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1. Introduction
1.1 This report sets out the response to public consultation on the Draft Revised Lambeth Local Plan
(DRLLP) between October and December 2018. The consultation took place under Regulation 18
of the Town and Country Planning (Local Plans) (England) Regulations 2012.
1.2 This was the second round of public consultation on the Local Plan review under Regulation 18.
An earlier round of consultation on issues for the review of the Local Plan took place over eight
weeks between October and December 2017. The outcome of that earlier round of consultation
is set out in the Lambeth Local Plan Review Issues Consultation Report October 2018 plus a
series of summary sheets included in Appendix 2 of this report. Both documents were published
at the start of the public consultation on the DRLLP, so they were available for stakeholders to
consider when submitting their consultation responses.
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2. Consultation approach
2.1 Public consultation on the DRLLP took place over eight weeks between 22 October and 17
December 2018, following a decision by Lambeth’s Cabinet on 15 October 2018. The DRLLP and
supporting documents were published on the council’s website and made available in hard copy
at the council’s ten public libraries and at the council’s offices.
2.2 Various methods were used to publicise the consultation. Emails were sent to 1,875
organisations and individuals on Lambeth’s Local Plan Consultation database at the start of the
consultation period, with follow up emails sent part-way through the consultation period. This
database includes the statutory, specific and general consultation bodies required under the
2012 plan-making Regulation. Further emails were sent to those on other council mailing lists,
including 5,978 recipients of the ‘Cycling and Sustainable Transport of Planning applications’ list
and to 6,844 recipients of the ‘Have your say on what is happening in Lambeth’ list. Articles
publicising the consultation were placed in Lambeth Talk, the council’s quarterly magazine
distributed to 131,000 homes and businesses in the borough; on the council’s website; and on
the council’s blog – Love Lambeth. The council also sent tweets from the council’s Twitter
account, alerting its followers to the consultation.
2.3 Presentations publicising and explaining the consultation were made on request to the
Landlords’ Forum and the Norwood Action Group/Planning Assembly during November 2018.
2.4 Consultees were invited to respond in writing by email or letter, or via an on-line questionnaire
that allowed respondents to relate their comments to specific sections or policies in the DRLLP.
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3. Consultation Response
3.1 330 written representations were received from a wide range of stakeholders, covering some
2,400 different points. Of these, 233 were submitted by email or letter and 97 via the on-line
questionnaire.
3.2 The breakdown of respondents by type is as follows:
Type of respondent
Individual
Tenants’/residents’ association
Community group
Faith group
Neighbourhood Planning Forum
Elected politician
Representative body
Business
Business improvement district
Developer/landowner
Affordable housing provider
Infrastructure provider
Other London borough
Other statutory consultee (including the GLA)
Total

Number Percentage
192
58
6
2
11
3
3
1
3
1
10
3
11
3
8
2
5
2
53
16
5
2
11
3
6
2
6
2
330
100

3.3 Those who responded via the on-line questionnaire were asked optional questions about their
demographic characteristics. The data collected is presented below.
Age
Question asked - Which age group applies to you?
82 (84.5%) of the 97 who submitted a survey answered this question.
Age Range
18-24
25-34
35-44
45-54
55-64
65-74
75-84
Grand Total

Count Percentage
5
6.10%
18
21.95%
12
14.63%
17
20.73%
17
20.73%
10
12.20%
3
3.66%
82
100%

Disability
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Question asked - Are your day-to-day activities limited because of a health problem or disability
which has lasted, or is expected to last, at least 12 months? Please include problems related to old
age.
79 (81.4%) of the 97 who submitted a survey answered this question.
Row Labels
No
Yes, limited a little
Yes, limited a lot
Grand Total

Count Percentage
70
88.61%
7
8.86%
2
2.53%
79
100%

Sex
Question asked - At birth were you described as:
80 (82.5%) of the 97 who submitted a survey answered this question.
Sex
Female
I prefer not to
say
Male
Grand Total

Count Percentage
37
46.25%
4
39
80

5.00%
48.75%
100%

Ethnicity
Question asked - What is your ethnic group?
73 (75.2%) of the 97 who submitted a survey answered this question.
Ethnicity
Arab
Asian / Asian British Chinese
Asian / Asian British Indian
Asian / Asian British
Pakistani
Black African
Black Caribbean
Latin American/ Latin
Mixed White and Black
Caribbean
Other
White Irish
White Polish
White English / Welsh /
Scottish / Northern Irish /
British
Grand Total

Count Percentage
1
1.37%
2
2.74%
1
1.37%
1
3
5
1

1.37%
4.11%
6.85%
1.37%

1
8
1
1

1.37%
10.96%
1.37%
1.37%

48
73

65.75%
100%
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3.4 The overall response to the key elements of the Draft Plan can be summarised as follows:
Housing
3.5 The Mayor supported Lambeth’s inclusion of the Draft London Plan housing target and
associated housing trajectory, as well as the overall approach to securing affordable housing, but
sought some amendments to policy affecting housing on smaller sites. He requested removal of
policy allowing residential de-conversions, a lower minimum house size to be eligible for
conversion, and more flexibility on development in gardens and private residential amenity
space to enable further intensification of the existing housing stock; he also requested
reinstatement of the policy approach to affordable housing on minor sites. He wished Lambeth
to revisit evidence of need for gypsy and traveller accommodation in light of the wider definition
in the Draft London Plan; and he asked Lambeth to note the strategic need for purpose-built
student accommodation across London.
3.6 Among other respondents, there was a mixed response to the proposed overall level of housing
growth with developers mainly expressing support for optimising residential densities but
individuals and community groups tending to express concern.
3.7 There were very mixed views on the approach to affordable housing. Developers on the whole
supported the cross-reference to the Mayor’s threshold approach, but with a number of queries
on aspects of implementation and many seeking more flexibility. There were many comments
from residents, businesses and community groups about insufficient supply of affordable
housing and/or saying what is secured is not genuinely affordable. There was a large body of
comments about the perceived lack of affordable housing in Waterloo in particular, with
perceived lack of delivery on vacant sites owned by Coin Street Community Builders singled out
by many respondents.
3.8 Policy on housing standards attracted a number of comments, with requests from developers for
more flexibility on private amenity space standards, dual aspect requirements and internal space
standards in co-living schemes. There was an even split of views on the proposed change of
approach to residential conversions, with some residents concerned about harm to residential
amenity and balanced neighbourhoods while others recognised the benefits of more scope for
conversions.
3.9 Developers of purpose-built student accommodation sought more flexibility in policy for that
type of development, while some residents expressed concerns about too much student
housing. Developers of build-to-rent schemes were broadly supportive of the proposed
approach but sought some clarification. On purpose-built shared living schemes, developers
wished this type of scheme to be supported across the borough, not just in the highest PTAL
areas. There was mostly support for the approach to housing for particular needs, including
older people.
3.10 Approximately thirty comments were received on the policy approach to estate regeneration,
mostly from residents, politicians and community groups. These comments expressed a
number of general concerns about the principle of estate regeneration and/or endorsed the
Mayor’s approach to residents’ ballots. Among those commenting on the proposed policy
6

