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planning report D&P/3883/01 

 2 October 2017 

Edith Summerskill House, Clem Atlee Estate  

in the London Borough of Hammersmith and Fulham  

planning application no. 2017/01849/FUL  

  

Strategic planning application stage 1 referral 

Town & Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended); Greater London Authority Acts 1999 and 2007; 
Town & Country Planning (Mayor of London) Order 2008. 

The proposal 

Erection of a 20-storey tower comprising 133 residential units with ancillary community use at 
ground floor level. 

The applicant 

The applicant is HFS (Hammersmith & Fulham and Stanhope) Developments LLP and the 
architect is Henley Halebrown Rorrison. 

Strategic issues 

Principle of development: This application is part of a twin-tracked approach to affordable 
housing delivery in the borough; affordable housing would be provided in a new tower on Clem 
Atlee Estate, whilst a concurrent development at Watermeadow Court in Sands End would involve 
the replacement of affordable housing with a 100% market scheme. This approach does not 
promote mixed and balanced communities, contrary to Policy 3.9 of the London Plan. The overall 
housing delivery strategy must be reviewed. (paras.14-22) 

Affordable housing: 100% affordable housing is proposed. Notwithstanding the in-principle 
concerns about the affordable housing delivery strategy, the twin-track approach does not secure 
like-for-like replacement of existing housing, with a loss of 1,188 sq.m. of floorspace that is based 
on social rent levels (17 units). (paras.23-27) 

Urban design: The design quality of the proposed tower raises serious concern and must be 
further addressed. (paras.32-37) 

Sustainable development: Further information required relating to district heat networks and 
renewable energy. (para.39) 

Transport: Revised blue badge parking layout and travel plan required. Detailed design of cycle 
parking to be secured, along with a construction logistics plan, a delivery and servicing plan and 
localised pedestrian improvements.  (paras.40-43) 

Recommendation 

That Hammersmith & Fulham Council be advised that the application does not comply with the 
London Plan, for the reasons set out in paragraph 47 but that the possible remedies set out in 
that paragraph could address these deficiencies. 
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Context 

1 On 15 May 2017 the Mayor of London received documents from Hammersmith and Fulham 
Council notifying him of a planning application of potential strategic importance to develop the 
above site for the above uses. Under the provisions of The Town & Country Planning (Mayor of 
London) Order 2008 the Mayor must provide the Council with a statement setting out whether he 
considers that the application complies with the London Plan, and his reasons for taking that view.  
The Mayor may also provide other comments. This report sets out information for the Mayor’s use 
in deciding what decision to make. 

2 The application is referable under Category 1C of the Schedule to the Order 2008: 

1C: ”Development which comprises or includes the erection of a building of one or more of 
the following descriptions – the building is more than 30 metres high and is outside the City 
of London”. 

3 Once the Council has resolved to determine the application, it is required to refer it back to 
the Mayor for his decision, as to whether to direct refusal; take it over for his own determination; 
or allow the Council to determine it itself.   

4 The Mayor of London’s statement on this case will be made available on the GLA website 
www.london.gov.uk. 

Site description 

5 The site is located in the Fulham Broadway ward of Hammersmith and Fulham. The site is 
circa 0.1 hectares in area and fronts onto St Thomas’s Way. It is occupied by Edith Summerskill 
House - an 18 storey Council-owned building on the Clem Atlee Estate comprising 68 residential 
flats, which are currently vacant.  

6 Edith Summerskill House is situated at the southern end of the Clem Atlee Estate, which 
comprises a large Council owned residential estate containing a number of high-rise towers, mid 
height residential blocks, communal amenity spaces, car parking areas, pedestrian and vehicular 
routes. Land adjacent to the building forms the car park for the block which is accessed from St 
Thomas’ Way. Land to the north provides amenity space for the estate. The adjoining property to 
the west comprises a four storey residential block and a five storey residential block. To the east is 
a four storey residential block.  

