ADDRESS: Kings College Hospital, Ruskin Wing, Denmark Hill, London, SE5
9RS.
Application Number: 18/04058/VOC Case Officer: Gareth Ball
Ward: Herne Hill
Date Received: 21/09/2018
Proposal:
Variation of condition 4 (Opening Hours) of planning permission ref: 15/02289/VOC
(Variation of condition 2) of planning permission 13/03008/FUL (Erection of a
helipad on top of the existing 10 storey Ruskin Wing building in the South-East
corner of the hospital site, including the supporting structure, associated office
space, access ramp, new lift core and first floor bridge link.) granted on 06.12.2013.
Variation sought: To facilitate the landing of emergency medical flights during hours
of darkness:
"For a period of one year from the date of this permission the helipad hereby
permitted will be available for use at all times. After one year from the grant of this
permission, the helipad shall not operate other than between the hours of 0700 to
2100 Mondays to Sundays without the permission in writing of the Local Planning
Authority."
Applicant:
Kings College Hospital NHS Foundation
Trust

Agent:
Mr Paul O'Neill
Metropolis Planning & Design
4 Underwood Row
London
N1 7LQ

RECOMMENDATION
1. Resolve to grant conditional planning permission.
2. Agree to delegate authority to the Assistant Director of Planning,
Transport and Development to finalise the recommended conditions as
set out in this report, addendums and/or PAC minutes.

SITE DESIGNATIONS
Relevant site designations:
None

LAND USE DETAILS
Site area (ha):

0.113

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Planning permission is sought for the variation of Condition 4 of planning permission
reference 15/02289/VOC (which forms a variation on the original consent reference
13/03008/FUL) which permitted the construction and operation of a helipad in association
with medical emergencies, located on the roof of Ruskin Wing, within the Kings College
Hospital (KCH) premises. The use of the helipad is currently restricted to operate only within
the hours of 07:00 – 21:00, Mon - Sun. The current proposal seeks to permit 24 hour
operation of the helipad for a temporary period of 1 year, during which data on time flights
will be logged in order to form part of a proposal for a further, more sustained operation
period of the helipad during night time. The use of the helipad would be continued to be
restricted to use in connection with medical emergencies only. No physical alterations, nor
any operational changes, are proposed outside of the variation of operation hours.
Following discussions with the applicant, the initially proposed 2 year temporary period was
reduced to 1 year in order to minimise any impact on residential amenity should the number
of actual night time flights outnumber the projected number of night time flights which has
been projected by the applicant.
The KCH premises form one of three Major Trauma Centres within the Capital which have
Helicopter Emergency Medical Service (HEMS) capability (KCH, Royal London Hospital, St
Georges Hospital); however none of these currently operate night time flights.
The applicant has submitted a log which details the timing of all night time medical
emergency callouts which were taken to KCH. These are currently conducted by the existing
(land-based) Air Ambulance service, with 13 recoveries being night flights. Within a 21
month period which the log covers between 01/04/2017 and 31/12/2018, 159 night time
callouts were undertaken in connection with KCH medical emergencies. Due to its status as
a Major Trauma Centre, in addition to the 159 callouts, when required KCH also assists in
serving an area within Surrey and Sussex. This area experienced 35 night time medical
emergency callouts within the 21 month period. These 35 recoveries may be undertaken by
a helicopter; however due to the respective distances to facilities, many of these would likely
be transported to other hospitals which are nearer. The current report however takes a worst
case scenario figure and assume that all 35 are taken to KCH via helicopter night flight.
When aggregated over a 12 month period, this results in 111 flights per annum. Applying a
0.8 multiplier to flights to equate for unavailability due to poor weather conditions and repairrelated downtime, the applicant projects that over the course of a 1 year period, at the very
maximum, 89 patients would be transported to KCH via helicopter during the hours of 21:00
– 07:00. This equates to 1.85 per week.
The submitted Noise Impact Assessment, recording the noise generation of a helicopter
night flight at the three most likely locations to be affected, shows that helicopter flights would
result in maximum noise levels of 61dB (A), 62dB (C) and 59dB (H) with partially open
windows, or 51dB (A), 52dB (C) and 49dB (H) with closed windows. WHO (2018) research
suggests that awakenings due to aircraft noise may occur when internal levels of noise

exceed 62dB. Using established formulae and accounting for closed windows in part of the
year, a worst case scenario of 16 awakenings per year, resulting from helicopter noise
generation, are projected in the most affected locations. This figure would be relatively small
in relation to general awakenings which can be experienced during the night.
The impact on residential amenity is noted, and impacts of development on sleep should be
limited; however, the impact would be considerably below the WHO (2018) recommendation
of keeping aircraft-based awakenings to below 1 per night. Considering the application on
the planning balance, the impact on residents’ amenity is considered to be acceptable and
are considered to be outweighed by the life-saving benefits to residents through the
proposed 24 hour HEMS operations. As such, the proposal is supported by officers, with
scope for a further assessment within a 1 year period.

OFFICER REPORT
Reason for referral to PAC: The application is reported to the Planning Applications
Committee in accordance with (3) of the Committee’s terms of reference as the
Director of Planning and Development wishes to refer to the Committee.
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THE APPLICATION SITE

1.1

The application site relates to the existing helipad located atop the 11 storey Ruskin
Building, located within the eastern corner of the King’s College Hospital (KCH)
premises. Ruskin Building fronts onto the western side of Denmark Hill, north of the
junction with Champion Park.

1.2

The KCH helipad is operated by the KSS HEMS (Kent Surrey Sussex Helicopter
Emergency Medical Service) associated with the SELKaM (South East London, Kent
and Medway) network, for which KCH is a major trauma centre. The helipad forms 1
of 3 HEMS services within London, with helipads at St George’s Hospital and Royal
London Hospital. Both are situated within urban settings however neither currently
benefits from 24 hour use.

1.3

The KCH premises as a whole have no specific designation but are identified as an
area of key social infrastructure within the Lambeth Local Plan.

Figure 1: Aerial image of Ruskin Wing (red) and the helipad (blue), facing west

Figure 2 Site Location Plan

2

THE SURROUNDING AREA

2.1

The KCH site is separated from Ruskin Park to the south, a grade II Registered Park
and designated Site of Borough Nature Conservation Importance. The KCH site also
adjoins the Coldharbour Lane Industrial Estate Key Industrial Business Area (KIBA) to
the west, a mix of residential and commercial properties to the north and bounds the
borough boundary with London Borough of Southwark to the east, which is largely
occupied by the Maudsley Hospital site.

2.2

The nearest residential properties on Denmark Hill would be located at a distance of
approximately 225m to the north and 105m to the south, on the eastern London
Borough of Southwark side of Denmark Hill of which flatted residential developments
Alport House and Hannen House would be located 137m and 181m respectively to the
east. The General William Booth International Heritage Centre training college for the
Salvation Army, with its associated accommodation for recruits, is located at a
minimum 109m to the east of the site, located on the southern side of Champion Park.

