Planning Board
Agenda
Place

To Be Held Remotely

Date

Tuesday, 16 March 2021

Time

6:30 PM
This meeting is viewable by the press and public on the Council’s
Youtube Channel.

Councillors
Stephen Brain (Chair)
Gary Dillon (Vice-Chair)
Norman Adams
Olu Babatola
Ian Hawking
Denise Hyland
Clive Mardner
Vacancy
Vacancy
Vacancy
Geoffrey Brighty
Nigel Fletcher

Labour
Labour
Labour
Labour
Labour
Labour
Labour
Labour
Labour
Labour
Conservative
Conservative

Members are reminded that officer contacts are shown at the end of each
report and they are welcome to raise questions in advance with the
appropriate officer. This does not prevent further questioning at the meeting.
If you require further information about this meeting please contact the
Committee Services Officer
Jean Riddler
Telephone: 020 8921 4350
Email: Committees@royalgreenwich.gov.uk
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Agenda
1

Apologies for Absence
To receive apologies from Members of the Committee

2

Urgent business
The Chair to announce any items of urgent business circulated
separately from the main agenda.

3

Declarations of Interest report
Members to declare any personal and financial interests in
items on the agenda. Attention is drawn to the Council’s
Constitution, the Council’s Code of Conduct, and associated
advice.

4

Minute of previous meetings
Members are requested to confirm as an accurate record the
Minutes of the meeting held on 6 October 2020 and 3
November 2020.
No motion or discussion may take place upon the Minutes
except as to their accuracy, and any question on this point will
be determined by a majority of the Members of the body
attending who were present when the matter in question was
decided. Once confirmed, with or without amendment, the
person presiding will sign the Minutes.

5

Licensed Facility No. 3, Tripcock Point, Thamesmead,
London, SE28 0LN - Ref: 20/2854/MA
Ward: Thamesmead Moorings
The Board is requested to grant Planning Permission for a
minor material amendment of planning permission for the
Licenced tipping facility for the disposal of contaminated
arisings from the Thamesmead development, as set out in the
report.
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Date of Issue
Monday, 08
March 2021

Debbie Warren
Chief Executive

Remote Meetings
This meeting will be conducted remotely in accordance with the Coronavirus Act
2020 and related regulations.
This meeting will be viewable live, and for one year afterwards, on the Council’s
Youtube Channel: https://www.youtube.com/user/royalgreenwich
Those who have agreed to participate in the meeting have deemed to have
consented to being recorded, and to the public use of the recording.
If you have any queries regarding the recording of meetings, please email the
Corporate Governance Manager at corporate-governance@royalgreenwich.gov.uk
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PLANNING BOARD
PUBLIC INFORMATION
PLANNING BOARD IS A MEETING HELD IN PUBLIC, NOT A
PUBLIC MEETING.
This meeting is being streamed live on the Council’s YouTube Channel and a
recording of this meeting will be available to view for one year after this
meeting.
New emergency Regulations have been introduced to enable local authorities
to hold virtual remote meetings. To ensure the smooth running of these virtual
meetings, some of the Council’s procedures have been amended in accordance
with emergency powers.
The following additional procedure rules will apply to meetings of the Planning
Board, which will all be held via the online Zoom facility.
Only those members of the public who have registered to speak at the
meeting 2 working days before the meeting, will be provided with a link to
participate in the meeting.
• During the meeting, all participants will be in control of their own
microphone on Zoom.
• The microphone should be set to mute at all times until the Chairperson
invites you to address the Committee
• Any member of the Planning Board who wishes to ask questions to an
officer or to a speaker who has verbally addressed the Planning Board, or
to speak during the discussion part of the meeting, should do so by raising
the thumbs up icon on Zoom. Please be patient, the Chairperson will be
aware you wish to speak and will come to you in due course.
Each speaker will have two, or more, minutes each to speak (at the
Chairperson’s discretion). Members of the Planning Board will then have the
opportunity to address questions to the speaker, after which the speaker’s
participation in the meeting will end.
• The ‘chat’ function on Zoom will be disabled in the interests of
transparency.
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The Chairperson will have complete discretion of the procedure to be
adopted for the meeting and the order in which those entitled to address the
Planning Board are permitted to make his or her submissions.
If you have activated the raised hand function while speaking, please remember
to switch it off once you have finished your submission.
• If the Chairperson needs to adjourn the meeting, she /he will announce the
time of adjournment and indicate when the meeting will be reconvened, and
all participants should stay in the meeting until the meeting has ended.
Any member of the Planning Board who loses visual or audio connection
during the virtual meeting must notify the Chair before any voting takes place
and the loss of connectivity will be recorded within the minutes of the
meeting.
Voting on any agenda item will take place by the Chair asking each member of
the Planning Board on how they wish to vote.
Terms of Reference
Planning Board is responsible for the implementation across the Borough, and
overall co-ordination of the Council’s planning functions and in this respect the
Board is the ‘parent body’ of Area Planning Committees which will deal with
individual, non-strategic planning applications.
To determine all planning applications which are considered to be strategic.
(The Director of Regeneration, Enterprise and Skills has delegated authority, in
consultation with the Chief Executive and Leader of the Council to determine in each
individual case whether a matter is strategic and therefore falls to be considered by
the Board).
To determine non-strategic planning applications where the Director of
Regeneration, Enterprise and Skills, in consultation with the
Director of Legal Services, Leader of the Council and the Chair of Planning,
considers it would be in the best interests of the Authority for the matter to
be determined by the Board rather than the relevant Area Planning
Committee.
Determining planning applications
When determining planning applications and related matters Council Officers
and Councillors must adhere to important principles set out in legislation and
Central Government Guidance.
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Applications shall be determined in accordance with the Development Plan
unless material considerations indicate otherwise. (Section 38A, Planning and
Compulsory Purchase Act, 2004). The development plan comprises the Royal
Greenwich Local Plan: Core Strategy with Detailed Policies 2014 and the
Spatial Development Strategy for Greater London.
The Key Principles of which are:
• If there are other material considerations, the Core Strategy is the
starting point and other considerations weighed up against it.
• Where the Core Strategy is not relevant or there are policy conflicts,
the application must be treated on its merits.
Material Planning Considerations include;
• Statutory provisions contained in Planning Acts and Statutory
Regulations and Planning Case Law.
• Central Government planning policy and advice as contained in
Circulars, The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and
National Planning Policy Guidance (NPPG).
• Planning Briefs and other Supplementary Planning Guidance, e.g. Home
Extension Guidelines.
• Site specific issues such as availability of infrastructure, density, car
parking.
• Environmental effects such as effect on light, noise, overlooking, effect
on the street scene.
• The need to preserve or enhance the Special Character or appearance
of Conservation Areas and protect Listed Buildings.
• Previous planning decisions, including appeals.
• Desire to retain and promote certain uses.
Matters that must not be taken into account when determining
planning applications include
•
•
•
•
•
•

Moral and religious issues.
Unfair competition.
Breach of private covenants or other property rights.
Devaluation of property.
Protection of a private view.
Identity of an applicant or occupier.
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The Procedure for considering Applications
The conduct of the meeting is at the discretion of the Chair. According to the
number of items to be considered, the Chair will strictly control the time for
speakers wishing to address the Board.
At the start of the meeting the Chair will summarise the procedure to be
followed, only those who confirmed in advance and were given the meeting
link will be permitted to speak.
1 Council Officers will introduce each item, outlining Officers’
recommendations on the matter, and answer any questions from the Board
Members. The Chair will then invite members of the public to address the
Board.
2. Both objectors to and supporters off an application, including amenity
societies will be invited to address the Board. The Chair has indicated that
the following times will generally be allocated to speakers on any one
application. The Chair may vary the time available, e.g. where there is
a significant number of speakers or where there is a repetition or nonplanning matters are being raised.
•
•
•
•

Individuals – up to two minutes each
Organised groups – up to four minutes each
Elected representatives (MPs and Councillors) – up to five minutes each
Applicant – up to 10 minutes

3. Comments should be confined to planning matters and the public will be
advised to include everything they wish to say in one contribution, as
normally no further opportunity will arise. It must be noted that only
relevant planning considerations can be taken into account when
considering planning applications (see ‘determining planning applications’ for
details).
4. Members of the Board may wish to ask questions. There will be no further
input from members of the public.
5. The Applicant and or their representatives will be invited to address the
Board, once all other parties have spoken, in order to respond to any
points raised by previous speakers or Members.
6. The public will be able to listen to the Councillors discussing the item and
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coming to a decision. The Chair will then announce the decision.
LEAD OFFICERS
Director of Regeneration, Enterprise and Skills
Assistant Director (Planning and Building Control)
Development Control Manager - Major Projects
Area Development Manager (West)
Area Development Manager (East)
Legal Adviser – Planning
Committee Services Manager
Committee Services Officer
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PLANNIGN BOARD

ITEM NO
3

TITLE
Declarations of Interests
DECISION CLASSIFICATION
Non-key

1.

WARD(S)
All
FINAL DECISION
To be made at this meeting on the
recommendations in this report

Decisions Required
The Planning Board is requested to:

1.1

Note the list of Councillors’ memberships (as Council appointed
representatives) on outside bodies, joint committees and school governing
bodies.

1.2

Request that Members orally declare any personal or financial interests,
including those detailed, in specific items listed on the agenda as they relate to
matters under discussion.

2.

Members’ Interests

2.1

Appended to this report is a list of the outside bodies, joint committees and
school governing bodies that each member has been appointed to by the
Council or the Leader. The list does not include bodies with which a
Member is involved in a personal or private capacity.

2.2

Personal interests
A Member has a personal interest where any business is likely to affect:
(a)

them, or

(b)

a relevant person or a relevant body (where the Member is aware that
they have the interest);

more than a majority of those in the ward you represent.

ITEM NO: 3
Page 9

A relevant person is defined as the member’s spouse or civil partner, a
person who they are living with as husband and wife or as civil partners, or a
person with whom they have a close association.1
A relevant body is defined as (a) any organisation, school governing body or
outside committee or trust which they have been appointed to by the Royal
Borough or by the Leader, or (b) any other voluntary organisation, school
governing body or commercial organisation where you are a management
committee member, school governor, trustee or director.
2.3

Members must declare the existence and nature of any personal interest at
the start of the meeting, or when the interest becomes apparent. Members
must say which item their interest relates to.

2.4

A Member who has a personal interest may stay, speak and vote, except
where the business:

2.5

(a)

affects the financial position of the Member or any person or body
described in paragraph 2.2 above, or

(b)

relates to an interest that would be affected financially or relates to the
determining to any approval, consent, licence, permission or
registration in relation to the Member or any person or body described
in paragraph 2.2 above

Financial Interests
A Member has a financial interest where any business relates to or is likely to
affect an interest set out in paragraph 18 of the Code of Conduct, and which
is the Member’s interest or the interest of a person described in paragraph
2.2(a) above.

2.6

Members must declare the existence and nature of any financial interest at
the start of the meeting, or when the interest becomes apparent. Members
must say which item their interest relates to.

2.7

A Member who has a financial interest must leave the meeting, but may
attend to make representations, answer questions or give evidence relating to
the business, provided that the public are also allowed to attend the meeting
for the same purpose, and provided they leave the meeting immediately after
doing so. The Member must not participate in the discussion nor the vote.

1

See the guidance in Annex 1of the Code of Conduct

ITEM NO: 3
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2.8

General
The Code also requires Members to declare interests in relation to relevant
bodies for six months after ceasing from being a member and take the
appropriate action in relation to financial interests.

Background Papers
Agenda and Minutes of the Annual Meeting of the Council – 13 May 2020
Report Author:
Tel:
Email:

Jean Riddler - Committee Services Officer
020 8921 5857
jean.riddler@royalgreenwich.gov.uk

Reporting to:
Tel:
Email:

Anthony Soyinka – Committee Services Manager
020 8921 2230
gurdeep.sehmi@royalgreenwich.gov.uk

ITEM NO: 3
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Councillor
Adams
Babatola
Babatola
Brain
Brain
Brain
Brighty
Dillon
Dillon
Dillon
Fletcher, N
Hawking
Hawking
Hyland
Hyland
Hyland
Mardner
Mardner

Organisation
Greenwich Dance Agency
London [Pensions] Collective Investment Vehicle
Overview & Scrutiny Joint Health Committee
DG Cities Limited
Greenwich Millennium Village Management Ltd
Greenwich Services Solutions
Blackheath Joint Working Party
Greenwich Housing Rights
Greenwich Services Plus
Greenwich Wildlife Advisory Group
Greenwich Theatre Board
Reserves Forces & Cadets Association
Trinity Laban
Greenwich Enterprise Board
Greenwich Leisure Ltd
Woolwich Creative District Trust
-

Role
Member
Deputy
Deputy
Member
Deputy
Member
Member
Member
Member
Member
Member
Member
Member
Member
Member
Member

Page 13

Governorship
Discovery Primary School

Thorntree Primary School

Abbey Wood Nursery School
St Pauls Academy

Page 14

ROYAL BOROUGH OF GREENWICH
PLANNING BOARD
6 OCTOBER 2020 AT 6.30PM
MINUTE
PRESENT:
Members:
Councillor Stephen Brain (Chair); Councillors Norman Adams, Olu Babatola, Gary
Dillon, Denise Hyland, Mehboob Khan, Clive Mardner, Maureen O’Mara, Linda
Perks, Geoffrey Brighty and Nigel Fletcher (Item 1-4 & 6-7)
Officers:
Assistant Director Planning & Building Control, Planning Manager (Major
Developments), Principal Planning Officer, Legal advisor, Head of Admissions and
Corporate Governance Officers X2
At the commencement of the meeting (conducted remotely) the Chair announced
the procedure which the Meeting of the Board would be followed for considering
the item(s) before the Board. The Chair confirmed the names of members of the
public who had registered to speak on the item(s) and clarified that only those
members of the public who had registered to speak 2 working days before the
meeting had been provided with a link to participate in the meeting.
Item
No.
1.

Apologies for Absence
Apologies for absence were received for Councillor Hawking.

2.

Urgent Business
The Planning Board noted and accepted the Planning Officers’ Addendum
Report’s, circulated in advance of the meeting, in relation to;
Item 5 – Greenwich University, Mansion Site, Reinickendorf Avenue, Eltham
Ref 20/1660/F and 20/1661/L
Item 6 – Garages Adjacent To 227 To 273 Well Hall Road, Eltham, SE9 6TX
- Ref 20/1816/F
Further, that public submissions had been circulated, in advance of the
meeting, in relation to items 5 and 6.
1
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3.

Declarations of Interest
Councillor Nigel Fletcher advised that he would be speaking on Item 5, as a
Ward Councillor and as such, would not participate in the debate or
determination of the application.
Resolved –
That the list of Councillors’ memberships as Council appointed
representatives on outside bodies, joint committees and school governing
bodies be noted.

4.

Minutes
Resolved –
That the minutes of the meeting of the Planning Board held on 5 May 2020 be
agreed and signed as a true and accurate record.

5.