7 The nearest section of the Transport for London Road Network (TLRN) is the A4 West 
Cromwell Road, which is 1.3 kilometres north of the site. The nearest section of the Strategic Road 
Network (SRN) is A304 Fulham Road, 600 metres south west. There are 3 bus stops within 300 
metres walk of the site; these are located on Dawes Road, North End Road and Lillie Road. These 
three stops offer 48.5 services per hour combined, and this increases to 63.5 services per hour for 
all of the bus stops within acceptable walking distance (640 metres).  Fulham Broadway 
Underground Station is located approximately 850 metres south east of the site, serving the 
District Line. Consequently, the site has a Public Transport Accessibility Level (PTAL) of 4, 
representing a good level of access.   

Details of the proposal 

8 Planning permission is sought for the erection of a 20 storey tower with single storey 
basement and ground floor mezzanine comprising of 133 residential (Class C3) units plus ancillary 
community use at ground floor level; hard and soft landscaping and associated works. All units 
would be affordable, with 106 social rented units and 27 affordable rented units proposed. 
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9 This application has been submitted concurrently with a separate application (LPA ref: 
2017/01841/FUL, GLA ref: D&P/4425/01 for the redevelopment of Watermeadow Court in Sands 
End. Watermeadow Court is another Council-owned building and the two schemes are being 
progressed together by the joint venture between Hammersmith and Fulham Council and the 
developer Stanhope. It is proposed that Watermeadow Court is redeveloped for a 100% market 
housing scheme comprising 219 units. A receipt of £6 million from that development is proposed 
to cross-subsidise the delivery of affordable housing in Edith Summerskill House. It is proposed to 
link the two schemes by s106 agreement to ensure the delivery of affordable housing. 

Case history 

10 GLA officers hosted a pre-application meeting with the applicant in February 2016 with a 
follow-up meeting in November 2016, regarding the redevelopment of Watermeadow Court and 
Edith Summerskill House. Further information was required on the affordable housing strategy and 
mixed and balanced communities. 

Strategic planning issues and relevant policies and guidance 

11 The relevant issues and corresponding policies are as follows:  

• Estate regeneration London Plan; Housing SPG; Homes for Londoners: Mayor’s draft 
Good Practice Guide to Estate Regeneration; Affordable Housing 
and Viability SPG; 

• Housing/affordable housing London Plan; Housing SPG; Affordable Housing and Viability SPG; 
Play and Informal Recreation SPG; Character and Context SPG;  

• Urban design London Plan; Character and Context SPG; Housing SPG; Play and 
Informal Recreation SPG; 

• Inclusive design London Plan; Accessible London SPG 

• Sustainable development London Plan; Mayor’s Climate Change Adaptation Strategy; 
Mayor’s Climate Change Mitigation and Energy Strategy;  

• Transport London Plan; the Mayor’s Transport Strategy.  
 

12 For the purposes of Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, the 
development plan in force for the area is the Hammersmith & Fulham Core Strategy 2011, the 
Hammersmith & Fulham Development Management Local Plan 2013 and the London Plan 2016 
(The Spatial Development Strategy for London Consolidated with Alterations since 2011).   

13 The following are also relevant material considerations:  

• The Hammersmith and Fulham Proposed Submission Local Plan (September 2016); 

• The National Planning Policy Framework. 

Principle of development 

Estate regeneration 

14 It is the Mayor’s strong priority to ensure that residents are offered a fair deal in estate 
regeneration proposals and that affordable housing is protected. These priorities are set out in 
detail in the Mayor’s Homes for Londoners: draft good practice guidance for estate regeneration 
(2016). Key requirements are that estate regeneration proposals ensure no loss of affordable 
housing, full consultation with existing residents, and appropriate compensation.  



 page 4 

15 The Mayor’s Affordable Housing and Viability SPG provides additional guidance on estate 
regeneration and makes it clear that the Mayor expects existing affordable housing to be replaced 
on a like-for-like basis, meaning that, for example, homes at social rent levels should be replaced 
with homes based on social rent levels. 