3

SITE PHOTOGRAPHS

Figure 3: View of Ruskin Wing from Denmark Hill, facing west

Figure 4: View of Ruskin Wing from within Ruskin Park, facing northwest

3.1

Site visit photos of locations at which recordings of a helicopter night flight at the
hospital are shown below at positions A, C and H, which were evaluated as being the
locations most at risk from helicopter noise (labelled A-H (Figure 8)).

Figure 5: View of Ruskin Wing from Position A (12 Windsor Walk) within the Noise Impact
Assessment area

Figure 6: View of Ruskin Wing from Position C (De Crespigny Park) within the Noise Impact
Assessment area

Figure 7: View of Ruskin Wing (view is restricted but roughly centred within the photo) from
Position H (49 Northway Road) within the Noise Impact Assessment area
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PROPOSAL

5 Summary of the Proposal
5.1 The proposal seeks to vary Condition 4 (Opening Hours) within permission granted for
the construction and operation of a helipad on the roof of Ruskin Wing, within the
southeast corner of the King’s College Hospital site. The initial permission underwent
several physical alterations under a Section 73 application (reference 15/02289/VOC).
5.2

The original consent granted permission for the use of the helipad within the hours of
07:00 – 21:00. The current proposal seeks a 1 year temporary permission to operate
24 hours a day, Monday – Sunday. During this period, KCH would monitor and log the
details of all flights within the hours of 21:00 – 07:00 to provide a more accurate
depiction of the usage in order to inform any further applications for extended periods
of use.

5.3

The wording of the proposed variation to Condition 4 would read:
For a period of one year from the date of this permission the helipad hereby
permitted will be available for use at all times. After one year from the grant
of this permission, the helipad shall not operate other than between the hours
of 0700 to 2100 Mondays to Sundays without the permission in writing of the
Local Planning Authority.

5.4

The current proposal does not seek to make any alterations to the helipad or Ruskin
Wing and does not seek to alter any other condition within the existing consent.

Officers do however recommend alterations to Condition 3 in order to ensure the
helipad is explicitly used by KSS (Kent Surrey Sussex) HEMS and those associated
with the SELKaM (South East London, Kent and Medway) network, for which KCH is
a major trauma centre. The condition is therefore proposed to read:
The helipad shall be used by helicopters associated with medical emergencies
only in association with the KSS HEMS (Kent Surrey and Sussex Helicopter
Emergency Medical Service) and SELKaM (South East London, Kent and
Midway) Trauma Network and no regular or scheduled flights shall be
permitted without the prior written permission of the local planning authority.
Reason: To ensure the use of the helipad is limited to purposes associated
with emergency medical care and that minimal nuisance and disturbance
detrimental to the amenities of adjoining occupiers and of the area generally
is caused, in accordance with Policies S2 and Q2 of the Lambeth Local Plan
(2015) and Policies 6.6 and 7.15 of the London Plan.
6
6.1
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Amendment(s)
The proposal does not include any physical alterations to the host building and helipad.
During the course of the application, it was agreed between the applicant and the LPA
that the temporary period of consent be reduced to 1 year, in place of the originally
proposed 2 years. The LPA considers a 1 year period sufficient time to collate the
required data of the proposed night flights and make a detailed assessment of the
impact on surrounding residents while minimising any impact on residential amenity,
should the proposal have a greater impact than that which is projected.
RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY
13/03008/FUL - PERMITTED - Decision date: 15/11/2013
Erection of a helipad on top of the existing 10 storey Ruskin Wing building in the SouthEast corner of the hospital site, including the supporting structure, associated office
space, access ramp, new lift core and first floor bridge link.
15/01410/DET - PERMITTED - Decision date: 05.05.2015
Approval of details pursuant to condition 8 (details of a Construction Management and
Logistics Plan) of planning permission 13/03008/FUL (Erection of a helipad on top of
the existing 10 storey Ruskin Wing building in the South-East corner of the hospital
site, including the supporting structure, associated office space, access ramp, new lift
core and first floor bridge link.) Granted on 06.12.2013
15/02289/VOC - PERMITTED - Decision date: 12.06.2015
Variation of condition 2 of planning permission 13/03008/FUL (Erection of a helipad on
top of the existing 10 storey Ruskin Wing building in the South-East corner of the

hospital site, including the supporting structure, associated office space, access ramp,
new lift core and first floor bridge link) granted on 06.12.2013
Amendment sought for through the variance of condition 2 include the following:
Lift shaft relocated 2m away from Denmark Hill Road
Increase height of lift shaft (0.5m)
Increase height of Helipad (0.5m)
Inclusion of additional stability members to ramp supports (illustrated on south
elevation)
Alteration to materials for lift core (introduction of Kingspan cladding panels in lieu of
fibre cement panels)
Alteration to materials for control building (replacement of brick slip solution with
extended area of Kingspan panelling to match lift shaft)
Mesh surround for the staircase to Helipad
Window proportions amended to control room element
Windows removed to room within control block
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CONSULTATIONS
EHST Noise Pollution (RSS)
 The report demonstrates that significant observed adverse effects will occur
within nearby bedrooms in the summer when windows are open but argues that
this impact will be mitigated by the low number of flights. This is an on balance
decision but given the proposal is for less than two flights a week and
considering the medical use of an existing facility this would seem to be an on
balance decision that the Planning authority should be able to support.
 A planning condition should be attached to any consent requiring the applicant
monitor the timing and number of flights for the period of a year, in order to
ensure any flight limit is adhered by and to be reproduced on the demand of the
Local Planning Authority or other authorised officer by the Council.
 If the scheme is granted permission, a condition should be used requiring the
operator to operate within a monthly or annual flight limit.
Officer Comments: Officers do not consider a fixed limit on monthly or annual
flight limits a reasonable planning condition given the life-saving nature of the
proposal. Further, the current application seeks a 1 year temporary permission
during which more accurate monitoring of the number of night time flights will
be undertaken. The use of any condition which restricts the number of night
flights would not allow for the monitoring to be accurately undertaken.
Conservation & Urban Design
 C&D will not be commenting on the planning application.
Transport Lambeth
 There are no objections to the planning application.

Planning Policy
 Policy will not be commenting on the planning application.

8.1

Statutory External Consultees
London Borough of Southwark
 No formal objection is raised to the proposed development; however
Southwark residents should be consulted on the planning application and
Southwark properties considered in any noise impact assessments.
Officer Comments: Following discussions with LB Southwark, Lambeth
undertook consultation through posting site notices, issuing a press statement
and sending consultation letters to properties located on the eastern side of
Denmark Hill, within the LB Southwark boundary, as described within the
Adjoining occupiers/owners section of this report (Paras 8.3.1 – 8.3.2).
TFL Road Network Development (non-referable)
 TfL has no comments to make on this planning application.
Greater London Authority
 The proposal would not give rise to any new strategic planning issues.