itself, there was generally support for the principle of a minimum 50 per cent affordable
housing in estate regeneration schemes, although some said this was not high enough.
Economy
3.11 The Mayor welcomed the support and protection for offices and the spatial approach to
location of large offices. He also welcomed the draft policy on affordable workspace to support
in particular creative and digital industries. On KIBAs, the Mayor reminded Lambeth that it is
required to retain industrial capacity and noted that a net loss of protected land was proposed.
He sought further information on how intensification of remaining industrial land can be
achieved and clarification of the role of offices in KIBAs going forward. He supported the
proposed designation of Knolly’s Yard as suitable for industrial intensification and co-location
with residential use, to enable redevelopment of that site. Clarification of the approach to the
designation of Waterloo town centre was sought. The Mayor did not comment on the
approach to hotels.
3.12 Turning to other respondents, in relation to offices the main objection from developers was to
the proposed extension of the marketing period for vacant existing space from one year to two
years before loss can be considered. On affordable workspace, a number of questions were
raised about the justification for the policy, viability and deliverability. Developers commenting
generally considered the policy onerous, but other respondents supported the principle of the
approach.
3.13 There was a high number of comments on KIBAs, either in relation to the overall approach
and/or in relation to specific KIBAs. Many comments about the overall approach were to do
with aspects of policy set by the Mayor rather than locally in Lambeth. Generally, developers
sought more scope to introduce residential uses in KIBAs, either through complete dedesignation or a co-location approach. On Knolly’s Yard, there was a split of views: many
supported the principle of mixed-use development on the site but many others thought it
unsuitable for high-density development, with particular concern about access and highways.
3.14 There was broad support for the approach to town centres, although specific comments about
individual centres. KFC and McDonalds objected to the proposed restrictions on hot food takeaways. The approach to pubs, betting shops and pay-day loan shops did not attract significant
objections. Some developers were concerned about planning obligations to mitigate the impact
of large numbers of visitors. There was generally support for the approach to employment and
skills contributions, but some objections from developers about the 25 per cent local job
requirement, seeking more flexibility.
3.15 On hotels, the main body of comments came from hotel developers concerned about the
proposed restriction in Waterloo, with some more detailed comments on other aspects of the
policy. Some local Waterloo stakeholders supported the proposed approach, however. There
was also concern from hotel developers about the proposed cap on additional hotel bed-spaces
in Vauxhall.
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Infrastructure
3.16 The Mayor broadly supported the proposed approach on transport, but objected (with TfL) to
the proposed introduction of flexibility in minimum cycle parking standards and higher disabled
car parking requirements for commercial developments. He was otherwise supportive on green
and social infrastructure, air quality and digital connectivity.
3.17 There were a number of comments from others on aspects of transport policy, but broadly the
overall approach was supported. Some developers also objected to the proposed higher
disabled car parking requirement for commercial developments. There was a small number of
other comments on social infrastructure, and several on protection of open space and provision
of green infrastructure. Comments on the approach to air quality were broadly supportive. In
relation to the draft Infrastructure Delivery Plan itself, a small number of detailed comments on
accuracy were received from infrastructure providers but no fundamental concerns were raised
with the proposed approach.
Place-shaping
3.18 The Mayor noted Lambeth’s successful bid for designation of Brixton as a Creative Enterprise
Zone, and that this had been reflected in the policy approach in the DRLLP. He commented on
some sites and sought clarification of some aspects of the proposed approach to tall buildings.
Historic England also made a number of detailed comments about the approach and evidence
on tall buildings.
3.19 Among other respondents, tall buildings in Waterloo and Vauxhall was a topic of interest with
different points of view generally expressed by developers and landowners on the one hand
and community groups on the other.
3.20 On policies for specific places and neighbourhoods, a range of different comments were made.
In the main, they were comments seeking the inclusion of additional information to ensure a
full and accurate vision was expressed. Neighbourhood planning forums welcomed references
to emerging neighbourhood plans. Several comments were made about individual sites, but
again these will be addressed through the subsequent site allocations DPD.
Consideration of the responses
3.21 All of the written responses have been collated into a schedule set out below. This is organised
in order of the different sections of the DRLLP, followed by comments relating to sites and
comments relating to the proposed changes to the Policies Map. The schedule provides an
officer response to each comment made and identifies whether or not amendments have been
made in the DRLLP PSV as a result.
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Sections 1, 2 and 3: Introduction, Evidence Base and Issues, Spatial Strategy Vision and Strategic Objectives and related Annexes
Name
Norwood
Action group et
al.

Sport England

Rep
Representation Wording
Code
196/400 London Industrial Land Demand 2017 - Report to be
produced by the GLA which outlines evidence on
employment land demand and analyses changing
market circumstances.

156/9

The final report was published in June 2017. Has
regard been paid?
This is imperative for the LLP which looks forward 15
years.
Sport England has reviewed the Council’s evidence
base and the Green Infrastructure Strategy. Sport
England welcomes the Strategy’s finding that existing
open space in the Borough should be protected.

Plan
Section
Annex

Policy/ Annex

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Annex 01

Lambeth has used the findings of the London Industrial Land
Demand 2017 to inform the Review of KIBAs 2019. The Demand
study places Lambeth in the 'retain' category and as such,
Lambeth is seeking to retain its capacity to accommodate
industrial activity across its locally significant industrial sites (LSIS)
(known as KIBAs in Lambeth).

No change.

Annex

Annex 01

These documents have informed and are referenced in the
Infrastructure Delivery Plan, which is a key supporting document
for the Local Plan, and part of its evidence base.

No change.

However, Sport England is concerned that sporting
activity which is a key use of public open space is not
explicitly mentioned in the Green Infrastructure
Strategy. Recommendation 6 states; ‘ensure better
alignment of all Council Policies around green
infrastructure.’ And mentions the ‘draft physical
activity and sports strategy 2014-2020’ in paragraph
7.18 but there is little information on how this should
be taken forward in the Local Plan or considered in
the Green Infrastructure Strategy.
Policy S5 of the draft London Plan encourages local
authorities to undertake Playing Pitch Strategies.
Paragraph 8.4.2 of the draft London Plan explains
that the Council’s Green Infrastructure Strategies
should draw from existing strategies such as play,
trees and playing pitch strategies.
In 2015 the Council produced (with support from
Sport England);
• Lambeth Physical Activity and Sports Strategy
2015-2020
• Lambeth Indoor Sports Facilities Strategy and
Action Plan 2015-2020
• Lambeth Outdoor Sports Facilities Strategy and
Action Plan 2015-2020
It is not clear how any of these documents have been
used to influence the Council’s 2018 Green
Infrastructure Strategy. These documents include
action plans that can help guide investment from CIL
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Name

Norwood
Action group et
al.

Rep
Code

Representation Wording
and S106 to help improve the Borough’s sports
facilities.

Updated versions of these documents should be
referenced in Annex 1 of the Local Plan and Sport
England wishes to support the Council in reviewing
these documents and ensuring that the Council has a
robust and up-to-date evidence base for the Local
Plan.
196/411 IND 8 - Net loss of B1a floorspace through completed
Prior Approval developments (ie permitted
development for change of use from office to
residential)

Plan
Section

Policy/ Annex

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Annex

Annex 08

The amount of B1a floorspace lost through prior approvals has
reduced each year between 2015/16 and 2018/19. This indicates
a positive trend. A change to the target has been made for
clarity.