16 The proposals relate to an existing Council-owned building, which contains 68 units (61 
social rented units and 7 leasehold units). All units have been vacant since 2011 having been 
declared unfit for purpose due to sub-standard living accommodation, particularly in relation to 
floor-to-ceiling heights, and due to the presence of asbestos.  

17 The proposals for demolition and redevelopment of the site would deliver 133 affordable 
units, including 106 social rented units. There would also be a significant uplift in the quality of 
residential accommodation provided at the site.  

18  Considered on its own, the current application for the redevelopment of Edith Summerskill 
House could meet some of the aims of the Mayor’s guidance on estate regeneration. However, it 
should be reiterated that this scheme is being progressed concurrently with a separate application 
for the redevelopment of Watermeadow Court, which proposes the demolition of the existing 
affordable housing and the replacement with entirely market housing. The new affordable housing 
at Edith Summerskill House is therefore also intended as a replacement for the affordable housing 
lost at Watermeadow Court.  

19 London Plan Policy 3.9 (Mixed and balanced communities) states that “Communities mixed 
and balanced by tenure and household income should be promoted across London through 
incremental small scale as well as larger scale developments… A more balanced mix of tenures 
should be sought in all parts of London, particularly in some neighbourhoods where social renting 
predominates and there are concentrations of deprivation.” Estate regeneration therefore provides 
the opportunity for a more balanced mix of tenures to be introduced into an estate, promoting 
social diversity and redressing social exclusion. For this reason, the supporting text to Policy 3.9 
notes that infill schemes on predominantly social housing estates should primarily be targeted for 
intermediate and market housing. 

20 GLA officers are seriously concerned about the overall strategy to concentrate affordable 
housing delivery into a tower on an existing estate, whilst redeveloping Watermeadow Court, 
located in a different ward with differing socio-economic characteristics, as a 100% private housing 
scheme. The approach would reinforce the existing tenure of the estate by providing a greater 
number of predominantly social rented units in a 20 storey tower, albeit introducing a small number 
of intermediate rented units. At the same time, the proposal at Watermeadow Court would 
demolish existing affordable housing and redevelop the site for private housing, in an area close to 
the river and Imperial Wharf, and characterised by largely private housing. The approach to delivery 
of affordable housing across the two schemes is therefore not considered to promote mixed and 
balanced communities and is contrary to London Plan Policy 3.9.  

21  Additionally, the overall strategy will lead to a net loss of accommodation based on social 
rent levels, as explained below, and in report ref: D&P/4425/01 on Watermeadow Court. This is 
unacceptable and cannot be supported in light of the Mayor’s guidance on estate regeneration and 
guidance within the Mayor’s Affordable Housing and Viability SPG. 

22   These issues must be addressed before the application is referred to the Mayor at Stage 2. 

Housing 

23   The proposed development would provide 133 residential units. These would replace the 
existing 68 units in the following tenures as set out in the table below: 
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Edith Summerskill House 

Demolished social 
rent units 

61 Proposed social rent 
units 

106 

Demolished leasehold 
(right to buy) units 

7 Proposed 
intermediate rent 
units 

27 

Total demolished 
housing 

68 Total proposed 
housing 

133 

 

Affordable housing – loss of units in a social rented tenure 

24  The Mayor’s Affordable Housing and Viability SPG provides additional guidance on 
estate regeneration and makes it clear that the Mayor expects existing affordable housing to be 
replaced on a like-for-like basis. 

25 This application will deliver 100% affordable housing, with 106 units for social rent and the 
remaining 27 units for intermediate rent (a split of 80%/20%). Across the two sites, there will be 
an uplift of 10 affordable housing units and would equate to 41% affordable housing by habitable 
room (35% by unit). 

26 However, in light of the proposed twin-track approach to affordable housing, which sees 
this site reproviding the existing social rented accommodation at Watermeadow Court, in addition 
to its own reprovision requirements, there would be an overall net loss of 17 units based on social 
rent levels, and 1,188 sq.m. of floorspace at that level; this is contrary to the London Plan, the 
Mayor’s Affordable Housing an Viability SPG, and the Mayor’s Homes for Londoners: draft good 
practice guidance for estate regeneration. This is wholly unacceptable, and is also addressed in full 
within the concurrent Stage 1 report ref: D&P/4425/01. 

