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ADDRESS: 237 Brixton Hill, London, SW2 1NR
Application Number: 18/00441/FUL Case Officer: Matt Cosson
Ward: Brixton Hill
Date Received: 29.01.2018
Proposal: Demolition of the existing building on site and erection of a five storey
building comprising commercial floorspace on the ground floor and 13 selfcontained residential units (6 x 1-bedroom, 6 x 2-bedroom & 1 x 3-bedroom
dwellings) on upper floors and provision of associated landscaping, cycle parking
and refuse and storage facilities.
Applicant:
Agent:
Mr Josh Chadd
Miss Aimee Cannon
WYG Planning
11th Floor
1 Angel Court
London
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RECOMMENDATION
1. Resolve to grant conditional planning permission subject to the
completion of an agreement under Section 106 of the Town and
Country Planning Act 1990 containing the planning obligations listed
in this report.
2. Agree to delegate authority to the Assistant Director of Planning,
Transport and Development to:
a. Finalise the recommended conditions as set out in this report,
addendums and/or PAC minutes; and
b. Negotiate, agree and finalise the planning obligations as set out
in this report, addendums and/or PAC minutes pursuant to
Section 106 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as
amended).
3. In the event that the committee resolves to refuse planning permission
and there is a subsequent appeal, delegated authority is given to the
Assistant Director of Planning, Transport and Development, having
regard to the heads of terms set out in this report, addendums and/or
PAC minutes, to negotiate and complete a document containing
obligations pursuant to Section 106 of the Town and Country Planning
Act 1990 (as amended) in order to meet the requirement of the
Planning Inspector.

4. In the event that the Section 106 Agreement is not completed within 3
months of the date of the committee meeting, delegated authority is
given to the Assistant Director of Planning, Transport and
Development to refuse planning permission for failure to enter into a
section 106 agreement for the mitigating obligations identified in this
report, addendums and/or the PAC minutes.

SITE DESIGNATIONS
Relevant site designations:
Conservation Area – CA49 : Rush Common Brixton Hill Conservation Area
Rush Common Land

LAND USE DETAILS
Site area (ha):

0.1 hectares

NON-RESIDENTIAL DETAILS
Use Class

Use Description

Existing

Class B2

Car Repair Garage

Floorspace (m2)
(Gross Internal Area)
577

Proposed

B1(a)

Office

257

RESIDENTIAL DETAILS
Residential
Type

No. of bedrooms per unit
Studio 1 2

Existing

3

Affordable
Private/Market
Total

Proposed Affordable
On-Site
Rented
Social Rented
Intermediate
Private/Market
Total

6 6
6 6

1
1

Total
Habitable Rooms

4 Total

0

0

13
13

34
34

Proposed Affordable
Off-Site
Rented
Social Rented
Intermediate
Private/Market
Total
Amount (£)
Payment in Lieu of onsite affordable housing.

£175,933

Review Mechanism

-

-

Details/Trigger
Early stage review if not substantially
implemented within 24 months of grant of
permission;
Late stage review triggered at 75% of sale of
market units

ACCESSIBILITY
Number of C3 Units
M4(2) Units
M4(3) Units

13
13 (adaptable)

PARKING DETAILS
Car Parking Spaces
(General)

Car Parking Spaces
(Disabled)

%

Bike
Spaces

Motorcycle
Spaces

0
28

0
0

o
f
E
V
C
P

Resi
Existing
Proposed

Commercial
16
1

Visitor

Resi
1

Commercial

Visitor
0

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Planning permission is sought for the demolition of the existing single storey (double height)
commercial building and the erection of a five storey mixed-use building comprising office
(Use Class B1 (a)) space on the ground floor and 13 residential units on the upper floors.
The proposal also includes soft and hard landscaping to the front and rear of the proposed
building. The 0.1ha application site was until recently, occupied by Jemca Aftersales Centre
Showroom with an MOT service area (B2 General industrial use) and was vacated in
December 2016.
This application has been submitted following refusal under delegated authority of an
application for a similar scheme (LBL ref. 17/02980/FUL) in October 2017. Despite
addressing a number of reasons for refusal, the original drawings submitted as part of this
application contained a number of major concerns which were as follows:






Lack of an affordable housing contribution;
Poor quality of office accommodation at the basement level in terms of outlook and
natural lighting;
Poor outlook from the rear facing residential units as a result of obscure glazed
windows proposed on the rear elevation;
Potential conflict between the ground floor entry points to the office and residential
accommodation; and
Lack of separation between the ground floor office accommodation and residential
communal amenity space to the rear of the site.

Following two meetings between the applicant and Council Officers, revised drawings were
submitted that were considered to address the concerns raised in relation to the design of
the proposal. In addition to this, the revised scheme is able to contribute towards the delivery
of affordable housing. The previous reasons for refusal are therefore considered to have
been addressed to the satisfaction of officers.
In land use terms, although the proposal results in the reduction of floorspace in business
use (320sqm reduction), the scheme is considered to provide the maximum feasible
proportion of B1 floorspace for the site in accordance with the requirements of ED2.
The scheme provides a mix of 1, 2 and 3 bedroom units, which are derived from the
constrained nature of the site and the optimal footprint and layout of the building. The
proposed mix of dwellings is broadly in line with Policy H4 of the Local Plan.
The development would provide a good quality living environment for future occupiers,
including a quantum of private and communal amenity space that not only accords with but
exceeds policy requirements. The scheme would accord with the London Plan policy
requirements in terms of density and would comply with, and for the majority of units, exceed
the internal space requirements set out in the Government’s Technical Housing Standards.
All the proposed units are dual aspect, giving appropriate levels of outlook, daylight and

sunlight. Because of the location of the site next to the Transport for London (TfL) bus depot,
the application was referred to the Council’s specialist advisers on environmental health and
pollution who have confirmed that the site is suitable for residential redevelopment. Potential

noise and air quality issues resulting from this location could be mitigated through the
building’s design and appropriate landscaping.
The proposed development is supported in design terms as well as in its layout, siting and
scale. The design of the building is robust and its scale massing and height are appropriate
in the context of the site. Subject to conditions requiring further information on detailing and
materials, officers are satisfied that the proposal would realise a development of high quality.
In built heritage terms, the proposed development would enhance the character and
appearance of the Rush Common and Brixton Hill Conservation Area in which it is situated.
The existing building does not make a positive contribution to the character or appearance
of the area. Its removal and the erection of a replacement building of high quality design
and appropriate bulk, massing and scale would add to the eclectic architectural styles that
characterise this part of the conservation area. The proposal would not cause harm to the
significance of identified heritage assets in the locality.
The impact of the development on the amenity of neighbouring residents is considered
acceptable in terms of outlook, privacy and noise. Given the significant increase in the scale
and massing of development on the site in comparison to the existing situation, the proposal
would lead to a reduction in sunlight and daylight received at existing properties. These
impacts have been reviewed in accordance with the BRE guidelines and found to be
acceptable within an urban context.
In terms of transport, the development is car-free as no standard car parking spaces are
proposed on site. All residents and commercial occupiers would be prevented from applying
for parking permits. This will be secured by way of a Section 106 agreement. Provision is
made for one disabled parking bay for the residential element of the scheme. The requisite
number of cycle parking spaces are to be provided on the ground floor in an accessible and
secure location as shown on the submitted plans. The refuse and recycling arrangements
are considered acceptable in terms of capacity and location having regard to the Council’s
adopted guidance on refuse and recycling storage and collection. The proposals are also
considered acceptable in terms of energy and sustainability, air quality, ecology, land
contamination and flood risk.
The development would be subject to a range of Section 106 obligations that would
reasonably mitigate the impacts of the development upon the local infrastructure and
environment. The package of Section 106 obligations has been negotiated having regard to
the nature of the development, to the provisions of the relevant planning policy documents,
and to the statutory tests for Section 106 obligations set out in the Community Infrastructure
Levy Regulations 2010.
As such, the scheme would deliver a range of public benefits through the provision of welldesigned housing units and a vastly improved built form on the site. The application is
therefore recommended for approval, subject to conditions and completion of a legal

agreement in accordance with the presumption in favour of sustainable development
conferred upon Local Planning Authorities by the NPPF.

OFFICER REPORT
Reason for referral to PAC: The application is reported to the Planning Applications
Committee in accordance with (1)(i) and (ii) of the Committee’s terms of reference as
it relates to a major application for the provision of more than 10 residential
dwellings.
1

THE APPLICATION SITE

1.1

The application site is located in the Brixton Hill ward - a south, central location within
the Borough. The site is situated approximately 90m to the north of the intersection of
Brixton Hill and Streatham Place/Christchurch Road. The site is located within the
Rush Common Brixton Hill Conservation Area and a small portion of it (in the northwestern corner), lies within Rush Common Land.

1.2

The site is located on approximately 0.1ha of land and until recently, was occupied by
Jemca Aftersales Centre Showroom with an MOT service area (B2 General industrial
use) but was vacated in December 2016. The site currently contains a 1990s purposebuilt single storey double height rendered building with double pitched roofs behind a
tall parapet. The building is set back from Brixton Hill with a generous forecourt, which
accommodated all car parking associated with the business that operated from the
site.

Figure 1: Aerial image of 237 Brixton Hill (facing north)
1.3

The application site is located on the eastern side of Brixton hill, as highlighted in yellow
on Figure 2 below:

Figure 2: Site Location Plan
2

THE SURROUNDING AREA

2.1

The former London County Council Tramway depot or shed, which is a locally listed
building, is located immediately to the south of the site. The tram shed, which is also
of double storey height, is now occupied by Arriva London Bus Company to
accommodate their fleet of buses when they are not in service. Next to the tram shed,
at the junction of Brixton Hill with Christchurch Road, is Christchurch House, a
purpose-built 1930s six storey art deco block of flats. The site is flanked to the north
by the Brixton Hill United Reformed Church, a two storey building with a high pitched
roof and single storey rear extension and a car parking forecourt with frontage to
Brixton Hill.

2.2

Further to the north along Brixton Hill and in Holmewood Road are rows of two storey
semi-detached houses. Holmewood Road runs eastwards to meet Christchurch Road,
which lies beyond to the east of the site. Immediately to east of the site (rear) are semidetached and terraced, three storey dwellinghouses that comprise Rush Common
Mews. Rush Common Mews is a contemporary gated development sandwiched
between the application site, the tram shed and rear gardens of properties in
Holmewood Road to the north and Cotherstone Road to the east. There is a grade II
listed (circa 1878) former church hall, now in residential use, within the mews.

2.3

On the western side of Brixton Hill are a mix of three to four storey terraced buildings
consisting of commercial units at ground floor level with residential accommodation on
upper floors. The built form within the immediate area is characterised by a lack of

uniformity, particularly on the eastern side of Brixton Hill. Building heights vary from
single storey on the application site to six storeys of Christchurch House on the corner
of Brixton Hill and Christchurch Road and seven storeys further north along the eastern
side of Brixton Hill.
2.4

The application site is not a listed building but is located within the Rush Common and
Brixton Hill Conservation Area (CA49). A small portion of the site (approximately
27sqm) is located on Rush Common Land. Rush Common Land is a linear, green,
largely open space with some commercial and residential properties most of which is
located south of Brixton Centre and terminates at this corner of the site. Its open
character is protected by the 1806 Enclosure Act and the conservation areas within
which it is mostly located.

2.5

The site is well served by public transport via numerous bus services along Brixton Hill
and Christchurch Road and has a Public Transport Accessibility Level (PTAL) rating
of 6a. This is categorised as Excellent on a scale of 0-6b.

2.6

In terms of parking, the site is located within Controlled Parking Zone (CPZ) Brixton
Hill F. The CPZ is operational Mondays to Fridays between 12pm and 2pm.

3

SITE PHOTOGRAPHS
2

1

1) View of the application site from Brixton Hill
2) View of the existing building from the public highway

3

3) View of the application site from the opposite side of Brixton Hill
4

5

4) View of the site from an adjoining property to the north-east in Rush Common Mews

5

6

5) View of the site from the ground floor of adjoining property in Rush Common Mews
6) View of the subject property from first floor of adjoining property in Rush Common
Mews
7

7) View of site from second floor balcony of an adjoining property in Rush Common
Mews
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CURRENT PROPOSAL
Summary of the Proposal

4.1

The current application seeks planning permission for demolition of the existing
building and hardstanding on the site and the construction of a five storey building
comprising office space (Use Class B1(a)) at ground floor level and 13 residential
units on the upper floors with hard and soft landscaping to the front and rear of the
site.

Figure 3: Proposed site layout and landscaped areas

Detail of the Proposal
4.2

The proposed building will have a maximum height of 14.85m. The ground floor will
be set back from the rear boundary of the site by 9.9m with the first, second and third
floors set back a further 2.735m on the rear elevation. The fourth floor will be
recessed from the floors below and be set back 11.5m from the rear elevation of the
ground floor and 2.7m from the front elevation of the building.

