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planning report GLA/4634/02 

4 May 2020 

Ravensbourne Wharf, Deptford Creek 
in the Royal Borough of Greenwich   

planning application no. 18/4530/F 

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 construction of a 28 storey building (plus basement) comprising 129 
self-contained residential units (Use Class C3), 791sqm of co-working office floorspace (Use Class B1a) 
and 64sqm of café floorspace (Use Class A3), public realm improvements, hard and soft landscaping, 
communal amenity space (including child play space), secure cycle storage, car parking spaces and car 
lift, provision of access for a permanent mooring for public use on Deptford Creek, and other associated 
works.  

The applicant 
The applicant is The Edition Group and the architect is Craftworks 

Key dates 
Stage One report: 8 April 2019 
Planning Committee: 7 January 2020 

Strategic issues summary 

Principle of development: The proposed mixed-use redevelopment is supported in line with the local 
site allocation. On balance and subject to the proposed conditions and s106 obligations, the proposal 
appropriately responds to the Agent of Change Principles with regard to the operational Brewery Wharf.  

Affordable housing: The affordable housing offer of 20% London Living Rent (retained in perpetuity) 
has been confirmed as the maximum reasonable. Early and late-stage reviews and a clawback 
mechanism have been secured within the s106. 

Urban design and residential quality: The height, massing and architecture of the proposed building 
is supported. Details of materials, landscaping, fire strategy and inclusive design have been secured by 
condition.  

LVMF views and historic environment:  The proposals would cause ‘less than substantial’ harm to the 
significance and Outstanding Universal Value of the Greenwich World Heritage Site. The scheme would 
deliver public benefits, which would outweigh this harm. The proposal would not harm the composition of 
strategic and local protected views. 

Issues relating to transport, and sustainable development have been addressed. 

The Council’s decision 
Greenwich Council has resolved to grant permission, subject to planning conditions and a section 106 
agreement. 

Recommendation 
That Greenwich 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 19 February 2019, the Mayor of London received documents from Greenwich 
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 Categories 1B(c) and 1C(c) of the Schedule to the 2008 Order: 

• 1B(c) – 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 outside of 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 of 
more than 30 metres high and is outside the City of London.” 

2 On 8 April 2019, the Mayor considered planning report GLA/4634/01, and 
subsequently advised Greenwich Council that the application did not yet comply with 
the London Plan, for the reasons set out in paragraph 73 of the above-mentioned 
report; but that the possible remedies set out in that paragraph 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.  On 
7 January 2020, Greenwich Council decided that it was minded to grant permission, and 
on 29 April 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 Greenwich Council under Article 6 to 
refuse the application, or issue a direction to the 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 13 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 issues summary 

5 At consultation stage, Greenwich Council was advised that the application did not 
comply with the London Plan, for the reasons set out in paragraph 73 of the above-
mentioned report; but that the possible remedies set out in that paragraph could 
address these deficiencies: 

• Principle of development: Residential-led, mixed-use redevelopment of this 
site, including employment floorspace suitable for SME’s, is supported in 
principle. The provision of Class B1(a) workspace may be supported where it 
can be demonstrated that suitable alternative accommodation and support is 
available to enable the relocation of the existing industrial businesses, in line 
with draft London Plan Policy E7(e). The proposal must demonstrate 
compliance with the strategic safeguarding objectives and Agent of Change 
Principles. 

• Housing: Whilst the PRS housing offer is supported in principle, the applicant 
must confirm that the product will fully meet the criteria in Part B of Policy H13 
and the Mayor’s Housing SPG. 
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• Affordable housing: 26% affordable housing by habitable room, all of which 
would be London Living Rent. This offer is unacceptable and does not accord 
with the 50% industrial land threshold for the Fast Track Route. GLA officers will 
robustly interrogate the applicant’s viability assessment to ensure the maximum 
level of affordable housing is delivered. All units must be held in a 15-year 
covenant, with affordable homes secured in perpetuity and an appropriate 
clawback mechanism. Affordability thresholds and early/late stage viability 
reviews must be secured within any S106. 

