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Hi  
  
Please see aƩached representaƟons from GLA Land & Property Limited. 
  
Thanks 
Paul 
  
  
  
  
Paul Creed  
Head of Development & Placemaking 

 
  
I work flexibly. I’m sending this email now because it suits how I balance my working hours. So, I don’t expect that 
you will read, respond to, or action this email outside of the hours that work for you. 
  
www.royaldocks.london 
Twitter  Instagram  Facebook 
  
ROYAL DOCKS TEAM 
City Hall 
Kamal Chunchie Way 
London E16 1ZE 
  

 
A joint initiative from the Mayor of London and Mayor of Newham 
  

  

We are London.  Find out about the work of the Mayor, the London Assembly, and the Greater 
London Authority. https://www.london.gov.uk/ 

   

GREATER LONDON AUTHORITY NOTICE:  
The information in this email may contain confidential or privileged materials. For more information 
see https://www.london.gov.uk/about-us/email-notice/ 



 
 
P lanning P olicy T eam 
L B  Newham 
 
 
 
Dear P lanning P olicy T eam 
 
R eg ulation 19 – R oy al Doc k s  T eam/G L A  L and & P roperty  L imited c omments  
 
I’m pleased to be able to provide comments  and suggestions  on the C ouncil’s  R egulation 19 
draft of the new L ocal P lan (the P lan) for Newham. T he work of the R oyal Docks  T eam 
(R DT ), including our work on G L A L and and P roperty L imited (G L AP ) s ites  is  aligned with 
the corporate priorities  of the C ouncil as  set out in the jointly agreed R oyal Docks  Delivery 
P lan.  
 
T he comments  below and in the attached schedule set out some areas  where we feel 
amendments  or additions  to the P lan could further support the C ouncil and the R DT ’s  work. 
 
In the attached schedule are a series  of s pecific changes  which we have organised with 
reference to the pages  and policies  of the draft. However, there are a number of s trategic 
points  which we wish to make so I have summarised these below for ease: 
 
Affordable Hous ing 
 
T he new strategic target of 50%  social rented homes  and a further 10%  of affordable home 
owners hip is  ambitious . In our view and experience, such a level of affordable hous ing is  not 
viable on any of the G L AP  s ites  that we are respons ible for, nor in our view across  any s ites  
in the R oyal Docks  & B eckton O pportunity Area. Whils t it is  for the C ouncil to determine what 
it cons iders  viable and deliverable in the borough, it should recognise that the Affordable 
Hous ing P olicy (H3) will likely res ult in all s trategic s ites  following the viability tes ting route. 
As  a cons equence, the process  for tes ting viability must be adequately resourced to ensure 
that there are no delays  to s trategic s ite delivery. T he P lan should acknowledge this  reality, 
for example, in policy B F N4:2 which states  that viability tes ting will be in “exceptional 
circumstances” rather than being the default scenario. T here is  also a broader point, which is  
that in promoting the P lan with this  policy included (without an acknowledgment that the 
policy is  purely aspirational), there is  a risk that it creates  the perception in the development 
community that the C ouncil does  not fully appreciate the reality of the hous ing market or 
viability in general.  

E xis ting P lanning P ermiss ions :  
 
In some instances , policies  on G L AP  land (and potentially on other s ites) do not reference or 
mirror the consented, and in some cases  implemented, planning permiss ions . T his  is  
particularly the case for T hames ide West. T his  seems  problematic to us , especially when 
s ome key points  already agreed (building heights , land uses , open space, etc) are different 
in the P lan as  compared to the consents . We strongly urge that the P lan conforms  to 
cons ented permiss ions  or, in the example of S ilvertown Q uays  (N2.S A1), reflects  the current 
Hybrid P lanning Application on which our respective teams (and T he S ilvertown P artnership) 



have been working together for nearly two years . It seems  to us  to be incongruous  to have 
two vis ions  for the s ame s ite, both endorsed by the C ouncil. 