Greenwich University, Mansion Site, Reinickendorf Avenue, Eltham
Ref 20/1660/F and 20/1661/L
Councillor Nigel Fletcher did not participate in the debate or determination
of the application as he would be addressing the Board as a Ward Councillor.
The Planning Board Members confirmed receipt of the Planning Officers
addendum report, published in advance of the meeting and public submissions
in respect of the application, emailed to them in advance of the meeting.
The Principal Planning Officer gave an illustrative presentation of the
application and responded to Members’ questions that the proposal saw a
reduction in the footprint of the building on the previous application. A
Community Use Agreement would guarantee the Winter Garden would be
opened to the public three times in the year and be available for community
use. The figure of 574 pupils using public transport to get to the school was
based on data analysis from operating similar sized schools in the area. TfL
were in discussions with the applicant on financial contribution towards
additional bus provision.
The Head of Admissions confirmed to Members’ that the Council’s School
Admissions Team had no objection to the proposal for an all boy school.
That it was not possible to say what percentage of pupils attending the school
would be from within the Borough or from Bexley Borough.
The Chair advised, in change from standard process, that the address from
Clive Efford MP would be taken first.
2
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In addressing the Planning Board accepted Clive Efford MP noted the site was
designated for education development. He expressed concern at the loss of
woodland, in the western section of the MoL (Metropolitan Open Land) as
well as the community BMX track. He advised that Bexley Road used to
capacity at drop off and pick up times and was concerned the situation would
be compounded by, which should be addressed in order to support the Safe
Streets scheme. He questioned if it would it be possible to low the private
plant nursery on site to delaying their departure to March/April 202/1.
In response to Members questions Clive Efford MP, confirmed the Plant
Nursery had been asked to leave within the next two months. The actions to
mitigate parking issues could not be ignored, particularly as the proposed
school was likely to have large catchment, as an all-boys school. He noted
that the BMX track was uniquely different from that in Hornfair.
The Planning Board accepted an address from the representative of the
Resident of Riefield Road who asked where the dedicate bus for this school,
would park. Noted that teachers and pupils did not cycle or walk to Crown
Woods School and, the catchment area for the new would be greater than
the 1.2k assumed there would be an increase in car journeys to the area.
There were five secondary schools within 4km of the site and the proposal
would be directly opposite an existing school. The schools would have
staggered start and end times but pupils from both schools would meet and,
whilst antisocial behaviour was not a planning issue it was an issue for
residents. He noted that in 2019 a similar school application was rejected,
and residents felt this application was motivated by the need for funding to
restore the Winter Gardens. He questioned if another school was needed in
the area; if the potential of antisocial behaviour had been considered; if the
application was motivated to save the winter garden and had the application
been pre-agreed?
The Planning Board accepted an address from the Friends of Avery Hill
representative who felt that the improvements had been made in terms of
retaining heritage features and the community use of the Mansion Site and
Winter Garden would be enshrined. There were concerns at the increased
traffic the school would generate and associated parking issues.
A representative from the Save the Avery Hill Campaign addressed the
Planning Board advising the Campaign would request that school travel plan
be presented to the Planning Board for agreement. Given this proposal the
Campaign give its full support to the application.

3
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The representative from the South Greenwich Forum & Old Page Estate
addressed the Planning Board advising it was felt that the green cladding on
the new building to the main entrance was not in balance with the historic
building adjoining the entrance. That an addition, to support condition 49 of
the full application and listed conditions 3 to 7, consideration should be given
to establishing a review group consisting of the Councils Planning and
Conservation Officers, English Heritage, the Eltham Society, Save Avery Hill
Campaign and, in respect of Condition 49, the University Archivist; to ensure
community involvement and transparency in the development, use and how
some of the listed rooms could retain their original style.
The representative from the Avery Hill Riders Club advised the Planning
Board that they felt there was sufficient space to redesign the scheme to
retain the BMX trails. If the tracks were lost this would be contrary to the
Councils Planning Policy CH(a) - loss of a community facilities. If the facility
were to be lost the developer should allow access through 2021 whilst
transition was made to another site; that a mitigation strategy be established
to provide similar alternative facility locally and s106 funding used for
supporting the transition and funding of an alternative site.
The representative from the Winter Garden Preservation Group addressed
the Planning Board noting there was an opportunity to restore the original
Processional Route design, from the Mansion House to the Winter Garden.
Further, that the access ways, including the bricked up processional route
door, should be re-instated to allow full access during open days.
The Planning Board accepted addresses from three residents, who supported
the concerns expressed around parking and potential antisocial behaviour
expressed and the following,
• Existing bus services are already full, prohibiting pupils and people
travelling to other areas from boarding buses.
• As traffic assessment was undertaken at 11am on a day that schools were
closed resulting in inaccurate traffic modelling.
• The levels of pollution will increase in the areas creating respiratory
problems.
• The architect and the contractor had pledged to support the climate
emergency including the re-use of existing assets as a carbon efficient
alternative to demolition and new build. However, many of the
structurally sound buildings on site were to be demolished instead of
renovated.
• The Heritage Register contains a picture of the clock on the Honeycomb
building, but it is not listed as an asset. Can this clock be retained and refurbished?
4
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• In order to futureproof the building and support energy efficiency
concerns, the building should be constructed in line with Passivhause Plus
construction methods.
The Principal Planning Officer clarified that the Highways Department had
raised no objections in relation to the Travel Plan. TfL had raised concern at
public transport capacity and a contribution to address this was proposed.
Councillor Pat Greenwell addressed the Planning Board as a Ward Member,
reiterating the traffic and parking concern raised by the previous speakers.
Would the signed parental undertaking, requested by TfL, require parents not
to arrive or leave by car include dropping off and collecting pupils in all the
local roads? Accepting it was not a planning issue, residents were concerned
at antisocial behaviour between the pupils of the two schools.
Councillor Nigel Fletcher addressed the Board, as a Ward Councillor, noting
the concerns raised by both the resident and Councillor Greenwell regarding
the traffic issues created by placing a new school by an existing one. He
proposed that the Planning Board requested the detailed Traffic Management
Plan came back to them for comment, as had been done in the past, to
ensure it was robust. Whilst there had been a positive engagement process
with the applicant ameliorate many of the resident’s concerns, there was still
a strong community feeling that the Winter Garden and associate Mansion
House should be a viable community asset and a Community Use Agreement
should be secured by s106 agreement. As much pressure as possible should
be used to ensure that the applicant was committed to viable community
access and that the Winter Garden was not let to deteriorate again.
The Planning Board accepted an address from the Cabinet Member for
Regeneration and Growth, Councillor Sarah Merrill, who noted that a lot of
progress had been made, between the applicant, resident and Council. The
issue with parking was one that the Council would need to address. She
noted that the land was designated for educational use.
In response to a Members’ question, Councillor Merrill advised that whilst
parking issues did not fall within her portfolio and it was impossible to give
guarantees of outcomes, she would purse the issue, particularly the parking
on the cycle lanes.
The Principal Planning Officer responded to a Member that Council Officers
has not undertaken specific traffic modelling in relation to this application,
which was in line with standard process.

5
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The Planning Board moved to the applicant and accepted an address from the
Executive Head for the Harris Federation. He stated that the proposal would
provide a school, meeting the need for places following the closure of the
International School and provide a facility for boys to match that for girls.
The Harris Academy and Eltham Hills School, located 400metres from the
rear entrance of the new school, had a good working relationship and shared
staff and discussions were being undertaken on staggered start and end times,
senior staff patrolling the pedestrian access and responding to local concerns.
As part of the travel plan, the majority of students would cycle or walk to
school, with those driven to school being managed, with senior staff on hand.
It would be 2025-6 before all year groups would be on site, allowing time to
iron out any problems. The proposal would see the Historical aspects of the
site restored and available, year round, for local functions along with a free
entry on one open day each term. The building will meet and exceed
environmental standards and will be a flag ship education building for
Greenwich.
In response to Members questions the applicant’s agent and highways expert
noted there would be no change of use proposed for the site and the former
school attracted pupils from a greater distance than anticipated would be the
case with the new school. There would be a half hour staggered admission
time with Crown Woods School. All of the information used in the travel
assessment, to calculate the public transport and car use, was evidenced
based on information provided by existing schools and it was calculated that
the new school, when full, would have an impact 30% that of Crown Woods.
The Executive Head for the Harris Federation noted that Crown Woods was
a large mixed gender school and a greater percentage of girls were dropped
off and picked up by car than boys. It was hard to model the figures of pupils
from in and outside the Borough, due to the changing population figures,
however the furthest distance offer, last year, for Harris Academy Greenwich
was about 1.2km.
With regards to the plant nursery the applicant’s agent and construction
partner advised that the timetable to ensure a September opening was
predicated on being on the vacant site by March 2021 with unfettered access.
The representative from the DfE (Department for Education) added that
discussions had been undertaken and two extensions had been given and
discussions would continue with the plant nursery.
In respect of the loss of trees and Metropolitan Open Land, a Member raised
the possibility of using the football pitches in Avery Hill Park, instead. The
applicant’s agent advised that with the use of MoL and loss BMX track land,
the play area would still just be under the outside space requires under
guideline.
6
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The Executive Head for the Harris Federation added that there was also the
question of safeguarding pupils.
The applicant’s agent and Executive Head for the Harris Federation advised
that the initial offer of 2 free public open days to the Winter Garden had
been increased to 3, following public feedback. However, due to the financial
cost of hosting free open days, coupled with the loss of income used to
maintain the historic buildings, it was not possible to offer more days. The
facilities could be hired by the community every night.
Both the Chair and a Board Member noted that, procedurally, issues relating
to financial income were not planning issues.
In determining the application Members’ made the following comments.
Five Members noted the level of concern raised at the proposed travel plan
and transport issues and appreciated the Cabinet Members assurance that the
parking issues would be pursue. A Member was encouraged that discussions
were undertaken between Greenwich, Bexley and TfL regarding the bus
service and possible re-configuration of street. Further, a Member felt that
the parking issues in Bexley Road were within the power of the Local
Authority to address and to work on the travel plan with the applicant and,
whilst understanding residents’ concerns, was reassured by proposals.
A Member felt that it was appropriate that the DfE continued to liaise with
the plant nursery.
A Member noted that the closure of Eaglesfield School left one all boys
school, located in the East of the Borough and regardless as to whether
people agreed with single sex schools, it was a parental right which they
should be able to exercise. They did not wish to see the Heritage Buildings
and grounds mothballed, squatted, and used for antisocial behaviour. They
noted that the site had previously been used for education and therefore
there would be no change of use.
A Member noted a speaker's proposal to establish a community review group
consisting of residents, resident's organisation, applicant, and officers, and,
whilst accepting that it was not within the power of Planning Board to
mandate this, they strongly recommend this was considered as a continuation
of the good communication process that had been established.
A Member expressed that they remained concerned at the loss of
Metropolitan Open Land. They felt that the visual treatment of the new build
along the Avery Hill Park elevation did not have a good relationship with the
remainder of the facade.
7
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Two Members noted that there was a need for further education facilities in
the Borough, particularly secondary school places.
The Chair sought clarification as the possibility that the travel plan being
brought back to the Planning Board for agreement and or past to the Ward
Councillors and the suggestion that it would be reviewed as the school came
fully occupied. The Assistant Director, Planning and Building Control advised
that when the travel plan was submitted for discharge, Planning Officers
could make a commitment to consult with the Ward Councillors. Further,
that Officers could monitor the travel plan thereafter, and raise any breaches
with the school directly.
The Chair accepted the Assistant Directors advise strongly recommending
that this was considered and actioned.
On behalf of the Chair the Clerk for the meeting sought confirmation from
all Members’ that they had maintained connection to the meeting for the
entirety of the presentation and discussion on this item and took the vote.
Councillor Linda Perk advised that she had momentarily lost connectivity
during a Members question in respect of extending the number of open days
but did hear the response. The Legal Advisor advised that a cautious
approach should be considered. The Chair took on board the legal advice
and noted that the loss of connectivity was only momentary and not material
and used Chair's discretion to permit Councillor Perks to vote.
The Planning Board Members voted on the Planning Officers proposal to
grant full planning permission and listed building consent with 8 Members in
favour, 0 against and 1 abstention.
Resolved That full Planning Permission (Recommendation A) and Listed Building
Consent (Recommendation B) be granted for the demolition of existing
(nonheritage) buildings and construction of a part 2 /part 3 storey building
including refurbishment of the retained listed buildings providing a six-form
entry Secondary School and Sixth Form, including a two storey detached
sports hall and Multi Use Games Area (MUGA), playing fields, car parking,
boundary treatment and landscaping including works to protected trees and
associated works.

8
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That consent be granted subject to:
Recommendation A: Referral of the application to the Mayor of London as
required under the terms of The Town and Country Planning (Mayor of
London) Order 2008;
Recommendation A: Conditions as detailed in Appendix 2 to the report
and addendums (Full Planning Permission, ref: 20/1660/F);
Recommendation B: Conditions as detailed in Appendix 3 to the report
and addendums (Listed Building Consent, ref: 20/1661/L);
Recommendation A: Prior completion of an agreement under Section 106
of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended) containing the
planning obligations as summarised in the heads of terms as set out in the
report at Section 23.0, its addendums, and the minute of this Planning Board
meeting;
Recommendation A and B: To authorise the Assistant Director of
Planning & Building Control to:
i. make any minor changes to the detailed wording of the recommended
conditions as set out in Appendix 2 and 3 of the report, the addendum
report and the minutes of this Planning Board meeting, where the
Assistant Director of Planning & Building Control considers it appropriate,
before issuing the final decision notice; and ii. make any minor changes to
the detailed wording of the planning obligations pursuant to Section 106 of
the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended), as set out in the
report at Section 23.0, its addendums, and the minutes of this Planning
Board meeting.
• Recommendation A: In the event that the Section 106 Agreement is
not completed within three (3) months of the date of this Planning
Board meeting, to authorise the Assistant Director of Planning &
Building Control to consider whether permission should be refused on
the grounds that the proposals are unacceptable in the absence of the
benefits which would have been secured, and if so, to determine the
application with reasons for refusal which will include the following:
ii. That in the absence of a legal agreement to secure community use
agreement, financial and non-financial contributions including for
Employment, Skills and Training, Highways, Transport and Energy, the
development would fail to mitigate its impact on local services, amenities
and infrastructure contrary to policies CH1, IM1, IM(a), DH(i) and EA(c)
of the Royal Greenwich Local Plan: Core Strategy with Detailed Policies
(Adopted July 2014), 3.18E of the London Plan (2016) and the Planning
obligations (s106) Guidance SPD (adopted July 2015).
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Councillor Nigel Fletcher raised a point of order and right of reply, seeking an apology from
Councillor Hyland as he took great exception to the politicisation of her (summing up)
remark to Councillor Greenwell and him that they were going against the DfE. That
Members had noted the legitimate concerns residents had raised on the traffic issues. For
Councillor Hyland’s information they had both been engaged with the DfE, along with the
Friends of Averil Hill Park and Save Averill Hill Campaign Group, for months, in a very
constructive and mature way and, on reflection would she offer an apology.
The Chair noted that Councillor Hyland had left the meeting and requested that Councillor
Fletchers comments be recorded.
Councillors Adams, Hyland and Khan left the meeting before the Board moved to consider
item 6.
6