The target for IND 8 has been changed to the
following:
Reduction in floorspace lost

Target: postive Trend
Norwood
Action group et
al.

Historic England

196/412

Not credible.
IND 18 – Number of disabled - parking spaces per
completed major development

Annex

Annex 08

There is no overall target for IND 18 as the amount of disabled
parking spaces required per completed major development is
assessed on a case by case basis.

No change.

Annex

Annex 08

Inclusion of this monitoring indicator has significant resource
implications for Lambeth’s conservation and urban design team.
Current resourcing does not allow for this data to be collected for
every relevant application. The data will be collected by the GLA
for referable schemes. This will pick up the majority of the larger
schemes that involve potential for harm.

No change

Target: n/a
119/31

Why??? This important.
Monitoring
We recommend indicators to measure how
successful historic environment policies are. These
can include analysis of a local list, completion of
conservation area action plans and management
plans, assessment of key views, changes in skyline
both positive and negative, and a reduction in the
number of assets that are classified as heritage at
risk.
While we are pleased to see the retention of
Indicators IND 26 and IND 27 which address Heritage
at Risk and numbers of Conservation Areas with up
to date Appraisals respectively. However, there is an
opportunity for the draft Plan to be more aligned
with the draft New London Plan by reflecting its
heritage indicator (see below). This indicator seeks to
monitor positive trends regarding the state of the
historic environment across London by reporting on
the effectiveness of policies and proposals.
Incorporating an adapted version of this indicator
will allow the Council to have an overview and to
take action if needed, making the Local Plan effective
and ensuring it embodies an active approach to the
conservation and enjoyment of the historic
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Name

Rep
Code

Representation Wording

Plan
Section

Policy/ Annex

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Impact of development on London’s heritage:
Positive trend in the reduction of harm and/or an
increase in benefits to designated heritage assets in
approved referable development applications (based
on a rolling average).
13/08/2018
196/413 Site 18

Annex

Annex 09

Comment noted.

No change.

Note - "no change"
196/416 Annex 12: Strategic and non-strategic policies

Annex

Annex 12

The numbering of the table has been
updated to reflect policy numbering, but the
general approach has not changed.

Annex

Annex 12

The assessment of strategic and non-strategic policies is based on
the NPPF and associated planning practice guidance. Sections of
PN policies have been identified as strategic where they would
contribute to achieving strategic, borough-wide
objectives. Lambeth encourages neighbourhood plans to come
forward to add local detail to the PN policies.
It is not clear why this text was highlighted by the respondent.

Section
01

Introduction

Noted. This is analysed through the Sustainability Appraisal which
tests the Local Plan against environment, economic and social
objectives and considers the impact of proposed policies on
protected characteristics and health and well-being.

No change

environment.
Draft New London Plan KPI

Norwood
Action group et
al.
Norwood
Action group et
al.

Norwood
Action group et
al.

0dd so few are non strategic unless PN – which adds
60 more. Are so few PN policies strategic?
196/417 PN7 West Norwood

No change.

PN7a 
PN7b Non-strategic policy
PN7c 
PN7d(i) 
PN7d(ii) 
PN7d(iii) Non-strategic policy
PN7d(iv) Non-strategic policy
PN7d(v) 

St John's
Church,
Waterloo

202/7

Site 18 
Page 9 Para 1.12. It would be helpful to see more
detail about how the planning policies outlined in
this document will impact upon the huge variations
in health, wellbeing and economic inclusion in the
Borough. How will the deprivation in the Borough be
reduced through the implementation of the plan?

Section 2 of the Local Plan identifies key spatial planning issues,
including that which relates to the economy, deprivation and
health and wellbeing. This is carried through into to the vision
and strategic objectives of Section 3 that seeks to address these
issues.
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Name

Rep
Code

Representation Wording

Coin Street
Community
Builders

222/12

Norwood
Action group et
al.

196/34

CSCB further notes the references to the Duty to Cooperate in paras 1.21 and 1.22 of the draft Plan. This
should specifically include contributions to
infrastructure. Bernie Spain Gardens north lies in
Lambeth but the borough boundary is immediately
to its east. Major developments in both Lambeth and
Southwark bring large numbers of new users.
Resources to deal with the pressures on
infrastructure should be maximised and coordinated
between the boroughs.
All local councils are required to produce an up-todate local plan for their area, to guide the spatial
development of the borough over the next 15 years,

Norwood
Action group et
al.

Norwood
Action group et
al.

196/35

196/36

15 year vision is largely absent, especially in Places
and Neighbourhoods.
Also, for a 15 year vision, there is NO consideration
of how AI and other technical development will
impact life and employment.
In simplest terms, is projected London population
growth reliable? Will so many live in high cost cities
if they do not need to be there.
As with national policy, Lambeth’s Local Plan only
elaborates on London Plan policy where this is
considered necessary to meet local objectives and
achieve local distinctiveness.
This is an important caveat which is not adequately
supported by policy throughout the document. Local
distinctiveness is constantly being lost by
development that could ’be anywhere’.
○ a city that meets the challenges of economic and
population growth.

Plan
Section

Policy/ Annex

Section
01

Introduction

Section
01

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Policies throughout the plan seek to address such issues. For
example, policy ED2 seeks to secure affordable workspace that
would allow organisations to access employment floorspace that
they could otherwise not afford. Transport policies, such as T1,
seek to encourage social inclusion and environmental policies,
including EN1 and EN2, seek the provision of spaces for the
benefit of health and wellbeing.
The Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) identifies infrastructure
requirements to meet the needs of the borough. The Statement
of Common Ground between Lambeth and Southwark addresses
cross-border strategic planning issues including green
infrastructure.

No change

The vision for the Local Plan is set out in Section 3. The PN
policies in section 11 have been rewritten to reflect the vision.

No change

Section 2, paragraphs 2.6 - 2.8, covers population projections and
that they come from the Greater London Authority.
Policy T10 covers digital connectivity infrastructure and lies
within the transport and communications section because of the
relationship between digital technology and movement.

Section
01

ED policies address new forms of workspace required, including
for digital industries.
It is considered that the policies in the plan are distinctive to
Lambeth and address the key spatial planning issues identified in
Section 2 of the Local Plan.

No change

As examples, the Q policies of section 10 seek to ensure that
Lambeth has a high quality built environment and the Places and
Neighbourhoods Policies (Section 11), set out specific placebased policies for different parts of the borough.
Section
01

These objectives were deleted and replaced with updated
objectives in order that it reflects the new London Plan.

No change

○ an internationally competitive and successful city
○ a city of diverse, strong, secure and accessible
neighbourhoods
○ a city that delights the senses
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Name

Rep
Code

Representation Wording
○ a city that becomes a world leader in improving the
environment

Plan
Section

Policy/ Annex

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Noted. Additional text has been included in Section 1 following
the National Planning Policy Framework and London Plan to
reference Neighbourhood Planning. Additional references to
Neighbourhood Planning and emerging themes and priorities are
covered in Section 11: Places and Neighbourhoods policies.

The following text was inserted after
paragraph 1.20:
Neighbourhood Planning
Neighbourhood plans are an opportunity for
local communities to develop additional,
area-specific policies that are in general
conformity with strategic policies. They form
part of Lambeth’s development plan.