4.3

The height of the proposed building has been determined by the height of the
existing bus depot/former tram shed to the south. The massing is largely contained

within the first to the fourth storeys with the fifth storey comprising of a lightweight,
recessed zinc-clad structure. This storey is designed to appear as a subordinate
addition to the floors below through the use of different colours and materials. The
fourth storey will terminate below the ridge height of the adjoining tram shed with the
fifth storey projecting above that ridge height by approximately 1.9m. Whilst the
footprint of the proposed building will be located forward of the existing building’s
frontage, the site would retain a generous and open frontage to Brixton Hill.
4.4

The building will primarily be constructed of London stock brick, which would reflect
the predominant building material used locally. The main elevations are faced as
frames constructed as brick piers with expressed precast concrete lintels on a
precast concrete building base. Private balconies are provided behind the frame with
glass balustrades. The form of the building is simple and the design of the façade
seeks to differentiate the base, the middle and top elements of the building.

4.5

The ground floor will be comprised of the following accommodation:









237sqm of office floor space;
Residential lobby;
Residential bike store;
Commercial bike stands;
Commercial and residential bin storage areas;
One disabled parking bay;
Landscaped forecourt; and
Landscaped rear garden, which comprises the residential communal amenity
space.

4.6

The landscaped garden within the front forecourt is overlooked by habitable rooms
and offices and also acts as a bulwark to the adjacent highway of Brixton Hill. This
landscaped area will serve to improve visual amenity of the site along Brixton Hill and
increase the level of biodiversity as it would replace the existing hard surfaced
parking area on the frontage of the site. It will complement the crag-end of Rush
Common Land in the north-western corner of the site.

4.7

The first, second and third floor levels will be replicated in layout with 2 x 1-bedroom
units and 2 x 2-bedroom units on each floor. The units that face Brixton Hill will each
be provided with 9sqm of private amenity space in the form of balconies. The
amenity space for all rear facing units is consolidated within the communal amenity
space to the rear at ground floor level. The recessed fourth floor will contain 1 x 3bedroom unit with a large balcony facing onto Brixton Hill. The residential units have
box-type windows, which would allow them to have clear glazing without facing
directly onto the adjoining sites to the north (United Reformed Church) and south
(bus depot/former tram shed) of the site. Whilst there is currently no residential
development on these adjoining sites, the design of the box windows seeks to ensure

that the proposed redevelopment of the application site would not compromise the
development potential for these sites in the future. A green roof is proposed at fourth
floor level to the rear with PV panels and on parts of the building at first floor level
(where the building is set back with flat roof areas).
Amendments
4.8

This planning application follows on from a refused application for the redevelopment
of the site for a similar scheme providing 10 residential units and B1(a) floor space at
basement and ground floor level under application reference 17/02980/FUL. Preapplication advice was then sought following the refusal of the scheme. The main
revisions made from the originally refused scheme to the original set of drawings
under the current application were are as follows:











4.9

The building height was reduced by approximately 0.75m;
The setback to the rear boundary of the site was increased from 8.7m to 9.5m;
The ground floor flat, which had been a three bedroom dwelling was reduced
in size to be a one bedroom flat;
The long-stay bicycle storage was incorporated into the design of the main
building to be accessed through the main lobby;
The communal outdoor amenity space was increased in size from 50sqm to
150sqm;
External private amenity spaces above ground floor level to the rear were
removed;
Obscure glazing was incorporated into the rear elevation;
The design of flank elevations was revised by incorporating angled windows
into them;
The layout of the outdoor amenity space of the ground floor flat was revised to
increase the separation distance between the communal amenity space and
the openings of the ground floor flat; and
A wider mix of dwelling types was achieved by the introduction of an additional
one bedroom unit into the scheme

Whilst the above revisions were considered to address a number of issues identified
in the previous reasons for refusal of application ref 17/02980/FUL, there were still a
number of concerns raised by officers over the current scheme, as originally
submitted. The major concerns were as follows:






Lack of an affordable housing offer;
Poor quality of office accommodation at the basement level in terms of outlook
and natural lighting;
Poor outlook from the rear facing residential units as a result of obscure
glazed windows proposed on the rear elevation;
Potential conflict between the ground floor entry points to the office and
residential accommodation; and
Lack of separation between the ground floor office accommodation and
residential communal amenity space to the rear of the site.

4.10 As most of these concerns were not raised through the previously refused application
and the pre-application process, the applicant was invited to consider the Council’s
concerns and submit revised drawings as part of the current application.
4.11 In response to the Council’s concerns and following two meetings with officers, the
applicant made the following revisions to the proposal:












5
5.1

Removal of the basement level from the scheme and reconfiguration of the
ground floor to remove the residential unit at ground floor level;
Shifting the building towards Brixton Hill by 4m to allow for greater separation
between the upper floor levels and the properties to the rear in Rush Common
Mews;
Reconfiguration of the upper floor flats and amendments to the positions of
windows;
Addition of a recessed fourth floor to incorporate a 3-bedroom unit;
Provision of clearly defined separate residential and commercial entrances;
Relocation of residential bike store entrance externally at the side of the
building;
Relocation of commercial bike stands with the provision of a canopy over
them;
The provision of a planting buffer zone between the communal amenity space
and the commercial unit;
The provision of additional tree planting following the removal of a basement
from the scheme; and
Re-design of windows within the flank elevations of the building to avoid
overlooking of adjoining properties.

RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY
17/02980/FUL: Demolition of the existing building on the site and erection of a four
storey building (plus basement) comprising replacement commercial floorspace on
part of ground floor and basement level and provision of 10 self-contained residential
units on part ground and upper floors. Provision of associated landscaping, cycle
parking and refuse and storage facilities. The application was refused 02.10.2017 for
the following reasons:
1. The proposal would provide substandard residential accommodation which would
be to the detriment of the amenities of future residents. This is due to the siting of
the communal external amenity space and the siting of the cycle store to the rear
of a ground floor residential unit causing potential noise and disturbance and also
having a detrimental impact on the outlook available to the occupiers of this unit.
The proposal is therefore considered to be contrary to Policies H5 and Q2 of the
London Borough of Lambeth Local Plan (2015), and the associated guidance

contained in the London Plan 'Draft Interim Housing' Supplementary Planning
Guidance document (2015).
2. The proposed development, by reason of its siting and design (including
placement of windows serving habitable rooms) would prejudice the future
development of neighbouring sites contrary to the objectives of London Plan
Policy 7.6 and Policy Q6 and Q2 of the Lambeth Local Plan (2015).
3. The proposed development, by reason of its siting and design would introduce an
unacceptable level of overlooking and create mutual overlooking between future
and existing occupiers contrary to the objectives of Policy Q2 of the Lambeth
Local Plan (2015).
4. In the absence of a S106 agreement the proposal would fail to mitigate the
impacts of the development in terms of the provision of affordable housing and
would therefore fail to contribute to balanced and sustainable communities which
is contrary to London Plan 2016 Policies 3.10, 3.11 and 3.12 and Lambeth Local
Plan (2015) Policies H2 and D4.
5. In the absence of a S106 agreement to prevent future occupiers from obtaining
parking permits and to provide future occupiers with car club membership the
proposal would fail to mitigate the impacts of the development on the adjacent
highway and would therefore fail to promote sustainable modes of transport which
is contrary to London Plan 2016 Policies 6.3 and 6.12 and Lambeth Local Plan
2015 Policies T1, T6 and D4.
6. In the absence of a S106 agreement (to provide a payment to off-set the carbon
emissions of the development) the proposal would fail to mitigate the impacts of
the development in terms of sustainable development which is contrary to London
Plan 2016 Policies 5.2, 5.3 and 5.6 and Lambeth Local Plan 2015 Policies EN4
and D4.
7. In the absence of a S106 agreement (to ensure that local people are provided
with employment during the course of the development) the proposal fails to
mitigate the impacts of the development in terms of employment and training
which is contrary to London Plan 2016 Policy 3.1 and Lambeth Local Plan 2015
Policy ED14 and D4.
5.2

17/03413/RUS: Application for Rush Common approval in respect to replacement of
hard landscaping to the front of the site. Application Permitted 05.12.2017.This
permission remains extant and will be implemented as part of the current application.

6
6.1

CONSULTATIONS
Statutory External Consultees
Transport for London – Raised objections on the basis that the principle of the
proposed development is not compliant with London Plan Policy 6.2. TfL do not
consider that the proposal would safeguard public transport services and functions as
a result of Noise and Air Quality issues associated with the adjoining bus depot.
Historic England – Raised no objections.
Historic England (Archaeology) – Raised no objections subject to conditions.
Metropolitan Police – Designing out Crime – Raised no objections subject to
conditions.
Thames Water – Raised no objections subject to conditions.

6.2

Internal Consultees
Building Control – Raised no objections.
Planning Policy – The principle of mixed use residential/commercial development on
the site is acceptable. If a loss of employment floorspace is to be considered, other
material considerations that have led to this proposal will need to be clearly set out
and it will need to be demonstrated that the proposal provides the maximum feasible
proportion of B1(office) floorspace for the site. One such material consideration
would be the level of public benefit secured in the form of affordable housing.
Transport Planning – No objections raised subject to:
- The development secured as permit-free;
- Free car club membership provided by the applicant to all residents for 3 years
after first occupation;
- £10,000 contribution to provide 1 no. accessible car parking space for the
commercial floorspace within the vicinity of the site;
- Clarification of cycle parking arrangements;
- Further clarification of servicing; and
- Submission of a Construction Management Plan.
Sustainability – No objections raised subject to conditions.
Flooding/SuDS – No objections raised subject to conditions.
Veolia Environmental Support – No objections raised.

Employment and Skills– No objections raised subject to a financial Employment and
Training Contribution and an Employment and Skills Plan being secured via S106
legal agreement.
Bioregional – No objections raised subject to conditions.
Conservation and Urban Design – No objections raised subject to conditions.
Arboricultural Officer – No objections raised subject to conditions.
6.3

Adjoining owners/occupiers

6.4

Site notices were displayed in the vicinity of the site from 9 February 2018 to 2 March
2018 and the application was advertised in the local press on 9 February 2018. The
formal consultation period ended 2 March 2018. Letters were also sent to 116
properties in the surrounding area. Following amendments to the scheme, the
application was publicised again for a 21 day period commencing on 28 September
2018, with the overall period (including the press notice) expiring on 19 October
2018.

6.5

22 representations were received during the first consultation period. 2 were in
support, 20 were in objection. 21 representations were received during the second
round of consultation. All 21 were in objection to the proposal. A summary of the
concerns raised is set out below:
Summary of objections

Response

Design
Development is too large for an already Please refer to Section 8 which provides
over-populated area.
an assessment of the scheme’s density.
The height of the development is
overbearing in relation to neighbouring
properties.
Development is out of keeping with the
character of the Conservation Area.
The proposed development is visually
imposing.
Design is not sympathetic to buildings
surrounding the site including listed
buildings.
The design will dwarf the adjoining tram
shed and church.
Proposal is contrary to original objections
by increasing in height by 1 storey.

Please refer to section 9 which provides
an assessment of the scheme’s design.
Please refer to sections 9 and 10 which
provide an assessment of the scheme’s
design and impact on heritage assets.
Please refer to section 9 which provides
an assessment of the scheme’s design.
Please refer to sections 9 and 10 which
provide an assessment of the scheme’s
design and impact on the adjacent locally
listed tram shed.
Please refer to section 9 which provides
an assessment of the scheme’s design.
Please refer to section 9 which provides
an assessment of the scheme’s design.

Context of the site is different to that of
Christchurch House which sits on a
corner of a major junction.
Development should use the existing
façade instead of demolishing it.
Amenity – Daylight Sunlight
Impact of development on access to
sunlight and daylight of adjoining
properties.
Amenity – Privacy
Impact of development on privacy of
adjoining properties due to overlooking.

Please refer to sections 9 and 10 which
provide an assessment of the scheme’s
design.
Please refer to section 9which provides an
assessment of the scheme’s design.

Obscured glazing could be removed in
the future.

Please refer to section 12 which provides
an assessment of the scheme’s amenity
impact upon adjoining properties.

Amenity – Noise
Development will result in an increased
level of noise pollution including from the
communal garden.
Amenity – Outlook
Development will create a sense of
enclosure for the properties adjoining the
site to the rear.
Will result in an unacceptable loss of
outlook from Rush Common Mews.
Amenity – Noise Impact on Future
Occupants
Noise generated from the tram shed will
create a substandard level of
accommodation for any future occupiers
of the site.
Pollution
The development will contribute to the
current levels of pollution experienced on
Brixton Hill
Proposal will generate noise pollution and
dust as a result of construction works.

Please refer to section 12 which provides
an assessment of the scheme’s amenity
impact upon adjoining properties.
Please refer to section 12 which provides
an assessment of the scheme’s amenity
impact upon adjoining properties.

Please refer to section 12 which provides
an assessment of the scheme’s amenity
impact upon adjoining properties.
Please refer to section 12 which provides
an assessment of the scheme’s amenity
impact upon adjoining properties.
Please refer to section 12 which provides
an assessment of the scheme’s amenity
impact upon adjoining properties.

Please refer to section 11 which provides
an assessment of the scheme’s impact on
future occupies in relation to noise impacts
from adjoining sites.
Please refer to section 16 which provides
an assessment of sustainability issues.
Please refer to section 12 which provides
an assessment of sustainability issues.

