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planning report GLA/3814a/02 

  27 January 2020 

1-4 Capital Interchange Way       
in the London Borough of Hounslow 

planning application no. 01508/1-4/P7 

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 

Redevelopment of the site to provide a mixed-use development of 420 residential units and 
commercial/ leisure floorspace in buildings up to 16 storeys.   

The applicant 

The applicant is Redrow Homes Ltd and Catalyst by Design and the architect is Turner. 

Key dates 

Stage I report: 17 December 2018 
Committee meeting: 5 September 2019 

Strategic issues 
 
Principle of development: The residential-led mixed use redevelopment of a redundant 
storage site in an emerging Opportunity Area is supported. 

Affordable Housing: 50% affordable housing (60% shared ownership and 40% low-cost rent) 
is compliant with the Fast Track Route, and an early stage review has been secured in the 
s106 agreement. 

Urban design and heritage: The proposals are of a high design quality, with good residential 
quality. The proposal would have less than substantial harm to the significance of the  Strand 
on the Green Conservation Area and the Grade II and II* Listed buildings at 64-71 Strand on 
the Green and the Kew World Heritage Site, Registered Park and Garden and Conservation 
Area and the Grade I Listed Orangery. The public benefits of the scheme, principally affordable 
housing outweighs the identified harm  

Issues relating to Environment and Transport resolved and relevant conditions and 
Section 106 obligations secured. 

The Council’s decision 

In this instance, Hounslow Council has resolved to grant permission, subject to conditions and 
a section 106 agreement. 

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 
that he is to be the local planning authority.  
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Context 

1   On 26 November 2018, 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 
Categories 1A, 1B and 1C(c)  of the Schedule to the Order 2008:  

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

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

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

2   On 17 December 2018, the Mayor considered planning report GLA/3814a/01, 
and subsequently advised Hounslow Council that the application did not fully comply 
with the London Plan and the draft London Plan; however, the possible remedies set 
out in paragraph 76 of the above-mentioned report could address these deficiencies. 

3    A copy of the above-mentioned report is attached. The essentials of the case 
with regard to the proposal, the site, case history, strategic planning issues and relevant 
policies and guidance are as set out therein, unless otherwise stated in this report. 
Since then, further information has been provided in response to the Mayor’s concerns 
(see below). On 5 September 2019, Hounslow Council decided that it was minded to 
grant permission, and following the drafting of the section 106 agreement, on 14 
January 2020 the Council advised the Mayor of this resolution. 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 issue a direction under Article 7 that 
he is to act as the local planning authority for the purpose of determining the application. 
The Mayor has until 28 January 2020 to notify the Council of his decision and to issue 
any direction. The Mayor’s decision on this case, and the reasons, will be made 
available on the GLA’s website www.london.gov.uk. 

4 It should be noted that on the 6th of May 2019, the Secretary of State called in the 
planning application for the adjacent Citroen Scheme following the Mayor’s resolution to 
grant permission for this scheme on the 22nd of August 2018. The scheme is currently 
being heard at a public inquiry which is programmed to be completed on the 7th of 
February 2020. 

Consultation stage issues summary 

5   At consultation stage, Hounslow Council was advised that the application did not 
yet fully comply with the London Plan and the draft London Plan, with the strategic 
issues set out below: 

• Principle of development: The residential-led mixed use redevelopment of a 
redundant storage site in an emerging Opportunity Area is supported. 

http://www.london.gov.uk/
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• Affordable housing: 41% affordable housing by habitable room split 60:40 in 
favour of affordable rent. Draft London Plan Policy H6 sets a threshold of 50% 
for industrial sites where the scheme would result in a net loss of industrial 
capacity therefore the applicant must submit a financial viability assessment for 
GLA officers to robustly scrutinise to ensure the maximum level of affordable 
housing is delivered. Details of the affordability of the affordable rent product 
must be provided. Early implementation and late stage review mechanisms 
must be secured. 

 

• Urban Design and Heritage: The proposal would have less than substantial 
harm to the Strand on the Green Conservation Area and the Grade II and II* 

Listed buildings at 64-71 Strand on the Green. Insufficient information has been 
submitted to assess the impact on the Grade I Listed Orangery at Royal 
Botanic Gardens Kew. The public benefits of the scheme, principally affordable 
housing could outweigh the identified harm subject to further consideration of 
verified views and the details of the affordable housing provision. Detailed 
conditions required to secure high quality detailed design of buildings and 
landscaping. 