8.2

Other Consultees
Friends of Ruskin Park
 Any increase in awakenings to residents around the hospital is not supported.
 The area already suffers from a large volume of air traffic.
 Allowing night flights will be additionally disruptive to the sleep of local
residents and ultimately lead to poorer health, regardless of the presence of
other existing noise sources.
 The health benefits of the HEMS strategy must be objectively balanced with
the health needs of residents when noise pollution is known to be detrimental
to physical and mental health, as acknowledged in the Noise Assessment.
Officer Comments: Officers acknowledge an increase in awakenings (Paras
12.33 – 12.37 refer) and these are weighed against the benefits of the
application within the following report, as summed up within the Conclusions
Section.


NHS Public Health and commissioners should be advising on this application,
and future plans, before any changes are made as NHS Policy may not allow
for this.

Officer Comments: NHS Public Health are not a statutory consultee within this
consideration and were not been consulted. Noise specialist officers have
been consulted on the application, with comments included within Section 8 of
this report.


Although the currently predicted landings and take-offs at night are low quite
low (6 per fortnight), is there any mechanism in place to stop this number
growing.
Officer Comments: The current proposal is a 1 year review in order to assess
this element. Any future assessment on the site would also take this into
account and may result in further temporary permissions.



Would this allow for helicopter landings within Ruskin Park at night?
Officer Comments: The current proposal does not relate to Ruskin Park and
would not allow provision for any night landings to take place within Ruskin
Park.

8.3

Adjoining owners/occupiers

8.3.1 Neighbour consultation letters were sent to nearby properties within the London
Borough of Lambeth boundary on 17/10/2018. Following discussions with the London
Borough of Southwark, site notices were displayed from 01/02/2019 to 22/02/2019
on both sides of Denmark Hill and the application was advertised in the local paper
on 29/01/2019. Neighbour consultation letters were also sent to the most proximate
locations east of Denmark Hill, within the London Borough of Southwark boundary
on 05/02/2019. The formal consultation period ends on 26/02/2019.
8.3.2 To date, 8 representations have been received during the consultation period, with
all 8 making an objection to the proposal. Any further comments will be considered
within the assessment and included within an addendum following the expiration of
the statutory consultation period. A summary of the concerns raised is set out
below:
Summary of objections
Amenity
The proposal would result in noise
pollution and have a significant impact
on night time noise levels, which will
disturb sleep for local residents.
This application should be considered
with reference to the WHO Guidelines

Response
Matters relating to residential amenity
are assessed within the Amenity
Section of this report.
The application is considered with
regard to the WHO Environmental

on noise pollution published on the
10th October 2018. These specify
maximum noise levels of 40L at night.
The measured noise levels of the
helicopter have been equated to
various comparisons of other noise
related activity, such as commercial
jets and freight trains.

The noise survey was conducted on a
Friday within summer and may not be
representative of existing noise levels
all year round.

The Noise Impact Assessment
acknowledges that residents’ sleep
will be disturbed. As such, the
benefits of the helicopter flights in
terms of addressing acute trauma will

Noise Guidelines for the European
Region (2018) document within the
Amenity section of this report (Paras
12.11 – 12.12 refer).
This assumption assumes the average
Sound Exposure Level (SEL) dB
measurements within the report;
however these should not be used
within the calculations of this report.
SEL measurements normalise sound
levels to 1 second intervals in order to
compare long and short noises and do
not form a genuine representation of
the noise. A 10 second passing of a
helicopter may peak at 80 dBLASMAX,
however this would equate to a reading
of 90 SEL dB. When assessing short,
infrequent noise durations on
awakenings, the World Health
Organisation recommend using
maximum sound levels, which has
been adopted within this report.
Secondly, comparisons within
consultation responses do not factor in
noise attenuation from windows – an
objection received has referenced a 99
SEL dB measurement recorded;
however this misleads the maximum
noise level recorded, which would be
as low as 61 dBLASMAX with closed
windows.
The assessment within this application
notes maximum noise levels, rather
than an aggregated level of noise for
the entire period. As such, the
business of roads would result in
minimal impact on the survey – a
maximum reading needs only one
occurrence to be registered.
The benefits of the application are
discussed within the Land Use Section
of this report (Paras 11.1 – 11.11
refer).

be outweighed by the adverse public
health consequences of the night
flights.
Existing background noises which are
found at recording positions should
not simply be subtracted from
projected helicopter noise.

It is unreasonable to expect that
windows should be closed,
particularly during summer.

The proposed expansion of the Kings
College London Helicopters in
addition to the existing noise pollution
from the Heathrow and City airport
flight paths will generate noise levels
well in excess of this therefore
contravening the WHO Guidelines.

Sleep is already disturbed by military
helicopters.

Other

This practice was not made within the
assessment. Where existing noise
levels are used, this is to give context
to the surroundings as external noise
of a certain level will have a different
level of impact depending on the
background noise which exist within a
location.
The assessment on awakenings takes
open windows into account. Further
assessment is made of the level of
noise projected within residences with
windows open and part open. This
matter is assessed within Paragraphs
12.23 of this report.
The proposed HEMS night flights
would operate predominantly outside
of Heathrow Airport operation hours, in
which flight numbers are heavily
restricted between 23:30 – 06:00. The
submitted data projects that 0.08 night
flights per day would be within
unrestricted Heathrow Airport hours,
which is not considered to result in an
unacceptable cumulative impact. The
likelihood of extended awakenings
resulting from combined helicopter and
airplane noise is therefore minimal.
Current landings are infrequently made
by military helicopters within Ruskin
Park; however these are separate from
the HEMS service and are not
permitted to use the KCH helipad.
Given the projected frequency of night
flights within the proposal, awakenings
would still be very likely to be below 1
on any given day per person – further
detail on awakenings is given within
Paras 12.33 – 12.37 of this report.

The prevailing wind on the site is from
the west and so the majority of
landings will take place from the
London Borough of Southwark
direction. As such, residents within
the borough should be consulted.

Following discussion with the London
Borough of Southwark, neighbour
consultation letters, site notices and a
press notice were implemented to
consult residents within the London
Borough of Southwark boundary.
Additional details is given within the
Adjoining occupiers/ owners Section of
this report (Paras 8.3.1- 8.3.2 refer).
The additional cost of the proposal
Neither NHS funds nor expenditure
cannot be justified.
form a material planning consideration
within this report. The proposal is
assessed on its independent planning
merits only.
The proposal is not required, as there KCH forms one of three hospitals in
is an existing air ambulance service at London which have HEMS facilities
Royal London Hospital. The additional (Royal London, St George’s Hospital);
cost cannot be justified.
however no hospital currently has
planning permission in order to carry
out night time flights.
The temporary nature of the
The temporary consent will be secured
application is not accepted and will
through planning condition. Following
likely be a permanent approval.
the expiration of the 1 year period, the
applicant would be required to make
another submission in order to
continue the use of the helipad within
night time hours.
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POLICIES

9.1

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).