Highways/Transport
Additional strain on parking within the area Please refer to section 14 which provides
and public transport network.
an assessment of the scheme’s impact
upon the local transport network
Development does not provide enough
Please refer to section 14 which provides
parking space for the 10 units and
an assessment of the scheme’s impact
commercial space.
upon the local transport network
Any impact on the adjoining tram shed
Please refer to sections 11, 14 and 16
could affect the public transport offering
which provides an assessment of the
within the area.
scheme’s impact upon the local transport
network
Property Values
The development will impact upon the Not a material planning consideration.
saleability of adjoining properties.
Potential Impact From Basement
Excavation
The development may cause damage to The basement has been removed from the
adjoining properties as a result of the proposal.
basement excavation.
Affordable Housing
The development does not appear to Please refer to section 8 which provides
provide any affordable housing
an assessment of the scheme’s provision
for affordable housing.
Any additional residential development Please refer to section 8 which provides
should be 100% affordable housing.
an assessment of the scheme’s provision
for affordable housing.
Other
Council should be supporting the Please refer to section 8 which provides a
conversion of a commercial use for the land use assessment for the proposal.
building.
Development offers nothing to the Please refer to section 18 which provides
community.
a list of planning obligations required to be
secured by the development.
Proposal should accommodate studio Please refer to section 8 which provides a
workspaces as opposed to residential.
land use assessment for the proposal.
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POLICIES

7.1

Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 requires planning
decisions to be made in accordance with the development plan unless material
considerations indicate otherwise. The development plan in Lambeth is the London
Plan (2016), (consolidated with alterations since 2011) and the Lambeth Local Plan
(September 2015).

7.2

The new Draft London Plan was published on 1 December 2017 (updated August
2018) for consultation and will eventually superseded the current 2016 consolidated
London Plan once the final version is published (anticipated Autumn 2019). The
Draft London Plan is a material consideration in planning decisions. Officers consider
that this should be afforded very limited weight at this stage. The Lambeth Local Plan
is currently under partial review to ensure it complies with the changes in the NPPF
and the Draft London Plan. The Local Plan review is timetabled to follow the
programme for the Draft London Plan. Consultation for the Draft Revised Local Plan
commenced on 22nd October 2017. At this time the proposed amendments to the
Local Plan do not carry any weight.

7.3

The latest National Planning Policy Framework was published in 2018. This
document sets out the Government’s planning policies for England including the
presumption in favour of sustainable development and is a material consideration in
the determination of all applications.

7.4

The current planning application has been considered against all relevant national,
regional and local planning policies as well as any relevant guidance. A full list of
relevant policies and guidance has been set out in Appendix 3 to this report.
ASSESSMENT
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Land Use
Residential Use and Density

8.1

The principle of mixed use residential/commercial development on the site was
established as acceptable during consideration of previous applications including
application ref 17/02980/FUL, which referenced the current local development plan in
reaching this conclusion. The site was last in use as a car repair garage (occupied by
Jemca Aftersales Centre Showroom with an MOT service area (B2 General industrial
use)). Policy ED2, which relates to business, industrial and storage uses outside
designated key business and industrial areas (KIBAs) supports mixed-use
development including housing, work-live or other compatible uses where the
existing quantity of B class floorspace is replaced or increased. If a loss of
employment floorspace is proposed the development should provide the maximum
feasible proportion of B1 (office) floorspace for the site. Other material

considerations required to justify the loss of employment floorspace include the level
of public benefit secured in a proposed development in the form of affordable
housing. These matters are reviewed in subsequent paragraphs of this section of the
report.
8.2

With respect to new housing within this scheme, Policy H1 of the Local Plan seeks to
maximise the supply of additional homes in the borough to meet and exceed the
annual housing target for Lambeth as set out in the London Plan for the period 2015
to 2030. The provision of additional residential units is therefore supported in land
use terms.

8.3

The application proposes 13 dwellings at a site, which is currently occupied by B2
class floorspace only. Policy H1 of the Lambeth Local Plan advises that density in
residential use of a site should be consistent with the London Plan guidelines, having
regard to the availability of public transport, urban design context, quality of design
and impact on existing and future residents and the local environment.

8.4

The application site has a Public Transport Accessibility Level (PTAL) rating of 6a,
which is categorised as Excellent. London Plan Policy 3.4 provides guidance in
relation to the density of development and sets out recommended density ranges at
Table 3.2. In an Urban area with a PTAL rating of 6a, the recommended density
ranges are as follows, with an average of 200-700 habitable rooms per hectare:
-

8.5

3.8-4.6 hr/unit: 45-185 u/ha
3.1-3.7 hr/unit: 55-225 u/ha
2.7-3.0 hr/unit: 70-260 u/ha

The site has an area of approximately 0.1 hectares. The development would have
130 housing units per hectare with 340 habitable rooms per hectare. The density
would fall well within the abovementioned recommended ranges. As noted above, an
assessment on other matters including the urban design context, quality of the
scheme design and impacts on residential amenity and the local area is required in
order to determine the appropriateness of the density of the proposed residential use.
These matters are reviewed in the relevant sections of this report.
Dwelling Type and Tenure Mix

8.6

Policy H4(a) of the Local Plan requires the provision of a mix of housing sizes, types
and tenures in new residential schemes to meet the needs of different sections of the
community. This policy provision does not prescribe a mix of units for market housing
but instead recommends "a balanced mix of unit sizes including family-sized
accommodation". In all cases, proposals are expected to demonstrate that the
provision of family-sized units has been maximised. However, policy recognises that
the dwelling type and mix proposed might depend on the particular location and

nature of the individual development site, viability considerations and the need to
achieve mixed and balanced communities.
8.7

The dwelling mix of the scheme consists of 6 x 1-bedroom; 6 x 2-bedroom and 1 x 3bedroom dwellings. The dwelling mix is consequent upon the constraints of the site
and the need to provide replacement employment floorspace within the scheme,
which has limited the layout out design options including the provision of more family
sized units with access to private amenity space. The provision of 6 x 2-bedroom
units would also serve to meet the greater need for 2-bedroom market housing in
Lambeth above other units Lambeth Strategic Housing Market Assessment (October
2017). Overall, noting the constraints of the site, the mix of dwelling types and sizes
proposed is considered acceptable.
Affordable housing

8.8

Policy H2 of the Lambeth Local Plan states that on sites capable of providing 10 or
more homes, at least 40% of units should be affordable (50% if public subsidy is
available), and of that, 70% should be secured as social and affordable rent, and
30% should be intermediate housing. The applicant has provided a viability
assessment prepared by U.L.L Property (ULL), a property services company
specialising in development consultancy, affordable housing and economic viability
assessments. The assessment report sets out that with a profit on Gross
Development Value (GDV) of 19.27%, the Residual Land Value (RLV) of the
development would have a deficit of -£342,438 from the Benchmark Land Value
(BLV) and therefore concluded that the development cannot support a contribution
towards affordable housing. This viability assessment has been independently
reviewed by BNP Paribas (BNP).

8.9

In BNP’s assessment, the agent’s fee was decreased from 2% to 1.5%. This lowered
the deficit to £-264,764. The assessment then went on to state that a significant
factor affecting the viability of the scheme are the construction cost assumptions
made in a cost plan within ULL’s report. The construction costs in ULL’s report were
above the upper quartile BCIS costs within the borough. To evaluate the impact of
construction costs, BNP ran a second appraisal incorporating the following costs:
-

Office – the BCIS Upper Quartile cost for “New Build” air-conditioned “Offices” of 12 storeys within the borough equates to £213psf; and
Residential – the BCIS Upper Quartile cost for “New Build” 3-5 storey flats within
the borough equates to £188psf.

8.10 The impact of the reduction in construction costs resulted in the development
achieving a RLV with a surplus of £557,141 from the BLV. Given the substantial
differences in the resultant RLV, council officers instructed BNP to seek an
independent review of the predicted build costs. BNP recommended RLF whom the

Council instructed to undertake a high level cost review. RLF are an independent
cost and property consultancy.
8.11 RLF initially concluded that a total build cost of £3,713,062 is appropriate for the
development which is a difference of £471,772, or 11% lower than the Applicant’s
predicted costs. Based on these figures, the scheme was able to achieve a surplus
against the BLV of £182,897 with a profit on GDV of 19.27%. This would enable a
7.7% onsite affordable housing contribution (1, one-bed unit) and an additional
payment in lieu of the remaining surplus equating to £36,378.
8.12 The Planning Practice Guidance on viability suggests that a developer profit of
between 15-20% is an appropriate level of return when considering the provision of
affordable housin. The applicant has agreed to reduce the developer’s profit on GDV
for the scheme to 17.5%.
8.13 As such, an additional appraisal was undertaken, calculating the level of affordable
housing when the developer’s profit on GDV was reduced to 17.5%. As a result of
this reduction, the resultant surplus against the BLV was calculated at £334, 539.
The scheme would therefore be able to provide a 15.4% onsite affordable housing
contribution (2, one-bed units) with a payment in lieu of the remaining surplus
equating to £18,441 based on a policy compliant tenure mix of 70% affordable
rent/30% intermediate. If the scheme were to provide 100% of affordable housing
units as intermediate housing based on these figures, the payment in lieu of the
remaining surplus would increase to £58,206.
8.14 During negotiations with the applicant to secure the provision of an affordable
housing contribution, the applicant disputed RLF’s revised construction costs.
Subsequently, the applicant’s cost consultants (Stace) and RLF engaged in
discussions to establish an agreed construction costs figure. The discussions
resulted in an agreed cost of £3,867,333 equating to a rate of £2,236 per sqm for the
building work and £2,841.54 per sqm for the total scheme, which is inclusive of
external works.
8.15 The agreed cost for the building work of £2,236 per sqm exceeds the upper quartile
BCIS costs within the Borough by £219 per sqm. RLF have advised that the final cost
review includes a number of abnormal elements associated with the scheme, which
should be accepted when comparing the rates to the BCIS database. Abnormal items
are identified as they may not occur in sample schemes. Figure 4 below contains
abnormal items associated with the scheme with an approximate impact cost:

Figure 4: Building works Abnormals
8.16 External works do not feature in any comparison with the BCIS and should be added
to the assessment at gross agreed cost. With reference to the proposed scheme,
figure 5 identifies several external works as being of an abnormal nature when
compared against a base scheme:

Figure 5: External works abnormals
8.17 In undertaking the assessment of the construction cost proposed for the scheme,
officers are satisfied that RLF utilised current market knowledge and intelligence from
known data sources and live in-house schemes against which real benchmarking can
be taken. RLF have included in the assessment, a comparative analysis between this
scheme and one of a similar scale and nature in Caversham to demonstrate that
specific projects can contain significant variations to BCIS average price data. The
Caversham project contained construction costs that exceeded the upper quartile
BCIS costs within Reading by 32% whereas the agreed costs for the current scheme
only exceed the BCIS figure by 11%. This comparable evidence serves to
demonstrate to officers’ satisfaction that the agreed costs in the application scheme
are acceptable when considered against experience in similar market conditions.
8.18 Based on the agreed construction costs and developer’s profit on residential at
17.5%, BNP concluded that the scheme would provide a surplus from the BLV of
£175,933. This scenario would result in the scheme being able to provide 1
intermediate rent, one-bed unit (560 sq ft) on-site equating to a 7.7% affordable
housing contribution and an additional payment in lieu of £33,237. The council’s
Housing team advised that the offer of 1 on-site unit is unlikely to generate much
interest from the Council’s registered providers for affordable housing and advised
that a full payment in lieu contribution of £175,933 should be sought. In the
meantime, the applicant has been asked to identify the level of interest that

registered providers would have in taking on 1 intermediate, 1-bed unit. The findings
of this investigation will be reported by way of addendum.
8.19 The existing high Benchmark Land Value, modest uplift in residential accommodation
proposed and the overall predicted construction costs as part of this application were
factors in this assessment. Therefore, a financial contribution of £175,933 towards
the delivery of off-site affordable housing based on a 17.5% profit on GDV is
considered to be consistent with the stated aims and objectives of Policy H2 in this
instance.
Non-residential uses (B1 office accommodation)
8.20 Policy ED2 of the Lambeth Local Plan (2015) seeks to maintain a stock of sites and
premises in business use across the borough. To achieve this, development
proposals for business uses will be supported on all sites, subject to compliance with
other local plan policies.
8.21 Policy ED2 states that mixed-use development including housing, work-live or other
mix of compatible uses will be supported where the existing quantity of B class
floorspace is replace or increased. Further, the loss of land or floorspace in business,
industrial or storage (B Class) use or in employment-generating sui generis use, will
not be supported unless clear and robust evidence is submitted which shows there is
no demand for the floorspace. Where a reduction in floorspace is proposed,
applications must demonstrate that the development provides the maximum feasible
proportion of B1 floorspace for the site and, where appropriate, suitable for
occupation by small and medium-sized enterprises.
8.22 As reported above, the initial design of this scheme included the provision of 540sqm
of B1 (a) office floorspace at ground and basement floor levels to replace the existing
577sqm of B2 floorspace. The basement was provided in the initial drawings in an
attempt to provide an equivalent amount of B Class floorspace as that contained in
the original B Class use on the site. The standard of accommodation provided at
basement level was considered to be poor with minimal access to natural light and
lack of outlooks. Officers were also concerned that the inclusion of a substantial
basement level resulted in high construction costs which would have compromised
the ability of the scheme to generate the maximum reasonable amount of affordable
housing units.
8.23 The current scheme has subsequently removed the basement level office
accommodation and therefore the proposal would result in a significant reduction in
employment floorspace in comparison with the existing situation. An assessment is
therefore necessary to establish whether the resultant loss of B class floorspace is
the maximum that can be feasibly secured from the redevelopment of the site, having
regard to the provisions of Policy ED2 of the Local Plan.