Garages Adjacent To 227 To 273 Well Hall Road, Eltham, SE9 6TX
– Ref: 20/1816/F
The Planning Board Members confirmed receipt of the Planning Officers
addendum report, published in advance of the meeting and accepted an
illustrative presentation by the Planning Officer who responded to Members’
questions advising that in line with policy, 10% of the development (2 units)
were wheelchair accessible and all the units had level access with a lift
proposed to allow access. Further, across the wider programme, various
sized units would be wheelchair accessible.
The Planning Board accepted addresses from 3 local residents, one of which
was read by the Committee Officer, without prejudice, at the request of the
Chair due to the speaker’s IT issues. The following concerns were raised,
• The application sought consent to demolish existing garages, which had
already been demolished, had this been undertaken without consent.
• That the proposed location for the playground was out of sight and would
attract and encourage antisocial behaviour and drug use.
• The proposed play area would also be within 2 metres of an existing
residential property.
• Development rear windows and balcony would exceed fence heights and
overlook neighbouring gardens, removing them of privacy.
• The height of the development would result in overlooking into the
windows of existing properties to the rear of the development as well as
overlooking to the residents in Well Hall Road.
• The building be no higher than three floors, in line with existing buildings.
• That it be guaranteed that the mature Cherry Trees to the rear of the
development are retained, as indicated on the plan.
• There was already limited car parking in the area and the parking
provision associated with the development needed to be increased.
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Page 24

• One resident expressed that they were not opposed to the
redevelopment, however having a flat roof and general design of the
proposal would not blend with its surroundings and needed re-designing.
• A resident noted that the garage foundations, which were to be used as
the base for the new development, joined their property and were up to 6
foot higher than the ground level of their house. When combined with
the overall hight changed this would result in the residents’ home being
dwarfed by the new development.
• The initial proposals were for 2 stories rising to 4, at the old flats, which
were 3 stories. However, the this has been changes to 3 stories rising to
4.
The Planning Board accepted an address from the Cabinet Member for
Housing, Councillor Anthony Okereke, who noted that the application met
the Councils policy criteria and had been developed in consultation with
residents. He highlighted, if approved, this would provide 100% social
housing and would be a high-quality development which would also support
the Councils Climate Emergency Policy.
In response to a Members question regarding the play area, the Planning
Officer clarified that the applicant would be liaising directly with the Met
Police. There would also be a number of residents’ balconies directly
overlooking the play area as well as improvements to lighting.
Councillor Charlie Davis addressed the Planning Board, as a Ward
Councillor, to present the comments made to him by residents within the
area of the proposal. The residents felt that the frontage did not fit with the
character of the surrounding area, particularly the Progress Estate
Conservation area. There would be both a loss of car parking space whilst
increased cars, belonging to new residents, exacerbate the car parking
situation. The application was seeking consent for demolition of the existing
garages however, the majority of the garage site had already been
demolished. Concerns were also raised as to the very narrow access to the
site and implication during the building phase.
The Planning Officer clarified that prior consent had been granted in January
for the demolition of the garages, but elements were still standing which
were incorporated within the proposal.
The Planning Board accepted an address from the applicants’ landscape
architect who advised that the play area would be contained with railings and
a gated entrance and overlooked by residents. The Secure by Design
Officer’s advice would be sought, and the area would see elevated lighting
levels.
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He continued that one tree fell within the site boundary. A small Liburnian
trees, outside of the site, would need to be removed for services and its loss
would be offset by tree planting.
In response to Members’ questions the applicant’s team confirmed that the
construction of the development was by modular build with a 60 year
guarantee. Due to Covid-19 a virtual consultation process was undertaken,
with images provided of the proposal which was developed in conjunction
with Planning Officers and had undergone a comprehensive design process.
The design was amended to reduce massing and scale and reflect the
surrounding area by way of the colour pallet and cladding materials to be
used. The development reflected the design of properties on the Progress
Estate Conservation Area by way of the brick work and material pallet
including the use of warm tone metal cladding of an overlapping pattern to
replicate the shingles used on the Progress Estate.
Members sought clarification on the number of people who were consulted
on the proposal and or participated in the virtual consultation. The Assistant
Director Planning and Building Control clarified that there were no rules
governing pre-application consultation. The consultation undertaken during
lockdown was considered to be successful. Statutory consultation was a
separate issue and responses to this were set out in the report.
Members moved to determining the application before them.
A Member accepted the principal of development and there was a need for
more, well designed, houses. This proposal was in a prominent location and
they were disappointed the design was not in keeping with surrounding area
and Progress Estate Conservation Area and was not convinced by applicant’s
architects’ response.
Three Members agreed that the design did not respect, reflect, or blend with
its surroundings. A Member further commented the initial Greenwich New
Build applications displayed imaginative design, working in conjunction with
the local community and, whilst appreciating the issues around consultation
created by Covid-19, did not feel a good job had been undertaken in terms of
design, on this occasion.
A Member expressed that there was an urgent need for the housing, but they
were concern at the guaranteed period of the modular build units and, in
terms of Value For Money, it needed to be considered if the construction
style would require properties to be rebuilt in 40 Years.
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A Member commented that there was a need for more wheelchair accessible
one and two bed units.
On behalf of the Chair the Clerk for the meeting sought confirmation from
all Members’ that they had maintained zoom connection to the meeting for
the entirety of the presentation and discussion on this item and took the
vote. Planning Board Members voted on the Planning Officers proposal to
grant full planning permission and listed building consent with 3 Members in
favour, 1 against and 2 abstention.
Resolved –
That full planning permission for the demolition of existing garages and
construction of dwellings (Use Class C3) together with associated
landscaping, amenity space, refuse, and cycle and car parking spaces be
granted.
Consent granted Subject to:
i. The conditions set out in Appendix 2 of the report and addendum, to be
detailed in the notice of determination.
ii. That Planning Board authorise the Assistant Director (Planning & Building
Control) to make any minor changes to the detailed wording of the
recommended conditions as set out in the main report, addendum report
and where the Assistant Director (Planning & Building Control) considers
it appropriate, before issuing the decision notice;
7

1-3 Hillreach, Woolwich, SE18 4AJ Ref 18/4454/F
The Planning Board accepted an illustrative presentation of the application,
having no questions of clarification for the Planning Officer.
The Planning Board accepted an address from a local resident who advised
the apartments and residents would be able to look directly look into their
lounge and bedrooms. 80% of the properties in their road would also
experience some element of overlooking with balconies also looming onto
Hill Reach homes. It would be an overdevelopment of the site being too big,
too high, and too dense and agreed that it should be rejected. Whilst
accepting the need for housing it must be on a scale sympatric to and adding
to Woolwich and the Barracks site.
The Planning Board accepted an address from the applicant’s agent who
advised that a design of this nature and scale had been proposed for the site
since 2017 and the application was due to be considered at the Planning
13
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Board Meeting of 28 July 2020 with recommendation for approval, which did
note happened due to consultation issues and Officers concerns, which were
responded to. Three rounds of pre-application consultation had been
undertaken and a Planning Performance Agreement (PPA) was entered into
and which the Local Authority should not enter into if the scheme was
considered unacceptable, in principle, or not amendable to be acceptable. He
accepted the PPA did not guarantee consent. In collaboration with Planning
Officers revisions to the design were made as new issues were raised.
However, issues, which it was believed were resolved, were raised again.
In addressing the Officers proposed reasons for refusal, the applicant’s agent
stated,
Reason 1 – poor contextual design. No concerns were raised during the preapplication process and there was written confirmation of an acceptable
relationship with Hill Reach with no mention of adverse impact on heritage
assets or the conservation area. The design was further refined to recess
balconies, re-aligning and widen of the public footway, re-align the ground
floor frontage, and recess the 3rd floor terrace line, in response to Planning
Officers comments. Further, the proposal was not an extension of 1 Frances
Street and the 2 buildings were of completely different design.
Reason 2 – Harm to the setting of the listed building – The applicant’s agent
noted that the comments on reason one applied. The proposal would be
over 25 metres from the G11 listed building and separated by Hill Reach, a
perimeter wall and the grounds of the proposal and would have a similar
relationship as 1 Frances Street.
Reason 3 – quality of accommodation – He advised that the 4 duplex units
had habitable rooms, with generous private gardens and dual aspect. All the
habitable rooms exceed the required daylight provisions.
Reason 4 – adverse impact on neighbouring amenity – The applicant’s agent
advised that the design and massing to the rear had been revised, setting the
building 18.4 -19 metres from neighbouring houses and outdoor amenity
space, and redesigned to prevent overlooking. 1 Frances Street had been
taken into consideration and the Daylight and Sunlight assessment indicated
no adverse impact by the development on existing properties to the North
and the East, clearly indicating that the proposal would not be overbearing.
He noted that the proposal was in line with an Urban location, close to the
Woolwich Town Centre.
Reason 5 – Lack of Section 106 agreement – He confirmed that the applicant
had a confirmed their agreement to enter into a s 106 agreement, should
planning be granted.
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In response to Members questions the applicant advised that Officers emailed
details of the four reasons for refusal on 31 July, the s106 did not form part
of that as the s106 had been agreed, in outline terms, if consent were not
granted there could be no s106 agreement. Changes were made and a
revised drawing submitted to accommodate Officers comments but as
Council Officers were unable or unwilling to accept these it was agreed, by all
parties, to put the application to the Planning Board for determination.
The Planning Officer confirmed that the proposals would result in a greatly
altered application. Further, an amount of Planning Officer time is allocated
as part of the PPA agreement, which had been exhausted. He clarified that
the s106 Heads of Terms would be have been discussed, were the application
recommended for approval, however as the application was considered as
unacceptable, they had not been agreed.
In determining the application before them four Members commented that,
had the application been submitted with Officer recommendation for
agreement they would not have supported consent being granted.
A Member note the sequence of events the agent outlined. They were aware
of the area and were concerned at the applications relationship with the
listed building and felt that the roof line and height would have an adverse
impact. That if the application were re-submitted the applicant be urged to
note the fundamental grounds for refusal.
A Member noted that there were no other buildings on the site with similar
high massing and felt that a lighter touch was needed for any development on
this site.
On behalf of the Chair the Clerk for the meeting sought confirmation from
all Members’ that they had maintained zoom connection to the meeting for
the entirety of the presentation and discussion on this item and took the
vote. Planning Board Members voted on the Planning Officers proposal to
refuse planning permission as set out in the report with 6 Members in favour,
0 against and 0 abstention.
Resolved unanimously –
That Planning Permission for the demolition of the existing buildings and
construction of a part 3/part 4/part 5 storey building including basement level,
comprising of two replacement employment units (Use Class B1(c)) and 23
residential units with associated landscaping, cycle parking, and refuse storage
be refused for the following reasons:
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Reason 1 (Poor contextual design); The proposal, by reason of the height,
scale and siting of the principal elevation to Hillreach, would appear as an
extension to the building on the adjacent corner plot to the East, which
would have the overall effect of creating an unduly large and incongruous
form of development within the street scene, creating a visually discordant
relationship with the adjacent terrace to the West. As such the proposal
would be contrary to Policy 7.4 of the London Plan (2016), Policy D3 of the
Intend to Publish London Plan (2019), and Policy DH1of the Royal Greenwich
Local Plan: Core Strategy with Detailed Policies (July 2014).
Reason 2 (Harm to the setting of a Listed Building); The proposal, by reason
of the height, scale and siting of the principal elevation to Hillreach, would
appear as an extension to the building on the adjacent corner plot to the east
which would have the overall effect of creating an unduly large and
incongruous form of development which would dominate the street scene
and have an unsympathetic relationship to the Grade II listed Green Hill
Garrison School situated directly opposite the application site. As such the
proposal would cause less than substantial harm to the setting of this heritage
asset. In accordance with paragraph 196 of the NPPF, the public benefits of
the scheme are not considered to outweigh this harm and therefore the
proposal is contrary to Policy 7.8 of the London Plan (2016), Policy D3 of the
Intend to Publish London Plan (2019) and Policy DH3 of the Royal Greenwich
Local Plan: Core Strategy with Detailed Policies (July 2014).
Reason 3 (Quality of Accommodation); The development, by reason of the
provision of residential accommodation at lower ground floor level that
would result in an unacceptably poor outlook and a sense of enclosure to 4
units exhibits clear signs of overdevelopment that would result in a poor
quality of accommodation for the future occupants of the site, contrary to
Policy 3.4 of the London Plan (2016), Policies D3 and D6 of the Intend to
Publish London Plan, and Policy H5 of the Royal Greenwich Local Plan: Core
Strategy with Detailed Policies (July 2014).
Reason 4 (Adverse Impact on Neighbouring Amenity); Due to the proposed
height, scale, depth and siting of the proposed building, the development
would create an overbearing impact and sense of enclosure to the existing
residential dwellings at 1-5 Ogilby Street, and residential units within the
approved adjacent scheme to the east (Ref. 17/2771/F). The proposed
development is therefore contrary to Policy 7.6 of the London Plan and
Policy DH(b) of the Royal Greenwich Local Plan: Core Strategy with Detailed
Policies (July 2014).
Reason 5 (Lack of s106 agreement); The proposal, by reason of the lack of a
s106 agreement or unilateral undertaking to secure necessary planning
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obligations including, affordable housing, travel plan, parking restrictions for
future occupants, car club membership, participation in GLLaB, details of fitout and marketing of the B1(c) units and carbon off-set payment would fail to
maximise the delivery of affordable housing and fail to mitigate its impact on
local infrastructure and the environment contrary to policies H3, EA(c), E1,
IMI, IM4 and IM(c) of the Royal Greenwich Local Plan: Core Strategy with
Detailed Policies (July 2014) and the Planning obligations (s106) Guidance
SPD (July 2015) and Policy E2 of the Intend to Publish London Plan.
The meeting closed at 10:47pm
___________________________
Chair
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ROYAL BOROUGH OF GREENWICH
PLANNING BOARD
3 NOVEMBER 2020 AT 6.30PM
MINUTE
PRESENT:
Members:
Councillor Stephen Brain (Chair); Councillors Norman Adams, Olu Babatola,
Denise Hyland, Clive Mardner, Maureen O’Mara, Linda Perks, Geoffrey Brighty and
Nigel Fletcher
Officers:
Assistant Director Planning & Building Control, Planning Manager (Major
Developments), Planning Officer X2, Principal Planning Officer, Legal Officer and
Committee Services Officer x2
At the commencement of the meeting (conducted remotely) the Chair announced
the procedure which the Meeting of the Board would be followed for considering
the item(s) before the Board. The Chair confirmed the names of members of the
public who had registered to speak on the item(s) and clarified that only those
members of the public who had registered to speak 2 working days before the
meeting had been provided with a link to participate in the meeting.
Item
No.
1.

Apologies for Absence
Apologies for absence were received for Councillors Gary Dillon, Ian
Hawking and Mehboob Khan.
Apologies for leaving the meeting early were received from Councillor
Norman Adams and Olu Babatola.

2.

Urgent Business
1
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The Planning Board noted and accepted the Planning Officers’ Addendum
Report’s, circulated in advance of the meeting, in relation to.
Item 5 – 57 Tuskar Street (former Sam Manners House) Greenwich, SE10
9UJ (Ref 20.1815.F)
Item 7 – Land bounded by Pettman Crescent, Nathan Way and Hadden
Road, London, SE28 – Ref 194398O
Item 8 – Land at corner of Hadden Road & Griffin Manor Way and adjacent
to Western Way & HMP Thameside, London, SE28 0DE – Ref
194370F
3.

Declarations of Interest
Resolved –
That the list of Councillors’ memberships as Council appointed
representatives on outside bodies, joint committees and school governing
bodies be noted.