• Urban design & residential quality: The proposed height and massing is 
supported. Further consideration of the south-facing elevation and Creekside 
walkway is required to maximise animation along this route. Further evidence is 
required to ensure the residential quality of the lower level units is not 
compromised by the adjacent wharf. The applicant should also test the impact 
of the proposal from view 23A.1 ‘Centre of Bridge over the Serpentine to Palace 
of Westminster. 

• Sustainable development: The applicant has broadly followed the energy 
hierarchy; however, further information regarding overheating, potential 
connection to a nearby district heat network, the site heat network and renewable 
energy is required before the proposals can be considered acceptable. 

• Transport:  A financial contribution is required towards Legible London signage. 
A delivery and servicing plan, car park design and management plan, 
construction logistics plan and travel plan should be secured by the Council by 
condition or S106.  

 Mayoral policy update 

6 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. On 17 
December 2019, the Mayor published the Intend to Publish version of the London 
Plan and issued this to the Secretary of State. The intend to Publish Plan is the latest 
version of the plan, and this should be taken into account on the basis described by 
the NPPF.  

7 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, have been taken into 
account by the Mayor as a material consideration when considering this report and 
the officer’s recommendation.  

 

Proposed development update 

8 Since consultation stage, the proposed building has been amended to 
accommodate an increase of 18 build-to-rent units (129 total).  
 
9 GLA officers have engaged in extensive discussions with the applicant and the 
Council, with a view to addressing the above matters. Furthermore, as part of 
Greenwich 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. 
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Principle of development 

10 The application site is currently occupied by a part two/part three storey brick 
warehouse building, providing approximately 676 sq.m. of light industrial (Class B1c) 
and office (Class B1a) floorspace. The Council’s committee report confirms that the 
existing use has a low employment yield of 1-2 full-time employees, which is 
significantly lower than the expected employment yield for a standard B1c use of this 
scale, of approximately 14 full-time staff. In response to consultation stage 
comments, the applicant has confirmed that once operation at the site has ceased, 
the existing owners will be retiring and therefore do not require relocation within the 
borough.  
 
11 The application site forms part of the Council’s site allocation MU16 which 
proposes light industry, small business units, cultural industries and residential within 
a mixed use development. The site allocation requires a significant proportion of non-
residential uses. The Council’s committee report confirms that the proposed 
redevelopment is in line with the intent of the site allocation. Specifically, whilst the 
proposal would be residential-led, the B1a employment floorspace would generate an 
employment yield of up to 87 full-time jobs per year, representing an increase of 85 
jobs from the existing use. Furthermore, given the relatively low supply of co-working 
space within this part of the Borough, the Council consider that the proposed 
development would respond to an identified local need and would therefore 
experience high demand. Accordingly, whilst the proposal would result in the loss of 
industrial capacity and a shift towards standard office employment floorspace, given 
the site’s limited scale and physical constraints, the proximity to surrounding 
residential development and the mixed-use allocation within the Greenwich 
Development Plan, the loss of the existing industrial capacity is considered to comply 
with the criteria of Policy E7 of the intend to publish London Plan.  
 
12 The principle of intensifying the site for residential-led redevelopment is 
therefore supported in strategic planning terms, in accordance with London Plan and 
intend to publish London Plan policies.  
  
Safeguarded wharf 

 
13 The application site sits immediately to the north of Brewery Wharf, an 
operational safeguarded wharf used for aggregate handling. As discussed within 
paragraphs 10.20-10.24 of the Council’s committee report, due to a mapping error, 
part of the application site extends within the area identified by the Secretary of State 
as the safeguarded wharf. The Port of London Authority (PLA) have confirmed this 
error and the following is included within the second-round consultation of the 
Safeguarded Wharves Review 2018, published by the GLA: 
 
‘Land Edition and the PLA submitted that the boundary of Brewery Wharf that was 
included in the original safeguarded directions of 16 June 2000 is incorrect. It is 
shown to extend beyond the physical extent of Brewery Wharf’s operations and onto 
the adjacent and unsafeguarded Ravensbourne Wharf. It is proposed that the 
safeguarded area is adjusted to correctly reflect Brewery Wharf’s operational 
footprint’. 