9.2

The new Draft London Plan was published on 1 December 2017 (updated August
2018) for consultation and will eventually supersede 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 to be weighed in the
planning balance.

9.3

The current proposal seeks a 1 year temporary permission – any further application
following this may then be required to be assessed under the new Draft London Plan.
The Lambeth Local Plan is currently under partial review to ensure it complies with
amendments to changes in the NPPF and 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.

9.4

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.

9.5

The Noise Policy Statement for England (NPSE) (2010), produced by the Department
for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs, seeks a sustainable approach to managing
noise levels within neighbourhoods in order to avoid significant adverse impacts on
health and quality of life and to mitigate and minimise adverse impacts.

9.6

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
10 Principle of Development
10.1 This application is made under section 73 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990
(‘the Act’). This allows conditions associated with a planning permission to be varied
or removed. A function of section 73 applications is to seek a ‘minor material
amendment’, where there is a relevant condition that can be varied. There is no
statutory definition of a ‘minor material amendment’ but the Planning Practice
Guidance (PPG) explains that this is likely to include any amendment where its scale
and/or nature results in a development which is not substantially different from the one
which has been approved. The approach that should be taken to section 73
applications is not to reassess the merits of the approved development but instead to
consider the merits of the condition or conditions that are proposed to be varied or
removed. Where an application under section 73 is granted, the effect is the issue of
a new planning permission, sitting alongside the original permission, which remains
intact and unaltered.
10.2 It is noted that the current application is a proposed variation to a previously permitted
variation (ref 15/02289/VOC) of the original planning permission ref 13/03008/FUL.
Both previous permissions must therefore be taken into account when assessing
whether or not the current proposal would be considered a minor amendment of that
permitted.
10.3 The current proposal seeks only to expand on a temporary basis the operating hours
of the extant permission. No physical alterations are proposed to the helipad, nor is
the use of the helipad materially changed with the exception of the extended opening
hours.
10.4 The temporary permission would not be a permanent alteration to the extant
permission and officers consider the impact on local residents to be appropriately
mitigated through planning conditions. Considering the above assessment, officers
consider that the proposed amendment, by virtue of its continued use only in
connection with medical emergencies and lack of any physical alterations within the
proposal, would not result in a development that is materially different from the
development approved under planning permission reference 15/02289/VOC, nor
would it be materially different, through an accumulation of amendments, to planning
permission reference 13/03008/FUL. The principle of the proposed development to be
made as a minor material amendment to the extant permissions therefore remains
acceptable.

11 Land Use
11.1 Lambeth Local Plan (2015) Policy D3 states that in order to support growth in the
borough, the council will safeguard and improve essential social, physical and green
infrastructure and work in partnership with service providers to ensure the delivery of
the additional infrastructure. The supporting texts continues that a number of
infrastructure projects are critical to the successful implementation of the Local Plan
because without them projected growth in the borough could not be achieved in a
sustainable manner. This includes major transport projects, health facilities, school
places and further educational facilities. Known infrastructure projects are listed in the
Infrastructure Schedule in Annex 2 (para 4.13 refers). The improvement of the KCH
premises are identified as one of the key social infrastructure projects referred to within
Annex 2.
11.2 Lambeth Local Plan (2015) Policy S2 states that proposals for new or improved
premises for higher and further education, childcare, worship, health care (including
hospitals), sports, recreation, affordable meeting space and other community uses will
be supported where: (i) the site or buildings are appropriate for their intended use and
accessible to the community; and (ii) the location, nature and scale of the proposal,
including hours of operation, do not unacceptably harm the amenities of the area
through noise, disturbance, traffic generation, congestion, local parking or negative
impacts on road safety; and (iii) buildings and facilities are designed to be flexible,
adaptable and sited to maximise shared community use of premises, where practical.
11.3 The application site is within the KCH site, which is largely within hospital use (C2 use
class) or buildings which are ancillary to the hospital. The proposal does not seek to
alter the land use of the site.
11.4 London Plan Policy 3.16 acknowledges that London requires additional and enhanced
social infrastructure provision to meet the needs of its growing and diverse population.
11.5 The strategic aim of London Plan Policy 3.17 states that the Mayor will support the
provision of high quality health and social care appropriate for a growing and changing
population, particularly in areas of underprovision or where there are particular needs.
11.6 London Plan Policy 3.2 seeks to improve health and address health inequalities. The
Policy states that the Mayor will take account of the potential impact of development
proposals on health and health inequalities within London. The Mayor will work in
partnership with the NHS in London, boroughs and the voluntary and community sector
as appropriate to reduce health inequalities and improve the health of all Londoners,
supporting the spatial implications of the Mayor’s Health Inequalities Strategy.

11.7 The KCH premises form one of three Major Trauma Centres within the Capital, none
of which have 24 hour HEMS capability. With no such service, the health of persons
living at distance from a Major Trauma Centre is jeopardised within the night period
due to the time required to attend emergencies. The improvement of the services
offered by the hospital would progress the patient recovery time of the accident
emergency unit greatly; the applicant suggests up to 60mins of time could be saved.
The supporting text of London Plan Policy 6.6 acknowledges that noise impacts from
helicopters can be considerable in an urban environment like London, where there are
few locations where a heliport could be located without having major impacts on
residents (Para 6.30 refers). Noting the stance within regional guidance to restrict new
helipad construction, LB Lambeth officers consider that the intensification of existing
helipad usage is the primary method of improving HEMS facilities, subject to an
acceptable impact on neighbouring amenity.
11.8 The proposal is considered to be a vital upgrade on the existing premises, improving
the service provision to a wider area and increased group of people. The proposal is
therefore supported by Policy S2, subject to an acceptable impact on neighbouring
amenity.
11.9 Acknowledging the provision of essential infrastructure as one of the key spatial
planning issues, the Lambeth Local Plan (2015) states that the configuration of health
and social care facilities is undergoing considerable change across London to meet
the current and future needs of the growing population, the challenges of high
population turnover and the requirements of modern service delivery. This includes …
the ongoing reconfiguration of KCH and Guy’s and St. Thomas’ Hospital NHS
Foundation Trust estates in the borough… However, it is recognised that some
facilities within residential neighbourhoods can have an additional impact on residential
amenity – through extended opening hours for example – and this will need to be
carefully managed (Para 2.86 of the Lambeth Local Plan (2015) refers.
11.10 It is important to note that both the existing daytime and proposed night time use of
the KCH helipad will be strictly reserved for medical emergencies. It is acknowledged
that the operation of night flights in connection with the hospital would result in
awakenings, however, it is imperative that this is weight against the potential life-saving
benefits which the ability to enact a fast emergency response at night would enable.
The submitted log of night time patient recoveries shows that the 159 flights over the
21 month period would comprise the following medical emergencies:







Road Traffic Collisions (69)
Accidental injury (34)
Assault (30)
Intentional self-harm (15)
Medical (9)
Other transport (2)

