
 

 

 
 Planning report GLA/4678/02 

18 May 2020 

Elthorne Works, Trumpers Way  
in the London Borough of Ealing   

planning application no.184014FUL   
  

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 existing buildings and mixed-use redevelopment of the site to provide 213 
residential units (35% affordable housing) alongside an intensified industrial offer of 4,035 sq.m 
of and associated hard and soft landscaping. The development will range between 3 and 12-
storeys.    

The applicant 

The applicant is MHA Bellward (Hanwell) Limited and the architect is Patel Taylor. 

Key dates 

GLA pre-application meeting: 10 July 2017 
Stage 1 response: 4 February 2019 
Borough planning committee: 15 January 2020 

Strategic issues 

Principle of development: The proposed redevelopment of this industrial site for a mix of 
residential and intensified industrial uses is acceptable in strategic planning terms.  

Affordable housing: 35% affordable housing (by habitable room), with a split of 24/76 in 
favour of shared ownership, has been verified as the maximum. Early and late stage reviews 
have been appropriately secured. 

Urban design: The design responds well to the local context and proposes a high-quality 
redevelopment.  

Issues in respect of sustainable development and transport have been acceptably resolved. 

The Council’s decision 

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

Recommendation 

That Ealing 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 14 November 2018 the Mayor of London received documents from Ealing 
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 Order 2008:  

• 1.1A.1 “Development which comprises or includes the provision of more than 150 
houses, flats, or houses and flats” and; 

• 1.1C.1(c) “Development which comprises or includes the erection of a building 
more than 30 metres high and is outside the City of London”. 

2 On 4 February 2020 the Mayor considered planning report GLA/4678/01, and 
subsequently advised Ealing Council that whilst the application was generally 
acceptable in strategic planning terms the application did not comply with the London 
Plan, for the reasons set out in paragraph 51 of the report; but that the possible 
remedies set out in that paragraph of the 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 15 January 2020 Ealing Council decided that it was minded to grant 
planning permission and on the 13 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 Ealing 
Council under Article 6 to refuse the application or issue a direction to  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 26 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. 

Consultation stage issue summary 

5 At consultation stage, Ealing Council was advised that whilst the scheme was 
generally supported in strategic planning terms, the application did not fully comply 
with the London Plan, for the reasons set out in paragraph 51 of that report.  

• Principle of development: The proposed redevelopment of this industrial site 
for a mix of residential and intensified industrial uses is acceptable in strategic 
planning terms.  

• Housing: The provision of 35% affordable housing (by habitable room) is 
welcomed. However, the tenure split as proposed fails to meet the requirements 
of the Fast Track route. The provision of affordable rent should be increased to 
enable the scheme to be considered under the fast track route. In addition, the 
affordability of the units must be confirmed. An early stage review must be 
secured and should the scheme fall short of relevant fast-track requirements a 
late stage review will be required. 
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• Urban design: Whilst the proposed design is generally supported in strategic 
planning terms, the applicant must amend floorplans to reduce units per core and 
the number of single aspect units. 

• Sustainable development: The applicant must provide further details on the 
proposed energy strategy and sustainable drainage proposals to demonstrate 
London Plan compliance. 

• Transport: The applicant is required to provide further information in respect to; 
construction logistics and servicing. The applicant must address transport issues 
with respect to; cycle parking quantum and design, blue badge parking, design 
and management and public realm. 

Strategic planning policy and guidance update 

6 Since consultation stage, Government published a revised version of the NPPF 
in February 2019.  

7 The London Plan (Intend to Publish version, December 2019) is now a material 
consideration, and should be taken into account on the basis explained in paragraph 48 
of the NPPF.   

8 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. 

Application update  

9 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 Ealing Council’s draft decision on the case, various planning 
conditions and obligations have been secured to address the above concerns and 
ensure that the development is acceptable in planning terms. An update of issues 
raised at consultation stage is set out below. 

Principle of development  

10 The Council was advised as part of the Stage 1 consultation response that the 
proposed redevelopment of this industrial site for a mix of residential and intensified 
industrial uses is acceptable in strategic planning terms. 

Housing   

11 At consultation stage the Council was advised that the provision of 35% 
affordable housing (by habitable room) was welcomed. However, the tenure split as 
proposed failed to meet the requirements of the Fast Track route. The applicant was 
advised to increase the provision of affordable rent to enable the scheme to be 
considered under the fast track route. In addition, the applicant was advised to confirm 
the affordability of the units. An early stage review was required, and in the absence of 
the scheme failing to meet the relevant fast-track requirements a late stage review 
would also be required. At Stage 1 the scheme comprised 16 affordable rent units and 
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55 shared ownership units equating to a tenure split of 23/77 on a habitable room basis.  
Since then the applicant has increased the affordable rent component of the scheme to 
17 resulting in the loss of one shared ownership unit. Having reviewed the viability 
assessment submitted alongside this application GLA officers accept that the 35% 
affordable housing offer (by habitable room), split 24% London Affordable Rent and 
76% shared ownership (by habitable room) is the maximum amount this scheme could 
viably delivered.  