4.

Minutes
Resolved –
That the minute of the meeting of the Planning Board held on 2 June 2020 be
agreed and signed as a true and accurate record.

5.

57 Tuskar Street (former Sam Manners House) Greenwich, SE10
9UJ (Ref 20.1815.F)
Planning Board Member noted the Planning Officers addendum report,
circulated in advance of the meeting, and accepted an illustrative presentation
of the application.
In response to Members’ questions, the Planning Officer advised that the
proposal consisted of a 4 story element ,to the south, decreasing to 3.
Improvements to the public realm included planting 10 new trees and the
creation of playscape. All the units would be wheelchair accessible with 3
fully adapted for occupation.
A representative for the East Greenwich Residents Association (EGRA) and
the Greenwich Society (GS) advised that both groups, as well as a number of
local residents, were not consulted on the application. The Council made no
response to residents’ complaints made during the demolition of the existing
site. The external appearance was not in keeping with the area; the
properties would be small with inadequate levels of outdoor amenities and an
2
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overshadowed play area, which would see a private application refused.
Better quality housing should be expected for Council Housing and should
have a greater life expectancy than 60 years.
The EGRA/GS representative responded to Members that a private applicant
would be expected to undertake better and ongoing consultation. The style
of the development should harmonise with the surrounding area not one
development some distance from the application.
A Trustee for the William Hatcliffe & Missus Smith, owner, and operator of
the Alms House to the north of the site, advised that they broadly supported
the application but were concern at the potential lost of sunlight to the Alms
House. The information in the report was not clear and, despite requests, no
CGI projections of the sunlight impact had been provided and it was difficult
to know the true impact on the Alms House.
The Chair requested that the information was provided to the speaker.
The Planning Board accepted addresses from 3 local resident who raised the
following –
• No objection to much needed social housing but it should be of a higher
standard than proposed.
• For ecological reasons, the new build needs a longer life span not the
same as, the now demolished, Sam Manners House.
• The proposal is too high and would result in overlooking to existing
residents who will lose their amenity of privacy.
• It was too close to existing residents with intrusive balconies, creating
overlooking and loss of sunlight.
• The proposal should be set further back and step down to lower floors to
avoid domination over surrounding residents.
• The proposal was too dense, creating a threefold increase in population
on the former site with a detrimental impact on new and existing resident
as well as loss of peaceable habitation due to increased noise levels.
• The design was not responsive to surrounding street property styles.
• The internal courtyard areas and gardens of the development would have
no direct sunlight.
• There should be more outdoor space for new and existing residents.
The Development Control Manager (Major Projects) advised that Greenwich
Council, as the local Planning Authority, had undertaken statutory planning
consultation, including sending consultation letters to surrounding properties,
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press notice publication and displaying site notices. In respect of
overshadowing of the Alms House gardens, there was a diagram presented in
the daylight/sunlight report incorporating the area and concluded there
would be an imperceptible change, retaining 98% of the daylight it currently
received. She confirmed that this information was in the report.
Councillor Chris Lloyd addressed the Planning Board as a Ward Councillor,
in support of the application, noting that the application was compliant with
both planning policy and planning law. It would provide a mix of 1, 2 and 3
bed houses reflecting the need of the area. He noted that, in the preapplication stage, he and Councillor Kirby, as the then Cabinet Member held
a number of meetings and maintained constantly open lines of communication
with objectors. There would be no impact on the sunlight to the residents of
Tuskar Street. He accepted that the design of the proposal was a matter of
taste but felt it added to the differentiated architectural mix in East
Greenwich.
A Member sought clarification in respect of the comment raised that the
Council was not exercising consistency, in terms of amenity space provision,
with private applications. The Development Control Manager (Major
Projects), advised that each scheme must be considered on its own merits
and the context of the scheme. The scheme was fully compliant with the
London Plan. She noted that the Royal Bourgh of Greenwich Core Strategy
aimed for 50sq metres of outdoor amenity space per family unit however,
not every scheme would meet every policy aim and that it was acceptable to
approve a scheme that did not.
The Planning Board accepted an address from the applicant who advised that
the scheme would deliver 100% affordable social housing with the Royal
Borough of Greenwich as the landlord. The units would be Carbon Neutral
and constructed on a high quality build modular basis, which would also cause
less disruption to existing residents than conventional construction methods.
The applicant’s architect advised that the design proposal had been carefully
considered and would incorporate design elements, materials and colour
pallets to reflect the existing styles to the south of the site, in response to
Tuskar Street, and the mixed housing typography to the north and west.
During the two public consultations comments were made supporting the
design approach and that it supported and improved the surrounding areas.
In respect of density, the applicant’s architect advised that during the preapplication process the number of proposed units was reduced during and
the occupancy levels were reduced. The projecting balconies, along Tuskar
Street and Woodland Grove, had been moved to overlook the inner
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courtyard, removing any potential overlooking to the street. Detailed
daylight and sunlight assessments showed all habitable spaces received
adequate light, noting that there were two rooms which would be below
level. The scheme was compliant with daylight and sunlight requirements
with little impact of neighbouring properties.
The applicant’s landscape architect advised that all the apartments would have
private amenity via balconies or private gardens, which were in line with the
size of existing Tuskar Street gardens. There would be a communal garden
space in addition to onsite play space which, supported by nearby parks
would adequately meet requirements. The Council’s Arboreal Team agreed
the removal of 6 trees which would be replaced by 10 new trees and
additional greening along Woodland Grove and Tuskar Street frontages.
There was an extensive green area to the east of the site, providing outdoor
amenity for Woodland Grove, which access could be provided to for new
residents by away of a new gate. In respect of street light levels, the existing
light levels would be improved, particularly along the pedestrian path link to
Trafalgar Road and Woodland Grove.
The applicant’s agent summed up the proposal, advising that the scheme was
developed through consultation with residents as well as the Council’s Urban
Design Team and Planning Design Officers. Two public consultations were
undertaken and concerns at the scale and overlooking were addressed in a
redesign. He drew attention to the Planning Officers recommendations,
following intensive inspection and work, and that there would not be an
unacceptable impact, through scale or design, on the amenity of surrounding
properties.
The applicant’s landscape architect responded to Members that the town
houses would have a total of 27sqmtrs private amenity space split between
ground level rear garden, to be viewed in tandem with adjoining secure
community space and upper floor terrace. Whilst the standard of 50sgmtrs
amenity space for every property on every development would be the ideal,
each site needed to be considered in context and on its own merit. He
noted that the potential use of the additional amenity space for Woodland
Grove was not referenced in the planning application to avoid being
disingenuous as the space was for the use of residents of Woodland Grove,
however, due to land boundary co-ownership it would be possible to allow
gated access.
The applicant’s architect confirmed to Members that the density had been
reduced during the design process and, as an inner city site, was suitable for
the proposed density. The level of greenspace and playspace amenities was
considered of a suitable level for the density proposed.
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The applicant clarified that the insurance scheme assured a minimum life span
of 60 years for the modular build system and it was anticipated to be viable
far longer than that. The cladding would be slices of real brick and the
thermal performance would be better than that of normal brick build.
The Members of the Planning Board considered the application before them.
A Member noted the public speakers held one view on the consultation
process and whilst the applicant presented a differing view. Whilst the
applicant may have made some adjustments, in response to public comments,
had the desired outcome been achieved. They expressed discomfort at the
comments as part of the strong residents’ representations and the applicant’s
response.
A Member shared similar concerns on the consultation process. They felt
that, even as a reduced scheme, it was a potential overdevelopment of the
site located much closer to the pavement area than the previous
development, which had been set back to reduce its overall impact. They
noted that it may be appropriate for the applicant to reconsider the elevation
and overall setting in the general street scene, without creating too much
adverse effect.
A third Member expressed concern with the consultation process and, that
whilst it may not be a planning consideration, felt that the engagement and
consultation with residents had not been good enough. They questioned
why the daylight information was not be presented to the trustees of the
Alms House upon their request. They considered that the provision of
entirely social housing was of positive importance.
A Member commented that that there may have been a level of confusion
around the consultation process, in that the two rounds of consultation
conducted by the applicant were different to the required statutory
consultation undertaken by the Planning Department. They encouraged the
applicant to explore the possibility of creating access to the amenity space by
Woodland Grove.
Councillor Perks noted that if Members were minded to reject the proposal,
she would prefer that consideration be given to undertake a sight visit first.
A Member understood the concerns raised by residents and speakers in
objection, who outlined their concerns well. However, the scheme was
broadly in line with that previously on site, not a new multi-story tower
block. If the Board were to reject the application it would need strong
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defensible grounds. However, given the constraints of planning grounds
there was not a strong case for rejection of the Planning Officers
recommendations to approve the application.
It was noted that a proposal had been made for a site visit however,
Councillor Perks clarified that it was a comment not a proposal.
Councillor Adamas formally proposed that the Planning Board considered
undertaking a site visit, which was seconded by Councillor Mardner.
On behalf of and at the request of the Chair the Clerk called the vote on the
proposal for a deferral on the decision in order to undertake a site visit with
5 Members’ in favour, 4 against and 0 abstentions.
Resolved –
A decision on this application was deferred to a future meeting of the Board
in order to undertake a site visit in order to gain a better understanding of
the proposed application in relation to its understanding.
6.

Eltham Hill, School, 122 Eltham Hill, Eltham, London, SE9 5EE –
Ref 202302F
The Planning Officer gave an illustrative presentation of the application
responding to the Board Members that it was conditioned that the land be
returned to previous use at the end of the temporary use period. However,
at the end of the five year temporary use period, the need for the continued
use for classrooms could be assessed.
The applicant addressed the Planning Board advising that the application was
submitted for a five year temporary use, upon the advice of Planning Officers,
and they would work with the Council in respect of any longer term need at
the end of the five year temporary use period.
The Planning Board moved straight to the vote and on behalf of and at the
request of the Chair the Clerk sought confirmation from all Members’ that
they had maintained zoom connection to the meeting for the entirety of the
presentation and discussion on this item. No Member indicated that they had
experienced any loss of connectivity.
The Planning Officers recommendation to approve the application was put to
the vote with 9 Members’ in favour, 0 against and 0 abstentions.
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Resolved unanimously –
That full planning permission be granted for the construction of a single
storey modular block containing four classrooms. Subject to the Conditions
set out in Appendix 2 of the published report.
7.

Land bounded by Pettman Crescent, Nathan Way and Hadden
Road, London, SE28 – Ref 194398O
Following the late submission of additional comments from TfL, the Members
of the Board felt they needed more time to consider the matters raised and
their implications for the scheme, as such it was agreed that a decision on
both item 7 and 8 be deferred.
Resolved –
That a decision on the application be deferred to a future meeting of the
Planning Board.

8.

Land at corner of Hadden Road & Griffin Manor Way and adjacent
to Western Way & HMP Thameside, London, SE28 0DE – Ref
194370F
Following the late submission of additional comments from TfL, the Members
of the Board felt they needed more time to consider the matters raised and
their implications for the scheme, as such it was agreed that a decision on
both item 7 and 8 be deferred.
Resolved –
That a decision on the application be deferred to a future meeting of the
Planning Board.

The meeting closed at 8.28pm
___________________________
Chair
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PLANNING BOARD

Agenda Item: 5

16 March 2021

Reference No: 20/2854/MA

Applicant: Tilfen Land Limited (owned by Peabody)
Agent:
Lichfields, Jonathan Standen
Site Address:
Licensed Facility No. 3, Tripcock Point,
Thamesmead, London, SE28 0LN
1.0

Ward: Thamesmead Moorings
Application Type: Minor Material
Amendment

Recommendation

1.1 The Board is requested to grant Planning Permission for a minor material
amendment under Section 73 of the Town & Country Planning Act 1990 for a
minor material amendment of planning permission 92/1268/F, dated 15 March
1996 (varied by non-material amendment 17/2490/NM, dated 24 October
2017) for the Licenced tipping facility for the disposal of contaminated arisings
from the Thamesmead development. The variation of Condition 9 is sought
to provide for the completion of landfill engineering works through the
recontouring of the permitted landform without further importation of waste
material.
1.2

Subject to:
A. Referral of the application to the Mayor of London as required under the
terms of The Town and Country Planning (Mayor of London) Order
2008.
B. Conditions set out in Appendix 2 of this report
C. Prior completion of an agreement under Section 106 of the Town and
Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended) containing the planning
obligation as detailed in the heads of terms set out in this report (Section
17.0), its addendums, and the minutes of this Planning Board meeting.
D. To authorise the Assistant Director of Planning & Building Control to:
i.

make any minor changes to the detailed wording of the
recommended conditions as set out in this report, its addendums,
and the minutes of this Planning Board meeting, where the
Assistant Director of Planning & Building Control considers it
appropriate, before issuing the decision notice; and
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ii.

finalise the detailed terms of the planning obligations pursuant to
Section 106 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as
amended), as set out in this report (Section 17.0), its addendums
and the minutes of this Planning Board meeting.

E. In the event that the Deed of Variation is not completed within three (3)
months of the date of this Planning Board meeting, to authorise the
Assistant Director of Planning & Building Control to consider whether
permission should be refused on the grounds that the proposals are
unacceptable in the absence of the benefits which would have been
secured, and if so, to determine the application with reasons for refusal
which will include the following:
i.

2.0

In the absence of a legal agreement to restore and to implement a
scheme of controlled access to the Historic Area and the
Wetlands and the provision of a safe environment to public, the
proposal would fail to mitigate its impact on the surrounding
amenities (including Landscape and Heritage), in line with policies
SD1, SI 5, HC 1, G1, G2, G3, G4, G5, G6, SI 13, SI 14, SI 16, SI 17
and DF1 of the London Plan (2021), policies OS1, OS3, OS4, E(d)
and E(e) of the Royal Greenwich Local Plan: Core Strategy with
Detailed Policies (Adopted July 2014), the Thamesmead and Abbey
Wood SPD (2009) and the Planning Obligations SPD (2015).

Summary

2.1 Detailed below is a summary of the application:
The Site
Site Area (m²)

139,500m² (13.95ha)

Local Plan Allocation

Metropolitan Open Land (MOL)
Area at Risk from Flooding
District Park Deficiency Area
Site of Importance for Nature Conservation (SINC) NC21 Thamesmead Historic Area and Wetlands
Area of High Archaeological Potential

Heritage Assets

None at present.
The Danger Buildings and a section of land
to the south are currently under review for scheduling.

Tree Preservation Order

None on site

Flood Risk Zone

Flood Zone 3: area that benefits from flood defences
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Proposed Works
Land modification height (metres) 23m AOD (revised from 34m AOD)
Floor area (m²)

N/A

Non-Residential Uses
Existing Use(s)

Employment

Existing use
Sui generis/ Tilfen Land
(Classes) / Operator
m²

139,500m² (13.95ha)

Existing Number of
Jobs

N/A

Proposed number of 20 (during sealing, capping, and
jobs
landscaping of the landfill)

Transportation
PTAL Rating

1a

2.2

The report details all relevant national, regional, and local policy implications
of the scheme, including supplementary planning guidance.