11.11 The NPSE (2010) states that its’ application should enable noise to be considered
alongside other relevant issues and not to be considered in isolation. In the past, the
wider benefits of a particular policy, development or other activity may not have been
given adequate weight when assessing the noise implications (para 2.7 refers). The
current assessment takes note of this stance and the wider benefits of the proposal
are taken into account as well as the impacts on neighbour amenity.
12 Amenity for Neighbouring Occupiers
12.1 The NPPF (2018) states that planning policies and decisions should also ensure that
new development is appropriate for its location taking into account the likely effects
(including cumulative effects) of pollution on health, living conditions and the natural
environment, as well as the potential sensitivity of the site or the wider area to
impacts that could arise from the development. In doing so they should:
a) mitigate and reduce to a minimum potential adverse impacts resulting
from noise from new development – and avoid noise giving rise to significant
adverse impacts on health and the quality of life;
b) identify and protect tranquil areas which have remained relatively
undisturbed by noise and are prized for their recreational and amenity value
for this reason; and
c) limit the impact of light pollution from artificial light on local amenity,
intrinsically dark landscapes and nature conservation. (para 180 refers)
12.2 London Plan Policy 6.6 relates to Aviation within the Capital, stating that when making
planning decisions, development proposals affecting airport operations or patterns of
air traffic (particularly those involving increases in the number of aircraft movements)
should: a give a high priority to sustainability and take full account of environmental
impacts (particularly noise and air quality).
12.3 London Plan Policy 7.15 seeks to reduce and manage noise within the Capital, stating
that the transport, spatial and design policies of this plan will be implemented in order
to reduce and manage noise to improve health and quality of life and support the
objectives of the Mayor’s Ambient Noise Strategy. Development proposals should
seek to manage noise by: avoiding significant adverse noise impacts on health and
quality of life as a result of new development; and having particular regard to the impact
of aviation noise on noise sensitive development.
12.4 Policy Q2 of the Lambeth Local Plan (2015) states that development will be supported
in terms of its impact on amenity if, among other considerations, “(i) visual amenity
from adjoining sites and from the public realm is not unacceptably compromised, (ii)
acceptable standards of privacy are provided without diminution of the design quality,
(iii) adequate outlooks are provided avoiding wherever possible any undue sense of
enclosure or unacceptable levels of overlooking (or perceived overlooking), (v)
adequate impact of noise is reduced to an unacceptable level through use attenuation,
distance, screening, or internal layout/orientation …”. The Council’s sustainable

development approach aims to ensure amenity for both existing and future occupiers
at the site and surrounding area.
12.5 Policy S2 states that community premises should be appropriate to their surroundings
in terms of scale, character and mix of uses, and should not harm residential amenity,
the environment, or result in adverse transport impacts in line with other relevant
policies. Some facilities within residential neighbourhoods can have an impact on
residential amenity which may need to be carefully managed. The hours of operation
will need to balance the needs of service providers and users of the premises against
impacts on neighbouring residents. Planning conditions will be used, as appropriate,
to mitigate potential adverse amenity impacts (Para 7.13 refers).
12.6 The application of the NPSE should enable noise to be considered alongside other
relevant issues and not to be considered in isolation. In the past, the wider benefits of
a particular policy, development or other activity may not have been given adequate
weight when assessing the noise implications (para 2.7 refers).
Proposed Operation of the Helipad
12.7 The proposal would extend the hours of operation from the current limitation of 07:00
– 21:00 to 24 hour operation. Funding is to be provided through the KSS Air Ambulance
and would fund the operation and recruitment of one additional Helideck Officer with
specialist night time training to work between the hours of 20:00 – 08:00.
12.8 The flight path of helicopters is dependent on wind direction, as the helicopters are
required to approach into the wind. The south-western approach descends above
Ruskin Park and the north-eastern approach flies above the Maudsley Hospital and
buildings to the north of the rail lines serving Denmark Hill Station. The flight path is
demonstrated within Appendix 4 of this report.
12.9 The applicant has confirmed that a helicopter takes approximately 2-3 minutes to
power up and 1 minute to power down.
Methodology of Noise Assessment
12.10 The current proposal does not seek any physical alterations to the existing helipad,
nor would the limited use of the helipad for medical emergencies be expanded to other
uses. Officers consider the proposal to result in no impact on occupiers of neighbouring
properties by way of loss of daylight, sunlight or outlook. There are also no concerns
regarding residential privacy. The principal impact which night time flights would have
on surrounding residents would be the noise generated by helicopters operating during
these hours.
12.11 When measuring aircraft noise generation, multiple indicators are used as industry
standard, which take a weighted long-term average of aircraft noise in order to
generate a single figure measured in decibels (dB) which is impacted by the loudness

and frequency of occurrences within a measured timescale, such as a night, entire day
or 90min period. Based upon these measurements, the recently published World
Health Organisation (WHO) document Environmental Noise Guidelines for the
European Region (2018) seeks in part to implement upper limits to night time noise
levels generated by transport in order to protect residents sleep, health and wellbeing.
The document states that noise levels produced by aircraft during night time are
strongly recommended to be below 40 dBLnight. It is important to note that the ‘Lnight’
figure is an aggregated level which has been averaged across the night time period of
23:00 – 07:00. The document’s evidence base for this assumption was based on
surveys taken in close proximity to flight paths of major airports such as Heathrow,
Berlin-Tegel or Zurich which demonstrate regular flights and cannot be applied to the
irregular nature of the projected number of flights within the application.
12.12 The WHO (2018) document recognises “supplementary noise indicators, which might
be useful for monitoring special noise situations. For example, in the case of noisy but
short-lived noise like shooting noise or noise emitted by trains, LASMAX is often used.
This is a measure of the maximum sound pressure reached during a defined
measurement period. It is used to set noise limits and is sometimes considered in
studies to determine certain health effects (such as awakening reactions)”. The LASMAX
is also normalised, but in respect of short duration noises and therefore does not skew
results. The WHO (2018) refers to 10-15 instances per day and this is often used as a
definition for ‘regular’ events. The 0.25 flights per calendar day which the helipad is
projected to operate during night hours would occur far more infrequently than this
definition of regular events. Normalisation of recorded noise levels would therefore
lead to a misrepresentation which is either higher or lower than actual levels depending
on the measurement period. Considering the brief nature and likelihood that no more
than one occurrence would take place within a night, the LASMAX (maximum resulting
loudness measurement) is therefore considered a better metric to assess the impact
on residential amenity.
12.13 The measurement used to define the loudness of noise is the decibel (dB) scale. The
scale ranges from 0dB – the quietest possible noise – with 120dB being considered
an unsafe volume for human ears. The scale is a logarithmic progression in that every
increase in 10dB is an increase of 10 times the sound pressure level. This is perceived
as a doubling in loudness by human ears. For example, a noise at 40dB is 4 times
louder than a noise at 20dB, not twice as loud, as the increase from 20 – 40 may
suggest. The following examples are given in order to provide context for references
to noise levels within the report:
10 dB: Normal breathing
20 dB: Whispering from five feet away
30 dB: Whispering nearby
40 dB: Quiet library sounds
50 dB: Refrigerator
60 dB: Normal Conversation, Electric toothbrush