○ a city where it is easy, safe and convenient for
everyone to access jobs, opportunities and facilities.
WeAreWaterloo 75/2

Norwood
Action group et
al.

Norwood
Action group et
al.

196/37

196/38

Why deleted?
1.2. The introduction gives a useful context for
Lambeth’s Local Plan, including sections on other
layers of the planning hierarchy such as the National
Planning Policy Framework and the London Plan.
Neighbourhood plans are missing from this section
and Lambeth will wish to correct this, ensuring that
its communities are aware of the powers they have
to contribute in the fullest way possible to planning
policy in their borough. Currently references to
Neighbourhood Planning in the Local Plan are
infrequent and general.

Section
01

○ management of strategic traffic corridors that cross Section
borough boundaries, including the A23 corridor, and 01
the potential for consolidation and rationalisation of
freight trips.
Ought to mention A205 S.Circular and some other
TLRN.
○ improvements to rail services in south London to
improve frequency and reliability to achieve the
objectives of ‘metroisation’

Noted. Additional text has been included to reference the A205.

Section
01

Noted. Additional text has been included to include reference to
improving the capacity of rail services.

Section
01

The point is accepted and wording has been added to this
bulletpoint to reflect this.

Section
01

Noted. Where required, district centre names have been updated
to reflect the draft New London Plan.

And capacity
Norwood
Action group et
al.

196/39

○ existing and planned strategic bus corridors and
cycle routes running through Lambeth and
neighbouring boroughs
Orbital as well as radial journeys

Mayor of
London

70/4

Paragraph 1.25.
It is noted that there are inconsistencies in the
naming of some district centres when compared with
the existing and Draft New London Plan. Lambeth
should consider renaming these to provide
consistency with the draft London Plan and adjoining

Lambeth’s first community-led
neighbourhood plan has been made
(adopted) for the South Bank and Waterloo.
Others are coming forward in Kennington,
Oval and Vauxhall, Tulse Hill and West
Norwood. There are aspirations to bring
forward neighbourhood plans in Herne Hill
and Upper Norwood.
The bulletpoint has been amended to read:
- management of strategic traffic corridors
that cross borough boundaries, including the
A23 and A205 corridors, and the potential
for consolidation and rationalisation of
freight trips.
The bulletpoint has been amended to read:
- improvements to rail services in south
London to improve frequency, capacity and
reliability to achieve the objectives of
‘metroisation’
The bulletpoint has been amended to read:
○ existing and planned strategic bus
corridors and cycle routes running through
Lambeth and neighbouring boroughs to
enable orbital as well as radial journeys
Minor changes throughout the Local Plan
(where relevant) to amend references as
follows:
Camberwell Green to be Camberwell;
West Norwood to be West Norwood/Tulse
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Name

Rep
Code

WeAreWaterloo 75/4

WeAreWaterloo 75/5

TfL Commercial
Development

172/2

Sport England

156/1

Representation Wording
borough Local Plans. For example, Camberwell Green
in Lambeth’s Draft Local Plan is called Camberwell in
the existing and Draft New London Plan and
Southwark Local Plan.
1.4. With regard to 1.26 we do not agree that a
policy can be deemed strategic simply because it
‘contributes to strategic objectives across the
borough’. Whilst almost every policy can be said to
contribute to strategic objectives, the effect of their
implementation does not in many cases play a
significant part in achieving this. National Planning
Policy Guidance states that it is incumbent upon
Lambeth to consider how each policy makes a
significant contribution in achieving strategic
objectives, and evidence that this process has been
undertaken should be provided.
1.5. Lambeth should also make reference to
Neighbourhood Plans in 1.7 which mentions SPDs as
supporting the Local Plan’s policies. Neighbourhood
Plans when made will include both guidance and
policy to support the Local Plan.

Section 1: Introduction
Paragraph 1.6 states that additional site allocation
policies may be brought forward in a subsequent Site
Allocations Development Plan Document. TfL CD has
identified a number of sites in the borough which are
currently unallocated and would be potentially
suitable for residential led, mixed-use development
which will make a significant contribution towards
meeting borough and TfL housing and employment
targets. These are set out in Appendix 1.
Paragraph 2.105 – Sport England supports the
Council’s intention to safeguard existing open space.

Plan
Section

Policy/ Annex

Officer Response

Proposed Change
Hill;
Upper Norwood to be Upper
Norwood/Crystal Palace.

Section
01

The assessment of strategic and non-strategic policies is based on
the NPPF and associated planning practice guidance. Sections of
PN policies have been identified as strategic where they would
contribute to achieving strategic, borough-wide
objectives. Lambeth encourages neighbourhood plans to come
forward to add local detail to the PN policies.

The numbering of the table has been
updated to reflect policy numbering, but the
general approach has not changed.

Section
01

The point is accepted. Additional text has been included in
Section 1 following the National Planning Policy Framework and
London Plan to reference Neighbourhood Planning as paragraph
1.7 is not the correct location for text on Neighbourhood
Planning to be included. Additional references to Neighbourhood
Planning and emerging themes and priorities are covered in
Section 11: Places and Neighbourhoods policies.

The following text has been inserted as
pargraphs 1.21 and 1.22:

Section
01

Section
02

The council is bringing forward a separate Site Allocations
Development Plan Document (SADPD). All sites put forward
through representations on the DRLLP will be considered for
inclusion in the SADPD. Paragraph 1.6 has been amended to
highlight the bringing forward of the SADPD.

Evidence base
and issues

The support is welcomed.

Neighbourhood Planning
Neighbourhood plans are an opportunity for
local communities to develop additional,
area-specific policies that are in general
conformity with strategic policies. They form
part of Lambeth’s development plan.
Lambeth’s first community-led
neighbourhood plan has been made
(adopted) for the South Bank and Waterloo.
Others are coming forward in Kennington,
Oval and Vauxhall, Tulse Hill and West
Norwood. There are aspirations to bring
forward neighbourhood plans in Herne Hill
and Upper Norwood.
Paragraph 1.6 has been amended to read:
Additional site allocation policies will be
brought forward in a subsequent Site
Allocations Development Plan Document.

No change.
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Name
Coin Street
Community
Builders

Rep
Code
222/13

Urban
Innovation
Company
Limited

131/2

Urban
Innovation
Company
Limited

131/3

Canary Wharf
Group

158/5

Representation Wording
Neighbourhood-based service delivery and youth
provision CSCB welcomes and supports the positive
words in the draft Plan (Para 2.108) about
neighbourhood-based service delivery, of which
CSCB’s programmes are a prime example. However,
it is noteworthy that although youth provision is
among the many examples of community facilities
identified in this paragraph, there is no specific
provision or allocation identified for the Waterloo &
South Bank. There is growing recognition that
provision for youth has been neglected and that a
holistic approach to knife crime and gangs is
required. CSCB believes that a significant youth
facility, cross-subsidised by commercial income,
should be identified in the Plan.
Paragraph 2.110 has been inserted into the latest
version of the plan to emphasise the need for
investment in digital infrastructure. However, this
only refers to 3G/4G technology and ignores the next
generation of small cell 5G networks and full fibre
broadband, which will be the backbone of future
connectivity. Furthermore, the expansion of WIFI and
LoRaWAN networks will be need to support general
connectivity and Smart City (Internet of Things)
connectivity respectively. It is essential that the
Council recognises the different requirements for
these types of technology and plans positively to
ensure that it can be delivered.
The UK Digital Strategy and Lambeth’s own Digital
Strategy should be referenced as part of the
evidence base for a strong presumption in favour of
the expansion of next generation communications
infrastructure

Para. 2.80 (and elsewhere in the document) also
deletes references to the Waterloo Area SPD 2013.