12 The provision of 35% affordable housing (by habitable room) responds 
positively to the objectives of the Mayor’s Intend to Publish London Plan and the 
Affordable Housing and Viability SPG; and as such is supported in policy terms. The 
Council has secured the affordability levels, including reduced income thresholds and 
early and late stage viability reviews within the Section 106 agreement.   

Unit type Market  Shared 
ownership 

London 
affordable 
rent 

Total  

1 bedroom 55 (110) 20 (40) 0 75 (150) 

2 bedroom 79 (237) 34 (102) 2 (6) 115 (345) 

3 bedroom 8 (40) 0 15 (60) 23 (100) 

Total 142 (387) 54 (142) 17 (66) 213 (595) 

 Figure 1: Affordable housing provision  

Urban design   

13 At consultation stage the Council was advised that the design of the proposed 
scheme was broadly supported but advised that it should amend floorplans to reduce 
units per core and the number of single aspect units. The 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. While the scheme has not been amended to increase dual 
aspect units, with six of the floors across the scheme having 10 units per core 
(located in Bocks A and C on floors 1-3 and the majority of block B units would be 
single aspect, all residential units in blocks A and C benefit from dual aspect which is 
welcomed. GLA officers note that none of the single aspect units would be north 
facing. The matters raised at consultation stage regarding urban design have been 
addressed as far as possible and are on balance considering the other material 
considerations acceptable in this instance.    

Density   

14 London Plan Policy 3.4 and the Mayor’s intend to publish London Plan Policy D3 
seek to optimise the potential of sites, having regard to local context, design principles, 
public transport accessibility, and the capacity of existing and future transport services, 
using an assessment of site context and a design-led approach to determine site 
capacity. The scheme would have a residential density of 276 units per hectare. This 
exceeds the guidance ranges in Table 3.2 of the London Plan, but is within the 
thresholds for increased scrutiny of design quality set out in the Mayor’s intend to 



 page 5 

publish London Plan Policy D4 (Part D).   

15 Whist the residential density of the scheme exceeds that of surrounding 
neighbours, this co-location scheme is a sustainable approach to developing an 
underutilised suburban brownfield site of this nature. The height and massing strategy is 
considered to be of high quality and fully realises the latent potential of this underutilised 
site. The density proposed is therefore supported.    

Heritage and conservation areas  

16 The Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 sets out the 
statutory duties for dealing with heritage assets in planning decisions. In relation to 
listed buildings, all planning decisions should ‘should have special regard to the 
desirability of preserving the building or its setting or any features of special 
architectural or historic interest which it possesses, and for development in conservation 
areas “special attention shall be paid to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the 
character or appearance of that area.” The NPPF states that when considering the 
impact of the proposal on the significance of the designated heritage asset, great weight 
should be given to the asset’s conservation. Significance can be harmed or lost through 
alteration or destruction of the heritage asset or development within its setting. 
Significance is the value of the heritage asset because of its heritage interest, which 
may be archaeological, architectural, artistic or historic, and may derive from a heritage 
asset’s physical presence or its setting. 

17  Where a proposed development will lead to ‘substantial harm’ to or total loss of 
the significance of a designated heritage asset, local planning authorities should refuse 
consent, unless it can be demonstrated that the substantial harm or loss is necessary to 
achieve substantial public benefits that outweigh that harm or loss. Where a 
development will lead to ‘less than substantial harm’, the harm should be weighed 
against the public benefits of the proposal, including securing its optimum viable use. 
Policy HC1 ‘Heritage conservation and growth’ of the Mayor’s Intend to Publish London 
Plan, as well as London Plan Policy 7.8, state that development should conserve 
heritage assets and avoid harm, which also applies to non-designated heritage assets. 
Case law outlines that a finding of harm to the setting of a listed building is a 
consideration to which the decision maker must give considerable importance and 
weight. 

18 The application site itself does not fall within a conservation area, nor does it 
contain any listed buildings. The Canalside Conservation is located just west of the site 
on Trumpers Way.  