70 dB: Washing machine
80 dB: Alarm clock
120 dB: Ambulance Siren
12.14 Extensive assessments of transport related noise are not regularly undertaken. The
Department for Transport recently produced a noise assessment in relation to high
speed rail development, HS2 Phase 2a Environmental Statement (2017). This report
makes multiple references to aircraft noise and was produced as a trusted source; the
document is therefore used for precedents on aircraft noise where relevant. Recent
evidence used within the report states that outdoor aircraft levels of 80dBLASMAX and
below are most unlikely to cause any increase in measured sleep disturbance from
that which occurs naturally during normal sleep. This corresponds with the commonly
accepted 65dBLASMAX internal noise level (taking into account a -15dB drop for semiopen windows). The document goes on that following an awakening, the impairment
to the process of falling asleep again is suggested to be dependent upon the number
of events and the time interval between events. Therefore, it recommends that there
should be no more than 1 extended awakening induced by aircraft per night in order
for there to be likely no impact on health.
12.15 The NPSE does not propose specific confines to levels of noise; however does
acknowledge the qualitative scale on which the impacts of noise generating uses can
be classified and assessed. This is measured by identifying levels of impact which
external noise generation would have within a certain area:


NOEL – No Observed Effect Level
This is the level below which no effect can be detected. In simple terms, below
this level, there is no detectable effect on health and quality of life due to the
noise.



LOAEL – the Lowest Observed Adverse Effect Level
This is the level above which adverse effects on health and quality of life can be
detected.



SOAEL – Significant Observed Adverse Effect Level
This is the level above which significant adverse effects on health and quality of
life occur.

12.16 The submitted Noise Impact Assessment states that “no objective guidance has been
provided to enable policy makers, noise practitioners and decision makers to
understand what this threshold level is. It is understood that research is currently
underway to define this SOAEL. The document advises that in the absence of such
guidance the lack of any objective guidance provides “necessary policy flexibility””.
12.17 The document goes on to define the LOAEL as 43dbLASMAX, which is the level at
which an internal noise level would rise above the average continuous noise level, if

fluctuations are aggregated. The SOAEL is defined as 65dbLASMAX, noting the level of
noise which was considered the maximum noise level before sleep disturbance within
the HS2 development (Para 12.14 refers).

Existing Levels of Noise
12.18 The applicant has submitted an updated Noise Impact Assessment, undertaken by
Bickerdike Allen Partners. The assessment conducted investigations at 8 nearby
locations to the application site, undertaking 2x 15 minute surveys at each location
(See Figure 8). The surveys were undertaken on 01/06/2018 and began at variety of
times, beginning between 01:32 and 05:00.

Figure 8: Position of existing ambient noise assessments

12.19 The Noise Impact Assessment found maximum noise levels to be between 62-68dB
at four of the location and between 75-81dB at the other 4 locations (Appendix 4
provides detail). The submitted NIA identifies road traffic to be the main cause for
higher levels of existing noise generation. The assessment notes the location of the
readings being taken.
12.20 Noting the route of the helipad flight path and the reduction in noise generated as the
helicopter is distanced from the helipad and therefore at a greater height, the Noise
Impact Assessment identifies point A, C and H as the locations which would
experience the highest level of noise generated by the helicopter. The maximum noise
levels measured at the 3 sites were 67.5dB, 77.9dB and 63.2dB respectively.

Projected Noise Generation
12.21 The submitted Planning Statement states that following the commencement of the
helipad’s daytime operation in 2016, only one complaint has been received by the Trust
from local residents regarding helicopter landings. This related to disturbance caused
by the landing of a HEMS helicopter within Ruskin Park which was undertaken in order
to comply with Condition 4 due to the landing taking place at 20:45 (paras 5.1 – 5.2
refer). The helipad is not currently staffed beyond 8pm in order to correspond with time
restraints, as usage after 8pm may run beyond the restricted hours.
12.22 The submitted Noise Impact Assessment presents the results of three observed
helicopter landings at KCH on 11/05/2018. Locations A (No. 12 Windsor Walk), C (De
Crespigny Park) and H (49 Northway Road), which were featured within the night time
environmental noise survey, were used to take measurements of the arrival and
departure of the helicopter. Photos of these locations are included within Figures 5, 6
and 7 of this report. Arrivals lasted between 42-55 seconds and departures lasted
between 34 and 43 seconds, with shorter overhead durations at further distances from
the site. Observed noise levels ranged between 70 – 87 dB LASmax. The submitted
Noise Impact Assessment notes that “the highest recorded helicopter measurements
were at locations A and C, which on average produced results of 86 and 87 dB LASmax
respectively from arrival events, with slightly lower noise levels for departure events.
These are considered to be representative of the worst case locations for night time
helicopter noise exposure, as during the survey the helicopter flew directly over these
locations on its approach to the helipad”.
12.23 The sound levels were attained outdoors and the WHO (2018) document recognises
that there is a reduction of external noise levels of approximately 10dB with windows
fully open, 15dB with partly open windows and 25dB with closed windows. When
factoring in the reduction of noise internally within buildings, and noting that the
measurements at positions A, C and H are likely the most impacted by the helicopter
flights, the projected loudest measurements within any dwellinghouse impacted by the
proposal would be 61dB (A), 62dB (C) and 59dB (H) with partially open windows, or

51dB (A), 52dB (C) and 49dB (H) with closed windows. With reference to everyday
noise equivalents (see Para 12.13), these noise levels would equate to the noise of a
refrigerator, or half the loudness of a normal conversation when windows are partially
opened.
12.24 In comparison to the noise survey conducted in relation to non-helicopter related
noise, the helicopter measurements exceeded the loudest existing noise measured on
the each site by 18dB (A), 9dB (C) and 11dB (H). When making a comparison of the
noise levels, the reduction in noise due to windows is not taken into account as this
would also be applied to the existing street noises. Officers acknowledge that windows
would not reduce noise levels externally, such as within the proximate Ruskin Park,
and the NPPF (2018) states that the recreational and amenity value of tranquil areas
should be protected (Para 180(b) refers). The proposal would not however be
considered to impact on the amenity value of the park as patrons are unlikely to be
using the parking within the night hours which the application relates to.
12.25 The number of locations surveyed during the helicopter operation was constrained in
part by the restriction on night operations. Based on the analysis of the helicopter flight
path, it is assumed that other locations would likely receive lower levels of maximum
noise than the 70-87dB received at locations A, C and H. As such, helicopter flights
would likely be considerably less than the maximum existing loudness within the
measured period at locations E (75dB), F (80dB) and G (81dB). Positions B and D
experienced lower existing noise levels (61.9dB and 63.4dB); however are distanced
from the helipad so that helicopter noise levels would likely be comparable.
12.26 Considering the above assessment, the worst case scenario of noise impact when
compared to exiting levels would be at position A, in which helicopter flights would be
twice the loudness of the maximum noise level recorded on site. The maximum levels
would be comparable to a normal conversation (approx. 60dB). Other positions would
experience noise levels of double the highest existing noise during night, or
comparable levels to existing, which can be likened to levels of a normal conversation.