27 The redevelopment of Edith Summerskill House would be funded from the Council’s pooled 
affordable housing contributions fund, and it is intended that the Watermeadow Court 
development would contribute £6 million towards the redevelopment. As the affordable housing in 
Edith Summerskill House must be delivered to provide replacement affordable housing for 
Watermeadow Court, the two applications must be robustly linked by legal agreement to ensure 
the delivery of affordable housing. Full details and final wording of this link in the s106 agreement 
must be further discussed and agreed with GLA officers. 

Housing choice 

28 London Plan Policy 3.8 together with the Mayor’s Housing SPG seeks to promote housing 
choice and seek a balanced mix of unit sizes, with a particular focus on affordable family homes.  
The housing mix provided is as follows:  
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Unit size Existing Proposed 

1 bedroom 4 45 

2 bedroom 48 88 

3 bedroom 16 0 

Total 68 133 

 

29 As shown in the table the new units would be one and two bedroom units, and there would 
be no family-sized units. The applicant has provided a summary of the existing housing provision 
within the Clem Attlee Estate, which shows that 32% of the existing homes are 3 bed units. An 
Affordable Housing Demand Statement prepared by the Council confirms that within the SW6 
postcode, the highest requirement was for 2 bedroom affordable flats with 145 families on the 
waiting list. The next highest demand was for 1 bedroom affordable flats with a total of 96 on the 
waiting list. Given the tower typology of the proposed building it is accepted that it is less suitable 
for family accommodation. In light of this information, the proposed mix of unit sizes could meet 
local demand and is on balance acceptable. 

Children’s play space 

30 In line with the Mayor’s Shaping Neighbourhoods: Play and Informal Recreation SPG the 
approximate number of children expected to live at the development is 79, which results in a play 
space requirement of 790 sq.m. This represents a reduction of one child from the existing building 
if it was fully occupied. Due to the constraints of the site it is not possible to provide on-site play 
space. An assessment of amenity and play space in the surrounding area has been carried out, 
which demonstrates that there are 15 play spaces within accessible distance from the development 
and these provide an adequate supply of play space. The applicant has confirmed an intention to 
make a financial contribution towards improving existing play spaces which must be secured. 
Overall the play space strategy is supported in accordance with London Plan Policy 3.6. 

Residential density 

31   Policy 3.4 of the London Plan states that housing output should be optimised taking into 
account, amongst other things, the design principles of the London Plan and the content of the 
Housing SPG.  Based on a PTAL of 4 and the urban character of the site’s context, the London 
Plan Density matrix suggests a residential density of between 200-700 habitable rooms per 
hectare. The density of the existing building is 1,680 habitable rooms per hectare and therefore 
exceeds the relevant density range. The proposed development would have a density of 3,540 
habitable rooms per hectare. Whilst this significantly exceeds the relevant density range, it is 
acknowledged that the redevelopment of a single tall building on a site with a small footprint will 
generate high densities. The supporting text of London Plan Policy 3.4 confirms that the density 
matrix should not be applied mechanistically, however the scheme would need to be of an 
exemplary design quality to justify densities above the upper range. This is discussed further below. 

Residential quality 

32    London Plan Policy 3.5 promotes quality in new housing provision and sets out minimum 
space standards at Table 3.3. The Government’s technical housing standards have been adopted 
through a minor alteration to the London Plan. The majority of the residential units will be dual 
aspect with generous living spaces occupying corners for cross ventilation, maximum daylight 
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penetration and excellent outlook. All units exceed minimum space standards. No external 
balconies would be provided, however the units would be provided with additional internal space 
equivalent to the area of the private open space requirement. Whilst the additional internal 
floorspace is acknowledged, the applicant should review and further justify the reason for not 
providing private external amenity space in line with the Mayor’s housing standards.  