 
14 In line with Agent of Change principles within Policy D13 of the intend to 
publish London Plan, the impact of the proposed development on the operational 
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wharf has been considered within the Council’s committee report. This assessment 
concludes that due to the proposed layout of units, high quality glazing, building 
materials, noise attenuating vents and associated cooling mechanisms and subject to 
further mitigation measures secured by condition and s106 obligations, the 
development would not adversely impact upon the operations of Brewery Wharf.  
 
15 During initial discussions the PLA raised no objection to the proposed 
development, subject to the Council agreeing to conditions regarding noise 
monitoring; external privacy screens; lighting and fencing and a s106 legal obligation, 
removing the right of the future residents to pursue any claim for nuisance or 
damages caused by noise from Brewery Wharf. Whilst the required conditions and 
wording have been agreed between the Council and PLA, the recommended 
obligation was not considered to meet the test of a planning obligation as set out in 
regulation 122 of the Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations and was therefore 
not agreed by the Council. Following discussions between the applicant and the PLA, 
the alternative of a private and binding covenant agreement has been proposed 
which would secure the controls requested by the PLA. In addition to this covenant, 
the s106 agreement secures a Build to Rent Management Plan which includes a 1 
month break clause for the tenants and details of a complaint procedure for tenants 
with an ombudsman scheme. An information pack for prospective tenants has also 
been secured, setting out the nature and extent of activities at Ravensbourne Wharf 
(including that Brewery Wharf may be operational 24 hours a day/seven days a week, 
mechanisms for tenants to control the level of noise within the dwelling from Brewery 
Wharf and the mechanisms to control air flow in bedroom with the use of attenuated 
vents). 

 
16 Whilst the PLA is willing to engage proactively with the applicant with a view to 
completing and executing a private agreement, the PLA considers that these issues 
would be most appropriately dealt with through a section 106 agreement and 
therefore maintain their objection to the proposal.     
 
17 Policy D13 of the intend to publish London Plan requires that new noise-
sensitive developments are designed to ensure that established noise and nuisance-
generating uses remain viable and continue to grow without unreasonable restrictions 
on them. This policy requires that development proposals manage impacts by 
ensuring good design and exploring mitigation measures. The Council’s committee 
report confirms that the proposal has clearly demonstrated how noise and other 
nuisances from the operational wharf would be minimised, mitigated and managed 
within the proposed development. Specifically, the residential units located adjacent 
to the wharf would be located at fourth floor and above, and have been designed to 
include specific glazing and ventilation to respond to the noise impacts of the wharf. 
Furthermore, the glazing strategy and internal layouts have been developed to 
ensure that these units do not directly overlook the wharf. GLA officers note that the 
PLA have not raised an objection to the principle of residential development at the 
application site, nor have they raised issues regarding the location or design of the 
residential units in relation to the wharf. Furthermore, the PLA have agreed to the 
details of acoustic screening and noise monitoring which have been secured by 
condition.  
 
18 Whilst the PLA’s objection is acknowledged, on balance, GLA officers consider 
this objection to be one of process, rather than specifically relating to concerns 
regarding the introduction and design of the residential units and the impacts on the 
operational wharf. Overall, GLA officers are satisfied that a robust package of 
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mitigation measures has been secured to ensure that the strategic safeguarding 
objectives of the Agent of Changes Principles are met, and detailed requirements 
have been secured within the s106 to inform future residents of the specific 
operations of the wharf. Furthermore, the nature of the build-to-rent model, which 
includes unified ownership and management, would ensure that mitigation and 
monitoring strategies are implemented in full. Should the operations of the wharf 
become a nuisance for residents occupying a flat overlooking the wharf, the break 
clauses for tenants secured within the s106, allows the tenant to end the tenancy with 
1 months notice.  
 
Build-to-rent housing 
 
19 The Built to Rent criteria within part B of Policy H12 of the intend to publish 
London Plan have been secured within the s106 agreement.  
 