8.24 The replacement of 577sqm of B Class floorspace is considered unlikely to attract a
demand given the site’s location outside of a KIBA and the Streatham and Brixton
Major Town Centres. In support of this conclusion, evidence is drawn from the
published Lambeth Commercial Development Pipeline Reports. These reports
provide data on B Class floorspace completed on a ward by ward basis. For the
purpose of this application, due consideration has been given to the figures for the
Brixton Hill ward in which the site is located in, as well as the Streatham Hill,
Streatham Wells and St. Leonard’s wards, given the site’s location to the north of the
Streatham Major Town Centre. The figures, which are presented within the reports
published in the previous 3 years, highlight the difficulties of each ward in attracting
new B Class uses. The only exception to this is the B Class floorspace generated by
the Lambeth Town Hall/Civic Centre development which alone contributed to
11,838sqm of B Class floorspace. This site is identified in the Local Plan as Site 17 –
‘Your New Town Hall’ and as such is considered a site of strategic significance.
Therefore, it is considered that the provision of 577sqm of B Class floorspace in this
location would be unsustainable based on current trends in the market. The
proposed 257sqm of replacement floorspace is also considered an appropriate size
for small to medium sized enterprises.
8.25 In addition to the lack of demand for B Class uses in the area, officers considered the
quality of the employment floorspace proposed and number of Full Time Equivalent
(FTE) employees that would be generated by the proposed office space. The
previous use of the site was characterised by its requirement for a relatively large
site. Part 3 of the Employment Densities Guide (2nd Edition 2010) indicates that a B2
use would require 36sqm for a FTE employee. On the basis of this density
calculation methodology, the existing B2 floorspace of 577sqm would be expected to
generate approximately 16 FTE employees on site. Using the same densities guide,
Class B1 (a) office floorspace would require 12sqm per FTE employee, which
equates to approximately 21 FTE employees for the 257sqm of office floorspace
proposed in the current scheme.
8.26

9

It is therefore considered that the current proposal, which represents a loss of
320sqm of employment floorspace when compared to the floorspace within the
existing permitted use, would not represent a demonstrable loss of floorspace in
employment generating use for the site. Given that the proposed B1 floorspace
would facilitate the creation of up to 21 opportunities for employment, officers
consider the proposal to include the maximum feasible proportion of B1 floorspace.
The proposal is therefore consistent with the requirements of Policy ED2 of the
Lambeth Local Plan (2015).

Design and Conservation
Scale, massing, layout and appearance

9.1

As discussed above, in addition to the previous reasons for refusal, the scheme has
been amended to respond to several concerns raised by council officers regarding its
design. The scale and massing of the building is now considered to respond
appropriately to the differing character conditions of Brixton Hill and the surrounding
residential streets. On the west side of Brixton Hill, the parade of Victorian shops are
three storeys in height, rising to 3.5 storeys in height (with attics and fancy gables) at
the southern end of the parade. The existing building on the application site is single
storey but is double height with a tall front parapet, giving the impression of two
storeys. The tram shed next door is double height with a large pitched roof (the
equivalent of 3-4 storeys including the pitch). The United Reformed Church and the
group of residential properties in Holmewood Road with frontage to Brixton Hill are
two storeys with pitched roofs. On the southern side of the tram shed is the six storey
Christchurch House. The residential properties to the rear of the site in Rush
Common Mews are three storeys with a setback third storey.

9.2

Christchurch House and the residential properties in Rush Common Mews have flat
roofs and the other buildings in this part of Brixton Hill have pitched roofs. The
buildings on the western side of Brixton Hill have a fine grain and a strong rhythm
and uniformity. The buildings on the eastern side of Brixton Hill are eclectic in nature
some as one move northwards, being much larger in scale and set in large plots and
so overall there is no uniformity in the scale or design of buildings on Brixton Hill.

9.3

The proposed building on the application site will be more prominent because of the
increase in height compared to the existing but its detailed design and massing
would ensure that it is not dominant in the streetscene. It would serve to act both as a
precursor to the potential redevelopment of the United Reformed Church with a
similarly scaled building and as a transition in scale to the taller buildings that frame
the junction of Brixton Hill with Christchurch Road. The three storey buildings to the
rear in Rush Common Mews would be subordinate to the new frontage building but
with an appropriate spatial relationship.

9.4

The bulk of the building will largely be contained within the ground to the third floors
of the building, which are to be constructed of London stock brick. The roof height of
the third floor (4th storey) will sit below the ridge height of the adjoining tram shed.
Whilst the fifth storey will project approximately 1.9m above the ridge height of the
tram shed. Its visually lightweight appearance and recessed building line will ensure
that it appears as a subordinate addition to the floors below. The roof top of the
building will be set well below the ridge height of Christchurch House. As such the
development would not appear overbearing in the context of the existing buildings on
adjoining sites.

9.5

Given the design of the upper storey of the building and the setback of the rear
elevations at first and third floor levels, its scale and massing is also considered
appropriate in the context of the properties to the rear in Rush Common Mews. The
proposed site section drawing below illustrates that the development would sit

comfortably within the setting of the properties to the rear as a result of its stepped
form. The building would step down from five storeys fronting onto Brixton Hill to four
storeys at the rear then down to a single storey element that comprises the eastern
footprint of the office accommodation. Most of the building mass would be contained
on the frontage of the site where it faces onto a major thoroughfare and addresses
buildings of similar ridge height on the opposite (western) side of Brixton Hill.
9.6

It should be noted that the ground level of the properties to the rear in Rush Common
Mews is approximately 1.6m higher than the grounds level within the application site.
Therefore the maximum height of the existing three storey properties in Rush
Common Mews is approximately 1.9m below the height of the fourth storey of the
proposed building, where it terminates in a Green roof. Given the variation in building
heights, architectural styles, period and uses between properties along this part of
Brixton Hill and those to the rear in Holmewood Road and Rush Common Mews and
beyond on Christchurch Road, the bulk and massing of the proposed development
would not appear as an incongruous addition to the townscape and streetscene
within the immediate and wider surrounding Area.

Figure 6: Proposed Site Section

9.7

Unusually, plots along this part of Brixton Hill are not perpendicular to the road, which
means that on the approach from Brixton town centre (north), the street frontage is
serrated with buildings visible in oblique angles. The proposal will preserve this
unusual local characteristic. Whilst the footprint of the proposed building will come
forward of the existing building line, it would follow the stepped back nature of
existing buildings along the eastern side of Brixton Hill; still sitting behind the building
line of the adjoining United Reformed Church to the north and still forward of the
building line of the former tram shed to the south. The building is sufficiently setback
from the site boundaries to ensure that the rhythm of spaces between buildings are
not just maintained but enhanced, noting that the existing building extends to both
side site boundaries.

9.8

A generous open frontage would be retained and the removal of the large unsightly
parking area and its replacement with a defined front boundary treatment with soft
landscaping including new tree planting, will serve to enhance the character and
appearance of the area. The landscaped front garden would extend the open, green

and bio-diverse character of the adjacent crag-end corner of Rush Common Land
thereby lending the frontage of the site a verdant appearance.
9.9

The form of the proposed building is simple and the stock brick and precast stone
framed elevations are rational with the accommodation set back by 1.5m at the front
and rear as well as to the sides on the upper floor. The elevations are punctuated by
generous balconies that provide a deep, layered façade which helps to reduce the
apparent overall massing of the building. In terms of its architectural treatment, the
proposed stock brick within a brick frame and concrete base and lintels are
contemporary but make reference to the materiality of building in the surrounding
area.

9.10 The predominant building material used within the area is brick. London stock brick is
used on the east side of Brixton Hill and red brick with stone dressings on the west
side. The residential properties flanking Holmewood Road have grey brick frontages
with plasterwork detailing. The exception to this commonality of material finishes are
the more contemporary art deco residential properties in Rush Common Mews,
which are finished in white render.

Figure 7: Proposed Contextual front elevation
9.11 Overall, the proposed development is considered to be appropriate for its context in
terms of scale, height, massing and materiality. It is considered that the building has
been sensitively designed in order to respond to the previous reasons for refusal as
set out elsewhere in this report and council officers’ concerns regarding its detailed
design. The building is well proportioned and would have a positive impact on the
character of the local area and the wider conservation area, within which it is located.
The built form would integrate within its immediate context, with the building not
appearing dominant within the streetscene and not detracting from the setting of
identified heritage assets nearby (see figures 8a and 8b below. As such the proposal
complies with Policies Q5, Q6, Q7 Q8, Q20 and Q23 of the Lambeth Local Plan
(2015).

Figure 8a: Proposed Contextual front elevation (from Morrish Road)

Figure 8b: Proposed Contextual elevation from south-west
10 Impact on Heritage Assets
10.1 The beginning of the Agenda Pack contains a summary of the legislative and national
policy context for the assessment of the impact of a development proposal on the
historic environment and its heritage assets. This is in addition to Lambeth Local
Plan and London Plan policies.

10.2 Turning to consider the application of the legislative and policy requirements referred
to above, the first step is for the decision-maker to consider each of the designated
heritage assets (referred to hereafter simply as “heritage assets”) which would be
affected by the proposed development in turn and assess whether the proposed
development would result in any harm to the heritage asset.
10.3 The decision of the Court of Appeal in Barnwell Manor confirms that the assessment
of the degree of harm to the heritage asset is a matter for the planning judgement of
the decision-maker.
10.4 However, where the decision-maker concludes that there would be some harm to the
heritage asset, in deciding whether that harm would be outweighed by the
advantages of the proposed development (in the course of undertaking the analysis
required by s.38(6) PCPA 2004) the decision-maker is not free to give the harm such
weight as the decision-maker thinks appropriate. Rather, Barnwell Manor establishes
that a finding of harm to a heritage asset is a consideration to which the decisionmaker must give considerable importance and weight in carrying out the balancing
exercise.
10.5 There is therefore a “strong presumption” against granting planning permission for
development which would harm a heritage asset. In the Forge Field case the High
Court explained that the presumption is a statutory one. It is not irrebuttable. It can be
outweighed by material considerations powerful enough to do so. But a local
planning authority can only properly strike the balance between harm to a heritage
asset on the one hand and planning benefits on the other if it is conscious of the
statutory presumption in favour of preservation and if it demonstrably applies that
presumption to the proposal it is considering.
10.6 The case-law also establishes that even where the harm identified is less than
substantial (i.e. falls within paragraph 196 of the NPPF), that harm must still be given
considerable importance and weight.
10.7 What follows is an officer assessment of the extent of harm which would result from
the proposed development to the scoped heritage assets. This includes the
Conservation Area and neighbouring Listed Buildings. Both an individual assessment
against each heritage asset as well a cumulative assessment is provided. This is
then followed by an assessment of the heritage benefits of the proposals.
10.8 As discussed above, the siting and scale of the proposed development would ensure
that there is a level of consistency in building lines and building heights along the
eastern side of Brixton with the development mediating between the 6 storey
Christchurch House, the more domestic scale properties in Holmewood Road and
the 7 storey Roupell Park Estate, which dominates and defines much of the
streetscape further to the north of the site.

10.9 Whilst the proposed building will be of increased height in comparison to the existing
building on site and those immediately next to it including the United Reformed
Church and the former LLC tramway shed, it would not appear dominant in the
context of the buildings that frame the junction of Christchurch Road and Brixton
Road and those on the opposite (western) side of Brixton Hill. The Council’s
Conservation and Urban Design officers have reviewed the development, having
regard to its location within the Rush Common and Brixton Hill Conservation and
within the setting of a number of identified listed buildings (heritage assets).
Context
10.10 The site is located within the Rush Common/Brixton Hill Conservation Area, which
is a linear conservation area including much of Brixton Hill and the surrounding area.
It is characterised by layers of development from different periods, especially the
19th Century with mainly commercial and public buildings fronting onto Brixton Hill.
The site is also located on Rush Common Land, which is a linear, green space with
some commercial and residential properties predominantly located to the south of
Brixton Town Centre.
10.11 The Conservation Area Statement advises that the designation of the conservation
area would recognise the special historic and architectural interest of this
neighbourhood, which contains buildings that reflect over two centuries of social and
economic history in the borough. The unique character of Rush Common and the
Brixton Hill neighbourhood, which grew up as a result of the Enclosure Acts, should
be preserved and enhanced for the benefit of future generations of residents who can
now enjoy this attractive green open space. The statement goes on to state that the
designation of this area, including the important Brixton Hill approach into Brixton
town centre, can form the basis of a much needed upgrading of the environment,
which in turn could contribute to the regeneration of the local economy. This should
assist in the transformation of what currently is an unacceptably shabby arterial
corridor to Brixton into a fine gateway into the heart of the borough.
10.12 The existing building on the site is of no architectural or historic interest and makes
a negative contribution to the Rush Common and Brixton Hill Conservation Area.
10.13 This section of Brixton Hill, within the conservation area, has a rich and varied
townscape reflecting the piecemeal development of the land over the course of the
19th Century. On the opposite side of the road, some of the properties date from the
early decades of the 19th Century when Middle Class housing was gradually starting
to appear on London’s arterial roads. However, the locality remained semi-rural until
the later decades of the 19th Century when the railways brought suburbanisation to
Brixton and Streatham. By the 1900s, with tram services etc. the locality was
completely urban with housing, commercial, retail and industrial premises. It is this
richness that the conservation area designation seeks to preserve.