Frequency of Night-time Flights
12.27 The helipad receives patients from a catchment including the Kent Surrey and Sussex
(KSSHEMS) Air Ambulance and the South East London Kent and Midway (SELKaM)
trauma network, the latter for which is it the major trauma centre.
12.28 The application is supported by a document in which KCH has recorded a log of all
night time patient deliveries between 01/04/2017 and 31/12/2018, beginning at the
time period for which the helipad was fully operational and had the facilities to accept
night landings. A redacted version of the data is available within Appendix 4 of this
report. The data shows that a total of 159 patient deliveries were conducted within this
time period, largely undertaken by land-based retrieval, but with 13 night flights being

made from the helipad (between the hours of 19:00 and 21:00) or Ruskin Park. The
applicant has confirmed that a 0.8 multiplier must be factored in to the assessment of
these figures to account for the unavailability of helicopters for night use due to
inhibiting weather conditions or engineering complications.
12.29 The helipad would also be used in medical emergencies in Surrey and Sussex, which
number 35 patient deliveries within the 21 month time period above. It would likely be
the case that many of these emergencies would be transported to Royal Surrey County
Hospital (RSCH) or St George’s Hospital (SGH) where transport times would be more
efficient than the use of the helicopter. The current assessment assumes a worst case
scenario and assumes that all 35 patient recoveries (20 per year) are flown to KCH.
12.30 Taking the above figures (including the 0.8 multiplier for public downtime) and
averaging this over a period of 1 year, it is estimated that the helipad would experience
89 flights per annum in connection with KCH medical emergencies, which equates to
1.85 flights per week. The low number of nightly flights, which would be considerably
below 1 flight per night period, would be unlikely to result in extended awakenings as
there would not be consecutive events of the noise.
12.31 The annual figures of all night time collections within the current assessment are a
decrease from those within the original evidence provided by the applicant. It should
be noted that the figure of 1.85 flights per week is a ‘worst case scenario’ in which all
night time medical emergencies are transported through helicopter. Taking into
account the locations of night time medical emergencies recorded, consultants at KCH
estimate that 25-30% of night time emergencies would be transported by land to KCH,
by land to Royal Surrey County Hospital (RSCH) or by land to St George’s Hospital
(SGH) as these transport times would be more effective than the use of a helicopter
based at KCH. As such, KSSHEMS staff suggest the actual figure of weekly night
flights may be as low as 1.51. Within the current assessment, the worst case scenario
figure of 1.85 weekly night flights will continue to be used.
12.32 The extensive log of existing land-based trips is considered to be a reliable source.
Planning conditions will be used to control the use of night flights with medical
emergencies only and only in connection with KCCHEMS and SELKaM networks. This
is considered to be adequate mitigation to prevent any undue impact on residential
amenity through an unforeseen increase in night flights within the year permission.

Summary of Projected Impact (Awakenings etc)
12.33 The frequency of events is a key factor in the determination, as there are no
precedents or established noise limits for a service with such infrequent flights. On
average, the proposal is very likely to result in less than one awakening per night, as
recommended within the DfT report.

12.34 The submitted Noise Impact Assessment projects that windows would be closed for
the majority of the year. The site lies directly beneath the Heathrow Airport flight path,
which operates until 23:00 and likely contributes to an increased number of closed
windows.
12.35 The Noise Impact Assessment concludes that the LOAEL of 43dBLASMAX would be
exceeded in many of the residential properties; however this has been found to already
be the case with existing noise levels and so there would be minimal impact. The
SOAEL of 65dBLASMAX would only be exceeded by helicopter events within the most
proximate dwellings and when windows are open; 10 of the 18 surveyed helicopter
arrival/ departure noise levels were below 82dBLASMAX and therefore minimally above
the 80dB level which is considered unlikely to impact sleep with windows part open or
closed.
12.36 The Noise Impact Assessment goes on to employ formulae which are used as an
industry standard, including within the TfL High Speed 2 assessment, and calculate
that the most affected areas near positions A and C would experience approximately
16 awakenings per year for the dwellings which are directly under the flight path. The
document puts this into context, stating that people typically wake around 20 times per
night from non-noise sources.
12.37 In addition to residential properties, the operation of the helipad would be most
proximate to the KCH site. The applicant has confirmed that the nearest operational
ward within the Ruskin Wing is located 2 floors below the highest occupied floor of the
building, which is a further 2 floors below helipad level. The operation of the helipad
has not resulted in any complaints from patients or staff following its initiation in 2016.
Considering the intervening 4 stories between the helipad and the nearest operational
ward, and the level of existing disturbances to be expected within a hospital such as
patient alerts and medical equipment, the proposal is considered to result in an
acceptable impact on the amenity of patients and staff within the KCH site.

Requirements of the Temporary Permission
12.38 Officers support the resulting noise level within the submitted Noise Impact
Assessment and the projected number of flights based on the assessment submitted.
Officers cannot foresee the level of noise generated by helicopters differing
significantly from the recordings which have been provided as part of this submission.
The details provided supporting the frequency of flights are considered to be robust
and reliable given the 21 month assessment period. Despite this, if a worst case
scenario of flights numbers were to be significantly higher than those projected, the
originally proposed 2 year period would allow for a sustained period of harm to local
residents amenity. As such, the application can only be supported at a 1 year
temporary period prior to reassessment in order to mitigate any impact.

12.39 The 1 year temporary permission shall act as a probationary period, in which KCH
staff associated with the HEMS will be required to monitor the frequency and timing of
all flights from the helipad between the hours of 21:00 – 07:00. Although it is noted that
the trust gained funding for a 2 year period, the 1 year permission is considered
sufficient time to accumulate a reliable set of data by which helicopter night flights can
be assessed in actuality. Further, the submission of a subsequent application at the
expiration of the 1 year temporary permission would allow for local residents to express
any concerns resulting from a year of night flight operation at the site.
12.40 In order to secure the monitoring, the following additional condition is proposed as
advised by consultation with Environmental Health Noise Pollution Officers:
There shall be a log kept for a minimum period of 12 months displaying the
number of flights and times within each month that these occurred. The
records logged shall be retained and shall be produced on request of any
suitably authorised officer of the Council and within any future planning
application in relation to the use of the helipad.
Reason: in order to accurately assess the impact of the proposed night time
flights on residents and to safeguard the amenities of neighbouring residential
properties in accordance with Policies S2 and Q2 of the Lambeth Local Plan
(2015) and Policies 6.6 and 7.15 of the London Plan.
12.41 It is noted that the Noise Pollution Officer recommended a condition limiting the
number of night flights per month. Given the lifesaving potential of the HEMS service,
it is not considered reasonable or enforceable to implement a planning condition which
may result in life-saving action not being taken if a monthly flight quota had already
been expended. Following correspondence with KSSHEMS staff, the reduction of the
2 year temporary period to a single year has been agreed by both parties.