Affordable housing  
 
20 At consultation stage, the scheme proposed 29 affordable homes, equating to 
26% affordable housing by unit / habitable room. The applicant was advised that this 
offer did not accord with the 50% industrial land threshold for the Fast Track Route 
and as such, a Financial Viability Appraisal (FVA) must be provided for review. 
Furthermore, the applicant was advised that the proposed 15-year covenant for the 
affordable homes was unacceptable. All affordable housing units were required to be 
secured in perpetuity, with an appropriate clawback mechanism, in line with Policy 
H11 of the intend to publish London Plan.  
 
21 In line with consultation stage comments, the affordable housing offer has 
been revised to ensure that all affordable housing units are retained in perpetuity, in 
line with Policy H11 of the intend to publish London Plan. This change has resulted in 
a reduction to the overall affordable housing provision. The revised offer would 
provide 26 affordable units, equating to 20% by habitable room, with all rents set at 
London Living Rent. 
 
22 The applicant’s Financial Viability Appraisal (FVA) has been robustly 
scrutinised by Council and GLA officers following consultation stage and the 
affordable housing offer is considered by GLA officers to be the maximum 
reasonable. In this case, London Living Rents equate to approximately 60% of market 
rent which is lower than if they were set in line with the Mayor’s affordability threshold 
of 80% of market rents, and the proposed rent levels are welcomed as providing 
genuinely affordable housing. The affordable housing offer is equivalent to 
approximately 28% affordable housing with all rents set at the higher (80% of market 
rent) level.  
 
23 The s106 agreement provides for both early and late stage reviews that are 
broadly in line with the GLA’s standard format as well as clawback provisions, which 
are acceptable. 
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Urban design and residential quality 
 

24 At consultation stage, the proposed height, new pedestrian route to the 
Creekside and architectural design were supported. In line with consultation stage 
comments, details relating to landscaping, materials, inclusive design and a fire 
strategy have been secured by condition.  
 
25 At consultation stage, GLA officers raised concerns regarding the limited 
distance between the north facing residential units and the industrial activities at the 
operational wharf. Odour, air quality, light or noise issues arising from the wharf were 
required to be controlled to ensure residential quality was not compromised. The 
provision of external amenity space for the lower north-facing units was also queried. 
The Council have confirmed that the north-facing residential floors start on the fourth 
floor and the residential outlook is 13 metres and over the top of the safeguarded 
wharf. The units that could be most affected by noise and disturbance include fixed 
glazing with no openable windows to bedrooms. Attenuated vents and mechanical 
ventilation are proposed. Given the nature of the build-to-rent model, the proposed 
mitigation and monitoring strategies would be implemented by the 
owner/management company. Subject to the proposed conditions and legal 
obligations, including the right of future tenants to end tenancies or relocate within the 
building, the quality of residential accommodation for the north-facing units is, on 
balance, acceptable.  
 
26 In terms of the provision of north-facing amenity space, all units have been 
provided with external amenity. The Council’s committee report confirms that 10 units 
would exceed the 55dB acoustic target for amenity space. The architect has provided 
further design treatment, which on balustrade and soffit treatments could achieve a 
3bD noise level reduction. Further detail would be secured by condition. Subject to 
the suite of noise mitigation and design condition, the proposed external amenity 
space on the lower north-facing units is accepted.   
 
27 The proposed development would provide 103 sq.m. of internal/external 
dedicated play space for under 5’s, 29 sq.m. of dedicated play space within common 
areas and 72 sq.m. of youth space (12+) within a youth space on the second floor. In 
addition to this, approximately 116 sq.m. of incidental play space would be provided 
at ground floor. Full details of the play areas, including play equipment and proposed 
safety measures, have been secured by condition. 
 
LVMF views and heritage 

 
28 The submitted HTVIA provides a comprehensive assessment of the impact of 
the proposal on the Maritime Greenwich World Heritage Site, surrounding 
conservation areas and listed buildings. Whilst Historic England and the Council 
recognise that some harm would result to the outstanding universal value of the 
Greenwich World Heritage Site, in line with the NPPF test, this harm is considered to 
be less than substantial and would be outweighed by the public benefits of the 
proposal, including new homes and affordable homes, job creation, alongside public 
realm improvements and new access to Creek Walk. GLA officers agree with this 
assessment.  
 