19 The applicant has provided a Townscape Visual Impact assessment which 
details the effect of the development on the surrounding townscape, including nearby 
heritage assets. Given the scale, massing and layout of the proposed development, it is 
considered by GLA officers that the proposal would not result in harm to the Canalside 
conservation area in regard to the tests outlined in the NPPF. As such the application 
accords with London Plan Policy 7.8 and Policy HC1 of the Intend to Publish London 
Plan and the NPPF.  
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Sustainable development  

20 At consultation stage the Council was advised that further revisions and 
information was required regarding; overheating, connection to a district heat network, 
the energy centre and the inclusion of renewable technologies before the proposals 
could be considered acceptable and compliance with the London Plan and Mayor’s 
intend to publish London Plan could be verified. The Council and applicant have 
engaged in collaborative discussions with the GLA to resolve these issues. The 
Council’s draft decision notice includes conditions for; low carbon energy monitoring, 
submission of overheating and cooling analysis, a commitment to continue to 
investigate possible connection to a district heating network. The draft s.106 also 
includes obligations for payments of; a carbon off-setting contribution of £228,000 and 
renewable energy monitoring contribution of £15,774. In light of the conditions and 
planning obligations above the proposals are now acceptable in this regard.  

Transport  

21 As part of the Stage 1 response additional information and revisions were sought 
along with appropriate conditions and s.106 obligations. The Council has secured 
planning conditions for the submission and approval of; a Car Parking Management 
Plan, Service Management Plan, car parking; EVCP provision, cycle parking, 
Demolition and Construction Logistics Plan and Travel Plan. Planning obligations have 
been secured for a financial contribution of £60K towards local cycling, pedestrian and 
public realm improvements; £95K Travel Plan contribution towards sustainable transport 
initiatives, travel plan monitoring and review; alongside the provision of a car club and a 
requirement to deliver highway works to widen the footway on Trumpers Way and 
provide a new raised table crossing point on Trumpers Way, as well as improvements 
towards the resurfacing and car parking on Belvedere Close and Trumpers Way. The 
transport issues raised as part of the Stage 1 response have been satisfactorily 
resolved.   

Response to consultation   

22 In addition to inviting comments from statutory consultees and publishing all the 
relevant documents on the Council’s planning register, Ealing Council carried out a 
public consultation with local residents, businesses and institutions including individual 
letters to neighbouring properties, erected site notices on 16 November 2018 and a 
press advertisement in the Ealing Gazette on 16 November 2018. A total of 67 written 
representations were received in response to the formal consultation, 40 in objection 
and 5 in support. An additional 22 representation in objection to the scheme were 
received by the Council following the planning committee. A summary of grounds for 
objection is as follows: 

• Building heights, excessive bulk and massing, 

• Visual impact of the scheme on the skyline, visual amenities and neighbouring 
amenities, 

• Daylight/sunlight impacts and overlooking, 

• Over-development and the scheme density, 

• Increased pressure and lack of provision of local amenities/infrastructure 
including doctors surgeries, schools, retail, community facilities, highways and 
public transport, 
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• Transport and highway impacts including; increased traffic, congestion, highway 
safety, parking pressure/lack of provision, access, need for CPZ, 

• Impact to local open space, 

• Deficiency of local road network to support the scheme, 

• Land use principles and use of this LSIS site,  

• Construction impacts including noise and disturbance  

• Co-location of industrial and residential uses and possible impacts, 

• Proportion of single aspect units, 

• Lack of consultation/inadequate consultation with local residents, 

• Adverse impact to air quality, 

• Cumulative impacts with other developments coming forward, 

• Conflict with planning policy, 

• Proximity to neighbouring properties,   

• Inadequate public transport provision, 

• Lack of affordable housing/affordable housing offer, 

• Lack of open space provision,  

• Increase risk of flooding,  

• Impacts to biodiversity, ecology, MOL and wildlife as a result of the proposals.   
 

23 The Councillors for the Elthorne ward, Councillors; Bryne, Camadoo and Gordon, 
have raised concerns on the following grounds: 

• Height and massing of the proposals, 

• Impact to local character, 

• Impact to local views particularly on the Canal and from/of the park adjacent to 
the site, 

• Impact to local amenities, 

• Transport impacts including; traffic, congestion, access and highway impacts to 
local residents.  
 

24 A summary of grounds for support is as follows: 

• Design quality, 

• Improvements to local connectivity, 

• Mix and composition of industrial provision, 

• Improvement to local area, 

• Need for housing.  
 

25 Rt. Hon Virendra Sharma MP provided a comment in support of the scheme 
summarised as follows: 

• Provision and quantum of housing, 

• Provision of affordable housing, 

• Provision of commercial space,   

• Improved access and public realm.  
 

26 A petition with 1,537 signatures has been received which objects to the scheme.  
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27 The following amenity groups issued responses to the consultations:  

• Ealing Civic Society: object to the planning application, raising concerns 
regarding; overdevelopment of the site, height and massing, density, unit mix, 
pollution, residential quality, highway impacts including traffic.  