Urban design 

32   The proposed development comprises the erection of a single residential tower of 20 
storeys that would replace the existing 18 storey tower. With the provision of greater floor to 
ceiling heights the proposals would result in an increase in height from 54 metres to 72.2 metres. 
The footprint of the building would also be expanded. 

33  In townscape terms and long-range views, the additional height of the replacement tower 
would not cause significantly greater harm to the appearance of the townscape or the setting of 
heritage assets, as demonstrated in the applicant’s submitted townscape, heritage and visual 
impact assessment. 

34   However, the detailed architecture of the scheme requires further consideration. The 
development seeks to replace an existing tower on an estate with another tower providing solely 
affordable housing. In order not to reinforce the issues of social exclusion arising from providing a 
replacement mono-tenure tower on an estate, it is important that the design is exemplary in 
quality, visually uplifting and interacts successfully with the surrounding area at ground level. The 
current design replicates elements of the poor quality design and appearance of the existing tower, 
which is a significant concern.  

35   Whilst attempts have been made to introduce decorative elements into the building design 
in terms of the arched window design, the choice of material for the upper floor facades is precast 
concrete, which results in a visual heaviness to the building and monolithic appearance that lacks 
depth or quality, and is reminiscent of the poor quality existing Edith Summerskill House. The lack 
of balconies, which is raised as a concern in paragraph 32 above in relation to the residential 
quality of the building, consolidates the solidity and lack of visual depth to the facades and must 
be addressed.  

36   At street level the facade would meet the ground to create a colonnaded arcade connecting 
Thomas Way through to the Clem Atlee Estate. An ancillary community room is proposed at ground 
floor level with an adjoining kitchenette that will be accessed from the end of the arcade along the 
eastern elevation, activating this frontage. However, the whole of the south west elevation is 
occupied by blank facades and service entrances and this area thus presents an unwelcoming 
frontage to the building which could become a focus for anti-social behaviour. This lack of ground 
floor active frontage replicates the poor quality ground floor of the existing tower and must be 
addressed. 

37  It is important to note that the quality of the facades is strikingly different to the high 
quality materials and detailing of the Watermeadow Court development which is being considered 
at the same time as this application as part of a twin tracked approach to affordable housing 
delivery. This reiterates the fundamental concern raised in the paragraphs above regarding the 
need for both applications to appropriately respond to London Plan Policies regarding mixed and 
balanced communities, and the requirement as set out in paragraph 3.76 of the London Plan that 
affordable housing must have the same external appearance as other housing. The approach to 
design quality must be further addressed. 
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Inclusive design 

38  The aim of London Plan Policy 7.2 is to ensure that proposals achieve the highest standards 
of accessibility and inclusion. Within the scheme 90% of the units have been designed to meet 
building regulation M4(2) accessible and adaptable dwellings and 10% of the units (13 units) are 
designed to be easily adaptable to meet the needs of a wheelchair users. At the ground floor, level 
access is provided throughout. The refuse store has been located on the ground floor to simplify 
access for residents including wheelchair users, and a ground floor recumbent cycle store has been 
incorporated for disabled bicycle users. All dwellings will be level throughout, and served by three 
wheelchair accessible lifts. Overall the proposed development is supported in accordance with 
London Plan Policy 7.2. 

Sustainable development 

39   The scheme would achieve carbon savings of 10% for the residential element compared to 
a 2013 Building Regulations compliant development, which falls short of the on-site zero carbon 
target within Policy 5.2 of the London Plan. The applicant must consider additional carbon savings 
measures, and address issues relating to district heat networks and renewable technologies, before 
discussing any required carbon off-setting. Full details of the further information required has been 
provided direct to the applicant and Council, to be addressed by Stage 2. 

Transport 

40   Pedestrian and cycle access to the building will remain unchanged, with residents accessing 
the building from the entrance on the estate access road. No car parking is proposed except for 2 
blue badge spaces, which is welcomed, although the specifications of the proposed parking bays 
should be revised to meet London Plan specifications. The site is located within a Controlled 
Parking Zone and therefore a restriction on future residents obtaining parking permits should be 
secured via a legal agreement.   