 

• Transport: A financial contribution may be required to mitigate impacts on 
Gunnersbury Station, the Cycle Super Highway and local bus network 
mitigation. Further discussions are required to confirm impact and required 
contributions. 

 

Strategic planning Policy and guidance update 

 6   The following Policy, draft Policy and guidance are now material considerations: 

• National Planning Policy Framework (2019) and National Planning Practice 
Guidance. 

• 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 prepared. This should be taken into 
account on the basis described in the NPPF.  

• Hounslow’s Great West Corridor Local Plan review (Regulation 19 Consultation, 
July 2019);  

• Draft Brentford East SPD (October 2017) 

• Draft Royal Botanic Gardens Kew World Heritage Site Management Plan 2019-
2025 
 

Application update 

7    Since consultation stage, GLA officers have engaged in discussions with the 
applicant, the Council and TfL officers with a view to addressing the above matters. 
Additional information has been submitted by the applicant for further consideration 
including the requested view of the scheme from the Royal Botanic Gardens Kew World 
Heritage Site and an increased affordable housing offer.  
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8  Furthermore, as part of Hounslow Council’s draft decision on the case, various 
planning conditions and obligations have been proposed to address the above concerns 
and ensure that the development is acceptable in planning terms.  

Principle of development 

9    At consultation stage it was established that, given the site, a non-designated 
industrial site, allocated as an Opportunity Area in the new London Plan as well as in 
the emerging Great West Corridor Local Plan, the principle of the mixed-use 
redevelopment of the site including residential is supported in this instance. 

10 The scheme includes the delivery of up to 3,728 sq.m. of office floorspace which 
represents an uplift in the quantity and quality of commercial space as well as job 
numbers at the site, which will make a significant contribution to employment growth 
and is supported given the sites location within an emerging Opportunity Area and 
Strategic Outer London Development Centre. 
 

Affordable Housing 

11 At consultation stage the scheme proposed to deliver 41% of the new homes as 
affordable housing with a tenure split of 60% affordable rent /40% Intermediate when 
measured by habitable room, which fell short of the relevant threshold, given the site is 
located on non-designated industrial land and the proposals result in a net loss of 
industrial capacity. The application was therefore required to follow the viability tested 
route. It was further noted at stage 1 that the proposed scheme is being delivered in 
part by Catalyst Housing Limited who across their delivery programme as a whole is 
contracted by the GLA to deliver at least 50% of their homes as genuinely affordable 
homes. 

12 Following discussion with GLA officers, the housing provision has been altered to 
increase the provision of affordable homes to 50% on a habitable room basis. The 
alterations would result in 57 additional intermediate (shared ownership) homes and 63 
additional London Affordable Rent homes. This increase is accommodated by the 
reduction of 78 affordable rented homes and 42 market homes. This would result in an 
uplift of 42 affordable homes. The revised quantum of affordable housing is strongly 
supported. The changes are shown in Table 1 below: 

Unit 
type 

Market  
Housing  

London 
Affordable  
Rent 

Affordable 
rent 

Intermediate 
(shared 
ownership) 

Total  

Unit Hab 
room 

Unit Hab 
room 

Unit Hab 
room 

Unit Hab 
room 

Unit Hab 
room 

unit 
mix 

One 
bed 

50 100 28 56 11 22 27 54 116 232 27.6% 

Two 
bed 

156 468 21 63 7 21 88 264 272 816 64.8% 

Three 
bed 

5 20 14 56 4 16 9 36 32 128 7.6% 

Total 211 588 63 175 22 59 124 354 420 1,176  
209 units 
(50% by unit) 
582 hab rooms 
(50% by hab room) 
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13 The revised affordable housing provision has a tenure split of 60% intermediate 
(shared ownership) and 40% affordable rent (composed of London Affordable rent and 
an affordable rented product linked to local requirements as agreed with Hounslow 
Council). The revised tenure split secures a minimum of 30% low cost rent and 30% 
intermediate housing and is as such in accordance with Policy H6 of the Mayor’s Intend 
to Publish London Plan and the Mayor’s Affordable Housing and Viability SPG. The 
section 106 agreement secures the shared ownership as affordable to a range of 
incomes below the upper limit of £90,000 per annum. 

14 The section 106 agreement further secures the affordable rented homes to be 
eligible to households at a rent that is the lower of local housing allowance or up to 67 
per cent of market rents. The affordable rent product is supported by Hounslow Council 
as established through the council’s resolution to grant permission, is secured in the 
section 106 agreement as affordable in perpetuity and the proposed rent levels are 
below the Local Housing Allowance and as such are considered to be demonstrably 
affordable in the local context. Given the above, the proposed affordable rent product 
meets the London Housing Strategy definition of genuinely affordable housing and 
complies with the requirements of Policy H6 of the Mayor’s Intend to Publish London 
Plan, the Mayor’s Affordable Housing and Viability SPG, and the London Plan Annual 
Monitoring Report. 