29 As discussed at consultation stage, the site is located within the Protected 
Vistas Extension for London View Management Framework (LVMF) view LVMF 4A.1 
Primrose Hill Summit to St Paul’s Cathedral and view 23A.1 ‘Centre of Bridge over 
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the Serpentine to Palace of Westminster. An assessment of the impact on LVMF and 
locally protected views has been provided within the HTVIA and section 17 of the 
Council’s committee report. The proposal generally forms part of an emerging cluster 
of tall buildings and as such, would not harm the composition of strategic and local 
protected views in accordance with London Plan 7.12 C, Policy HC4 of the intend to 
publish London Plan and the LVMF SPG. 
 
Transport 
 
30 Concerns raised at consultation stage regarding cycle parking provision have 
been addressed through the submission of further information and amendments to 
the proposal, including a commitment for cyclists to be able to use the car lift whilst 
any breakdown of the sole cycle lift is remedied. The proposal therefore complies with 
the London Cycling Design Standards and policy T5 of the intend to publish London 
Plan. 

31 In line with consultation stage comments, financial contributions have been 
secured towards the CS4 improvements at the Creek Road/Norman Road junction, 
Legible London signage, public realm improvements, coach parking and cycle 
training. Furthermore, residents and other occupiers of the development (except Blue 
Badge holders) will be exempt from acquiring CPZ permits. 

32 A Construction Logistics Plan, Delivery and Servicing Plan, Parking Design 
and Management Plan, and Travel Plan have been secured by appropriate planning 
conditions.  

Sustainable development 

33 As requested at consultation stage, detailed information and clarifications have 
been provided by the applicant regarding cooling and overheating; district heating; 
combined heat and power; and photovoltaics.  In addition to appropriate planning 
conditions securing the measures set out in the supporting energy strategy, this 
addresses comments made at consultation stage.  Whilst the on-site carbon 
reductions for the domestic elements of the development exceed the targets set 
within Policy 5.2 of the London Plan, the non-domestic elements falls short of the 
London Plan targets. A revised energy strategy and offset payment have been 
secured within the s106 to address this shortfall.   
  
34 The applicant has provided further information on surface water drainage and 
water consumption and the proposals now comply with London Plan Policies 5.13 
and 5.15, and the Mayor’s intend to publish London Plan Policies SI.5 and SI.13.   
 
35 A condition has been secured requiring the development to comply with the 
Urban Greening targets of London Plan Policy 5.10 and the Mayor’s intend to publish 
London Plan Policies G1 and G5. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Response to consultation 
 



 page 9 

36 In addition to inviting comments from statutory consultees and publishing all 
the relevant documents on the Council’s planning register, Greenwich Council carried 
out two rounds of public consultation with local residents, businesses and institutions.  
The Council publicised the application by notifying 525 neighbouring properties, 
placing site notices and publishing notices in the local press. A total of 59 
representations were received, including 53 in objection and 6 in support.  A 
summary of grounds for support and objection is as follows:  

Support: 

• High design quality 

• New public route to the creek 

• General support for Built to Rent housing 

• Flexible co-working space 
 
Objection: 
 

• Poor quality of internal living 

• Impacts from demolition and construction impacts 

• Impacts of delivery and servicing vehicles on local roads 

• Excessive height and mass 

• Concerns regarding service vehicles on street 

• Loss of light/overlooking/privacy to surrounding residents 

• Air quality impacts 

• Noise pollution 

• Ecological impacts to Deptford Creek 

• Concerns design 

• Overdevelopment of the site  

• Building is out of character with the surrounding context 

• Harm to UNESCO World Heritage Site and Greenwich Town Centre 

• Affordable housing provision is inadequate and would revert to private sale 
after 15 years 

• Management costs are significant  

• Insufficient open space and amenity space 

• Impact on local services and infrastructure, including Greenwich Station 

• Increased traffic and parking pressure on surrounding roads 

• Insufficient capacity on the Thames Clipper 
 
37 An additional direct representation to the Mayor was received in objection to 
the proposals, raising detailed concerns regarding inputs and inaccuracies within the 
Financial Viability Appraisal and the under-provision of affordable housing. The 
Mayor’s response to this concern is detailed within the affordable housing section 
above.   