2.3

The minor material amendment (S73) is considered acceptable and is
recommended for approval subject to satisfactory completion of a revised
Legal Agreement (in the form of a Deed of Variation) and conditions set out
in the report.
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3.0

Site Plan

Figure 1: Site Plan - Site Location Plan (Drawing No. 1001/PA/0012/A1)
4.0

Site and Surroundings (in detail)

4.1

The application site comprises an inactive land fill of approximately 11 ha,
located in the north-eastern corner of the Tripcock Point site, known as
‘Licensed Facility No. 3’ (LF3). The site has been inactive as a landfill since
September 2013, with operations commencing in 1997. It is part of the
Tripcock Landfill site, a broader area with stockpiled inert materials and soils
to its east and west and covering an area of approximately 13.6ha in total.
The profile of the landfill site is generally undulated with a high point of
approximately 23m AOD.

4.2

South of the site is the Thamesmead Historic Area and Wetlands, a Site of
Importance for Nature Conservation of Borough Importance (SINC / Grade
I), with key features of wetland habitats, from reed beds to deep water. The
site is bounded by river Thames to the north and west, with London City
Airport and a mix of commercial and industrial uses opposite the river. To
the east of the site and further west and south are low-rise residential
buildings.
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4.3

The site is within the London City Airport Outer Safeguarding Area and the
area along the western boundary of the application site comprises river
Thames crossing safeguarding land. The site is within Metropolitan Open Land
(MOL) and Flood Risk Zone 1.

4.4

The site also lies within an area of high archaeological potential and two local
views: (i) Winns Common to Lower Thames and (ii) St. Mary’s Churchyard
towards Mast Pond Wharf.

4.5

Access to the landfill site is from Western Way and comprises of an un-made
road leading to the application site. The site has a very low Public Transport
Accessibility Level (PTAL) ranging from 0 to 1b.

4.6

The Thames Path separates the site from the River Thames, which is located
approximately 60 metres north and west of the site

4.7

The Thamesmead Historic Area immediately south of the site includes
remains of structures associated with previous munition manufacturing uses
of the site (Woolwich Arsenal). These buildings, known as the ‘Danger
Buildings’, Royal Arsenal Nitration Plant have been locally listed. The Danger
Buildings and a section of land to the south are being considered for
scheduling.

5.0

Relevant Planning History

5.1

Planning permission was granted in March 1996 (LPA ref: E92/1268/F) for a
licenced tipping facility for the disposal of contaminated arisings from the
Thamesmead development. The consent was subject to eight conditions,
where condition five (5) controlled the area where the waste was sourced
and this has been enlarged three times (through the following variation
applications, LPA references 99/1358/V, 05/0930/V and 10/1900/V) to ensure
availability of supply. The consented scheme allowed for a final, maximum
post-settlement design level of approximately 34 metres AOD.

5.2

A section 96a application (ref: 17/2490/NM) to add Condition 9 (subject of
this application) of the above 1996 approval was granted by Council in 2018.
This condition provided details on recontouring and overall height levels
associated with the closing and rehabilitation of the site.

5.3

A further application (ref: 18/0406/MA) was lodged in 2018 for the proposed
variation of condition 9 of the original planning permission (as varied by
17/2490/NM) to provide for the completion of landfill engineering works
through the re-contouring of the permitted landform without further
importation of waste material. This application was not proceeded with and
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was subsequently withdrawn. The current S73 replicates this previous
application.
5.4

A request for an Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) screening opinion
(ref. 20/3027/EIA) was submitted for the completion of landfill engineering
works through the recontouring of the permitted landform without further
importation of waste material. Council issued its opinion on the 22 October
2020 concluding that an EIA was not required.

6.0

Proposals (in detail)

6.1

The application proposes to conclude the landfill development by recontouring the site using the existing inert materials on site, or in
neighbouring stockpiles, to cap and close it and finally to satisfy appropriate
aftercare requirements so as to provide a future district park use.

6.2

Whilst the re-profiling works are covered by the extant planning permission,
the implication of using only existing material on or adjacent to the site, with
no further importation of waste or fill materials is that the final maximum
height will be 23m AOD and therefore 11m lower than the 34m AOD
approved with the permission ref. E92/1268/F.

6.3

As noted above, the facility has ceased operations in September 2013 and the
variation of Condition 9 and approved plans would allow the landfill re
contouring of the landform without further importation of waste material.

6.4

A detailed heads of terms have been included with this application as the
original planning submission was subject to a s106 to secure a number of
elements including an obligation for the submission of a Scheme of Works for
the Historic Area and the Wetlands and securing on-going public access.

7.0

Consultation

7.1

The current application has been the subject of public consultation,
comprising a press notice, site notices and letters sent to individual occupiers
in the vicinity of the application site. Along with the individual letters,
consultation also included 17 statutory bodies, local amenity groups and
Ward Councillors.

7.2

Statutory Consultees
A summary of the consultation responses which council has received along
with the officer comments are set out in table below:
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Details of
Representation
and date
received
Historic
England
06.10.2020

Natural
England
12.10.2020
Environment
Agency
16.11.2020

Summary of Comments

Officers comments

No comment.

Noted. Heritage matters are
discussed in section 11
(Design, Heritage and
Landscape)

Historic England do not
consider that it is necessary
for this application to be
notified under the relevant
statutory provisions.
Natural England have
confirmed that they have no
comment to make on this
application.
No objection.
No in principle concerns
regarding the proposal.

Noted.

Noted. See section 10.0
(Principle of Development)
and 12.0 (Environmental
Pollution)

It is noted that the site has an
active environmental permit,
which permits landfill activity.
As such, the restoration
works, and monitoring would
be controlled by the
conditions of that permit.
As the proposal intends to
use existing stockpiles on site,
it is considered that the likely
emissions generated would
also be similar to if the site
continued to be operated in
line with the original planning
permission.
It is noted that groundwater,
surface water, leachate and
landfill gas monitoring
installations are already
present on site, and the
environmental permit
requires the site operator to
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take samples for the purposes
of reporting on any emissions
from the site. Given the
controls on the
environmental permits, the
EA does not require any
details of environmental
monitoring to support a
planning application.

Historic
England
(GLAAS)
16.10.2020

As indicated in the submitted
document, no changes will be
made to the existing basal and
sidewall engineered features
containing the waste within
the site, and the additional
capping layer will follow the
principles of the existing
agreed specification.
Therefore the EA would have
no objections as containment
of waste and associated
leachate would remain
unchanged.
No objection.
Noted. Heritage matters are
discussed in section 11
Having considered the
(Design, Heritage and
proposals with reference to
Landscape)
information held in the
Greater London Historic
Environment Record and/or
made available in connection
with this application, I
conclude that the proposal is
unlikely to have a significant
effect on heritage assets of
archaeological interest.
The proposed variation
relates to the land forming of
the site without the need to
import additional material.
Within this application site
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there is therefore no ongoing
archaeological interest.

Greater
London
Authority
25.01.2021

No further assessment or
conditions are therefore
necessary.
Advised that the
application does not yet
comply with the London
Plan.

Noted. The matters with
regard to Policy SI 9 of the
London Plan (2021) are
discussed in section 10.0
(Principle of Development).

GLA officers had noted that
the proposal would enable
the early closure of an
existing unused landfill site in
order for it to be remediated
and turned into open space as
outlined within the TAW
OAPF.
The site is considered a
safeguarded waste facility, as
defined by Policy 5.19 of the
London Plan and
Policy SI 9 of the Publication
London Plan, due to it having
both a planning permission
for waste use and an active
Environment Agency permit.
Whilst GLA officers
recognise that the mothballed
site has a defined lifespan due
to the nature of the use, that
landfill sits at the bottom of
the Mayor’s waste hierarchy
and also that the site has
been identified as future open
space, Policy SI9 of the
Publication London Plan
protects waste capacity;
therefore, the applicant
should provide details of their
attempts to fill the remaining
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Transport for
London (TfL)
20.10.2020

Newham
Barking and
Dagenham

capacity, as well as evidence
demonstrating that suitable
compensatory waste facilities
are available.
No objection.
Having considered the
proposals and their location
TfL has no objection to
consent being granted should
the Council consider the
proposals acceptable and
subject to the transport (and
other) mitigation measures
set out in the submission.
No comment received
No comment received

Noted. Transport matters are
discussed in section 13
(Transport and Highways)

Noted.
Noted.

7.3 Council Departments
A summary of the consultation responses received along with the officer
comments are set out in table below:
Details of
Summary of Comments
Officers comments
Representation
and date
received
Conservation
No objection.
Noted. Heritage matters are
Officer
discussed in section 11
The proposed reduction in
(Design, Heritage and
21.12.2020
the height of the capped
Landscape)
landfill site and the more even
grading will remove the steep
banking in the immediate
vicinity of the Danger
Buildings and will therefore
reduce the impact on their
setting.
Policy &
No objection.
Noted. The matters with
Environment
regard to Policy SI 9 of the
Tripcock Point is not
London Plan (2021) are
18.01.2021
identified as a safeguarded
discussed in section 10.0
waste site in either the Core (Principle of Development).
Strategy with Detailed
Policies or the South East
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London Joint Waste
Technical Paper. Any
outstanding waste capacity
there is not relied upon to
meet the Mayor's waste
apportionment
requirements.
The site is designated as
Metropolitan Open Land in
the Core Strategy with
Detailed Policies and was
identified for future use as a
District Park in the Unitary
Development Plan
(2006). More recently it was
included in the OAPF for
Thamesmead and Abbey
Wood (2020) as an area of
public open space.

Transport &
Highways
22 October 2020

There is no policy objection
to the proposal to re-contour
the landfill area, which has no
implications for waste policy
planning. The proposed
completion of the landfill
engineering works is
necessary to enable the
future use of the land as
public open space.
No objection.
Noted. Transport matters are
discussed in section 13
Although outside the red line (Transport and Highways)
boundary it should be
encouraged that the missing
link between Newmarsh
Road and Barnham Drive is
considered to be constructed.
The haulage route from
Western Way to the site has
previously prevented the
infrastructure being provided.
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Parks & Open
Spaces
Pollution
Flood Risk
Manager
01.12.2020

On completion of the
Licensed Facility the haul
route is no longer required
and therefore the missing link
could be created providing
more sustainable access to
the communities and facilities
on either side.
No comment received at Noted.
time of writing.
No comment received at Noted.
time of writing.
No objection.
Noted. Flood matters are
discussed in section 14.0
The Cover Letter states that (Flood Risk)
‘the proposal provides for the
completion of the
development by recontouring
the Tripcock landfill area
using existing material
present on site without the
importation of additional
waste materials, but using
existing inert materials
present and stored adjacent
to the site to cap, restore the
site, to enable environmental
permit aftercare
requirements to be met’.
In respect of the proposed
reprofiling it is stated in
Section 10 of the Addendum
Report that ‘ground surfaces
will be vegetated in
accordance with the
Restoration Plan. Surface
water drainage will continue
to discharge to the leachate
lagoons/wetland’. It also
states that the ‘conceptual
drainage is not expected to
alter the run-off
characteristics from the
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restoration profile of the
currently approved plan’.
Therefore, the proposed
recontouring is unlikely to
have any alteration in respect
of surface water drainage on
the site.
In respect of surface water
drainage the Addendum
Report sets out the proposed
surface water management
would provide a “discharge
rate similar to green field
behaviour or in some cases
offer an improvement on the
existing drainage”. The
proposed drainage strategy
for the site will involve
“drainage of surface water by
perimeter and intercepting
drains reporting to the
wetlands / lagoons at the
south of the site”. The
Addendum Report indicates
installation of a low
permeability capping falls
under the requirement of the
Environment Permit
EPR/EP3135PE.
Local Residents and Businesses
7.4

No objections have been received from residents and businesses located
within the neighbouring area.

8.0

Planning Context

8.1

This application needs to be considered in the context of a range of national,
regional, and local planning policies and Supplementary Planning Guidance /
Documents.
• National Planning Policy Framework (2019)
• London Plan (2021)
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• The Royal Greenwich Local Plan: Core Strategy with Detailed
Policies (“Core Strategy” – 2014)
• Thamesmead and Abbey Wood Opportunity Area Planning
Framework (2020)
• Royal Greenwich Site Allocations Preferred Approach (2019) –
Regulation 18
Status of the New London Plan
8.2

On 17 December 2019, the Mayor published the Intend to Publish version of
the London Plan and issued this to the Secretary of State. On 13th March
2020, the Secretary of State wrote to the Mayor setting out his consideration
of the Mayor’s Intend to Publish London Plan and exercised his power to
direct changes under Section 337 of the Greater London Authority Act 1999
(as amended).

8.3

The Mayor formally approved the London Plan on the 21 December 2020
which became known as the “Publication London Plan”. The Publication
version included the responses and modifications following the Secretary of
State’s directions to the Intend to Publish plan. The Mayor has formally
received confirmation from the Secretary of State that he is content for the
London Plan to be published as confirmed in a letter dated 29 January 2021.
The Publication London Plan was formally adopted on Tuesday 2 March 2021,
and now is known as the London Plan (2021).

8.4

The London Plan 2016 is now no longer a material planning consideration.

Status of the Site Allocations Preferred Approach

Figure 2: Map Site Allocation T3 (Greenwich Site Allocations Preferred Approach – Reg 18 (2019))
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8.5

The Royal Greenwich Site Allocations Preferred Approach has been subject
to public consultation. The Regulation 19 draft of the Greenwich Site
Allocations Preferred Approach has been taken to Full Council for approval
for formal public consultation. The application site is included in the Preferred
Approach document as site T3. Officers consider the draft SAP is a material
consideration with limited weight.

Context of a Minor Material Amendment
8.6

An application can be made under section 73 of the Town and Country
Planning Act 1990 to vary or remove conditions associated with a planning
permission. One of the uses of an S.73 application is to seek a minor material
amendment to approved plans, which is the case in this instance.

8.7

A S.73 application results in a new permission being issued sitting alongside
the original permission, which remains intact and unamended.

8.8

There is no statutory definition of a ‘minor material amendment’, however
Government guidance has suggested a non-statutory definition: ‘‘a minor
material amendment is one whose scale and nature results in a development
which is not substantially different from the one which has been approved’’.

8.9

As the principle of the proposal has been established under the previous
application the current application can only be assessed on the impact of the
changes.

8.10 In addition to this, a recent Court of Appeal decision (Finney vs Welsh
Ministers [2019] EWCA Civ 1868) has concluded that minor material
amendment applications, submitted under section 73 of the Town and
Country Planning Act, should not change the description of the development
or alter a condition that is in conflict with the description of development.
8.11 Notwithstanding the merits of the assessment as detailed below, Officers
consider that proposed changes would constitute a minor material
amendment (with the key change being a reduction in height of the final
finished landform) and would also be in line with the recent Court of Appeal
decision in that if council was minded to approve this amendment it would
not conflict with the description as originally approved.
9.0

Material Planning Considerations

9.1

This section of the report provides an analysis of the specific aspects of the
proposed development and the principal issues that need to be considered in
the determination of the planning application:
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Principle of Development.
Design, Heritage and Landscape
Noise and Air Quality.
Gas, Land and Water Contamination.
Transport and Access.
Flood Risk.
Ecology.
Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL).
RBG CIL.
Legal Agreement.
Implications for Disadvantaged Groups.