15 As the scheme is to be delivered in part by Catalyst Housing Limited, a 
Registered Provider, the revised affordable housing offer has been secured 
unconditionally with no reference to grant. As the affordable housing provision has been 
increased to 50% a late stage review is no longer required. An early stage review is 
secured in the section 106 agreement 

Urban design 

16    At Stage 1, GLA officers supported the height, massing and layout of the 
proposals, subject to the assessment of the scheme’s impact on heritage assets as set 
out below. The development would deliver a high standard of residential quality and 
high architectural quality. Suitable conditions on materials and detailing will ensure that 
a high quality building will be delivered. The proposal is therefore considered to accord 
with the design policies set out in the London Plan and the Mayor’s Intend to Publish 
London Plan. 

Heritage  

17     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’. 
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18  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 assets 
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. 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.  

19    London Plan Policy 7.8, states that development affecting heritage assets 
should conserve their significance by being sympathetic to their form, scale, materials 
and architectural detail. . Policy HC1 of the Mayor’s Intend to Publish London Plan 
further specifies that the cumulative impacts from incremental change from 
development on heritage assets and their setting should be actively managed and that 
development proposals should avoid harm. 

20  London Plan Policy 7.10 states that development should not cause adverse 
impacts on World Heritage Sites or to their settings (including any buffer zones). In 
particular, it should not compromise a viewer’s ability to appreciate its Outstanding 
Universal Value, integrity, authenticity or significance. Policy HC2 of the Mayor’s Intend 
to Publish London Plan further states that development, in WHS and their settings, 
including buffer zones, should conserve, promote and enhance their Outstanding 
Universal Value, or the authenticity and integrity of their attributes and provide that 
when considering planning applications, appropriate weight should be given to the 
provisions of World Heritage Site Management Plans.  

21 It is noted that Historic England considers the proposal would result in the 
introduction of new, metropolitan building forms that will overwhelm the visual primacy 
of the Strand on the Green Conservation Area and as such maintain their objection on 
the basis of substantial harm to the heritage asset’s significance. The proposed 
development would appear above the skyline in views of the Strand on the Green 
Conservation Area from the opposite bank of the Thames within the Dukes Meadow 
area of Metropolitan Open Land. 

22 Due to its prominence within the historic riverine setting, the development would 
have an adverse effect upon the setting of the Conservation Area and the Grade II and II* 

Listed buildings, at 64-71 Strand on the Green, facing the Thames. The three proposed 
buildings will be visible as distinct architectural forms, however, given the the physical 
separation of the site and the high quality of the architecture, the proposals would not 
overwhelm the visual primacy of the conservation area. The development will also be 
viewed as part of an emerging strip of tall buildings to be developed as part of the 
approved Brentford Football Club scheme. Given the above, GLA officers consider that 
the proposal would result in less than substantial harm to the significance of the Strand 
on the Green Conservation Area. This harm is considered to be at the middle of the 
scale of less than substantial harm. Further, given the above assessment, the proposed 
development is considered to result in less than substantial harm, at the lower end of 
the scale, to the significance of the Grade II and II* Listed buildings, at 64-71 Strand on 
the Green, as individual heritage assets and as a group.   
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23 At consultation stage GLA officers required the applicant to submit additional 
information to enable a further assessment of the impact of the development on the 
Grade I Listed Orangery and the wider Royal Botanic Gardens Kew World Heritage 
Site, Registered Park and Garden and Conservation Area (hereafter known as “the Kew 
Gardens designations”).  

24  It should be noted that the Royal Botanic Gardens Kew, published a new draft 
Management Plan during the process of this application. GLA officers have given this 
due consideration when assessing the proposals impact on the World Heritage Site.  