Plan
Section
Section
02

Policy/ Annex

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Evidence base
and issues

The Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) sets out the different types
of infrastructure provision required. It identifies community
facilities which includes provision for youth and play.

No change.

Section
02

Evidence base
and issues

Noted. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) references
infrastructure relating to digital connectivity. Paragraph 2.110
(now 2.118) has been amended to recognise the different
requirements for new technologies as they emerge.

Paragraph 2.118 has been amended as
follows:

Section
02

Section
02

Evidence base
and issues

Evidence base
and issues

Noted. Lambeth’s emerging digital connectivity strategy is
already referenced in policy T10 supporting text paragraph 8.47
with regards to the promotion of better digital connectivity
across the borough. A reference to the UK Digital Strategy has
been included in policy T10 and reference added to this in Annex
1.

The Waterloo Area SPD will remain until it is superseded on
adoption of the Revised Lambeth Local Plan. The status of

Digital technology is increasingly important
for people to communicate and collect
information and its use is likely to further
increase. Investment in the latest digital
infrastructure will therefore be necessary to
support businesses, visitors and residents
and the council is working with partners to
deliver free borough-wide Wi-Fi and
improved network coverage.
Amendment to policy T10 supporting text as
follows:
Advanced, high quality and reliable
communications infrastructure is essential
for economic growth and social wellbeing
and can help relieve pressure on the
transport network by reducing the need to
travel. It supports every aspect of how
people work and take part in modern
society, helps smart innovation and
facilitates regeneration. Better digital
connectivity with a focus on affordability,
security, resilience and the provision of
appropriate electrical power supply should
be promoted across the borough. The
council is preparing a Digital Connectivity
Strategy to further this objective and
support the aims of the UK Digital Strategy.
No change.
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Name

Canary Wharf
Group

Rep
Code

158/6

Canary Wharf
Group

158/7

Canary Wharf
Group

158/4

St John's
Church,
Waterloo

202/8

St John's
Church,
Waterloo

202/12

Representation Wording
This SPD is still available LBL’s website and the Draft
Local Plan provides no explanation why these
references have been deleted. LBL should clarify
their position on this.
Para. 2.82 introduces text to recognise the
significance of Waterloo and South Bank as a town
centre of Metropolitan status is supported.

The retention of Para. 2.124, which states highdensity development will continue to be an essential
element in meeting Lambeth’s many needs is
supported.
Section 2: Evidence Base and Issues The amendment
of paragraph 2.80 as follows is considered important
to recognise the importance of the area for its
contribution to growth, particularly given that
Waterloo remains an opportunity area in the Draft
London Plan; “The London Plan Opportunity Areas of
Waterloo and Vauxhall present the most
significant continued potential for commercial
development and jobs growth in the borough,
alongside their potential to provide new housing.”
Page18 Paras 2.12 to 2.17 - Similarly, we would like
to see more about how the proposed planning
policies will ensure that the diversity of this area will
be maintained. In an area of such intensive activity
how will the character and balance of the community
be maintained?
Page 40 Para 2.102 – We welcome the
acknowledgement of the deficit in secondary school
places but there is no indication of how this deficit
will be overcome. The Council have recognised low
skills as a barrier to employment (e.g. page 23
section 2.33) and the challenges facing young people
(e.g. P36 paras 2.86 and 2.87). A commitment to
providing good secondary school places within the
borough would help these challenges to be
overcome.

Plan
Section

Policy/ Annex

Section
02

Evidence base
and issues

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Lambeth's SPD is set out in the Local Development Scheme 2019,
see: https://www.lambeth.gov.uk/planning-and-buildingcontrol/planning-policy/lambeth-local-development-scheme-lds
Comment noted. It is proposed to no longer designate Waterloo
as a metropolitan town centre. Instead, it is proposed to
designate a Waterloo Central Activities Zone (CAZ) retail cluster.
CAZ retail clusters are defined in the London Plan as being
significant mixed-use clusters within the CAZ, with a predominant
retail function and in terms of scale, broadly comparable to major
or district centre. It is also proposed to designate Lower
Marsh/The Cut/Special Policy Area to acknowledge and protect
its character and role as a long-standing and unique cluster of
smaller, independent retailers and food and drink uses. This has
been agreed with the Mayor of London through the Examination
of the London Plan.
Paragraph 2.82 (now 2.90) has been changed to reflect this.
The support is noted.

The second sentence of paragraph 2.90 has
been changed to read:
This includes recognising the significance of
Waterloo and South Bank as an Opportunity
Area (in the London Plan) and Central
Activities Zone (CAZ) retail cluster.

Section
02

Evidence base
and issues

Section
02

Evidence base
and issues

The reference to 'most significant' is considered correct and
appropriate.

No change.

Section
02

Introduction

This is addressed in policy PN1 Waterloo and South Bank.

No change.

Section
02

Summary of
Spatial
Planning
Issues

The latest position on school places is reflected throughout the
Proposed Submission Version of the DRLLP and IDP, including in
paragraph 2.110. This is set out in the pupil place planning and
resultant capital projects Cabinet Report January 2019.

Paragraph 2.110 has been amended to read:

Further, Policy ED15 sets out the approach to employment and
training which seeks to reduce barriers to employment.

No change.

Following the recent expansion of school
places, and taking account of additional
planned provision, the council has a
sufficient supply of school places to meet
future primary, secondary and sixth form
education needs to at least 2025/26. This
position will be monitored through the
annual pupil place planning process.
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Name
St John's
Church,
Waterloo
Berkeley Group

Norwood
Action group et
al.

Norwood
Action group et
al.

Rep
Code
202/11

Representation Wording

197/2

Creating and maintaining attractive, distinctive
places
Berkeley supports Lambeth’s drive to create and
maintain attractive and distinctive places in the
borough. It is acknowledged that Lambeth needs to
shape and maintain distinctive places across the
Borough, drawing on each community’s heritage and
contributing to the development of local community
identity and to quality of life.

196/42

196/43

London Parks &
Gardens Trust

64/3

Norwood
Action group et
al.

196/44

Cllr Kevin Craig

185/16

Page 34 Para 2.75: The encouragement to inclusive
growth is welcome but should not be at the cost of
reducing available green space.

Lambeth have been a proactive borough in positively
creating and sustaining distinctive local places
through excellent design of buildings and the public
realm, valuing heritage, identity, cultural assets, the
River Thames and the natural environment. The
regeneration and renewal of the London Plan
Opportunity Areas at Waterloo and Nine Elms
Vauxhall to reflect their role in central London is also
supported.
The Greater London Authority (GLA) project that, if
current trends continue, the population will grow
to over 359,000 by 2035
Is this feasible as one of the densest population areas
already? See 2.7 Despite GLA demand prediction,
can this realistically be satisfied with acceptable
housing?
More recently, Lambeth has seen significant levels of
international migration from EU countries affected
by the Eurozone crisis, especially from Spain, Italy
and Portugal (SOB report 2016).
Also Latin Americans
Summary of Spatial Planning Issues
Welcome inclusion of parks and open spaces as
essential infrastructure requiring investment (para
2.100 & 3.6).
Lambeth ranks in the lowest ten per cent of districts
nationwide for the proportion of the population that
is white British (Census 2011).
No more recent figures?
Para 2.100 (p40) – I welcome the addition of parks
and open spaces to the list of Infrastructure
headings.