10.0 Principle of Development
10.1 The application site comprises Metropolitan Open Land (MOL) within the
Thamesmead & Abbey Wood Opportunity Area. Regeneration of the
opportunity area will enhance the area through estate renewal, new housing
and social and recreation facilities, improved open space and enhanced MOL.
Access to the riverside and the adjacent Tripcock Park is to be enhanced,
including connections to the South East London Green Chain.
10.2 The Council’s Local Plan reflects the Royal Borough’s support of the above
and designates the area as the Thamesmead Strategic Development Location
(SDL). The 2009 Thamesmead and Abbey Wood Supplementary Planning
Document (SPD) sets out the details for regenerating the area, including the
provision of open spaces and the implementation of Tripcock Park on the
application site, to address the district park deficiency of the area.
10.3 The Thamesmead and Abbey Wood Opportunity Area Planning Framework
2020 (OAPF) and the Royal Borough of Greenwich Site Allocations Preferred
Approach (2019) - Regulation 18 draft 2019 (SAP) also facilitate the
improvements to Thamesmead Waterfront. The LF3 landfill falls within the
wider Thamesmead Waterfront T3 allocation within the SAP. The SAP
outlines the proposed allocation which seeks to deliver residential-led mixeduse development including a site for an all through school (primary and
secondary). The area currently designated as MOL is to be made publicly
accessible as a District Park. It is noted that the site subject to this planning
application falls entirely within the area outlined as a district park. The closure
of LF3 is fundamental to achieving the aspirations as outlined within the OAPF
and SAP for Thamesmead.
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10.4 However, while the proposed closure of the facility is essential to achieving
the aspirations as outlined within the OAPF and SAP and strategic policy for
Thamesmead, the proposal needs to be considered in accordance with
relevant waste policies as it is an existing facility.
Protection of Waste Facilities
10.5 Policy SI 9 of the London Plan (2021) seek to protect waste sites. Waste
sites are defined as land with planning permission for a waste use or a permit
from the Environment Agency for a waste use. In principle, these policies
resist the loss of safeguarded waste sites unless the waste processing capacity
can be re-provided elsewhere.
10.6 The site has operated for landfill since 1997 accepting hazardous waste, such
as contaminated soils and incinerator bottom ash, although it has not
accepted any waste since 2013. The landfill itself had been developed as three
cells – Cell 1 is completed, capped, and restored; Cell 2 is part completed;
and landfill to Cell 3 commenced but ended in September 2013. The applicant
has outlined that the landfill has remaining capacity of circa 200,000 m3.
10.7 It is noted that redevelopment of Thamesmead has steadily reduced the
quantities of hazardous waste requiring disposal and given this the applicant
has sought modifications to the planning permission over time to allow waste
to be brought to the site from a progressively wider and more distant
catchment area. Nevertheless, the applicant states that the facility struggled to
maintain sufficient supply and in 2013 the facility was closed and is now
inactive as a waste facility. No further waste has been received since this time
and the licence issued from the Environment Agency does not permit the site
to accept any further hazardous waste.
10.8 It is proposed to conclude the landfill development by re-contouring the site
using existing inert materials on site, or in neighbouring stockpiles, to cap and
close it. It will be recontoured and after appropriate aftercare requirements
have been satisfied it will be turned into a district park. Whilst the re-profiling
works are covered by the extant planning permission, the implication of using
only existing material on or adjacent to the site, with no further importation
of waste or fill materials, is that the final maximum height will be 23m AOD.
This is therefore 11m lower than the 34m AOD approved with the
permission ref. E92/1268/F.
10.9 The GLA in their Stage 1 response (ref: GLA/202/6605/S1/01) has considered
the landfill as a safeguarded waste facility, as defined by policy SI 9 of the
London Plan (2021) given that the site has both planning permission for a
waste use and an active Environment Agency permit. The GLA officers further
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consider that given the nature of the application, the applicant is required to
demonstrate their attempts to fill the remaining capacity and that suitable
compensatory waste facilities are available.
10.10 As understood, the current permit from 2017 (reference EPR/EP3135PE)
does not allow for any importation of hazardous or inert waste disposal, with
the permit allowing only for capping (as detailed in Table S1.4 of the permit).
So, while there is an active planning permission as well as environment permit
it is considered by the Council that the site is already closed in all but planning
terms with no effective ability to import waste.
10.11 In terms of the site being safeguarded, it is noted by council officers that this
site has never been included as a safeguarded waste site in either the Core
Strategy or the South East London Joint Waste Technical Paper. This site is
also not referenced within the London Waste Map, a GLA document, which is
noted in paragraph 20 of the Stage 1 response. The site is designated as
Metropolitan Open Land in the Core Strategy and has been consistently
identified for future use as a District Park in the Unitary Development Plan
(2006) and the recently approved OAPF for Thamesmead and Abbey Wood
(2020). Given that the site has not been identified either for capacity need or
for land-use purposes as a required waste facility, from a local authority
planning point of view, it is considered appropriate for the permanent closure
of the facility to provide open space.
10.12 Notwithstanding Council’s view regarding policy SI 9, following receipt of the
stage 1 response from the GLA, the applicant has responded and provided
Council a detailed cover letter and memo outlining their attempts to fill
capacity, the decline in demand and consideration of the compensatory
provision. These are each addressed in turn below.
Capacity and decline in demand
10.13 The memo outlines the extent to which the applicant sought to attract and
secure contaminated soils and granular material for disposal at the site,
supported by providing all records of landfill enquiries, as well as their
customer history. They have outlined the impact which regulatory changes
have had particularly the landfill tax which effectively made it a cheaper option
for waste producers to treat and reuse their contaminated materials often at
source, rather than by disposal. Notwithstanding this, the applicant in
response to the conditions sought to increase the catchment area of the site
three times to secure waste for the site. As understood from their
documents, the last significant importation of waste was from Olympic Park,
which accounted for all its imported hazardous waste by Q4 2011. It is also
important to note that the Crossrail Plumstead Depot contract, a
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development of scale nearby, encourages the treatment and re-use of
hazardous materials rather than disposal. Finally, the applicant concludes that
despite a marketing campaign, it was not possible to attract compliant
hazardous waste for disposal in commercially viable quantities and therefore
the site was closed permanently. Officers are satisfied that the applicants have
explored every option to fill the remaining capacity.
Compensatory measures
10.14 In terms of compensatory measures, the Council notes that the South East
London Joint Waste Planning Group have not included this site as one of the
sub-region’s designated waste facilities. The most recent South East London
Joint Waste Technical Paper shows that the boroughs have sufficient, even
surplus, waste capacity without this site, and therefore it is evident that there
is suitable compensatory capacity. Given that this site is not required to meet
current waste capacity needs within South East London, it’s officers’ view that
given this site is not needed to meet South East London requirements it is not
considered that the applicant needs to demonstrate any ‘compensatory
provision’.
Conclusion
10.15 For the reasons set out above, while we have concerns regarding the
interpretation of policy SI 9 and its relevance here, we have considered that
the applicant has adequately demonstrated that they have made substantive
attempts between 2004 and 2013 at filling the site as well as demonstrating
that no compensatory measures are required. In officers view, the loss of this
site has no implications for waste policy planning, as the council, and subregion have no reliance on this site. The proposed completion of the landfill
engineering works is necessary to enable the future use of the land as public
open space and this is fully supported in policy terms.
11.0

Design, Heritage and Landscape

11.1 The proposal is for the conclusion of the landfill development by recontouring the site in the same final domed form and with final height
reduced from 34 metres AOD to 23 metres AOD.
11.2 Due to the above characteristics, in design terms the proposal would not
raise significant concerns when comparing the existing and proposed
situations. It is important to note that this application would not involve any
new built elements or structures.
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11.3 Notwithstanding this, a detailed assessment on specific heritage and landscape
matters is detailed below.
Impact of Heritage Assets
11.4 The site is in close proximity to the following locally listed buildings: the
Danger Buildings (outlined in red), Tripcock Ness Lighthouse; Gun
Emplacement, Tripcock Point; and Observation Post, Thames Path (all circled
in green). The closest listed building is the Grade II chimney to Beckton
Sewage Works in Newham, which is on the north of the river and is
approximately 1km from the site.
11.5 Given the relationship to the site, it is not anticipated that any of the locally
listed buildings which are located on the Thames would be impacted by this
development and therefore will not be assessed further. As such, the only
building which will be considered in the following assessment is the Danger
Buildings.

Figure 3: Location of the surrounding Heritage Assets

Danger Buildings (Locally Listed Buildings)
11.6 The locally listed Danger Buildings are located outside the site to the south
and are located between what is known as Cell 2 and the Wetlands Area. The
local heritage list outlines the significance of these buildings as follows:
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Important and distinctive group of buildings and earthworks, forming a fortified
landscape. Rare extant evidence both of the extensive expansion of the Arsenal
eastwards onto the marshes and of high explosive manufacture. Instrumental in the
defence of the realm during WWI and WWII.
11.7 The photographs provided in the submitted Heritage Impact Assessment
detail the state and condition of the buildings which are clearly in disrepair.
11.8 In terms of the proposal site, it is considered that the existing landfill use itself
does not contribute to the significance of the historic buildings, with much of
its significance derived from its historical use and wider connection to the
Royal Arsenal. The Danger Buildings are severed from the wider Royal
Arsenal and given the historic changes on-site much of its original context has
been lost. Therefore, any impact on its significance would be very limited.
11.9 A key aspect of the proposal from a heritage perspective involves the change
in final landform from 34m AOD to 23m AOD, and the associated harm to
significance. As referred to above, the proposed form and re-profiling of the
land on the setting of the locally listed Danger Buildings would be minimal and
the locally listed building would be unharmed by the proposed works. In
terms of the wider context, and setting it is not considered that the landform
contributes to the significance of the Danger Buildings.
11.10 While it is noted that the Danger Buildings are proposed for scheduling by
Historic England it is noted in response to consultation that they had not
specifically objected to the works proposed.
11.11 Furthermore, GLAAS have provided comment on the scheme in response to
consultation and note that the proposals are unlikely to have an effect on
heritage assets of archaeological interest. Therefore, the proposals are
considered to be compliant with the relevant policies.
11.12 Taken the above together, it is considered that the proposal would not harm
the significance of the locally listed building, and in this instance the profiling of
the land would result in a neutral change to their setting and significance
would be preserved. As such the proposal would accord with the aims and
objectives of paragraph 189, 190, 193, 197 of the National Planning Policy
Framework, policy HC1 of the London Plan (2021) and Policies DH1, DH3
and DH(j) of RBG Core Strategy.
Landscape
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11.13 The NPPF makes clear that “the essential characteristics of Green Belts are
their openness and their permanence.” At paragraph 145, it states that the
construction of new buildings in Green Belt should be regarded as
inappropriate, except in specific circumstances. Further to the above,
paragraph 146 lists a limited number of development types which are not
regarded as inappropriate development, provided they preserve the openness
of the Green Belt, these are: mineral extraction, engineering operations, local
transport infrastructure, reuse of buildings, and development brought forward
under a Community Right to Build Order. In this instance 146 (b) is relevant
here.
11.14 Policy G3 of the Mayor’s London Plan (2021) make clear that Metropolitan
Open Land (MOL) should be accorded the same status and level of protection
as Green Belt.
11.15 Having regard to the above, the key assessment is whether the proposed
modification to reduce the domed height of the landfill would preserve its
openness and not conflict with the purposes of the land. The following
assessment considers these two points in detail and its associated visual
impact:
• In terms of landscape impacts and whether the proposal would preserve its
openness, it is noted that restoration itself will have a neutral impact in a
landscape sense, as the existing (current situation) and proposed landform
would be the same height (although less than the extant planning permission).
It is noted that the proposal would result in the loss of approximately 1.3ha of
recently planted woodland although in the long term this would be replaced
and the extent of residual vegetation cover would be similar to existing. This is
discussed in the ecology section below.
• In terms of visual impacts, the Statement of Technical Reporting outlines that
when viewed from surrounding areas, and the identified visual receptors, the
restoration works would be barely visible. As noted above, in the long term,
the development would be similar to the existing situation. In addition, it is
considered by officers that the proposals would not harm any of the strategic
views or local views as identified in the London Plan (2021) or Core Strategy.
Overall, it is considered that the proposed development unlikely to give rise to
any meaningful perception of impact on the openness of the MOL.
• The proposal will conclude the development 11 m under the height permitted
under the extant permission and as such would be less visible than the
consented mound. Therefore, the proposal would be fully consistent with the
approved land use and therefore not conflict with the purposes of the
land.
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11.16 Given the above, it is considered that the proposals would preserve the
openness of the MOL and not conflict with the purposes of the land,
therefore be appropriate development in accordance with the NPPF as
outlined in para 146 (b), no objection on these grounds have been raised by
the GLA. Therefore, the proposal would by fully consistent with the NPPF,
Core Strategy Policy OS(a) and DH(g) and Policy G3 of the London Plan
(2021).
12.0 Environmental Pollution
Noise and Air Quality
12.1 The whole of the Royal Borough of Greenwich is designated as an Air Quality
Management Area due to high background concentrations of NO2 and PM10,
derived from traffic and industrial sources. As such, the works proposed raise
considerations of dust and odour.
12.2 The landfill site has since operation received contaminated soils and
incinerator bottom ash. According to the Statement of Technical report
submitted with the application, both are non-biodegradable materials. It is
further noted that no ACM has been deposited at the site or any other
biodegradable material. Therefore, no odour sources are anticipated due to
the nature of the material being moved with the proposed development.
12.3 The proposal is for the conclusion of the landfill development by recontouring the site using only existing materials present on site or already set
aside in neighbouring stockpiles, to cap and close it, then satisfying
appropriate aftercare requirements. The re-contouring has been considered
with the original application and the proposed amendments are not expected
to raise the levels of noise and air pollution when compared to the original
permission.
12.4 Moreover, the preliminary noise and dust/odour assessments submitted with
the Statement of Technical Reporting concludes that noise effects due to
works are expected to be not significant in terms of environmental impact,
and the risk of dust soiling and to human receptors are low to negligible.
These low to negligible potential risks would occur during the 20 weeks
estimated for the duration of the works for re-contouring the site.
12.5 Notwithstanding this a number of mitigation measures are proposed,
including:
• Haul roads will be dampened down to limit dust.
• The site will be worked in a phased manner to limit exposed areas of the
site.
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• A record will be kept of all dust and air quality complaints which will be
available to the local authority if asked.
• A record will also be kept of any exceptional incidents that cause dust
and/ or air emission along with the action taken to resolve the situation.
• A wheel washing system will be used.
12.6 In terms of noise, the Statement of Technical Reporting identifies that the
background and ambient sound at site is described to be dominated by road
traffic noise as well as aircraft. The report goes on to detail and identify the
location of the nearest noise sensitive receptors. The assessment concludes
that predicted worse-case noise levels are below the adopted noise limit at
each noise sensitive receptor for the relevant stage of working. Therefore, it
is concluded that the noise effects due to the proposed works are considered
to be acceptable.
12.7 For the reasons above and given that the Environment Agency and council’s
Environmental Health Officer have not raised any adverse comments in
relation to air and noise pollution, the proposals are considered to consistent
with policy SI 1 and D14 of the London Plan (2021) and policy E(e) of the
Royal Greenwich Local Plan: Core Strategy with Detailed Policies (2014).
Gas, Land and Water Contamination
12.8 The application relates to a licensed facility that operates under a permit from
the Environment Agency (EA) (ref: EPR/EP3135PE). The EA has provided a
detailed response on the scheme in which they confirm they raise no
objection in principle, noting many of the aspects are covered and formally
controlled within the extant environmental permit. It is noted that the closure
will enable appropriate aftercare requirements to be satisfied, although this
would still remain under on-going monitoring even once the site has been
capped and remediated.
12.9 In response to consultation on the present application, the EA advised that:
“The site currently has an active environmental permit, which permits the site to
carry out landfilling activities. It is considered by the Environment Agency that the
proposed restoration works would be monitored and controlled, on a day-to-day
basis, by the existing conditions within that permit
…
groundwater, surface water, leachate and landfill gas monitoring installations are
already present on site, and the environmental permit requires the site operator
to take samples for the purposes of reporting on any emissions from the site.
Conditions stipulate limits on emissions where appropriate and direct the
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operator to take appropriate action should any limits be breached. These permit
conditions will remain in force until or unless they are changed through a permit
variation by the Environment Agency.”
12.10 The EA response notes the proposal is to install a passive leachate collection
system around the perimeter of the landfill cells, which will collect leachate
from within the waste mass and direct via gravity to the existing wetland
treatment system. The EA support this in principle, considering this passive
drain will continue to direct water to the existing wetland treatment system
and risks posed by leachate would remain under the control of the existing
permit conditions.
12.11 It is also noted in the EA response that the operator intends to keep the
existing pumped leachate extraction equipment in use, ceasing only if agreed
with the EA that the passive system can suitably be relied upon to manage
leachate in compliance with the environmental permit conditions.
12.12 As detailed in the Statement of Technical Reporting and noted by the EA the
current hydrogeological risk assessment exists for the site and is subject to
on-going 6 yearly review. Given this, the EA does not consider it necessary
that a detailed risk assessment to support this planning application,
particularly as the proposal involves a reduction in waste materials and
therefore a reduced source of pollution in the long term.
12.13 Overall, as outlined above the Environment Agency has no objections to the
proposed amendment to the planning permission, based on the information
submitted. This view is supported by the GLA. No planning conditions are
recommended in this regard with the management of the site undertaken
through its environmental permits.
13.0 Transport and Access
13.1 During the 20 week period the works are estimated to take place, access to
the site will be from the existing access point on Western Way via a gated
entrance area and made tracks to a site reception area. Western Way
(A2016) is a road classified as Principal (A) road and a designated strategic
road within the Strategic Road Network (SRN).
13.2 The information submitted with the Statement of Technical Reporting addendum states that the potential transport impacts have been considered
and minimised through proposing that no material is imported into or
exported out of the site. The additional restoration soils required will be
taken from the neighbouring stockpiles which are accessed via internal roads,
and vehicle movements in and out of the site will be limited, and overall
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would have taken place had the site been infilled to its permitted profile. It is
noted that with the early closure, it is estimated that the proposal will save
about 15,000 waste vehicle delivery movements.
13.3 The application estimates 20 people as workforce on-site during various times
of the 20 weeks estimated works duration. The workers are expected to
travel to site in private vehicles, which is considered acceptable given the
site’s very low Public Transport Access Level (PTAL) rating 1a. This would
require an appropriate parking provision and, given the site area can
accommodate this demand and the imposition of condition 6 (Construction
Environmental Management Plan), the proposals are considered acceptable.
13.4 Transport for London and the Council’s Highways Officer have reviewed the
documents submitted and have raised no objection to the proposed works,
and the application is considered in line with the relevant transport and, as
such, the application complies with London Plan (2021) policies T3 and T7,
and policy IM4 of Greenwich Council’s Core Strategy; and the Mayor’s
Transport Strategy.
14.0 Flood Risk
14.1 The application site is at a higher ground level compared to the greater
Thamesmead area and lies within the flood risk zone 3. It also lies within an
area that benefits from flood defences without high residual flood risk.
14.2 At the closest, the proposal is to take place approximately 65m from the river
bank and will not encroach on the embankment. It is noted that the highest
ground levels following the works will be similar to the existing (although
lower than currently approved).
14.3 It is confirmed that the drainage from the landfill will discharge to local
watercourses and reporting to the wetland / lagoons, and subsequently the
River Thames. It is noted that in line with the Environmental Permit
conditions that on-going monitoring of groundwater and surface water, will
continue to be managed during restoration works.
14.4 Given the proposals are for a final domed form which would still be at a
higher level if compared to the original ground level (pre-landfill), they are
considered not to increase risk of flooding and therefore compliant with
London Plan (2021) policies SI 12 and SI 13.
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15.0 Ecology
15.1 Policy G1, G3, G4 and G6 of the London Plan (2021) and policy OS4 of the
Core Strategy (2010) seek wherever possible to ensure that development
makes a positive contribution to the protection, enhancement, creation, and
management of biodiversity. This is supported by policy G5 which requires
‘urban greening’ in the design process and policy G6 which requires a
‘proactive approach to the protection, enhancement, creation, promotion and
management of biodiversity’.
15.2 Policy OS4 of the Core Strategy requires that new development enhance
Royal Greenwich’s rich biodiversity and geo-diversity. Policy OS(f) expands on
the aspects that must be considered when assessing ecological factors.
15.3 The submitted technical report detailing ecology, outlines that no statutory or
non-statutory nature conservation sites will be adversely affected by the
proposed development. It is further noted that the habitats at the site are
generally of negligible or low ecological value and no valued ecological
features will be affected by the development. Furthermore, no protected
species were recorded or are likely to be present within the site boundary,
with the exception of nesting birds and the potential for common reptiles.
The appropriate timing of works and delivery of precautionary working
method statements will, however, mitigate any residual effects to these
species.
15.4 As noted in the landscape section above, the proposed recontouring of the
site would result in the loss of woodland trees on site which are located on
the previously resorted areas of Cells 1 and 2 and are estimated to be 10 – 15
years old. The unrestored Cell 3 has self-sown trees and scrub. The applicant
advises that the woodlands on cells 1 and 2 were planted in line with two
approved details submitted in to satisfy condition 2 of planning permission
E92/1268/F, these under references: 02/2455/SD (Cell 1) and 03/2002/SD
(Cell 2). Semi-mature woodland is present along the site’s boundary will not
be affected by the proposed land modifications.
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Figure 4: Vegetation cover within the site Boundary (Statement of Technical
Reporting 2018)