 
O pen S pace:  
 
T he S patial S trategy (B F N1) s ets  a minimum 2ha L ocal P arks  on the majority of s ite 
allocations  and there are a series  of plans  showing indicative locations  and arrangement of 
these spaces . Whils t we accept that the R oyal Docks  requires  more open space, our s trong 
view is  that setting arbitrary targets  for the open space does  not meet the requirements  for 
masterplan-led development (as  required in B F N2(1)) as  well as  creating a risk that the 
policy hinders  a des ign-led approach. T o set a borough-wide minimum without assess ing the 
s ite specifics  could undermine delivery. T his  is  particularly the case for the E xcel Western 
E ntrance s ite, where the L ocal P lan allocates  then s ite as  a S trategic S ite (which is  
welcomed), but then protects  the majority of the s ite as  G reen S pace, to the extent that the 
s ite allocation becomes undeliverable.     

 
Meanwhile Use:  
 
We suggest an alternative approach on large strategic s ites . In those instances , supported 
by an appropriate strategy, we feel that meanwhile uses  should be allowed for up to 10 
years  rather than 5 years . O ur experience of large s ites  indicates  that multi-phase schemes 
can provide longer meanwhile uses  which could, with certainty over tenure, be better, larger, 
and have a greater impact with a 10-year planning consent. Meanwhile uses  are challenging 
to make commercially viable and enabling a pay-back over a longer period will enable 
operators  to more ambitious  in their proposals  and deliver better projects . In addition, a ten-
year temporary consent could be renewed where the C ouncil felt the landowner had a 
reasonable jus tification as  to why there were delays  in the main scheme coming forward.  

 
Water S paces:  
 
C urrently the draft L ocal P lan P olicy G S W2 sets  out some broad policies  relating to G reen 
and B lue infrastructure with policies  applying across  all water bodies . In our view, this  fails  to 
properly recognise the unique characteris tics  and opportunity of the R oyal Docks . T hese 
three expanses  of water are not comparable to the other water bodies  in the B orough and 
therefore justify a bespoke and targeted approach that is  linked to the scale of change on 
the adjoining land in the E nterprise Z one.  

 
T he work we have done to date on our draft Water Activation S trategy seeks  to set out a 
vis ion for the activation of the dock, by creating a framework within which new water-related 
activities /uses  can come forwards , balancing the docks  as  an environmental, social and 
economic asset. We are pleased that this  is  recognised in the G reen and Water 
Infras tructure S tudy 2024 (para 7.38). 

 
T his  work identifies  the different character areas  of the R oyal Docks  and the different nature 
of the three docks : 

 
• K ing G eorge V  Dock, with its  proximity to the airport is  affected by security and access  

cons traints  as  well as  the land use to the south of the dock. T his  therefore reduces  the 
s cope for public access  but does  increase the potential for engineering (including marine 
engineering), sus tainable energy production, and supporting the wider operation of the 
R oyal Docks . 



 
• R oyal A lbert Dock, which is  currently largely dominated by organised water sports  and 

has  the potential to increase this  as  well as  interact with and support the redevelopment 
of the R oyal A lbert Dock North neighbourhood. 
 

• R oyal V ictoria Dock, is  already a vis itor and leisure des tination in its  own right, with a 
unique role in terms  of opportunities  for water activation and water related uses , 
underpinned by its  location in proximity to C ustom House s tation, E xC eL , C ity Hall, the 
C able C ar, C ity A irport, and the s trategic s ite allocations  across  the R oyal Docks . T he 
western end of R oyal V ictoria Dock in particular has  become a focus  for a variety of 
activities  and floating uses , which contribute towards  it’s  unique character, s uch as  the 
wakeboarding, the summer beach, the O iler B ar, the G ood Hotel and NO WC A open 
water swimming. We also cons ider that R oyal V ictoria Dock includes  P ontoon Dock. 
 

In this  respect L ondon P lan P olicies  S I16 and S I17 are relevant as  they recognise that 
different bodies  of water have their own characteris tics , which need to be cons idered in the 
plan making proces s . P olicy S I 17 E ) is  particularly relevant, which s tates  “Development 
proposals  along L ondon’s  canal network, docks , other rivers  and water space (such as  
reservoirs , lakes  and ponds ) s hould respect their local character, environment and 
biodivers ity and s hould contribute to their access ibility and active water-related uses . 
Development P lans  s hould identify opportunities  for increas ing local dis tinctiveness  and 
recognise thes e water s paces  as  environmental, social and economic assets”. 

 
Accordingly, we think it is  important for the new L ocal P lan to better recognise the unique 
character of the R oyal Docks  and the different nature and functions  of each dock. In 
particular, we s ugges t that the role of R oyal V ictoria Dock deserves  a bespoke policy to 
provide a much clearer policy framework within which proposals  can come forwards  and be 
assessed.  