Additional Control of Permission
12.42 The current application is an opportunity to further manage the use of the KCH
helipad in order to ensure the impact to local residents is kept at a minimum.
12.43 Condition 3 of application reference 15/02289/VOC stated that:
The helipad shall be used by helicopters associated with medical emergencies
only and no regular or scheduled flights shall be permitted without the prior
written permission of the local planning authority.
Reason: To ensure the use of
with emergency medical care
detrimental to the amenities of
is caused, in accordance with

the helipad is limited to purposes associated
and that minimal nuisance and disturbance
adjoining occupiers and of the area generally
Policies 7 and 36 of the London Borough of

Lambeth UDP: Policies saved beyond 5th August 2010 and Policy S1 of the
Lambeth Core Strategy (2011)).
12.44 In order to address any concern that, as the only 24 hour helipad in London, the night
use of the helipad would be exploited by other HEMS services within the capital,
officers recommend that the current S73 application is used to alter the wording of the
existing Condition 3 to read as the following:
The helipad shall be used by helicopters associated with medical emergencies
only in association with the KSS HEMS (Kent Surrey and Sussex Helicopter
Emergency Medical Service) and SELKaM (South East London, Kent and
Midway) Trauma Network and no regular or scheduled flights shall be
permitted without the prior written permission of the local planning authority.
Reason: To ensure the use of the helipad is limited to purposes associated
with emergency medical care and that minimal nuisance and disturbance
detrimental to the amenities of adjoining occupiers and of the area generally
is caused, in accordance with Policies S2 and Q2 of the Lambeth Local Plan
(2015) and Policies 6.6 and 7.15 of the London Plan.
Air Quality
12.45 Lambeth Local Plan (2015) Policy T1 states that the council will promote a
sustainable pattern of development in the borough. The supporting text goes on that
whole borough is within an Air Quality Management Area in relation to a breach of
nitrogen dioxide (annual mean and hourly mean) and particulate matters (daily mean
and annual mean) objectives as specified in the Air Quality Regulations 2000 (Para
2.40 refers).
12.46 Policy 7.14 of the London Plan (2016) states that the Mayor recognises the
importance of tackling air pollution and improving air quality to London’s development
and the health and wellbeing of its people.
12.47 The Local Plan acknowledges that road vehicles result in approximately 90% of air
pollution within Lambeth due to the volume of traffic and the proximity to public areas.
Considering the height, operating hours and the proposed regularity of helicopter
flights, officers consider the proposal would have a minimal impact on air pollution
within the borough and an Air Quality Assessment should not be required for the scale
of the development. The proposal is therefore considered to comply with Policy T1 of
the London Plan (2015) and Policy 7.14 of the London Plan (2016).
13 CONCLUSION
13.1 Officers acknowledge the provision within Policy S2 which seeks to protect residential
amenity with the introduction of any additional services. The likelihood of increased

awakenings and the resulting nuisance is acknowledged; however the applicant
suggests this would be no greater than 16 annual awakenings in the small number of
proximate located properties and also assuming a worst case scenario number of
annual flights. This level of impact is considered to be acceptable when assessed
against Policies S2 and Q2 of the Lambeth Local Plan (2015). Planning conditions will
be used to ensure the helipad is not used irresponsibly and that a reassessment takes
place after 1 year, in which actual data of night flights and their impacts can be
analysed. The use of a temporary permission would carefully manage any potential
impact which the extended opening hours may have on local residents’ amenity, as
required in the Lambeth Local Plan (Para 2.86 refers).
13.2 The construction of new helipads is restricted by Policy within London (noting London
Plan Policy 6.6). The current opportunity to extend the coverage of an appropriately
sited existing helipad, directly servicing a Major Trauma Centre, would present a
significant upgrade to existing health services within Lambeth and the wider area.
When the projected impact on amenity is taken into account, which officers consider
acceptable, the proposal is considered to comply with Policy S2(a) of the Lambeth
Local Plan (2015).
13.3 It is important to stress that any night time flight associated with the helipad would be
undertaken to facilitate the recovery of a high risk patient associated with a medical
emergency. Taking into account all elements of the proposal, its context and making
an assessment based on its merits, the life-saving benefits which the extended
opening hours would allow for are considered to outweigh the projected disturbance
caused by the operations. The application can therefore be supported on the planning
balance.

14 EQUALITY DUTY AND HUMAN RIGHTS
14.1 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).
14.2 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.

14.3 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.
15 RECOMMENDATION
15.1 Resolve to grant conditional planning permission.
15.2 Agree to delegate authority to the Assistant Director of Planning, Transport and
Development to finalise the recommended conditions as set out in this report,
addendums and/or PAC minutes.

APPENDICES
Appendix 1: Draft Decision Notice

Appendix 2: List of consultees (statutory and Other Consultees)
Aerodrome and Air Traffic Standards Division
Brixton Business Forum
Brixton Society
Clapham Society
Conservation & Urban Design
Design Out Crime Officer
Development Control Department Thames Water
Development Control Enforcement Team
EHST Noise Pollution
FOD London Division
Friends of Ruskin Park
Greater London Authority
Herne Hill Society
Historic England
Implementation Team
L.F.C.D Authority
London Borough of Southwark
National Air Traffic Safeguarding Office
Network Rail
Planning Policy
Ruskin on the Hill Residents Association
TFL Road Network Development (non-referable)
Transport Lambeth
Veolia Waste Lambeth Planning App
Ward Councillors

Appendix 3: List of relevant policies in London Plan, Lambeth Local Plan. Reference
to SPGs, SPD and other relevant guidance
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (2018)
The London Plan (2016)
Policy 3.16
Policy 3.17
Policy 3.2
Policy 6.6
Policy 7.14
Policy 7.15

Protection and enhancement of social infrastructure
Health and Social Care Facilities
Improving health and addressing health inequalities
Aviation
Improving Air Quality
Reducing Noise and Enhancing Soundscapes

The Draft London Plan (2017)
Lambeth Local Plan (2015)
Policy D3
Policy S2
Policy T1
Policy Q2

Infrastructure
New or improved community premises
Sustainable Travel
Amenity

Other Guidance
The following guidance is also considered relevant to the application proposal:
Regional

Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs. The Noise Policy Statement for
England (NPSE) (2010).
Department for Transport. HS2 Phase 2a Environmental Statement (2017).
WHO. Environmental Noise Guidelines for the European Region (2018).

Appendix 4: Other relevant Plans and Photos

Existing/ Proposed Flight Path of Helicopter Landings

Detailed Layout of the KCH Premises

Summary of Existing Environmental Noise Survey Results

Summary of Recorded Helicopter Landing/ Takeoff Results

Data of Existing Night Time Patient Recovery to KCH