15.5 Enhancement measures at the site include the creation of approximately
13.9ha of grassland, wildflower, scrub and woodland mosaic which would
improve the link with the neighbouring SINC sites.
15.6 A number of mitigation measures are proposed, and these include:
• The submission of a Construction Environmental Management Plan, which
would include statements on Protected Species, Japanese Knotweed, Site /
Vegetation Clearance and Habitat Creation.
• Vegetation clearance works will be undertaken outside of the main bird
breeding season (March to September inclusive). Should clearance works
be required to take place during the breeding season, a suitably qualified
ecologist or ECoW will be present to check prior to commencement of
works.
• Implementation of precautionary reptile method statement
• Supervised site clearance, temporary exclusion during the works.
• Any holes during construction will be covered overnight to prevent
animals from falling in.
• Excavations will be checked first thing each morning, prior to the start of
works that day.
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15.7 In addition to the above, conditions are recommended to secure a Landscape
and Ecological Management Plan and a Hard and Soft Landscaping Plan which
will improve the biodiversity value of the site and maintain its integrity over
the long-term. Therefore, the proposals would result in net gains for
biodiversity commensurate with the MOL designation and would make a
significant contribution to biodiversity creation and enhancement, consistent
with London Plan (2021) policies G6 and G7 and Core Strategy policy OS4.
15.8 Following the implementation of the above mitigation and compensation
measures, there will not be any adverse ecological impacts from the proposed
development.
16.0

Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL)

Mayoral CIL 2
16.1 The Mayor introduced a new London-wide Community Infrastructure Levy
(CIL) on 1 April 2019. It is payable upon commencement of development. The
Mayor’s CIL2 will contribute towards the funding of Crossrail2. The Mayor
has arranged boroughs into three charging bands. The rate for Greenwich is
£25 per square metre.
16.2 The current application is not liable to this requirement.
RBG CIL
16.3 The Royal Borough adopted its Local Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL)
charging schedule, infrastructure (Regulation 123) list, instalments policy and
exceptional circumstances relief policy on the 25th March 2015 and came into
effect in Royal Greenwich on the 6th April 2015. Residential in this area is
liable to pay £70 per square metre (subject to indexation).
16.4 The current application is not liable to this requirement.
17.0

Deed of Variation

17.1 A comprehensive Section 106 Legal Agreement was signed in 15.03.1996
relating to permission granted in 26.04.1994 (ref. 92/1268/F). It secured a
broad range of community benefits comprising (i) the monitoring and long
term after care of the site; (ii) the implementation of the Riverside Footpath;
(iii) the restoration and the opening of the Historic Area and Wetlands to
controlled access to public; and (iv) legal and monitoring and fees.
17.2 The monitoring and long term after care of the site are currently under the
remit of the Environment Agency, under the environmental permit terms
(permit ref: EPR/EP3135PE). Furthermore, the obligations relating to the
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implementation of the Riverside Footpath became part of the Section 38 Legal
Agreement signed in 07.12.2017. Therefore, these obligations are no longer
necessary for permission to be granted and are proposed to be excluded in a
Deed of Variation (DoV) referring to the current permission (ref.
20/2854/MA), if granted. The only obligations remaining would be the ones
relating with the Historic Area and the Wetlands, along with the Legal and
Monitoring costs relative to the DoV.
17.3 These remaining obligations were set out in Section 8 ‘Historic Area and
Wetlands’ of the S106 Legal Agreement dated 15.03.1996, which currently
read as follows:
‘Generally
8.1 The Historic Area and the Wetlands shall be preserved and improved by the
Developer and shall be made safe for controlled access by the public following the
carrying out of contamination remediation works and safety works to the Council’s
satisfaction and such works to the Historic Area and the Wetlands referred to in
Clauses 8.2 8.4 8.6 shall be commenced immediately following the Completion of
Cell 2
Preservation and Renovation of Arsenal Buildings
8.2 retain the Historic Area in its existing form in accordance with paragraph 4.5 of
the Working Plan and in accordance with the submitted and approved outline
scheme for the restoration and renovation of the Arsenal Buildings or any other
scheme which may be submitted to the Local Planning Authority one year prior to
the Completion of Cell 2 and which is approved by them and implement an
approved scheme following the implementation of the groundworks scheme referred
to in Clause 8.6 below
8.3 preserve the Historic Area and the Wetlands and safeguard from works being
carried out on the Site in connection with Development by restricting access to these
areas prior to the implementation of an approved scheme for public access as
referred in Clause 8.7 below
The Wetlands
8.4 submit a scheme for the preservation and improvement of the Wetlands one
year prior to the Completion of Cell 2 to the Local Planning Authority for approval
the detailed design of which shall be in accordance with paragraph 4.6.2 of the
Working Plan and which shall be implemented immediately following the
implementation of the approved scheme for the Historic Area referred to in Clause
8.2 above
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Public Access
8.5 submit a scheme for the carrying out of the groundworks to the Historic Area
and the Wetlands one year prior to the Completion of Cell 2 to the Local Planning
Authority for approval the details of which shall be in accordance with paragraph
4.6.2 of the working plan to the topography of and to clear these areas of
contamination in order to provide a safe environment for controlled public access
8.6 an approved detailed scheme of groundworks as referred to in Clause 8.5 above
shall be implemented immediately following the Completion of Cell 2
8.7 submit a scheme of controlled public access to the Historic Area and Wetlands
including details of management arrangements fencing and security one year prior
to the Completion of Cell 2 to the Local Planning Authority for approval and
implement the approved controlled public access scheme following the
implementation of the approved groundworks scheme restoration of Arsenal
Buildings and the improvement of the Wetlands Schemes referred to in Clauses 8.2
8.4 and 8.6 above’
17.4 The key aspects from the s106 is to ensure the delivery of the benefits which
were secured with the original planning application. It is the Council’s view
that any obligation should not be dependent on or link to any future
development within Thamesmead area and can be delivered as an aspect on
its own.
17.5 The key elements of the revised clause for the DoV are detailed as follows:
• The Scheme of Works for the Historic Area and Wetlands will be
submitted to the Local Planning Authority for Approval within 4 years of
the signing of the s106 Deed of Variation.
• Following approval of the Scheme of Works by the Local Planning
Authority, the Owner commits to implement and complete the Scheme of
Works within 3 years from the date of its approval by the Local Planning
Authority, (subject to the requirements of the Environmental Permit, in so
far as these apply to the Historic area and Wetlands).
• Provision for controlled public access to the Historic Area and Wetlands
will be in accordance with a Management Statement, which is to be
submitted to the Local Planning Authority for approval prior to its
implementation, which will follow the completion of the approved Scheme
of Works.
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17.6

Officers consider that the principle of these changes are acceptable which
allow the scheme to be delivered and provided independently of the
Thamesmead Waterfront redevelopment. However, it is noted that the final
detailed wording is subject to further consideration and advice by council legal
officers.

17.7

Having outlined the above, it is considered that proposed changes to the
clause are acceptable and would ensure the delivery of these planning benefits
which were secured with the original planning application. The applicant has
stated that their intention is to integrate the Scheme of the Works for the
Historic Area and Wetlands with the design of the district park and the wider
Thamesmead Waterfront, although the implementation and delivery are not
dependent on this.

18.0 Implications for Disadvantaged Groups
18.1

The implications for disadvantaged groups identified below are an integral part
of the consideration of the development and community benefits as set out in
the report:
• The proposed development is estimated to create 20 jobs during recontouring works;
• The re-contouring of the site would allow appropriate aftercare
requirements so to provide a future district park use in a park-deficiency
area of the Borough.