Plan
Section
Section
02

Policy/ Annex

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Summary of
Spatial
Planning
Issues

Policy EN1 protects and maintains open spaces, green
infrastructure and their function to ensure no loss of open space
or green infrastructure. An increase in urban greening is sought.

No change.

The support is noted.

No change.

Section
02

The Local Plan must respond to the housing growth and targets
set out in the London Plan.

No change.

Section
02

Noted. While it is acknowledged that international migration to
Lambeth occurs from numerous countries, the most up to date
data and State of the Borough Report (2016) notes Spain, Italy
and Portugal as some of the more common for migration.

No change.

Section
02

The support is noted.

No change.

Section
02

The next Census will take place in 2021.

No change.

Section
02

The support is welcomed.

No change.

Section
02
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Name
Jubilee Gardens
Trust
Norwood
Action group et
al.

Norwood
Action group et
al.
Norwood
Action group et
al.

Rep
Code
192/11
196/97

196/98

Representation Wording
Para 2.100 (p40) - the Trust welcomes the addition of
parks and open spaces to the list of Infrastructure
headings.
These include public transport, school places, parks
and open spaces, utilities and health and social care
services, open space, facilities for policing the
borough, water and waste water infrastructure and
waste facilities.
Why deleted, the need is still critical; also gas and
electricity infrastructure, particularly in the south of
the borough.
Public transport accessibility also varies, with some
parts of the borough – particularly in the south –
quite poorly served

Note, but no proposals.
196/100 surplus of reception places across the borough
(except in Norwood) until 2023/24

Plan
Section
Section
02

Officer Response

Proposed Change

The support is welcomed.

No change.

Section
02

The DRLLP text appears to have been incorrectly struckthrough
by the respondent and does not reflect the Local Plan text.

No change.

Section
02

The Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) sets out the transport
infrastructure needed to meet the level of growth planned for in
the Local Plan. See also the Lambeth Transport Strategy and Local
Implementation Plan. The content of these documents is
reflected throughout the plan.
The latest position on school places is reflected throughout the
Proposed Submission Version of the DRLLP and IDP, including in
paragraph 2.110. This is set out in the pupil place planning and
resultant capital projects Cabinet Report January 2019.

No change.

Section
02

NOTE!!!!!!!!!! But no plans.

Norwood
Action Group et
al

196/5

Norwood
Action group et
al.

196/99

5. It is stated that school capacity is close to demand,
but there is not even identification for development
and sites that will inevitably be required by
population growth within the 15 year remit of this
plan. Regard has to be given to statutory maximum
school travel distances and the policy objective of
reducing travel, especially by private car.

Section
02

The latest position on school places is reflected throughout the
Proposed Submission Version of the DRLLP and IDP, including in
paragraph 2.110. Policy S3(e) addresses school travel plans.

The expansion programme means there is predicted
to be a surplus of reception places across the
borough

Section
02

The latest position on school places is reflected throughout the
Proposed Submission Version of the DRLLP and IDP, including in
paragraph 2.110. This is set out in the pupil place planning and
resultant capital projects Cabinet Report January 2019.

Section
02

Paragraph 2.103 (now 2.111) states that ‘Lambeth College is the
largest provider of adult and community learning in the borough.’

Reception ( 4-5 year olds), or all primary ,or all early
years, or what?

Cllr Jon Davies

18/1

Policy/ Annex

2.103

Paragraph 2.110 has been amended to read:
Following the recent expansion of school
places, and taking account of additional
planned provision, the council has a
sufficient supply of school places to meet
future primary, secondary and sixth form
education needs to at least 2025/26. This
position will be monitored through the
annual pupil place planning process.
Paragraph 2.110 has been amended to read:
Following the recent expansion of school
places, and taking account of additional
planned provision, the council has a
sufficient supply of school places to meet
future primary, secondary and sixth form
education needs to at least 2025/26. This
position will be monitored through the
annual pupil place planning process.
Paragraph 2.110 has been amended to read:
Following the recent expansion of school
places, and taking account of additional
planned provision, the council has a
sufficient supply of school places to meet
future primary, secondary and sixth form
education needs to at least 2025/26. This
position will be monitored through the
annual pupil place planning process.
A sentence has been added to the end of
paragraph 2.111 that reads:
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Name

Norwood
Action group et
al.
Norwood
Action group et
al.

Norwood
Action group et
al.

Mayor of
London

Norwood
Action group et
al.

Norwood
Action group et
al.

Rep
Code

Representation Wording
Further education

Why no mention of Adult Education – Morley College
with 17000 students a leading national institution,
educator and employer.
196/102 opportunities may arise through the redevelopment
of major sites, such as the new green spine in
Vauxhall/Nine Elms.
What about south of borough
196/103 A general theme running through almost all partners’
infrastructure programmes – particularly in the
public services - is the trend towards
neighbourhood-based service delivery.
Neighbourhood community facilities need
increasingly to accommodate

196/45

Trend against this locally. Much has been removed
from West Norwood Health & Leisure Centre. For
instance, council services now back in Brixton.
2.11

Lambeth has a relatively young age profile compared
to both the whole country and London. A growing
number of residents are aged between 20 and 44
and this group now represents over half of the
population (SOB 2016). Though only eight per cent of
people are aged 65 or over, a proportion that has
been reducing, the number of older people is
projected to rise (SHMA 2017).
70/5
Paragraph 2.110.
The Mayor welcomes Lambeth’s commitment in
providing digital infrastructure, such as boroughwide Wi-fi to support businesses, visitors and
residents, in line with London Plan policy 4.11 and
draft new London Plan policy SI6. At paragraph 2.125
the Mayor also welcomes the intention of Lambeth’s
to promote arts and culture through its Creative and
Digital Industries Strategy.
196/106 Lambeth is bringing forward an ambitious
programme to renew its own housing stock and
implement the Lambeth Housing Standard; and to
deliver 1,000 new homes at council rents
This must all be listed.
196/107 2.115
Faith groups may continue to need support in
finding appropriate premises in the borough.

Plan
Section

Policy/ Annex

Officer Response
A further sentence has been added to this paragraph but it is not
considered relevant to add further mention of adult education in
paragraph 2.103.

Section
02

The green spine at Vauxhall/Nine Elms is used as an example of
an existing open space linking opportunity and the intention is
not to list every instance where this may occur.

Section
02

The paragraph has been altered to reflect the comment so that
the 'almost all' becomes 'many'.

Proposed Change
It has recently become a member of the
London South Bank University group of
educational providers and is reviewing its
plans to redevelop its estate.
No change.

The first sentence of 2.116 has been
amended to read:
A general theme running through almost
all many partners’ infrastructure
programmes – particularly in the public
services - is the trend towards
neighbourhood-based service delivery.