38 The following organisations also issued responses to the consultations: 

• Historic England:  On the basis of the revised information provided and our 
own views assessment, we consider that these proposals would cause some 
harm to the Outstanding Universal Value of the Maritime Greenwich Heritage 
Site   

• Maritime Greenwich: Issues raised regarding the height of the building and 
the relationship to the east-west. Following the submission of further 
information, Maritime Greenwich raised no concern.  
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• Natural England:  No comment. 

• GLAAS:  No objection, subject to conditions, which have been secured. 

• Aerodromes Standards (London City airport): no objection.  

• MET Police:  No objection, subject to secure by design condition, which has 
been secured. 

• Port of London Authority:  outstanding objection relating to failure to secure 
s106 obligations removing the right of future residents to make complaints 
about the operational wharf. Requested conditions agreed.  

• Environment Agency:  No objection, subject to obligations, which have been 
secured. 

• Thames Water:  No objection, subject to a conditions, which have been 
secured. 

• London Fire and Emergency Planning:  No objection, subject to conditions, 
and informatives, which have been secured. 

• London Borough of Lewisham: queried details regarding: daylight and 
sunlight impacts to Creekside Village east; microclimate modelling; and, 
additional views requested within the HTVIA.   

• Greenwich Society:  Raised concerns regarding the height and design of the 
building, which was not considered appropriate for the site.  

39 Issues raised by objectors have been considered in this report, the Mayor’s 
Stage I report, and the Council’s Committee Report and Addendum 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/4634/01. 
 

Draft section 106 agreement 

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

• Provision of 26 affordable housing units (20% by unit and habitable room) as 
London Living Rent, secured in perpetuity 

• Early and late stage review mechanisms  

• Definitions, eligibility and affordability of London Living Rent units  

• Build to Rent covenant, clawback mechanism and management plan 

• Obligations relating the provision and management of the seeded barge and 
open space 

• Public access to Creekside pedestrian route 

• A contribution of £3,500 towards a Controlled Parking Zone 

• A contribution of £129,550 towards GLLaB (Greenwich Local Labour and 
Business Scheme) 

• A contribution of £2,000 towards environmental monitoring 

• A contribution of £2,580 towards the Council’s cost of an adult cycle training 
for residents of the development and surrounding area 

• A contribution of £7,500 towards improving the land in the public realm in the 
area 
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• A contribution of £20,000 towards improvements at the Creek Road/Normal 
Road junction 

• A contribution of £3,500 towards the modification of coach parking 

• A contribution of £15,000 towards Legible London signage. 

• Car club membership, permit restrictions, and Travel Plan 

• Architect retention 

• Carbon offset payment, following submission of a revised energy strategy 

• Future energy centre provisions  
 

Article 7: Direction that the Mayor is to be the local planning 
authority 
 
41 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 
addresses the matters raised at consultation stage, therefore there is no sound planning 
reason for the Mayor to take over this application.  

Legal considerations 

42 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 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 

43 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.  

44 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. 

45 Should the Mayor take over the application he would be responsible for holding a 
representation hearing and negotiating any planning obligation.  He would also be 
responsible for determining any reserved matters applications (unless he directs the 
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Council to do so) and determining any approval of details (unless the Council agrees to 
do so). 

Conclusion 

46 The strategic issues raised at consultation stage with respect to the principle of 
development; safeguarded wharf; housing and affordable housing; urban design; 
strategic views and historic environment; transport; and climate change have been 
addressed.  Having regard to the details of the application, the matters set out in the 
Committee Report, Addendum Report, and draft decision; the application generally 
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 the GLA Planning Team: 
Debbie Jackson, Director, Built Environment 
020 7983 5800 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 
Katherine Wood, Team Leader, Development Management 
020 7983 4265 email Katherine.wood@london.gov.uk 
Justine Mahanga, Principal Strategic Planner, Case Officer 
020 7983 2715    email Justine,mahanga@london.gov.uk 
 