 
T aking the above into account, our suggestion is  that the following wording should be added 
to P olicy G WS 2 ‘Water S paces ’, which links  back to the vis ion referenced in the G reen and 
Water Infras tructure S tudy and seeks  to promote the unique role of R oyal V ictoria Dock and 
the opportunity for water-related activation and uses : 

 
• R eflecting the local dis tinctivenes s  of R oyal V ictoria Dock (which includes  P ontoon Dock) 

and the evolving and active nature of a dock, floating vessels /structures  for uses  such 
leisure, culture, res idential moorings , vis itor accommodation and food and beverage, will 
be supported providing they: 

 s upport the role of R oyal V ictoria Dock as  a vis itor and leisure destination;  
 meet an evidence based market need; 
 directly facilitate or contribute towards  wider water-activation initiatives  

(s uch as  water s ports  activities ; open water s wimming; improved 
greening/biodivers ity); 

 deliver high quality, sustainable and inclus ive des ign, that promotes  
access  to the water;  

 do not negatively impact on navigation, ecological value and water quality; 
and 

 contribute to the role of the dock as  an environmental, social and 
economic ass et. 

 
We are aware of the representations  submitted directly relating to S ilvertown Q uays , 
T hames ide West and E xcel and can confirm that we endorse the suggestions  therein. We’re 



happy to have more detailed discuss ions  about how we can support further iterations  of the 
P lan and how its  implemented. 
 
Y ours  s incerely 
 
 
 
 
P aul C reed 
Head of Development & P lacemaking 
 
 
  



Detailed C omments  S c hedule 
 

P ag e 
R ef 

P olic y  R ef R DT  C omment 

28 B F N1 (5c) T he consented scheme for T hames ide West does  not include a new health centre but a off s ite contribution to 
the C ustom House health centre and this  S 106 commitment s hould be reflected in the P lan. 

28 B F N1 (5e) T he open space policy shouldn’t set an arbitrary minimum. It als o fails  to reflect the cons ented park within the 
T hames ide West consent. 

31 B F N1.7 T he P lan could directly reference here, as  well as  in the IDP , the options  to replace, upgrade, and/or reinforce 
the utility infras tructure to support growth.  

32 B F N1.8 We s uggest that for S trategic S ites , there is  a more flexible meanwhile us e policy. L imiting meanwhile us e to 
5years  is  not appropriate for large, multi-phase s ites  where land could be us ed for at least 10years  whils t 
phased development occurs . T his  should be allowed to ensure that s ites  are appropriately us ed whils t 
development of early phases  occurs . L onger consents  for meanwhile us es  will als o enable more inves tment in 
their scale and quality thereby creating opportunities  for better outcomes  to be achieved. T he policy could als o 
clarify that energy performance requirements  apply differently to the reus e of exis ting buildings . 

32 B F N2.2 We support the requirement for co-des ign and would sugges t that this  is  reinforced by a clearer definition of the 
extent of the process  to enable applicants  to better unders tand the C ouncil’s  intentions  and requirements  in this  
regard. T his  will also provide clarity to s takeholders  and the community about what to expect as  well as  
ensuring a cons is tent approach. 

38 B F N2.4 S ee comments  above on meanwhile uses . T his  policy requires  propos als  for land vacant for more than three 
years  but limits  proposals  to five years . T his  should be adjus ted for larger s ites . 

38 B F N2.5 We support P ost O ccupancy E valuation and have worked with L L DC  to explore how this  can be applied to G L A 
funded affordable hous ing. We are happy to share the output of this  work. However, we struggle to s ee how 
developers  are going to be able to oblige 40%  of their tenants  and res idents  to res pond. 

44 B F N4 (3) G iven the points  above about Affordable Hous ing, it may be appropriate to prioritis e infras tructure if that 
infras tructure is  essential to unlocking the development of the s ite. T his  is  particularly the cas e on strategic s ites  
where there are often large sums  required for contributions  to highways  upgrades  or DL R  s tation improvements . 
We s uggest that the policy includes  some flexibility for the C ouncil to adjus t the priorities  on a s ite-s pecific 
bas is . T his  could be linked to the Infrastructure S ufficiency S tatement. 