Section
02

The DRLLP text appears to have been incorrectly struckthrough
by the respondent and does not reflect the Local Plan text.

No change.

Section
02

The support is noted.

No change.

Section
02

The 2018/19 capital programme of works is listed on the
Lambeth housing standard programme of works page on the
Council's website.

No change.

Section
02

The DRLLP text appears to have been incorrectly struckthrough
by the respondent and does not reflect the Local Plan text.

No change.

19

Name
Norwood
Action group et
al.

Norwood
Action group et
al.
Norwood
Action group et
al.

Cllr Jon Davies

Rep
Representation Wording
Code
196/108 2.117
with recent improvements made in a number of
cases. A recent audit also highlighted geographical
disparity in access to play across the borough, with a
particular lack of facilities in the south of the
borough, in West Norwood and Streatham (Lambeth
Play Strategy 2007-2017). As the population of the
borough increases, access to
196/109 As the population of the borough increases, access
to
No strike through
196/110 Opportunities for crime and criminal behaviour can
be prevented through the design of buildings and the
public realm

18/2

Largely fallacious. Social and employment far more
significant.
2.124
High Density

Plan
Section
Section
02

Officer Response

Proposed Change

The DRLLP text appears to have been incorrectly struckthrough
by the respondent and does not reflect the Local Plan text.

No change.

Section
02

The DRLLP text appears to have been incorrectly struckthrough
by the respondent and does not reflect the Local Plan text.

No change.

Section
02

The design of buildings and the public realm plays an important
part in opportunities for crime and criminal behaviour and can be
addressed through policies in the Local Plan.

No change.

Section
02

No change in response to Cllr Jon Davies’ suggestion that there
should be a ratio for the provision of public space which is
directly related to the height of the proposal. There is a risk that
such an approach would generate unsustainably taller buildings
as a response to formulaic open space requirements at ground
level. This Floor Area Ratio (FAR) approach has been criticised
where used elsewhere because a formula approach does not
allow developments to respond to their contexts and constraints.
It results in very tall towers on often foreboding plazas. Such an
approach would be at odds with objectives to preserve the
historic environment or reinforce local distinctiveness.
Noted. The Cinema Museum and Italia Conti Drama School have
been added to paragraph 2.125 (now 2.133) to recognise their
cultural status and benefit in the borough.

No change.

We should determine a ratio of minimum open space
in proportion to height to protect existing residents
or businesses.

Cllr Jon Davies

18/3

2.125
Arts etc
Should mention the Cinema Museum her and in
other appropriate places. Italia Conti Drama school
should also be listed as significant resource.

Section
02

Policy/ Annex

Paragraph 2.133 has been amended to read:
Lambeth is the proud home of numerous
arts, sports and cultural assets, with a
particular concentration in the north of the
borough, including many of international,
national and regional as well as local
importance. While the London Eye, National
Theatre, Southbank Centre, British Film
Institute (BFI), Brit Oval and the Old and
Young Vic theatres are commonly cited
examples, other institutions such as the
Black Cultural Archives also have major
significance as an expression of Lambeth’s
and Britain’s black heritage. Well-known
cultural businesses such as the BFI IMAX
cinema, Ritzy Cinema and Clapham and West
Norwood Picturehouses, the Oval House
theatre, the O2 Academy, B3 Media, Raw
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Name

Norwood
Action group et
al.
Norwood
Action group et
al.

Rep
Code

Representation Wording

196/113 Lambeth is the proud home of numerous arts, sports
and cultural assets
No sport assest are mentioned.
196/114 Well-known cultural businesses such as the BFI IMAX
cinema, Ritzy Cinema and Clapham Picturehouse, the
Oval House theatre, the O2 Academy, B3 Media, Raw
Material Music and Media, Photofusion, 198
Contemporary Arts and Learning and Beaconsfield all
make a vital contribution to the identity, economy
and regeneration of their local areas

Plan
Section

Section
02
Section
02

Policy/ Annex

Officer Response

The Oval, is listed as a commonly cited example of a sports asset
in paragraph 2.125 (now 2.133). The Streatham ice rink is also
listed as an example, being home to an extensive ice skating and
ice hockey programme.
Noted. The text has been amended to include reference to the
South London Theatre and the West Norwood Picturehouse. The
West Norwood Cemetery has not been included as it considered
to be a heritage asset, rather than an arts, sports or cultural
asset.

Mention West Norwood’s Cemetery, South London
Theatre, Picturehouse cinema

Norwood
Action group et
al.

196/115 2.125
(see the Creative and Digital Industries Strategy
2018). The council wishes to promote these assets by
encouraging the growth of Creative and Digital
Industries enterprises. The council was awarded a
Cultural Impact Award and funding to provide skills,

Section
02

The DRLLP text appears to have been incorrectly struckthrough
by the respondent and does not reflect the Local Plan text.

Proposed Change
Material Music and Media, Photofusion, 198
Contemporary Arts, the South London
Theatre, the Cinema Museum, Italia Conti
Drama School and Learning and Beaconsfield
all make a vital contribution to the identity,
economy and regeneration of their local
areas and they wish to expand and grow in
the borough (see the Creative and Digital
Industries Strategy 2018).
No change.

Paragraph 2.133 has been amended to read:
Lambeth is the proud home of numerous
arts, sports and cultural assets, with a
particular concentration in the north of the
borough, including many of international,
national and regional as well as local
importance. While the London Eye, National
Theatre, Southbank Centre, British Film
Institute (BFI), Brit Oval and the Old and
Young Vic theatres are commonly cited
examples, other institutions such as the
Black Cultural Archives also have major
significance as an expression of Lambeth’s
and Britain’s black heritage. Well-known
cultural businesses such as the BFI IMAX
cinema, Ritzy Cinema and
Clapham Picturehouse and West Norwood
Picturehouses, the Oval House theatre, the
O2 Academy, B3 Media, Raw Material Music
and Media, Photofusion, 198 Contemporary
Arts, the South London Theatre, the Cinema
Museum, Italia Conti Drama School and
Learning and Beaconsfield all make a vital
contribution to the identity, economy and
regeneration of their local areas and they
wish to expand and grow in the borough
(see the Creative and Digital Industries
Strategy 2018).
No change.
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Name

Norwood
Action group et
al.
Norwood
Action group et
al.

Rep
Code

jobs and opportunities for young people and those
underrepresented in the cultural workforce. In
addition Streatham’s ice rink was reinstated in
2013 which is home to an extensive ice skating and
ice hockey programme. Many of these organisations
contribute to or deliver programmes of activity for
young people and deprived communities, which have
a direct impact on community cohesion and reducing
worklessness.
196/116 and newer markets in West Norwood,
Is this a reference to monthly West Norwood Feast ,
or to intent for Station Rise?
196/117 Portuguese-owned businesses in and around
Stockwell

Norwood
Action group et
al.

196/46

Norwood
Action group et
al.

196/47

Norwood
Action group et
al.

Representation Wording

196/48

A lot now in West Norwood..
the Dulwich border area of Thurlow Park
There are limited pockets of affluence, but average
and below average predominate.
The proportion of private renters increased from 18
per cent to 33 28 per cent during this period (SHMA
2017) (Census data ONS).
Would be worth referring to difference between
north and south of borough
2.15
in July 2017 was £553,312, which is slightly higher
than the average for London but more than double
the national average (SHMA 2017)

Norwood
Action group et
al.