25  The applicant has provided the requested views together with analysis of the 
impact on the Grade I Listed Orangery and the Kew Gardens designations. The 
updated view is taken from the Great Lawn to the south of the site looking toward the 
Grade I Listed Orangery. Limited views of the upper floors of the development can be 
seen over the roofline of the Orangery to the west, although views of the building would 
be largely obscured by tree cover. The Orangery is appreciated as a free standing 
structure within a garden setting with only the sky above and trees around, the 
introduction of new elements above the roofline would cause some harm in this view. 
However, due to the amount of tree cover and limited extent of visibility, the adverse 
impact would be less than substantial. The applicant’s TVIA demonstrates that the 
proposed development would be almost entirely screened from this view by emerging 
cumulative development including Brentford Football Stadium. GLA officers are of the 
opinion that given the height and massing of the proposal and the physical separation 
between the subject site and the WHS, the development would not visually detract from 
the Orangery and its ability to be read as a distinct element within its setting. It is 
considered that the proposal would have a slight harm to the setting of the Grade I 
Listed Orangey from this viewpoint both when the proposal is considered individually 
and when considered cumulatively with other existing and consented development in 
the area. 

26  GLA officers have had regard to the approach taken by the inspector and the 
Secretary of State in the recent Chiswick Curve appeal decision. Given harm has been 
identified to a key building, namely the Orangery, within a wider area based heritage 
asset, namely the WHS, then the WHS and its Outstanding Universal Value is also 
judged to be harmed. Accordingly, it is considered that the proposed development 
would result in less than substantial harm, but at the lower end of the scale, to the Kew 
Gardens WHS designations, as well as the Grade I Listed Orangery as an asset in its 
own right. 

27  As concluded at Stage 1, owing to the high quality of the proposed architecture 
and tree cover, the proposed development would not have an adverse effect upon the 
setting of the Grade II* Listed Gunnersbury Park Registered Park and Garden and the 
listed buildings within, most notably the Grade II* Gunnersbury Temple and the Grade 
II* listed Gunnersbury Park House. 

28 The development would be predominantly screened within views from the 
Wellesley Road and Thorney Hedge Conservation Areas and where it is visible the high 
quality architecture would introduce a positive feature. Therefore, the proposed 
development would not have an adverse effect upon its setting.  

29 The development would not harm the setting of The Kew Bridge Conservation 
Area, which includes Grade I and II listed buildings associated with Kew Pumping 
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Station and the Grade II listed Kew Bridge Station and Kew Bridge itself, given its 
position beyond the prominent elevated section of the M4 and the dominance of the 
busy Kew Bridge Road and surrounding large scale development both existing and 
emerging. 

30 Within the Kew Green Conservation Area, which forms part of the Kew World 
Heritage Site buffer zone, the development would largely be screened by the buildings 
and trees that line the edges of the Green. Where visible between breaks in the trees 
the building would appear above the roofline of the perimeter buildings. However, it 
would sit in the distance below the treeline and not create an intrusive or prominent 
feature. As such the development would not have an adverse effect upon the setting of 
the conservation area or the listed buildings to the north side of the Green.  

31  In accordance with paragraph 196 of the NPPF, 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. In carrying out this balance, in 
accordance with the statutory requirements, great weight and importance should be 
attached to harm to designated assets. Given the status of the Royal Botanic Garden 
Kew as a World Heritage Site, which is considered to be a heritage asset of 
international importance, the decision maker must give particularly importance and 
weight to any identified harm to this asset.  

32   Having regard to these matters, GLA officers consider any harm to heritage 
assets to be less than substantial and clearly outweighed by the public benefits of the 
scheme which would be secured as part of the planning permission, which include the 
delivery of 209 new affordable homes (equating to 50% by habitable room), 420 new 
homes contributing to the boroughs housing delivery targets, substantial improvements 
in the quality of the existing environment through the redevelopment of the vacant site 
and improved public realm and optimising the use of the site. 

33  Given the low level of harm which would arise, it is considered that the 
significance of the affected assets would be sustained and therefore conserved. No 
conflict with Policies 7.8 and 7.10 of the London Plan and Policies HC1 and HC2 of the 
London Plan – Intend to Publish version would arise. Nor, given the outcome of the 
public benefits balance set out above, would there be any conflict with the NPPF. 

Environment 

Energy  
 
34  At Stage 1, the applicant was requested to explore additional measures to 
reduce the carbon emissions of the proposals. The applicant has provided further 
information on energy efficiency measures to be implemented to reduce the overall 
energy demand of the development. A financial contribution of approximately 
£474,783 has therefore been secured through the Section 106 legal agreement to be 
ring fenced to secure delivery of carbon dioxide savings elsewhere in the borough. 
The proposals are therefore acceptable in accordance with Policy 5.2 of the London 
Plan and Policy SI2 of the draft London Plan. 

Transport 
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35  At Stage 1, a number of clarifications, contributions and conditions/obligations 
were requested in relation to transport matters. 