19.0 Conclusion
19.1 The proposed amendments would allow for the reprofiling and early
restoration of the landfill following its formal closure, which is considered
necessary to deliver the site as open space and this is fully supported in policy
terms. This approach is entirely consistent with the objectives for the
overarching regeneration in particular the Thamesmead and Abbey Wood
Opportunity Area Planning Framework 2020 (OAPF) and the Royal Borough
of Greenwich Site Allocations Preferred Approach (2019) - Regulation 18
draft 2019.
19.2 In terms of its use, it is noted that Tripcock Point is not identified as a
safeguarded waste site in either the Core Strategy with Detailed Policies or
the South East London Joint Waste Technical Paper. Furthermore, the loss of
this site has no implications for waste policy planning, as the council has no
reliance on this site and officers are satisfied that the applicants have explored
every option to fill the remaining capacity and have demonstrated that no
compensatory measures are required following its closure.
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19.3 The proposed reduction of the final level of the restored landfill has been
assessed and is considered to cause less impact than the originally approved in
26.04.1994, with application ref: 92/1268/F. Furthermore, it is considered that
the proposal would not impact on the nearby locally listed heritage assets or
undermine the openness of the MOL with the proposal considered to be
“appropriate” development.
19.4 Accordingly, it is recommended that permission is GRANTED for
application reference 20/2854/MA, in line with Section 1 of this report.
Background Papers
National Planning Policy Framework (2019)
London Plan (2021)
Royal Greenwich Local Plan: Core Strategy with Detailed Policies (Adopted July
2014)
Thamesmead and Abbey Wood Opportunity
Area Planning Framework (2020)
Royal Greenwich Site Allocations
Preferred Approach (2019) – Regulation 18
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APPENDICES
Appendix 1 – Drawing numbers
Existing Plans:
Fig 1, Fig 2, Fig 3, Fig 4, Fig.5, Fig6, IL15113-001, TT/CE/680/31A,
TT/CE/680/32, TT/CE/680/33, TT/CE/680/34, TT/CE/680/36, TT/CE/680/37,
TT/CE/680/38
Proposed Plans:
Site Location Plan (Drawing No. 1001/PA/0012/A1)
Site Layout and Environmental Setting (Drawing No 1001/PA/0002/A2)
Approved Restoration Profile (Drawing No. 1001/PA/0003/B3)
Proposed Restoration Profile (Drawing No. 1001/PA/0004/B4)
Soil Movement and Phasing Plan (Drawing No. 1001/PA/000/A5)
Noise Sensitive Receptor Locations (Drawing No. 1001/PA/0011/A6)
Phase 1 Habitat Survey (Drawing No. 1001/PA/0010/A7)
Zone of Theoretical Visibility Proposed and Consented Profiles (DRaW Drawing
01)
Illustrative Restoration Plan (DRaW Drawing 02)
Monitoring Locations (Drawing No. 1001/PA/0006/A10)
Proposed Leachate Management System (Plan View) (Drawing No.
1001/PA/0007/A11)
Leachate Management System (Construction Details) (Drawing No.
1001/PA/0009/A12)
Proposed Leachate Management System (Cross Sections) (Drawing No.
1001/PA/0006/A13
Reports:
Planning and Heritage Statement (incorporating a Heritage Impact Assessment),
prepared by Lichfields
Statement of Technical Reporting (2018) and Addendum (2020), prepared by
Golders Associates
Decision Notice E92/1268/F dated 15th March 1996 (as varied)
Decision Notice 17/2490/NM dated 24th October 2017
Applicant’s Response to GLA Stage 1 Report (prepared by Lichfields) dated 16
February 2021)
Additional Tripcock LF3 Operational Information Note (prepared by Lichfields)
dated 16 February 2021, including the following supporting documents:
Environmental Permit EPR/EP3135PEv10, Planning Decision 05/0930 with Letters
2004 to 2007, Planning Application 10/1900 V covering letter dated 8 July 2010,
Planning Application 13/0488/V covering letter dated 4 March 2013, A Schedule of
Landfill Enquiries from November 2010 to December 2012, Schedule of customer
history between November 2010 to December 2012, An advert placed in
Construction news and Show House Journals, Council approval for the facility to
accept waste from Cornwall: 14th January 2011, Extracts from confidential Tilfen
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Land Management Team Reporting 1/4/2012 to 31/3/2015, South East London Joint
Waste Technical Paper of January 2020.
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Appendix 2 –Conditions and Informatives
1. Hard and soft landscaping
A detailed scheme of landscaping shall be submitted to the Local Planning
Authority for its prior written approval, no later than 6 months following
completion of the capping works. The submitted scheme shall include details of
all hard and soft landscaping arrangements including surface treatment, fencing,
or other means of enclosure; tree, or shrub planting indicating species and size.
Such landscaping shall be completed within two years of the written approval of
the submitted scheme.
Any trees, or plants which die within a period of 5 years from the date of
planting; are removed, or become seriously damaged, or diseased shall be
replaced in the next planting season with others of similar size and species,
unless the Local Planning Authority gives written consent to any variation.
Reason: In the interest of biodiversity, sustainability, and to ensure that the
landscaping is of high design quality, aligns with the landscaping of proposals for
the adjacent area when these come forward, confirms the completion of
restoration works and provides satisfactory standards of visual amenity in
accordance with London Plan (2021) policies G5 and G6 and Greenwich Local
Plan Policies OS(a) and OS4.
This was previously condition 2 of planning permission 92/1268/F, dated 15 March
1996, but also reflecting the need for a cohesive landscaping strategy led by the
development of the adjacent area
2. Ground Levels
The existing ground level adjacent to the river wall shall not be altered nor shall
the river wall be subjected to any additional horizontal or vertical loading, either
temporarily or permanent, without the prior written approval of the Planning
Authority in consultation with the Environment Agency.
Reason: To maintain the integrity of the existing flood defences in accordance
with London Plan (2021) policy SI 12.
This was previously condition 8 of planning permission 92/1268/F, dated 15 March
1996.
3. Approved Plans
The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance with the
following plans:
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Site Location Plan (Drawing No. 1001/PA/0012/A1), Site Layout and
Environmental Setting (Drawing No 1001/PA/0002/A2), Proposed Restoration
Profile (Drawing No. 1001/PA/0004/B4), Soil Movement and Phasing Plan
(Drawing No. 1001/PA/000/A5), Noise Sensitive Receptor Locations (Drawing
No. 1001/PA/0011/A6), Phase 1 Habitat Survey (Drawing No. 1001/PA/0010/A7),
Zone of Theoretical Visibility Proposed and Consented Profiles (DRaW Drawing
01), Monitoring Locations (Drawing No. 1001/PA/0006/A10), Proposed Leachate
Management System (Plan View) (Drawing No. 1001/PA/0007/A11), Leachate
Management System (Construction Details) (Drawing No. 1001/PA/0009/A12),
Proposed Leachate Management System (Cross Sections) (Drawing No.
1001/PA/0006/A13
Reports:
Planning and Heritage Statement (incorporating a Heritage Impact Assessment),
prepared by Lichfields;
Statement of Technical Reporting (2018) and Addendum (2020), prepared by
Golders Associates
Reason: For the avoidance of doubt and in the interest of proper planning.
4. Timing of vegetation clearance (breeding birds)
All removal of trees, hedgerows, shrubs, scrub or tall herbaceous vegetation shall
be undertaken between September and February inclusive. If this is not possible
then a suitably qualified ecologist shall check the areas concerned immediately
prior to the clearance works to ensure that no nesting or nest-building birds are
present. If any nesting birds are present, then the vegetation shall not be
removed until the fledglings have left the nest.
Reason: All wild birds, their nests and young are protected during the nesting
period under The Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended).
5. Landscape and Ecological Management Plan
A. A landscape and ecological management plan shall be submitted to the Local
Planning Authority for its prior written approval no later than 6 months following
the completion of the capping works. Development proposals must ensure no
net loss of biodiversity and wherever possible, make a positive contribution to
the protection, enhancement, creation and management of biodiversity. The
submitted report shall include:
1. Long term design objectives;
2. Management responsibilities;
3. Maintenance schedules for all proposed landscaped areas
4. All works should be undertaken by a suitably qualified and experienced
specialist contractor and should conform to current industry best practice,
i.e. BS 3998: 2010 ‘Tree Work Recommendations’. The details should
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ensure that existing commuting/foraging routes currently utilised by bats
and other wildlife are maintained (if available);
5. A report from a suitably qualified ecologist specifying how the landscape
features have been developed for biodiversity and ecological enhancement.
The mitigation and enhancement should include the following:
i. Native and/or nectar producing and/or deciduous plant and tree
species preferably of local provenance;
ii. Diversity grassland areas with low growing native herbs, ,
wildflower mixes on amenity and recreational open spaces
and/or meadow areas;
iii. Dense areas of shrubbery;
iv. Habitat areas identified in the Greenwich Biodiversity Action
Plan;
v. Bird and bat sensitive lighting (if applicable);
vi. Artificial nesting and roosting sites (including bird and bat boxes).
vii. All mitigation measures detailed within the Statement of
Technical Reporting (2018) and Addendum (2020) prepared by
Golders Associates;
6. Details of all landscape features including plans and cross sections
B. The landscape management plan shall be carried out as approved.
Reason: To ensure the protection of wildlife and supporting habitat and to secure
opportunities for the enhancement of the ecological value of the site in line with
London Plan (2021) policies G6 and Core Strategy policy OS4.
6. Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP)
a) Prior to the commencement of the development, a Construction Environmental
Management Plan shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local
Planning Authority. The method statement shall include details of the following:
i.
ii.
iii.
iv.
v.
vi.

The identification of stages of works;
Details of working hours, which unless otherwise agreed with the Local
Planning Authority shall be limited to 08.00 to 18.00 Monday to Friday and
08.00 to 13.00 on Saturdays;
Details of all plant and machinery to be used during demolition and
construction stage, including an inventory of all Non Road Mobile
Machinery (NRMM);
Details of statements on Protected Species, Japanese Knotweed, Site /
Vegetation Clearance and Habitat Creation.
Implementation of precautionary reptile method statement
Details of dust mitigation
ITEM NO: 5 - Appendices

Page 79

vii.

APPENDICES
Details of any other mitigation measures detailed within the Statement of
Technical Reporting (2018) and Addendum (2020) prepared by Golders
Associates.

b) The inventory of NRMM shall be kept on site during the course of the site
preparation, reprofiling and restoration phases. All machinery shall be regularly
serviced, and service logs kept on site for inspection. Records shall be kept on
site which details proof of emission limits for all equipment. This documentation
shall be made available to local authority officers as required until development
completion.
c) The measures shall be consistent with the Landscape and Ecological Management
Plan as outlined in Condition 5 above.
d) The works shall only be carried out in accordance with an approved CEMP
throughout the operational period.
Reason: In the interests of the amenities of neighbouring properties and to
ensure compliance with Policies SI 1 and T7 of the London Plan (2021) and
Policies E(a) and E(b) of The Royal Borough of Greenwich Local Plan: Core
Strategy with Detailed Policies (July 2014).
7. Compliance with mitigation measures
The development shall be carried out in accordance with the mitigation measures
set out in the Statement of Technical Reporting (2018) and Addendum (2020)
and further documentation listed in condition 9 of Decision Notice 17/2490/NM
dated 24th October 2017, and whenever the Local Planning Authority is
requested to approve a variation to those mitigation measures or a non-material
or minor amendment as provided by planning procedures, it shall only do so if it
is satisfied that the proposed variation or amendment would not have any
significant environmental effects which would require the submission of a revised
screening opinion.
Reason: To ensure that the details of the development are within the parameters
assessed in the screening opinion and that the development is carried out in
accordance with the mitigation measures set out in the technical reporting in
order to minimise the environmental effects of the development.
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Informatives
1. Environmental Permit
It is advised that following the approval of the approval of the parent consent
(ref: 92/1268/F, dated 15 March 1996) that the site operates and will be managed
through aftercare in accordance with an Environmental Permit issued by the
Environment Agency. In this instance, conditions 1 (Protection of Groundwater)
and 6 (Leachate Monitoring) would be considered satisfied insofar that the site
and its operations are to be regulated fully by the Environment Agency.
Given this these two conditions of the original application are no longer to be
imposed by the local planning authority.
2. Existing Conditions (Compliance)
i. It is advised that Condition 3 (Written Scheme of Investigation - Archaeology) of
planning permission 92/1268/F, dated 15 March 1996 was a precommencement condition of that consent. Given that no objection was raised by
the Greater London Archaeological Advisory Service (GLAAS) on these grounds,
condition 3 of the original planning permission is not to be imposed the Local
Planning Authority.
ii. It is advised that Condition 4 (Haul Routes) of planning permission 92/1268/F,
dated 15 March 1996 was a pre-commencement condition of that consent and
was imposed by the Council to avoid congestion of local roads and to safeguard
the amenities of the local area. Given that no objection was raised by Council’s
highways officer or Transport for London on these grounds, condition 4 of the
original planning permission is not to be imposed the Local Planning Authority.
iii. It is advised that condition 5 (Waste Disposal) of planning permission
92/1268/F, dated 15 March 1996 imposed a condition which placed restrictions
on where the waste for disposal was derived from. Given that no further waste is
to be imported into the site for the closure, condition 5 of the original planning
permission is not to be imposed the Local Planning Authority.
iv. It is advised that Condition 7 (Flood Defence) of planning permission 92/1268/F,
dated 15 March 1996 was a pre-commencement condition and was imposed by
the Council to maintain the integrity of the existing flood defences. Given that no
objection was raised by Local Lead Flood Authority or the Environment Agency on
these grounds, condition 7 of the original planning permission is not to be
imposed the Local Planning Authority.
v. Conditions 5 and 8 of decision notice 92/1268/F, dated 15 March 1996 and
Condition 9 of decision notice 17/2490/NM dated 24th October 2017 notified
to you in the original decision notice (or as varied) remain in force unless as renumbered.

ITEM NO: 5 - Appendices

Page 81

APPENDICES
Appendix 3 – National, regional and local planning policies and
Supplementary Planning Guidance / Documents.
1. London Plan (2021) – The following London Plan policies are of consideration:
Planning London’s Future - Good Growth
Policy GG1
Building strong and inclusive communities
Policy GG2
Making the best use of land
Policy GG3
Creating a healthy city
Policy GG6
Increasing efficiency and resilience
Growth Corridors and Opportunity Areas
Policy SD1
Opportunity Areas
Design
Policy D8
Policy D14

Public realm
Noise

Heritage and Culture
Policy HC1
Heritage conservation and growth
Green Infrastructure and Natural Environment
Policy G1
Green infrastructure
Policy G2
London’s Green Belt
Policy G3
Metropolitan Open Land
Policy G4
Open space
Policy G5
Urban greening
Policy G6
Biodiversity and access to nature
Sustainable Infrastructure
Policy SI 1
Improving air quality
Policy SI 2
Minimising greenhouse gas emissions
Policy SI 7
Reducing waste and supporting the circular economy
Policy SI 8
Waste capacity and net waste self-sufficiency
Policy SI 9
Safeguarded waste sites
Policy SI 12
Flood risk management
Policy SI 13
Sustainable drainage
Transport
Policy T1
Policy T3
Policy T4
Policy T7

Strategic approach to transport
Transport capacity, connectivity and safeguarding
Assessing and mitigating transport impacts
Deliveries, servicing, and construction
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Funding the London Plan
Policy DF1
Delivery of the Plan and Planning Obligations
Monitoring
Policy M1

Monitoring

1. The Royal Greenwich Local Plan: Core Strategy with Detailed Policies
(“Core Strategy” – 2014) – The main Core Strategy policies relevant to this
application are:
Design and Heritage Policies
DH1
Design
DH(b)
Protection of Amenity for Adjacent Occupiers
DH(g)
Local Views
DH(k)
Thames Policy Area
DH(m)
Archaeology
Open Space Policies
OS1
Open Space
OS2
Metropolitan Open Land (MOL)
OS3
South East London Green Chain
OS4
Biodiversity
OS(a)
Development in MOL
OS(c)
Public Open Space Deficiency Areas
OS(f)
Ecological Factors
Environment and Climate Change Policies
E2
Flood Risk
E3
Residual Flood Risk
E(a)
Pollution
E(c)
Air Pollution
E(d)
Hazardous Materials
E(e)
Contaminated Land
Infrastructure and Movement Policies
IM1
Infrastructure
IM2
Waste Apportionment
IM3
Critical Physical Infrastructure
IM4
Sustainable Travel
IM(a)
Impact on the Road Network
IM(b)
Walking and Cycling
IM(c)
Parking Standards
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2. Supplementary Planning Guidance / Documents – the following planning
guidance / documents are considered relevant:
• Thamesmead and Abbey Wood SPD (December 2009)
• Planning Obligations SPD (2015)
• Thamesmead and Abbey Wood Opportunity Area Planning Framework
(2020)
• Royal Greenwich Site Allocations Preferred Approach (2019) –
Regulation 18
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