10.14 Adjoining the site to the south is the former tram depot (1923), its façade is built in
brick with beaux arts influences. It is locally listed. To the South of the former depot is
Christchurch House a 1938 Art deco apartment block, which is something of a
landmark on the junction of The South Circular Road and Brixton Hill. Adjoining the
site to the north is a modern United Reformed Church (URC) of no particular historic
or architectural interest (it replaced a good Victorian church some decades ago) and
is not listed. Directly to the rear (east and southeast) of the application site is Rush
Common Mews comprised in 3 pairs of modern white rendered flat roofed residential
properties, two modern residential buildings under gabled roofs and the former
United Reformed Church hall / school room of 1878, which is grade II listed and has
been converted to residential use. On the opposite side of Brixton Hill, No.296 is a
grade II listed originally purpose-built former butcher with residential accommodation
on upper floors (built as part of this parade in 1891). It was converted into a dentist.
Its heritage significance is its historic use as a butcher’s shop and its surviving
exterior and interior features.
Brixton Hill and Rush Common CA
10.15 The Council’s Conservation and Urban Design team have advised that the existing
building makes a negative contribution to the character and appearance of the
conservation area. Its built form and hard surfacing within the forecourt contribute to
the poor appearance of the arterial corridor as referenced in the Conservation Area
Statement. Therefore, the proposal to demolish the existing building is acceptable in
principle as its removal will cause no harm to character and appearance of the
conservation area. The proposed development is considered to be a suitable
replacement scheme as it would contribute to the transformation of the appearance
area and contribute to the regeneration of the local economy. The proposed
development would serve to enhance the character or appearance of the
conservation area
10.16 The proposed building would be noticeably larger than the existing building on site
but this is a conservation area of varied built forms and character and the increase in
bulk and mass would sit comfortably in this context. Furthermore, the use of brick,
the understated aesthetic and the simple form of the new building means that it will
cause no harm to the character and appearance of the conservation area. The
proposed soft landscaping to replace the existing hard surfaced car parking frontage
would serve to improve on the character and appearance on this part of the
conservation area and the crag-end of Rush Common Land. The proposal will cause
no harm to the conservation area but instead would enhance its character and
appearance. The proposal therefore complies with the aims and objectives of Policy
22 of the Lambeth Local Plan.
Designated Heritage Assets

10.17 Policy Q20 of the Local Plan states that development should conserve and not
harm the significance/special interest of statutory listed buildings and should not
harm the significance of their setting (including views to and from).
296 Brixton Hill
10.18 296 Brixton Hill is a Grade II listed purpose-built butcher’s premises with living
accommodation on upper floors. The red brick building was constructed in 1891 as
part of a shopping parade. It was listed for its special architectural and historic
interest as butcher’s premises.
10.19 Given the location of the site opposite the listed building, across the expanse of
Brixton Hill, the two buildings would not be appreciated in the same view. As such it
is considered that there will be no harm to the significance of the asset and there will
be no harm to its setting in accordance with Policy Q20 of the Local Plan and the
NPPF.
Former church hall, Rush Common Mews
10.20 This Grade II listed building is separated from the boundary of the application site
by modern three storey buildings. The new building will be sited some distance back
from the shared boundary with the properties in Rush Common Mews. Given the
siting of the new building, it is officers’ opinion that the proposed development will not
cause harm to the setting of the listed former church hall and so accords with Policy
Q20 of the Local Plan and the NPPF.
10.21 Cumulatively the proposed development will not cause harm to the significance of
the identified designated heritage assets, or their settings. The overall effect of the
development on the conservation area will be an enhancement of the architectural
richness of the area engendered by the eclectic styles of buildings that characterise
the conservation area. The replacement building by reason of its high quality design
will enhance the respective setting of the Grade II listed former church hall in Rush
Common Mews.
Non-designated Heritage Assets
10.22 Policy Q23 of the Local Plan states that the objectives of the local heritage list are
to sustain or enhance their significance and protect their settings.
Former tramway depot, Brixton Hill
10.23 This building has a frontage comprising an imposing portal arch clanked by swept
return walls and topped with a gable. It is not a large structure but its treatment is on
the grand scale; it is a robust piece of industrial archaeology. The existing building at
No. 237 Brixton Hill (the application site) is rendered and brightly painted white. It

attaches to the flank of the depot. No. 237 Brixton Hill also has a forecourt dominated
by parked vehicles. Its rendered elevational treatment contrasts with the monumental
London brick façade of the former tram shed and as such detracts from its setting
10.24 The replacement building will be drawn away from the locally listed former tramway
depot, will be in stock brick and will have a landscaped forecourt. Whilst the
proposed building will be larger than the tramway depot, its massing, materiality and
design will ensure that the tramway depot is not be overwhelmed. The proposed
building will sustain the Tram Shed’s significance and enhance its setting in
accordance with Policy Q23 of the Local Plan and the paragraph 197 of the NPPF.
11 Standard of residential accommodation
11.1 London Plan policy 3.5 notes that the Nationally Described Space Standards
(introduced by the Department of Communities and Local Government (DCLG) in
March 2015) have been adopted across London. The standard of residential
accommodation should meet the national standards as well as those of Lambeth
Local Plan Policy H5, which includes provisions that proposals for new residential
development should accord with the principles of good design and should provide
dual-aspect accommodation, unless exceptional circumstances are demonstrated.
11.2 Policy Q2 of the Lambeth Local Plan states that development will be supported if
acceptable standards of privacy are provided without a diminution of the design
quality; adequate outlooks are provided avoiding wherever possible any undue sense
of enclosure or unacceptable levels of overlooking (or perceived overlooking); it
would not have an unacceptable impact on levels of daylight and sunlight on the host
building; and adequate outdoor amenity space is provided free from excessive noise
or disturbance.
11.3 The London Plan Housing SPG provides further details regarding the required
housing standards.
Size
11.4 The proposed gross internal areas (GIA) of the flats and the private amenity space
that they would be provided with is set out below:
Flat No.

Beds / Persons

GIA (sqm)

1
2
3
4
5
6
7

2 bed / 4 person
2 bed / 4 person
1 bed / 2 person
1 bed / 2 person
2 bed / 4 person
2 bed / 4 person
1 bed / 2 person

72
74
52
52
74
72
52

Private Amenity
(sqm)
9
9
0
0
9
9
0

8
9
10
11
12
13

1 bed / 2 person
2 bed / 4 person
2 bed / 4 person
1 bed / 2 person
1 bed / 2 person
3 bed / 6 person

52
74
72
52
52
103

0
9
9
0
0
45

11.5 The size of the units and amount of built-in storage provided exceed the overall
floorspace required under the described space standards for each dwelling type.
Furthermore, the bedroom, living room, kitchen, bathroom sizes all accord with the
minimum internal floor area for each dwelling type in the scheme.
11.6 The Nationally Described Space Standards recommends a minimum floor-to-ceiling
height of 2.3 metres for at least 75% of the gross internal area of dwellings, but it is
preferred if a 2.5 metres floor-to-ceiling height is achieved. The floor-to-ceiling
heights of each of the proposed new dwellings would be at least 2.5 metres and are
therefore policy compliant.
11.7 Policy H5 of the Lambeth Local Plan states that for flatted development, 50sqm of
communal amenity space should be provided in addition to 10sqm per flat being
provided either as a balcony/terrace/private garden or consolidated with the
communal amenity space. The current application proposes approximately 150sqm
of communal amenity space which is well in excess of this minimum requirement.
Units 1, 2, 5, 6, 9, 10 are all provided with 9sqm of private amenity space in the form
of balconies and unit 13 is provided with 45sqm of private amenity space as roof
terrace. The amenity space for units 3, 4, 7, 8, 11 and 12 are consolidated within the
communal area to the rear of the site, at ground floor level. After accounting for the
units that are consolidating the required private amenity space within the communal
area, the proposal still exceeds the minimum amount of communal amenity space
required by 34sqm.
11.8 Policy 3.6 of the London Plan relates to the provision of Children and young people’s
play and informal recreation space and states that development proposals that
include housing should make provision for play and informal recreation, based on the
expected child population generated by the scheme and an assessment of future
needs. The Mayor’s Supplementary Planning Guidance ‘Shaping Neighbourhoods:
Play and Informal Recreation’ (2012) sets out guidance to assist in this process.
Officers have calculated the potential Child Yield of the development (as per the table
in Figure 9 below), and it is expected the development would have a child Yield of 1,
resulting in the need for 10sqm of dedicated play space. Given that the size of the
communal space proposed, it is considered that the requisite amount of children’s
play space can be accommodated there. The design and detail of the play space are
to be reserved as a condition of consent.

Figure 9: Child Yield Calculation
Access
11.9 The site will be accessed via a crossover on Brixton Hill. Conflict between
pedestrians and vehicles entering or leaving the site will be negligible because the
development is to be secured as car-free with the exception of the one accessible car
parking space and one servicing and delivery parking space. The limited amount of
on-site parking and substantial landscaping works will contribute to the improvement
of the visual appearance of the site within the streetscene when compared to the
current car dominated frontage of the site.

11.10 Revised plans have incorporated two clearly defined entrances to the residential
and commercial elements of the proposal. This will improve pedestrian legibility when
accessing the site and avoid any potential conflicts between the two uses.
Accessible, Adaptable and Wheelchair Housing Provision
11.11 Policy 3.8 of the London Plan requires at least 90% of the residential units to meet
building regulation M4 (2) (accessible and adaptable dwellings) and 10% to be
‘wheelchair user dwellings’ as defined by building regulation Part M4 (3). Given their
generous sizes and the provision of a lift in the development, all units on the upper
floors would be capable of adaption to wheelchair accessible dwellings consistent
with Policy Q1 and Policy 3.8 of the London Plan.
Privacy
11.12 Given the layout of the proposed development, set out within a single rectangular
block, it is considered that each of the flats would achieve acceptable levels of
privacy. There would be no overlooking between any of the proposed flats, with
windows in the side elevations designed to prevent this. The separation distance that
has been achieved by pulling the footprint of the building away from the rear
boundary of the site would ensure that the level of privacy within the development will
not be compromised as a result of its proximity to properties within Rush Common
Mews.
11.13 Whilst there is no residential development on the adjoining properties to the
immediate north (Brixton Hill United Reformed Church) and south (the former tram
shed), the design of the building has taken into consideration the potential for these
sites coming forward for redevelopment in the future. As such, windows in the
side/flank elevations of the new building have been designed as box windows with
facing blind elevations or obscure glazed elements. Clear glazed openings face
either to the rear or front of the building and as such do not afford direct views
towards the adjoining sites on either side of the building.
Outlook and Aspect
11.14 Given that each of the dwellings would be dual aspect units with sufficient
separation distances to adjacent properties, it is considered that good levels of
outlook would be provided throughout the development. As set out in the preceding
paragraphs, the proposed box-style windows would afford all bedrooms to have a
reasonable degree of outlook to the rear and/or front of the site through clear glazed
openings, whilst allowing further natural light into the rooms via the obscure glazed
sections of the windows.