46 B F N4:2 T he use of the word “exceptional” to describe the requirement for viability tes ting s hould be removed s ince it is  
likely that all s ites  will be unable to meet all the policy requirements  of the P lan. T he us e of the word 
“exceptional” is  therefore mis leading. As  set out above, the viability testing process  mus t be properly res ourced 
to avoid delays . 



49 D1(4) T he aspiration for high quality des ign for temporary buildings  is  supported but this  s hould reflect the realities  of 
viability of temporary use. T hese challenges  can be mitigated by increas ing temporary planning cons ents  for 
meanwhile use as  set out above.  

53 D1.4 As  above. 
71 T B Z 6 Albert 

Is land 
T he tall buildings  level should also reflect the consented Albert Is land permis s ion. 

72 T B Z 9 R oyal 
A lbert North 

Heights  should reflect the maximum poss ible with the airport s afeguarding limits . R eference to the “R oyal A lbert 
Q uay emerging office complex” should be deleted as  it is  no longer relevant. 

73 T B Z 13 C anning 
T own and R oyal 

V ictoria 

T he T hames ide West consented and implemented permiss ion s hould be reflected here to ens ure cons is tency. 

78 T B Z 21 E xcel 
West 

T he consented R oyal E den Dock (three phases ) should be reflected here. 

138 HS 5 V is itor 
E vening and 
Night T ime 
E conomy 

G iven the presence of E xC eL , hotels , and the emerging development at S ilvertown and the s cale of res idential 
growth in the R oyal Docks , it would seem sens ible to reflect the evening and night time vis itor economy in the 
R oyal Docks . In particular allowing activities  to continue beyond 11pm in order to provide appropriate amenity 
with the principles  of 15min cities . 

149 HS 8 V is itor 
accommodation 

It is  suggested that for clarity, the dis tance from E xC eL  should be by reference to a distance rather than a 
walking time (which is  inherently subjective and unclear). S pecific reference within s ite allocations  as  to which 
ones  are cons idered appropriate to support E xC eL  could be cons idered. In addition, given the continued 
evidence of high demand for hotels  to support E xC eL ’s  operation, cons ideration s hould be given to increas ing 
the dis tance from E xC eL  to allow a greater range of options  for hotel s ites . 

182 J 1 E mployment 
and G rowth 

T he S IL  allocation on the P olicies  Map is  incorrect as  the S IL  allocation has  been relocated as  part of the 
T hames ide West planning permiss ion (now implemented). 

182 J 1/J 2 
E mployment 
and G rowth 

C ons ideration should be given to including creative and cultural us es  in the definition of the policy to ens ure that 
the aspirations  for cultural growth can be achieved. 

185 J 1 E mployment 
and G rowth 

L MUA1 (S ilvertown Arches ) uses  should be expanded to include V is itor Accommodation in line with HS 8 but 
should not exclude R es idential F loorspace as  this  may be critical to s upporting a viable mas terplan. 

188 E mployment 
Map 

T he map incorrectly marks  the S IL  des ignation on T hames ide West which has  been relocated as  part of the 
now implemented T hames ide West planning consent. 

202 J 4 C WB  S eeking as  a minimum a 35%  construction and 50%  end-user local employment is  very challenging to achieve. 
It is  unclear how a 50%  end-user target can be realis tically achieved by a developer in practice. What 
mechanisms does  the C ouncil believe are appropriate for a developer of new employment s pace to oblige a 



tenant to ensure 50%  of their s taff are Newham res idents? It is  unclear what legal and contractual route can 
achieve this . 

202 J 4 C WB  T he requirement for affordable workspace for at leas t 15years  or in perpetuity is  welcome but it may be 
advisable to require developers  to select a workspace provider from an approved lis t in the s ame way hous ing 
as s ociations  are pre-selected. T his  would help ensure workspace is  properly managed and that engagement is  
required pre-application. It may be appropriate to seek advice from the C reative L and T rust for this  policy detail. 

207 H1 Meeting 
Hous ing Need 

T he objective of the policy to require development to “optimis m s ite capacity” is  welcomed and s upported but 
needs  to be reflected in other policy areas  such as  open space requirements  (B F N1 5e). 