41    The development will not have a significant impact on the local public transport network. 
The applicant has submitted a pedestrian environment review system (PERS) audit, which has 
found that the pedestrian environment around the development is currently in a good condition, 
although some localised improvements were identified, which should be secured by the Council.  

42    The overall quantum of cycle parking meets London Plan standards. However, the applicant 
should ensure compliance with the London Plan and London Cycle Design Standards (LCDS) in 
terms of access into and within the building.  

43    The servicing and delivery plan has outlined a safe procedure for deliveries, servicing and 
refuse collection arrangements, and should be secured by condition. The submitted construction 
management plan should also be secured by condition. A revised travel plan should also be 
submitted, with data on the baseline modal split, targets and how it will be secured. The final 
version must be secured by legal agreement.  

Local planning authority’s position 

44  Council planning officers are supportive in principle of the proposed development and 
committee date on 10 October 2017 is being targeted.  

Legal considerations 

45   Under the arrangements set out in Article 4 of the Town and Country Planning (Mayor of 
London) Order 2008 the Mayor is required to provide the local planning authority with a 
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statement setting out whether he considers that the application complies with the London Plan, 
and his reasons for taking that view.  Unless notified otherwise by the Mayor, the Council must 
consult the Mayor again under Article 5 of the Order if it subsequently resolves to make a draft 
decision on the  
application, in order that the Mayor may decide whether to allow the draft decision to proceed 
unchanged, or direct the Council under Article 6 of the Order to refuse the application, or issue a 
direction under Article 7 of the Order that he is to act as the local planning authority for the 
purpose of determining the application  and any connected application.  There is no obligation at 
this present stage for the Mayor to indicate his intentions regarding a possible direction, and no 
such decision should be inferred from the Mayor’s statement and comments. 

Financial considerations 

46   There are no financial considerations at this stage. 

Conclusion 

47     London Plan policies and guidance on estate regeneration, housing and affordable 
housing, urban design, climate change and transport are relevant to this application. The 
application does not comply with the London Plan and the following issues should be addressed 
prior to referring the application back to the Mayor: 

• Principle of development: This application is part of a twin-tracked approach to 
affordable housing delivery in the borough; affordable housing would be provided in a 
new tower on Clem Atlee Estate, whilst a concurrent development at Watermeadow 
Court in Sands End would involve the replacement of affordable housing with a 100% 
market scheme. This approach does not promote mixed and balanced communities, 
contrary to Policy 3.9 of the London Plan. The overall housing delivery strategy must be 
reviewed. 

• Affordable housing: 100% affordable housing is proposed. Notwithstanding the in-
principle concerns about the affordable housing delivery strategy, the twin-track 
approach does not secure like-for-like replacement of existing housing, with a loss of 
1,188 sq.m. of floorspace that is based on social rent levels (17 units).  

• Urban design: The design quality of the proposed tower raises serious concern and 
must be further addressed. 

• Sustainable development: Further information required relating to district heat 
networks and renewable energy.  

• Transport: Revised blue badge parking layout and travel plan required. Detailed design of 
cycle parking to be secured, along with a construction logistics plan, a delivery and 
servicing plan and localised pedestrian improvements. 

 

 

for further information, contact GLA Planning Unit (Development & Projects Team): 
Juliemma McLoughlin, Assistant Director - Planning  
020 7983 4271     email: Juliemma.mcloughlin@london.gov.uk 
Sarah Considine, Senior Manager – Development & Projects 
020 7983 5751 email: sarah.considine@london.gov.uk 
Shelley Gould, Strategic Planning Manager – Planning Decisions 
020 7983 4803  email: shelley.gould@london.gov.uk 
Katherine Wood, Principal Strategic Planner (Case Officer) 
020 7983 5743  email: katherine.wood@london.gov.uk 
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