Daylight, Sunlight and Overshadowing
11.15 In terms of daylight, the proposed development would have good levels of
daylighting into all habitable spaces consistent with the guidance contained in the
BRE’s “Site Layout Planning for Daylight and Sunlight, A Guide to Good Practice
(2011)”. All window and glazed door openings are of full-height/floor-to-ceiling height
design to allow optimal natural light penetration and outlook.
11.16 The proposed development is laid out on an east-westerly grid with the north and
south elevations facing onto adjoining buildings, identified as potential redevelopment
sites. Window openings in the south and north elevations are designed to ensure that
the proposed development does not prejudice the optimal future redevelopment of
these neighbouring sites. A total of 18 south-facing habitable rooms with at least one
main window facing within 90 degrees of due south were assessed for solar access.
The assessment has shown that all living rooms, which face either to the east or west
of the site would achieve adequate annual and winter sunlight based on the BRE
guide. Because the living rooms face directly onto either Brixton Hill or Rush
Common Mews, they are unlikely to be adversely affected by future development on
the neighbouring sites. Therefore, notwithstanding the constraints of the site, it is
considered that each flat within the development would achieve adequate levels of
natural light.
11.17 The communal amenity space to the rear has been computed as able to achieve 2
or more hours of sunlight across 34% of the space. This is because its open
character is compromised by existing high walls that form the side or rear boundaries
of properties in Rush Common Mews and the United Reformed Church or the
northern flank wall of the former tram shed to the south-east, south-west and northwest. Given the constrained nature of the site, the communal amenity space would
attain lower levels of daylight but nevertheless would receive sufficient levels of
natural light to ensure, on balance, an acceptable standard of outdoor space for
residents.
Noise and Vibration
11.18 Adjoining the site to the south is the former London County Council’s Tramway
depot /shed. The tram shed is currently used to accommodate a fleet of 49 buses,
under a 24 hour operation, and it is expected that this will be the case for the
foreseeable future. The use of the site for this purpose is critical for TfL to support
bus operations in the area, which are heavily used in this part of London.
11.19 The tram shed is used as a bus depot with high levels of use including during
unsociable hours such as very early in the morning when residents would expect
relative silence. Draft London Plan Policy D12 makes reference to the Agent of
Change principle, which places the responsibility for mitigating the impacts from

existing noise-generating activities or uses on proposed new noise-sensitive
development with the applicant/developer.
11.20 The context of the area surrounding the tram shed demonstrates the ability for
residential development to be located within close proximity to the tram shed without
compromising its ability to function at full capacity. Immediately to the south of the
shed is the six storey residential development of Christchurch House. To the north of
the tram shed is a more contemporary development of 6 three storey dwellinghouses
and the converted former church hall in Rush Common Mews. To the rear of the tram
shed is the playground of the Orchard Primary School for girls and boys aged 4-11. It
is therefore considered that the redevelopment of the site for mixed-use purposes
including residential use would be appropriate and is compatible use in this context.
11.21 The application is supported by a Noise Impact Assessment (NIA) prepared by
REC. The NIA takes into consideration potential noise impacts from the adjoining bus
depot as well as Brixton Hill. REC contacted the Council in order to determine the
appropriate noise criteria for the assessment of the proposed development. Normal
criteria was suggested in accordance with BS8233:2014, namely:
-

The maximum permissible average noise level in living rooms shall not exceed
35dB LAeq,16hr;
The maximum permissible average noise level in bedrooms shall not exceed 30dB
LAeq,8hr;
The maximum permissible instantaneous noise level in bedrooms shall not exceed
45dB LAmax,fast; and
For external amenity, due to the location we would expect levels of up to 60 dBA to
be acceptable assuming all reasonable and practicable considerations have been
made with regard to acoustic design.

11.22 The NIA concludes that in all except some east-facing façades, the opening of
windows will result in an exceedance of either or both of daytime and night-time
noise levels suggested above. Therefore it is necessary to consider an alternative
ventilation system which does not rely on the opening of windows to provide fresh air
flow, as well as a higher specification of windows and doors for these façades to
minimise noise transmission into the dwellings. The NIA also found that for the
westernmost windows on the south-facing facades of levels 1, 2, 3 and 4, standard
double glazing, providing an attenuation of 30 dBA Rw +Ct,r will not suffice.
BS8233:2014 allows for a degree of relaxation of internal noise levels of up to 5dB
‘and reasonable internal conditions still achieved’, and so this is considered sufficient
for most of the façade except those with +6dBA exceedences. Subject to the
incorporation of the identified mitigation measures in the report, it is considered that
on balance, the development would provide a liveable environment for future
residents.

11.23 The NIA has identified the potential for bus operations to impact upon the
development, which was raised as an objection from TfL. The NIA uses the
measured sound levels from the operations at the depot to predict the sound level
impact on the closest proposed residential dwellings and amenity space.
BS4142:2014 has been used to quantify the likelihood of adverse impact. The
assessment indicates that the criterion is satisfied for all assessed periods with the
exception of a small exceedance for the weekend 6-7am period. The source noise for
this period is based upon a weekday, while weekend bus departures are understood
to be fewer. It is therefore concluded that no mitigation measures are required
directly relating to noise generated from the bus depot. It is therefore considered that
the operations of the adjoining bus depot would not unacceptably compromise the
quality of life of future occupants in relation to noise and the site is suitable for
residential development in this regard.
11.24 The NIA was referred to Regulatory Support Services (RSS) and assessed by a
Chartered Environmental Health practitioner. The practitioner concluded that the
findings and recommendations contained within the report are sound and would
provide sufficient mitigation against noise and vibration nuisance that could be
attributed to Brixton Hill vehicular traffic and to the operation of the former tram shed
as a bus depot. A condition to secure compliance with BS8233:2014 is
recommended.
11.25 In addition to the above, conditions are recommended to review external and
internal plant layouts and noise associated with the operation of any equipment prior
to commencement of development above ground level in order to safeguard amenity
for the existing and future residents. Subject to these conditions the proposal is
considered to comply with Policy Q2 of the Lambeth Local Plan Policy 6.2 of the
London Plan.
12 Amenity for Neighbouring Occupiers
Daylight, Sunlight and Overshadowing
12.1 The beginning of the Agenda Pack contains a broad contextual overview of the
assessment framework within which BRE compliant sunlight and daylight studies are
undertaken. This includes an explanation of the key terms and targets contained
within the BRE guidance. The following assessment has been made in the context of
this information.
12.2 Policy Q2 states that development would not be supported if it would have
unacceptable impact on levels of daylight and sunlight on adjoining development.
The application has been accompanied by a revised Daylight, Sunlight and
Overshadowing Assessment, dated August 2018, which considers the impact of the
proposal in terms of potential impact on the adjoining residential properties on Rush
Common Mews and Holmewood Road. The previously refused scheme of a 4 storey

development was considered to be acceptable in terms of impacts on neighbouring
occupiers. Given the significant setbacks of the footprint of the building from the
boundary with Rush Common Mews both at ground, first and fourth floor levels and
limited increase in the scale and massing of the development, it is considered that
the current development would not give rise to additional loss of sunlight or daylight
to neighbouring properties. Nonetheless, the revised report has been reviewed by
officers to ensure compliance with Policies Q2 and H5 of the Local Plan.
12.3 The Rush Common Mews properties are located to the north-east and south-east of
the proposed scheme; the Brixton Hill United Reformed Church is located to the
north of the scheme and; the Holmewood Road properties are located to the north of
the Church. The BRE assessment tested the impact on daylight with the proposed
development in situ against 78 windows on buildings surrounding the site, which
were identified as being in close proximity to, and facing the proposed development.
12.4 The report concluded that daylighting levels for all windows on surrounding buildings
that could be affected by the proposed development fell within acceptable BRE guide
limits. 58 windows passed the 25-degree line test, 10 windows achieved Vertical Sky
Components (VSCs) greater than 27% and 7 windows achieved relative VSCs that
would be over 0.8 times their former values. The remaining 3 windows belong to the
church building where daylight expectation is low and moreover the windows service
dual aspect space in the church. In addition, because of their location in close
proximity to the boundary of the application site and their orientation, the windows to
the church would likely be impacted by any form of optimal redevelopment on the
application site.
12.5 The BRE assessment tested the impact on sunlight with the proposed development
in situ against 64 windows on buildings surrounding the site. In summary, 55
windows passed the 25-degree line test and 6 windows satisfied the BRE criteria for
annual probable sunlight hours and winter probable sunlight hours. As stated above,
the remaining 3 windows were found to belong to the church where the sunlight
expectation is low and these are the windows which service dual aspect space within
the church building. Therefore the proposed development would not have a
demonstrably adverse impact on these windows of neighbouring properties in terms
of sunlight.
12.6 Four amenity spaces were identified in this same assessment as being in close
proximity to the proposed development site and therefore stood to be overshadowed
by the development. A solar access analysis was undertaken for these spaces for the
full 24 hours on 21st of March. All the amenity spaces are predicted to have a
minimum of 2 hours of sunlight on 21 March over at least 50% of the amenity space
or achieve sunlight values that are at least 0.8 times their former values. Therefore
the proposed development would not have a demonstrably adverse overshadowing
effect on the amenity spaces surrounding the site.

12.7 Officers have reviewed these findings and are satisfied that the proposal would not
have an unacceptable impact on neighbouring dwellings and other users in terms of
daylight, sunlight and overshadowing. Figures 10 to 13 below provide an illustration
of the assessment undertaken in relation to the neighbouring properties with the
development in place.

Figure 10: 280-288 Brixton Hill

Figure 11: 10-18 Holmewood Road

Figure 12: 9-10 Rush Common Mews

Figure 13: 11-12 Rush Common Mews
Privacy
12.8 The possible implications for amenity by way of overlooking and loss of privacy to
existing neighbouring properties have been addressed by increasing the setback of
the upper floors on the rear elevation of the proposed building. The current scheme
has a greater separation distance between the upper floors on the rear elevation of
the building and the closest openings to a habitable room on a property in Rush

Common Mews. The separation distance between these window openings is 16.5m
and increases on the upper levels of the building. This spatial relationship would
ensure that existing residents and new residents enjoy sufficient levels of privacy as
would be expected within an urban context. It is also noted that the primary living
areas of these properties face to the south-east, away from the application site and
so would not be overlooked.
12.9 In this proposal, flats facing onto Brixton Hill will have a number of balconies and
windows and within the side elevations with clear glazing. The windows marked as
having clear glazing located on the southern elevation are considered to be
acceptable and will not compromise the development potential of the adjoining site
given the presence of the locally listed tram shed at this location. If development
were to occur on this site in the future, it would be expected that the front façade of
the tram shed and the forecourt which are adjacent to the windows and balconies in
question, would be retained in the interests of the setting of this heritage asset.
12.10 Windows within the north elevation however, would face directly onto the United
Reformed Church site, which has similar development potential to that of the
application site. Unobscured windows within this elevation could compromise the
future development of this neighbouring site. These windows are shown to be
obscure glazed and a condition to secure compliance with this design solution is
recommended.
12.11 The submitted drawings indicate a green roof with photovoltaic (PV) panels on top
of the third floor, which could be accessible from the dwelling at the fourth floor level.
It is not clear whether it is intended for this roof to be accessible to the occupants of
the development. Officers are concerned that the roof is not used as outdoor amenity
spaces as it would have an unacceptable impact on the privacy of properties in Rush
Common Mews. A condition is recommended to prevent use of this space as amenity
space with access to it permitted for servicing and maintenance purposes only.
Outlook
12.12 As noted above, the separation distance between the new development and
existing properties is considered sufficient to ensure that existing residents continue
to enjoy a reasonable degree of outlook. For the same reason and because of the
stepped design of the elevations from both the rear and side boundaries of the site,
these neighbouring properties would not suffer an overbearing sense of enclosure.
The changes in ground levels, with the properties in Rush Common Mews being
located on higher ground (approx. 1.6m) coupled with the retained boundary wall
means the gardens would not, as a result of the development, be any more enclosed
than they currently are. It is therefore considered that the proposed development
would not compromise the outlook of adjoining properties.

Noise and Vibration
12.13 Taking into account the most recent use of the site as an MOT testing centre, the
proposed would be a better neighbour with reduced levels of noise and general
disturbance to existing residents. The proposed B1 office space is located at ground
floor level only and would be a compatible use within this predominantly residential
neighbourhood. Additionally, conditions are proposed in respect of construction
management and servicing so that residential amenity is protected as much as
possible during both the construction and operation phases of the development. In
the latter phase, hours of use of the proposed office premises would be secured as
condition of consent with use limited to sociable hours.
13 Trees and Landscaping
13.1 Policy Q9 of the Local Plan states that development will be supported where
provision is made for landscaping for future growth and aftercare, existing features
are retained and enhanced, including any habitat as well as creating new ones,
maximises greening opportunity, uses locally characteristic species, takes account of
existing and potential routes, provides strong boundary treatments, avoids leftover
spaces, are attractive and provides sustainable drainage and minimises runoff.
13.2 A mature Horse Chestnut tree is located on the adjoining site to the northwest of the
site, on neighbouring land. An Arboricultural Report (dated 30 August 2018)
concludes that although the tree is located in neighbouring land, some roots of the
tree may well have extended beyond the boundary brick wall into the application site
and precautions for the tree’s protection are warranted. The report sets out the tree
protection measures, which are appropriate in this case and subject to their
implementation from the outset of construction, the impact upon the tree will be
negligible. The new landscaping scheme on the forecourt would provide a better
rooting environment for the tree and includes new tree planting within the site.
13.3 The council’s Arboricultural officer has reviewed the report and recommends as a
condition of approval a requirement that the tree protection measures set out in the
report are implemented during the construction of the development.
13.4 The application proposes substantial soft and hard landscaping to be integrated into
the site on the forecourt of the site and within the proposed rear communal amenity
space. The soft landscaping will replace the existing hardstanding which was used
for car parking, thereby enhancing the appearance of this part of the conservation
area. It is recommended that full details of the hard and soft landscaping are to be
secured by way of a condition of approval.