209 H1 Meeting 
Hous ing Need 

P olicy H1.2 includes  specific reference to the Newham C haracteris ation S tudy (s ee comments  below) as  a 
guiding document. As  s tated above, this  document doesn’t appear to include an as s es s ment of viability or the 
exis ting planning approvals  so the weight attached to it in this  policy s hould be adjus ted to reflect that fact. 

214 H3 Affordable 
Hous ing 

S ee comments  above relating to the percentages  sought by the policy. 

218 H3 Hous ing mix L inked to H3 Affordable Hous ing, the prescriptive requirements  for minimums  of 40%  3beds  and 5%  4beds  and 
maximum of 15%  1beds  are likely to have impacts  on viability that will inhibit affordable hous ing provis ion. T he 
percentages  for hous ing mix should therefore have some flexibility to ens ure viable and deliverable propos als  
can be developed. 

264 G WS 2 
Water S paces  

T his  policy should place greater emphas is  on the unique character of the R oyal Docks  compared to all the other 
water bodies  in the B orough. T he s ize and scale of the R oyal Docks  means  that it is  appropriate to take a 
different approach to achieve the outcomes of the policy. T his  includes  more nuanced approaches  to the us e of 
the water, increas ing access  and amenity value, and the link between land and water. T his  is  markedly different 
to the other water bodies  in the B orough. 

 G WS 2 
Water S paces  

(Des ign) F or the R oyal Docks  we would advocate the inclus ion of the Des ign G uidance document from the work 
we’ve undertaken with DK C M to help provide a framework to ens ure quality of development on the water in the 
R oyal Docks . We are happy to work with you to explore how this  can be implemented. 

  (R oyal V ictoria Dock) T he detail in the evidence base document (G reen and Water Infrastructure S trategy 2024) 
should be elevated to the main P lan document itself. S pecifically, the information in s ection 7.38 which explains  
the potential for res idential and economically productive initiatives . 

  (R oyal A lbert Dock) S pecific reference should be made to the R oyal A lbert Dock T rus t facility on R oyal A lbert 
Dock and the options  to increase the scale of provis ion by improving the building on the dock edge. 

  (K ing G eorge V) T he P lan should recognise the reality of the airports  s ecurity requirements  and the impact this  
has  on the ambitions  of the P lan. F or example, G WS 2.2 (Acces s ibility) s hould exclude K G V becaus e public 
access  is  not achievable. T he P lan should also reflect that the northern edge of R oyal A lbert Dock is  already 
open to the public and the southern s ide is  the airport. 



 G WS 2.2 L os s  – the wording should be adjus ted to allow the covering of water by floating s tructures  (boats , pontoons , 
jetties , piers , etc) as  these are essential to enabling use of the water.  

 G WS 2.4 We would expect to see here reference to G L AP  and the R oyal Docks  T eam given the work to date that we 
have undertaken and that in relation to the R oyal Docks  (where the scope for moorings  is  most extens ive) 
neither the P L A or the C R T  have any jurisdiction.  

 

C harac teris ation S tudy – Neig hbourhood Des ig n P rinc iples  
 

P age S ection C omment 
 G eneral comment T he C haracterisation S tudy is  a des ign approach and s eries  of recommendations  – the us e of it as  a 

piece of evidence with which to judge any future applications  s hould be on this  bas is  – i.e.: that the 
proposals  within it have not been tested for viability or commercial delivery. T here is  a risk of over 
reliance on the document given its  extens ive use throughout the P lan. 

180 R oyal V ictoria 
Neighbourhood 

T he report says  “from 2022, a branch of C ross rail will open”. T his  s uggests  that the content is  over 
two years  old and may not properly reflect the current context. In particular the reference to poor 
P T AL  levels  may not be correct. 

183  T he report fails  to reference the consented and implemented T hames ide Wes t and S ilvertown 
Q uays  developments  (8,000 homes consented) des pite the changes  propos ed under the planning 
permiss ions . It also incorrectly shows  S IL  des ignation on part of the T hames ide West s ite des pite 
the change consented in the T hames ide West permis s ion. T he evidence bas e s hould reflect the 
reality of consented and implemented projects . 

322 R ecommendation 3 G iven that S t William has  already submitted a planning application for the firs t phas e of B eckton 
R ivers ide, the recommendation seems  to have been overtaken by events  and s hould be adjusted. 
As  per comments  previous ly, any S P Ds  for key s ites  s hould only be taken forward where there is  no 
current planning cons ent in place. 

 

 