• Hanwell and Canals Conservation Areas Advisory Panel: object to the 
planning application, raising concerns regarding; negative visual impact to the 
Canal Side Conservation Area, height and massing, visual prominence, impact to 
the surrounding character of the area.  

• Boston Manor Residents Association: no comment received.  
 
28 The following organisations also issued responses to the consultations: 

• NHS Property Services: Requests a financial contribution of £344,789 for 
capital works to enable primary care as mitigation for the development proposal,   

• Thames Water: No objection subject to the imposition of planning conditions and 
informatives, planning conditions and informatives requested include; piling, 
groundwater discharge and water networks and infrastructure,     

• Cadent (National grid): no objection, requested an informative to advise on the 
protection of Cadent’s legal rights,  

• London Borough of Hounslow Council: no comment, 

• Metropolitan Police (secured by design): no comment, 

• London Fire Brigade: no comment. 
 

29 The Mayor has received 61 direct representations of objection which, in 
summary, collectively raise the following issues:  

• Transport and highway impacts including; increased traffic, congestion, highway 
safety, parking pressure/lack of provision, access, need for CPZ, pedestrian 
safety, poor public transport accessibility of the site, 

• Increased pressure and lack of provision of local amenities/infrastructure 
including doctors surgeries, schools, retail, community facilities, highways and 
public transport, 

• Pollution, air quality,  

• Impact to health of existing residents, 

• Height and massing, overbearing,  

• Overall design quality and visual impact, 

• Lack of affordable housing/affordable housing offer, 

• Daylight/sunlight impacts and overlooking, 

• Lack of green infrastructure, provision, 

• Lack of family sized housing and unit mix, 

• Lack of consultation/inadequate consultation with local residents, 

• Misleading application documents, 

• Scheme density and overdevelopment, 

• Conflict with local industrial uses, 

• Lack of environmental impact assessment, 

• Impact on Metropolitan Open Land/Green Belt, 

• Fails to address local need, 

• Lack of public/community benefit, 
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• Insufficient evidence of approach towards energy conservation/generation and 
efficiency, 

• Proportion of single aspect dwellings, 

• Impact to conservation area, 

• Fire safety, 

• Residential quality including excessive units per core, 

• Planning policy non-compliance, 

• Cumulative impacts with other developments coming forward, 

• Residential quality and appropriateness of townhouses,  
 

30 London Assembly Member Dr Onkar Sahota has provided a representation 
objecting to the scheme which can be summarised as follows: 

• Insufficient affordable housing, 

• Insufficient depth of discount within the affordable housing provision, 

• Proportion of single aspect units, 

• Parking pressure and lack of parking provision, 

• Air quality impacts and pollution, 

• Insufficient electric vehicle charging points, 

• Absence of green roofs. 
 

31 Issues raised as part of the local consultation process have been considered in 
this report, the Mayor’s Stage I report, and the Council’s Planning Committee Report.  
The Council has proposed various planning obligations and conditions in response.  
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 consultation stage report GLA/4678/01.  

Draft section 106 agreement   

32 Further to the heads of terms set out within Ealing Council’s Planning Committee 
Report, the draft section 106 agreement secures the following key provisions: 

• Affordable Housing (33.33% of units and 35% of habitable rooms - in the form of 
54 shared ownership units (20 x 1B2p; 19 x 2B3p; 15 x 2B4p) and 17 London 
affordable rent (2 x 2B4p and 15 x 3B5p) units) and Early and Late Stage 
Viability Review Mechanisms;  

• A calculated carbon offset payment of £228,000; 

• Renewable energy monitoring contribution £15,744; 

• Education infrastructure contribution of £497,762.48; 

• Healthcare provision of £344,789; 

• Transport accessibility, cycle and pedestrian realm improvements £60,000; 

• Travel plan monitoring £95,000; 

• Air quality measures £44,620.  
 

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

33 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 
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addresses the matters raised at stage I, therefore there is no sound planning reason for 
the Mayor to take over this application.  

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. 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.  

Financial considerations 

35 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.  

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). 

Conclusion 

38 The strategic issues raised at consultation stage with respect to the principle of 
development, affordable housing, urban design, sustainable development and transport 
have been addressed. Having regard to the details of the application, the matters set 
out in the Planning Committee Report and draft decision notice; the application 
complies with the London Plan and the Mayor’s Intend to Publish London Plan, and 
there are no sound planning reasons for the Mayor to intervene in this case. 
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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    
Connaire O’Sullivan, Senior Strategic Planner, Case Officer 
020 7084 6589    email Connaire.OSullivan@london.gov.uk  
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