14 Transport
14.1 Policy T1 of the Lambeth Local Plan states that the council will promote a sustainable
pattern of development in the borough, minimising the need to travel and reducing
dependence on the private car.
Site context
14.2 The site has a PTAL score of 6a, which is considered ‘excellent’ on a scale of 0-6b.
Increased housing density is encouraged within areas of good public transport
accessibility, as are car free developments. Visitors and employees would benefit
from an excellent availability of public transport to the site. As a result, public
transport, walking and cycling are likely to be the principal modes of transport to and
from this site. The site is also located within Controlled Parking Zone F (East of
Brixton Hill). Vehicular access would be retained via a crossover on Brixton Hill to the
south of the site.
Sustainable travel
14.3 Policy T3 of the Lambeth Local Plan requires development to provide cycle parking in
accordance with London Plan requirements. Storage for one bicycle is required for
each of the one-bedroom flats and storage for two bicycles is required for each of the
two and three-bedroom flats. Storage for three bicycles is required for the ground
floor office unit. Policy Q13 states that cycle storage in all development should be
fully integrated into the initial design, directly and conveniently accessed from outside
the building, and be safe and secure.
14.4 The drawings indicate that 24 bicycle spaces are to be provided for the residential
element and 4 spaces for ground floor office space. The residential spaces will be
contained within a secure enclosure incorporated within the footprint of the building to
the rear. The office spaces will be secured behind the gated entrance to the office
unit and will be covered.
14.5 Twelve of the 24 bicycle spaces for the residential units are to be provided in the
form of wall-mounted docks. Whilst vertical docks are not supported, in this instance
they are considered acceptable as they offer a space sensitive alternative to
Sheffield Stands on a constrained site. The proposal provides an additional four
spaces as required by the London Plan and half of the spaces provided are in the
form of Sheffield stands. Occupants of the development will have the opportunity to
access these if they are less able. The benefit associated with the provision of a
number of spaces that exceed the minimum standards is considered to outweigh the
harm caused by the provision of a number of vertical docks.
14.6 The provision of cycle parking is therefore considered to accord with the relevant
policy requirements of the London Plan and the Lambeth Local Plan.

Car parking
14.7 Policy T7 of the Lambeth Local Plan states that development should provide car
parking within the maximum standards in the London Plan, reflecting the public
transport accessibility of the development site. It is further stated that development
should be car-free, including permit-free and permit-capped schemes, particularly in
areas where alternative modes of transport are available and where public transport
accessibility is high
14.8 A parking survey was submitted with the application showing parking stress in the
area being at 99% and 103%, which is excessive. It is considered that the
development would result in an unacceptable additional impact on car parking stress
levels in the area surrounding the site if car parking was not to be restricted. As such,
and given the excellent PTAL, the council’s Transport Officer has recommended that
the development is secured as permit-free and free car club membership is provided
to the occupants of the flats for the first three years post-occupation. This would be
secured as part of the Section 106 Agreement.
14.9 The Transport Officer has also recommended that as the proposal has not provided
an accessible car parking space for the B1 (a) use, a financial contribution of £10,000
will be required to provide this on-street, within the vicinity of the Site. This would also
be secured as part of the Section 106 Agreement.
Network impacts
14.10 Transport for London have raised objection to the proposal primarily in relation to
the safeguarding of the operation of the tram shed site as a bus depot. They are
concerned that the poor air quality of the area and noise impacts from Brixton Hill
and the bus depot, would lead to future occupants raising complaints which may
compromise the operations of the depot. The air quality and noise impacts from
existing operations in the area would not compromise the potential for development
to occur whilst existing uses on adjoining sites continue to operate, subject to the
mitigation measures being put in place as conditions of consent. Mitigation measures
suggested in the Noise Impact Assessment and Air Quality Assessment include
mechanical ventilation and the use of high specification windows and doors. Further
comment on this is contained within the relevant air quality and noise sections of this
report.
14.11 Transport for London have raised no objections to the proposal in relation to its
impact upon the local highway during the lifetime of the development. They have
however raised concerns in relation to impacts of construction works associated with
the development and have requested that a detailed Construction and Environmental
Management Plan (CEMP) be submitted to the Council for prior approval before

commencement of development including demolition of the existing buildings. A
condition to secure the CEMP is recommended.
Servicing
14.12 A Delivery and Servicing Management Plan (dated August 2018) was been
submitted in support of the application. The Class B1 office use is expected to
receive 1 two-way vehicle movement per day or five per working week and the trips
generated from the residential uses would be negligible as the development would be
car-free. The proposed mixed-use scheme is expected to result in a significant
reduction in the number of vehicles accessing the site in comparison to the former
use of the site. Deliveries will be managed by way of a delivery booking system
which is to be included within a final Servicing Management Plan to be secured as a
condition of consent.
Refuse and Recycling Waste
14.13 The waste and recycling associated with the office and residential uses would be
managed separately by way of a private refuse collection arrangement. Whilst the
measures for waste and recycling set out in the supporting Planning Statement are
acceptable in principle, further details of waste management are recommended to be
secured as a condition of approval. Additional details required would include but not
be limited to:




Bin sizes and numbers for each use;
Management of emptying of the bins; and
Appearance of bin stores.

14.14 A swept path analysis submitted in support of the proposal, shows that a 7.5t Box
Van (8 metres) can enter the site, turn around and egress onto Brixton Hill in forward
gear safely when the proposed disabled parking bay is occupied. The Council’s
transport team have advised that the swept path analysis needs to be resubmitted,
showing a 300mm error margin. It is considered reasonable to secure this
information as a condition of consent.
Construction Management
14.15 Given the site’s close proximity to existing residential and non-residential properties
and its location on a major highway, a Construction Method Statement would be
required in order to ensure that construction works cause minimal disruption to the
operation of the adjacent highway and do not endanger to transport safety or detract
from the amenity of existing residents/business operators. This requirement is
reserved as a condition of consent.

14.16 Subject to the suggested conditions and completion of a Section 106 Agreement,
the proposal is considered acceptable with regard to transport issues.
15 Sustainable Design and Construction
Energy
15.1 The NPPF seeks to secure development that promotes the use of renewable energy
where technology is viable, economic and where the social impacts can be
addressed satisfactorily. London Plan Policy 5.2 requires major residential
developments to achieve zero carbon status through a combination of onsite
measures (35%) and cash-in-lieu contributions to a ring-fenced carbon off-set fund
(65%). The cash-in-lieu contribution would be secured by way of a Section106 legal
agreement.
15.2 Policy 5.3 of the London Plan states that development proposals should demonstrate
that sustainable design standards are integral to development proposals and should
meet the minimum standards set out in the Mayor’s ‘Sustainable Design and
Construction’ SPG (2014). Policy 5.2 of the London Plan states that Councils should
seek to ensure that development proposals make the fullest contribution to
minimising carbon dioxide emissions in accordance with the Mayors energy
hierarchy, namely; using less energy, supplying energy efficiently and using
renewable energy. The London Plan requires that all major developments meet
specific targets for carbon dioxide emissions reduction in buildings. These targets are
expressed as minimum improvements over the Target Emission Rate (TER) outlined
in the national Building Regulations (2013).
15.3 Policy EN4 (Sustainable design and construction) of the Local Plan requires all
development to meet high standards of sustainable design and construction having
regard to the scale, nature and form of the development proposal. Proposals should
demonstrate in a supporting statement that these standards are integral to the
design, construction and operation of the development. Non-residential
developments are required to show how the development would meet the British
Research Establishment Environmental Assessment Methodology (BREEAM) target
credit rating of at least “Excellent” through the implementation of the London Plan
Energy Hierarchy of energy efficiency, decentralised energy and renewable energy
technologies (London Plan Policy 5.2 refers).
15.4 An Energy Statement (dated August 2018) was submitted in support of the proposal
and reviewed by the council’s consultant. The report demonstrates that the
development would achieve a reduction in carbon emissions in accordance with the
energy hierarchy in London Plan (Policy 5.2, refers). The proposed energy efficient
design and use of materials are complemented by renewable technologies including
solar PVs on the roof. The energy strategy for the site has been developed to comply

with London Plan target of a 35% reduction in regulated carbon dioxide emissions.
The council’s sustainability consultant is satisfied with the findings of the report.
15.5 In order to secure a BREEAM rating categorised as “excellent”, the development
must achieve a total score of 70%. The pre-assessment analysis contained within the
submitted Energy Statement indicates that the development can achieve a score of
70.7% suggesting that a BREEAM rating of ‘excellent’ can be achieved. The council’s
sustainability consultant is satisfied with these findings and recommends conditions
requiring certification that the development would achieve the Excellent rating prior to
the commencement of any above ground works and after construction but prior to the
first occupation of the development.
Water Consumption
15.6 Policy 5.15 of the London Plan requires development to minimise the use of mains
water so that mains water consumption would meet a target of 105 litres or less per
person, per day. The applicant has demonstrated through the submission of a water
calculator that the total internal water consumption will be approximately 103.73 litres
per person, per day. The council’s sustainability consultant is satisfied with the
findings of contained within the report.
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Other Environmental Matters
Flood Risk and SuDs

16.1 Policy EN5 of the Lambeth Local Plan seeks to minimise the impact of flooding from
all sources. The site is located within Flood Zone 1, which is considered to have a
low risk of fluvial or tidal flooding. The Development would not likely result in an
increased risk in flooding in the area given that a basement level is no longer part of
the proposal. However, Policy EN6 of the Local Plan requires that sustainable urban
drainage systems (SuDs) are incorporated into development proposals to mitigate
the development’s impact on flood risk and to enhance water quality and
habitat/amenity value. It is recommended to secure details of this requirement as a
condition of consent.
Air Quality
16.2 The proposed development is a major development located within the Lambeth-wide
Air Quality Management Area and within the GLA’s designated Air Quality Focus
Area (area of high air pollution combined with high population exposure) of Brixton
Road. Given the site is situated on a major road, there is the potential for impact of
traffic on the health and wellbeing of future occupiers of the site. The site is also
located adjacent to the former LLC tram shed, now a bus depot. The operation of a
large number of buses on the site has the potential to further erode the quality of air
in the local area.

16.3 In order to address this issue, the application was accompanied by an Air Quality
Assessment (AQA), (dated August 2018). The AQA states that during the
construction phase of the development, there will be the potential for poor air quality
as a result of fugitive dust emissions from the site. If good practice dust control
measures are implemented, the residual significance of potential air quality impacts
from dust generated by demolition, earthworks and construction and track-out
activities is predicted to be negligible. To ensure that ensure that the quality of air is
safeguarded during the construction phase, conditions are recommended which
require details of an air quality and dust management plan and details of non-road
mobile machinery having regard to the aims and objectives of London Plan Policy
7.14 (Improving air quality).
16.4 Given the proposal only contains a single accessible parking bay on site and one
servicing bay, the impacts associated with vehicles travelling to and from the site are
also predicted to be negligible.
16.5 The Air Quality Standards (amendment) Regulations (2016) came into effect on 31
December 2016. Air Quality Limit Values were published in these regulations for 7
pollutants as well as Target Values for 6 additional pollutants. Part IV of the
Environment Act (1995) requires UK government to produce a national Air Quality
Strategy (AQS) which contains standards, objectives and measures for improving
ambient air quality. The most recent AQS was produced by the Department for
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (DEFRA) and published in July 2007. The AQS
sets out Air Quality Objectives (AQO) that are maximum ambient pollutant
concentrations.
16.6 Dispersion modelling was undertaken as part of the AQA in order to quantify pollutant
concentrations at the site and assess potential exposure of future residents to
pollutants against the AQO. Concentrations of Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2), Particulate
Matter (PM10) (atmospheric particles that are 10 micrometres or less - also called
fine particles) and PM2.5 (atmospheric particulate matter that have a diameter of less
than 2.5 micro-meters), were predicted across the ground, first, second, third and
fourth floor levels and were subsequently verified using local monitoring results
obtained from the council. The results of the dispersion modelling assessment were
compared against the Air Pollution Exposure Criteria (APEC) contained within the
London Council’s Air Quality and Planning Guidance (2007) from the London Air
Pollution Planning and the Local Environment working group. These are outlined in
figure 14 below:

Figure 14: Air Pollution Exposure Criteria
16.7 Exceedances of the annual mean Air Quality Objectives in England (AQO) for NO2
were predicted across the development site on the ground, first and second floor
levels. Predicted NO2 concentrations were classified as APEC - B for units located
on the first and second floor levels, as shown in Figures 7 and 8 of the AQA. As
such, specific mitigation techniques will be required to reduce exposure to future
users from elevated concentrations of NO2. It should be noted that the annual mean
AQO does not apply to offices and therefore mitigation measures are not required on
the ground floor.
16.8 The AQA advises that Mechanical ventilation should be included in the building
design for all residential units on the first floor level and the residential unit located
within an area classified as APEC – B on the second floor. Additionally, a high
specification of air tightness on the windows and doors should be incorporated within
the affected units. These mitigation measures would help to reduce exposure to NO2
levels and other pollutant concentrations. In addition to these design measures, it is
expected that the substantial amount of soft landscaping proposed within the
forecourt of the site will help to improve the overall air quality experienced at the site.
A condition is recommended that will require the applicant to implement mitigation
measures to ensure future occupants of the residential units will not be exposed to
unacceptable pollutant concentrations. The applicant is strongly encouraged to
investigate ways in which appropriate green infrastructure can be incorporated into
the landscaping scheme and detailed building design to achieve compliance with this
condition.
16.9 As the imposition of relevant mitigation measures is considered an acceptable
outcome, the application site is considered an appropriate site for residential
development on air quality grounds. TfL’s concerns in relation to air quality are
therefore considered to be appropriately addressed and residential development is
therefore not expected to compromise the operations of the Arriva bus depot
adjoining the site. Figures 7 and 8 of the AQA indicate that the predicted annual

mean NO2 concentration readings are relate to the proximity of the site to Brixton
Hill, with no evidence that higher concentrations are generated from the bus depot.
16.10 The Air Quality Neutral assessment report concluded that combined annual
emissions are predicted to be below the combined benchmark level for both Nitrogen
Dioxide (NO2) and Particulate Matter (PM)). As such the proposed development is
considered to be Air Quality Neutral.
16.11 The council’s Sustainability officers have reviewed the AQA and consider its
findings to be sound and the recommendations sufficient to mitigate impacts on air
quality associated with the location of the site on a major highway.
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Employment and Training

