London Plan and 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 
Alison 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 
Stephanie Goldberg, Strategic Planner (Case officer) 
020 7983 4899 email: stephanie.goldberg@london.gov.uk 
 

 