36  812 cycle parking spaces will be provided which comply with London Plan 
standards. £294,000 has been secured toward Gunnersbury Station improvement 
works. A further £40,000 has been secured towards upgrades to a North Circular bus 
stop to enable step free access and £29,556 has been secured towards pedestrian 
improvement works at the Capital Interchange Way/A4 junction. 
 
37  In summary the proposed development is in general accordance with the 
transport policies of the London Plan and London Plan – Intend to Publish version. 
 

Response to consultation 

38  In addition to inviting comments from statutory consultees and publishing all the 
relevant documents on the Council’s planning register, Hounslow Council carried out 
public consultation with local residents and businesses. The Council publicised the 
application by notifying neighbouring addresses, placing site notices and publishing 
notices in the local press. A total of 7 responses were received in objection to the 
proposals. The reasons for objection are summarised below:  

• Loss of light to surrounding buildings 

• Increased traffic  and impact of local road network 

• Adverse impact on nearby conservation areas and heritage assets 

• Over development and the resultant impact on local amenities and services 

• Increased noise pollution 

• No requirement for additional housing. 
 
39    The following statutory consultees and local amenity groups have responded to 
consultation as follows: 

• Environment Agency: No objections 

• Heathrow Airport: No objections 

• Historic England: Objects to the proposals on the basis of the substantial harm 
the development would cause to the significance of the Strand on the Green 
Conservation Area, and request the application be held in abeyance pending a 
decision on the Citroen site 

• Metropolitan Police Services: No objection 

• Thames Water: Conditions requested regarding waste water, water supply, 
surface water drainage 

• Network Rail: Responded to advise on safety guidelines 

• Highways England: No objection, subject to conditions 

• Historic England (Archaeology): No objection subject to conditions requiring 
further archaeological investigation 

• The Kew Society: Objection on the basis of harmful view of the site from Kew 
Gardens and the World Heritage Site, Air quality concerns, concerns over 
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cumulative impact of development, adverse impact on public transport network 
and concerns over density of scheme. 

• Carter Jones (on behalf of Brentford Football Club): Concerns raised 
regarding transport impacts and loss of light to adjoining development. 

• Brentford Community Council: Harmful impact on public transport capacity, 
poor design, housing mix does not reflect local need, relocation of the Fountain 
Centre to the application site, poor amenity space, over development and 
excessive density, poor air quality to new occupants 

• Royal Botanic Garden Kew: Harmful impact on the setting of the Grade I 
Listed Orangery 

40   Issues raised by objectors have been considered in this report, the Mayor’s 
Stage 1 report, and the Council’s committee report and addendum of 5 September 
2019. 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/3814a/01. 

Draft Section 106 agreement 
 
41  The draft section 106 agreement includes the following provisions: 

Financial contributions 
 

• Gunnersbury Station Improvement works - £294,000 

• Bus Stop Step free conversion works - £40,000 

• Carbon offset payment - £474,783 

• Pedestrian improvement works - £29,556 

• Construction Training contribution - £332,433.75 

• Employment training contribution - % value of contracts procured 

• Monitoring - £13,004. 
 
Non-financial obligations 

 

• Early Stage review 

• Provision of affordable housing as set out above comprising 50% (made up of 
60% shared ownership and 40% low cost rent) 

• Travel Plans 

• Provision of blue badge parking 

• Restriction on residential parking permits 

• Provision of accessible units. 

• Provision of a car club bay, car club membership and driving credit 

• Employment and Construction Training 

• Considerate contractors scheme 
 

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

 

Legal considerations 

43   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. The Mayor may also leave the decision to the local authority. In deciding 
whether to direct 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. In deciding whether to direct that the Mayor is to be the local planning authority, 
the Mayor must have regard to the matters set out in Article 7(3). If the Mayor issues a 
direction, he must set out his reasons in the direction.  

Financial considerations 

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

45   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. 

46   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). 

Conclusion 

 
47   The strategic issues raised at consultation stage regarding design, heritage, 
environment and transport have been appropriately addressed, and conditions and 
section 106 obligations secured, and as such, the application complies with the London 
Plan and the London Plan – Intend to Publish version. There are no sound reasons for 
the Mayor to intervene in this case. 
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for further information, contact GLA Planning Unit (Development Management Team): 
Debbie Jackson, Director, Built Environment  
020 7983 5000     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 
078 4004 6318  email Alison.Flight@london.gov.uk    
Kate Randell, Team Leader – Development Management 
020 7983 4783  email Kate.Randell@london.gov.uk  
Toyin Omodara, Senior Strategic Planner 
020 8039 1272  email Toyin.Omodara@london.gov.uk  
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