17.1 Policy ED14 of the Lambeth Local Plan states that planning obligations should be
used to secure employment opportunities and apprenticeships during the
construction phase of major developments and during the operation of the end use,
so that local residents are given access to the right skills and training so that they can
take advantage of opportunities created by the development. The Council’s SPD on
Employment and Skills (2018) sets out a list of objectives that are required to be
achieved through a S106 obligation including the requirement for major
developments to seek to secure a minimum of 25% of all jobs generated by the
development (in both construction phase and for the first two years end-use
occupation of the development) for local residents. The SPD envisages that the
applicant will be asked to work towards delivery of that target through the carrying out
of an approved site specific employment and skills plan, which would be designed to
include the intended target numbers and types of job opportunities.
17.2 The SPD expects an element of flexibility in how the applicant may agree to work
towards delivery of employment and skills’ obligations, for example as regards the
target mix of jobs, apprenticeships and/or bespoke employment training and support
arrangements. The employment and skills plan would apply in both the construction
phase and for the first two years end-use occupation of the development. It should
also set out how the applicant will aim to deliver young people’s training and careers
initiatives.
17.3 In addition to the Employment and Skills Plan, the S106 obligation would require a
financial contribution towards the cost of vocational training and employment support,
which is calculated on the basis of £6,500 for every 10 residential units provided. The
financial contribution for the B1 (a) use element of the proposal is based on an
assumption about the level of net additional employment generated by a
development. The calculation is as follows:
B1 new floor area (257sqm) / 12sqm per full-time equivalent job (based on standard
general office density)

X
25% of Lambeth residents expected to be employed as part of the workforce
X
17.8% of Lambeth residents with qualifications equivalent to or less than NVQ!
Requiring training and/or support
X
£6500 average cost for Lambeth unemployed resident in terms of support and
training to obtain access to a skilled job
17.4 This contribution for the residential element of the proposal is calculated as being
£8450 and the contribution for the B1 (a) use is £6195. The total contribution required
is £14,645.
18 Planning Obligations and CIL
18.1 Policy D4 of the Local Plan and Annex 10 sets out the Council’s policy in relation to
seeking planning obligations and the charging approaches for various types of
obligation. For contributions that are not covered by Annex 10, the Council’s
approach to calculating contributions is guided by the Development Viability SPD
(adopted 2017) and the Employment and Skills SPD (adopted 2018).
18.2 The planning obligations that are proposed are considered necessary to make the
development acceptable in planning terms, are directly related to the development
and are fairly and reasonably related in kind and in scale to the development. They
are therefore compliant with the requirements of Regulation 122 of the Community
Infrastructure Levy Regulations 2010.
18.3 The proposed obligations to be secured through the S106 Agreement are as follows:
Obligation:
Affordable Housing:
£175,933 contribution to off-site affordable housing.

Affordable Housing Review Mechanisms::
-

Early stage review if not substantially implemented within 24 months
of grant of permission;
Late stage review triggered at 75% of sale of market units

Car club membership provided to each of the new residential units for the
first 3 years following occupation.
Car parking permit-free development.
Securing a financial contribution of £10,000.00 for the provision of 1 no.
accessible car parking space within the vicinity of the site for the B1 use.
Securing a carbon offset contribution of approximately £15,334.07 with the
actual amount to be determined following the completion of the
development.
Employment and Skills Plan to cover construction and post occupation as
follows:
 Reasonable endeavours to secure 25 per cent of jobs created by the
development during construction and first 2 years of end-use
occupation for local residents; and
 Engagement with local school and colleges to promote the skills and
qualifications needed for employment in the commercial sectors of
the end-use occupiers in place during the first two years of the
development.
Securing a vocational training and employment support financial obligation
of £14, 645.
Monitoring fee of £10,795.60 (5% of total of £98,185.07).

18.4 If the application is approved and the development is implemented, a liability to pay
the Lambeth Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) will arise.
18.5 The Lambeth CIL contribution is estimated, on the basis of information supplied with
the planning application, to be £87,202. Expenditure of the majority of a future CIL
receipt will be applied towards Borough infrastructure needs as contained in the
published CIL Regulation 123 List, which defines what CIL may be spent on. Local
neighbourhood funding from CIL may be applied to infrastructure needs in line with
the CIL Regulation 123 List, or to anything else that is concerned with addressing the
demands that the development places on an area.

18.6 Allocation of CIL monies to particular infrastructure projects is not a matter for
consideration in the determination of planning applications. Separate governance
arrangements are being put in place for Borough Infrastructure needs, and locally
through the Cooperative Local Investment Plan initiative.
19 CONCLUSION
19.1 The application proposes to redevelop the site to provide 257sqm of B1 office space
and 13 self-contained residential units.
19.2 The development would provide the maximum feasible proportion of B1 floorspace
for the site and would be suitable for small and medium-sized enterprises.
19.3 The financial viability of the Development was assessed and it has been concluded
that the Development is capable of providing an offsite financial contribution of
£175,933. Review mechanisms will be included within the Section 106 Agreement to
capture the uplift in the viability of the Development, if this should improve during the
construction of the Development.
19.4 The Development would be contained in one rectangular shaped, five storey building.
The footprint, layout, scale, massing and detailed design would reflect both the
existing buildings at the site and that of adjoining sites. Officers consider the
Development to be acceptable in terms of its overall design.
19.5 The Development would provide acceptable standards of residential accommodation,
would not impact unacceptably on the neighbouring properties and the local transport
system. Furthermore, the scheme would provide employment and training benefits
for local people during the construction phase and first 2 years end-use of the
Development.
19.6 Officers do not consider that there would be any harm to the Rush Common and
Brixton Hill Conservation Area, The Grade II listed former church hall in Rush
Common Mews and the Grade II listed building at 296 Brixton Hill. As such, the
proposal is considered to be in accordance with Policies Q20 and Q22 of the Local
Plan.
19.7 Officers consider that the Development would be in compliance with the
Development Plan for the Borough. Officers are therefore recommending approval of
the scheme, subject to conditions and completion of a Section 106 Agreement.
20 EQUALITY DUTY AND HUMAN RIGHTS

20.1 In line with the Public Sector Equality Duty the council must have due regard to the
need to eliminate discrimination and advance equality of opportunity, as set out in
section 149 of the Equality Act 2010. In making this recommendation, regard has
been given to the Public Sector Equality Duty and the relevant protected
characteristics (age, disability, gender reassignment, pregnancy and maternity, race,
religion or belief, sex, and sexual orientation).
20.2 In line with the Human Rights Act 1998, it is unlawful for a public authority to act in a
way which is incompatible with a Convention right, as per the European Convention
on Human Rights. The human rights impact have been considered, with particular
reference to Article 1 of the First Protocol (Protection of property), Article 8 (Right to
respect for private and family life) and Article 14 (Prohibition of discrimination) of the
Convention.
20.3 The Human Rights Act 1998 does not impair the right of the state to make decisions
and enforce laws as deemed necessary in the public interest. The recommendation
is considered appropriate in upholding the council's adopted and emerging policies
and is not outweighed by any engaged rights.
21 RECOMMENDATION
21.1 Grant conditional planning permission subject to the satisfactory completion of a
Section 106 Agreement. Delegate authority to the Assistant Director of Planning and
Development to finalise the conditions and the S106 agreement.
21.2 Delegate authority to the Assistant Director of Planning and Development to refuse
planning permission in the event that the S106 agreement is not completed (by 18th
March 2019) on the grounds that the development would have an unacceptable
impact on – affordable housing, transport and highways, sustainability, and local
labour in construction.
21.3 In the event that the committee resolves to refuse planning permission and there is a
subsequent appeal, delegated authority is given to Officers, having regard to the
heads of terms set out in the report, to negotiate and complete a Section 106
agreement in order to meet the requirements of the Planning Inspector.

APPENDICES
Appendix 1: Draft Decision Notice

Appendix 2: List of consultees (statutory and Other Consultees)
Transport Lambeth
Lambeth Employment and Enterprise
Lambeth Housing
Lambeth Building Control
Regulatory Support Services
Lambeth Flooding
Lambeth Highways
Lambeth Conservation and Urban Design
Lambeth Planning Policy
Lambeth Regeneration
Lambeth Sustainability Team
Lambeth Arboricultural Officer
Lambeth Building Control
Veolia Waste
Bioregional
MET Police – Design Out Crime Officer
TFL Road Network Development (non-referable)
St Matthews Estate Tenants And Residents Association
Roupell Park Residents And Management Co-Operative
Historic England
Historic England – Archaeology
Development Control Department Thames Water
Acre Lane Resident's Association
Arlington Lodge Residents Association
Brixton Business Forum
Brixton Business Improvement Districts
Brixton Society
Ward Councillors
Appendix 3: List of relevant policies in London Plan, Lambeth Local Plan. Reference
to SPGs, SPD and other relevant guidance
The London Plan (2015)
Policy 1.1 Delivering the strategic vision and objectives for London
Policy 2.9 Inner London
Policy 3.1 Ensuring equal life chances for all
Policy 3.2 Improving health and addressing health inequalities
Policy 3.3 Increasing housing supply
Policy 3.4 Optimising housing potential
Policy 3.5 Quality and design of housing developments
Policy 3.8 Housing choice
Policy 3.9 Mixed and balanced communities
Policy 3.10 Definition of affordable housing
Policy 3.11 Affordable housing targets
Policy 3.12 Negotiating affordable housing on private residential and mixed use schemes
Policy 3.13 Affordable housing thresholds

Policy 4.1: Developing London’s economy
Policy 4.3: Mixed use development and offices
Policy 4.12 Improving opportunities for all
Policy 5.1 Climate change mitigation
Policy 5.2 Minimising carbon dioxide emissions
Policy 5.3 Sustainable design and construction
Policy 5.7 Renewable energy
Policy 5.9 Overheating and cooling
Policy 5.10 Urban greening
Policy 5.11 Green roofs and development site environs
Policy 5.12 Flood risk management
Policy 5.13 Sustainable drainage
Policy 5.14 Water quality and wastewater infrastructure
Policy 5.15 Water use and supplies
Policy 5.16 Waste net self-sufficiency
Policy 6.3 Assessing effects of development on transport capacity
Policy 6.5 Funding Crossrail and other strategically important transport infrastructure
Policy 6.9 Cycling
Policy 6.10 Walking
Policy 6.10: Walking
Policy 6.12: Road network capacity
Policy 6.13 Parking
Policy 7.1 Lifetime neighbourhoods
Policy 7.2 An inclusive environment
Policy 7.3 Designing out crime
Policy 7.4 Local character
Policy 7.5 Public realm
Policy 7.6 Architecture
Policy 7.8 Heritage assets and archaeology
Policy 7.14 Improving air quality
Policy 7.21 Trees and woodlands
Policy 8.2: Planning obligations
Policy 8.3: Community Infrastructure Levy
Lambeth Local Plan (September 2015)
D1 Delivery and monitoring
D2 Presumption in favour of sustainable development
D3 Infrastructure
D4 Planning obligations
H1 Maximising housing growth
H2 Delivering affordable housing
H4 Housing mix in new developments
H5 Housing standards
ED2 Business, industrial and storage uses outside KIBAs

ED14 Employment and training
T1 Sustainable travel
T2 Walking
T3 Cycling
T4 Public transport infrastructure
T6 Assessing impacts of development on transport capacity
T7 Parking
T8 Servicing
EN1 Open space and biodiversity
EN4 Sustainable design and construction
EN5 Flood risk
EN6 (Sustainable drainage systems and water management)
Q1 Inclusive environments
Q2 Amenity
Q3 Community safety
Q5 Local distinctiveness
Q6 Urban design: public realm
Q7 Urban design: new development
Q8 Design quality: construction detailing
Q9 Landscaping
Q10 Trees
Q12 Refuse/recycling storage
Q13 Cycle storage
Q15 Boundary treatments
Q22 Conservation areas
Other Guidance
The following other guidance is also considered relevant to the application proposal:
Regional









Crossrail Funding (March 2016);
Housing (March (2016)
Planning for Equality and Diversity in London (October 2007);
Sustainable Design and Construction Supplementary Planning Guidance (April 2014);
The control of dust and emission during construction and demolition (July 2014);
Accessible London – Achieving an Inclusive Environment (October 2014);
Play and Informal Recreation (September 2012); and
Technical Housing Standards (March 2015).

Lambeth



Refuse and Recycling Storage Design Guide (July 2013);
Waste and Recycling storage and collection requirements – Technical specification for





Architects and Developers (October 2013);
Approved CIL Charging Schedule (1st October 2014);
Lambeth Regulation 123 List (1st October 2014); and
Lambeth Development Viability (9th October 2017).

Appendix 4: Other relevant Plans and Photos