196/49

Norwood
Action group et
al.

196/50

The average weekly monthly private rent for a twobedroom property in Lambeth in July 2013 was £330
(median market rent, London
Rents Map) January 2017 was £1,447, slightly higher
than the average rent in London (SHMA 2017).
over 45 per cent of residents are educated to degree
level
Correct it is not! Word ‘adult’ missing, or ‘working
age’, even then it is questionable. There are no
references or sources provided in the SOB report to
enable investigation. Does this refer to HND and
above?
2.33
Around 150 community languages are spoken in

Plan
Section

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Section
02

The reference to newer markets in West Norwood in paragraph
2.127 refers to the monthly West Norwood Feast.

No change.

Section
02

Noted. The specific reference to Portuguese-owned businesses in
and around Stockwell is with regards to Stockwell commonly
recognised as 'Little Portugal' for its large Portuguese community
and associated businesses.
Comment noted.

No change.

Section
02

This section of the plan is giving an overview of the borough. A
further breakdown is provided within the SHMA.

No change.

Section
02

The DRLLP text appears to have been incorrectly struckthrough
by the respondent and does not reflect the Local Plan text.

No change.

Section
02

No change. This figure is correct as per the State of the Borough
2016.

No change.

Section
02

The DRLLP text appears to have been incorrectly struckthrough
by the respondent and does not reflect the Local Plan text.

No change.

Section
02

Policy/ Annex

No change.

22

Name

TfL

Rep
Code

143/1

Representation Wording

Plan
Section

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Comment noted. This paragraph relates to the accessibility of
stations specifically. Additional wording has been added to
paragraph 2.41 on buses to address the point made.

An additional sentence has been added to
the end of paragraph 2.41 to read:

Section
02

See the Transport Strategy Implementation Plan and the IDP.

No change.

Section
02

Stations on the Northern Line Extension will have step-free
access. The Overground stations in Lambeth are not step-free.

No change.

Lambeth schools in addition to English; Portuguese
and Spanish Yoruba are the most common of
these (SOB report 2016). Overall, educational
attainment levels in Lambeth's schools continue to
improve and are now above the national average in
some cases. Lambeth has a high rate of young people
not in employment, education or training (NEET)
at 6.4 7.5 per cent
compared to 4.7 5.3 per cent in London as a whole
(NOMIS 2012) (Department for Education 2017).
Generally, the revisions to the Lambeth Local Plan in Section
transport terms are supported, being in broad
02
accordance with draft London Plan (DLP) and
Mayor’s Transport Strategy (MTS) policy and
direction of travel. Specific comments are set out
below, either where the Local Plan could be
improved in respect of, or is at variance with, the DLP
and MTS, or where specific wording would support
determination of current major planning applications
in the borough and/or TfL’s statutory transport
functions.

Policy/ Annex

Buses generally provide accessibility for
those with disabilities and are therefore
particularly important for this section of the
population as an alternative to reliance on a
private car.

Paragraph 2.36, page 23

Norwood
Action group et
al.
Norwood
Action group et
al.

196/51

196/52

This paragraph states that public transport
infrastructure is less good for those with
disabilities/access needs. Whilst this is acknowledged
for some rail and London Underground (LU) services
(given the historic nature of the infrastructure), all
bus services in the borough are accessible, so the
text could be amended to reflect this fact. People
with disabilities are more likely than other Londoners
to rely on active travel and public transport, and are
less likely to have access to or use a car. Support for
increasing step-free access at stations through
developer funding could be mentioned here, in
particular at key interchanges such as Waterloo,
which for which the LU platforms are only partially
step-free and where there are development
opportunities in the area that could deliver
improvements in this respect.
Accessibility at Lambeth’s train stations is graded as
poor at 8 of the 14 stations (Lambeth Transport
Strategy 2018)
Only policy for two.
of the nine underground stations, only Brixton and
Vauxhall are fully step free along with the Jubilee line
at Waterloo.
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Name

Rep
Code

Network Rail

163/6

TfL

143/2

Norwood
Action group et
al.

196/53

Norwood
Action group et
al.

196/54

Representation Wording
Assume NLE will be. LO stations also step free
Paragraph 2.37 - Please note that Southern &
Thameslink are business units of the same franchise.

Paragraph 2.38, page 24
‘Thameslink’ National Rail (NR) services between
Herne Hill and Blackfriars are also crowded, more so
than to/from Victoria. The plan therefore could also
support improvements to the ‘Wimbledon loop’
Thameslink services, for example by increasing
frequencies from the current 2 trains per hour on the
loop, which is below TfL’s own ‘turn up and go’
‘metro’ level of at least four trains per hour. This is
currently a matter for the Department for Transport
and Network Rail, however.
Support for platform lengthening at Clapham High
Street and Wandsworth Road to allow Victoria trains
to call there appears at odds with the statement that
Herne Hill to Victoria trains are crowded.
Crossrail 2, which would relieve Clapham Junction to
Waterloo trains, as well as the Victoria and Northern
lines and the NR/LU interchange at Vauxhall, could
be mentioned here as a key transport investment.
2.38

Plan
Section
Section
02

Section
02

Policy/ Annex

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Noted. Lambeth notes that Southern and Thameslink are
business units of the same franchise and that the operating
company is recognised as Govia Thameslink Railway. However, as
a franchise, Govia Thameslink Railway also includes Great
Northern Rail services which do not service the borough. To
ensure there is no confusion for readers who may be unfamiliar
with the name Govia Thameslink Railway, paragraph 2.37 will
continue to reference Southern and Thameslink.
This paragraph highlights the busiest services but does not mean
improvements to other services are not required.

No change.

A reference to the delivery of Crossrail 2 has been added to
Policy T4 a) xiv). Crossrail 2 is also referenced in the
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) as a regional infrastructure
project expected to be delivered during the period 2019/20 to
2034/35.

Section
02

During peak periods rail services in Lambeth are is
currently at or over capacity, particularly services
from Clapham Junction to Waterloo and Herne Hill to
Victoria (Lambeth Transport Strategy Baseline Report
2017). Investment is needed to improve conditions
for passengers, to provide full access to all stations
and to enable the planned increases in resident and
working population.
However, residents in Streatham and Norwood are
Section
without direct access to the underground and are
02
dependent on rail and bus connections. With bus
routes focussed on the main north-south radial
routes into central London and a lack of east-west
services, some areas of the borough continue to have
low levels of accessibility compared to the rest of
Lambeth.

Policy T4 a) has been amended to read:
a) Lambeth will seek better connectivity,
quality, accessibility and capacity in public
transport and development should support
and enable the following projects, where
appropriate:
...
xiv) the delivery of Crossrail 2.

The DRLLP text appears to have been incorrectly struckthrough
by the respondent and does not reflect the Local Plan text.

No change.

See the Lambeth Transport Strategy, which is reflected
throughout the Proposed Submission Version DRLLP.

No change.

Why no policy?
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Name
TfL

Rep
Code
143/3

Norwood
Action group et
al.

196/55

Norwood
Action group et
al.

196/56

Norwood
Action group et
al.

196/57

Norwood
Action group et
al.

196/58

Norwood
Action group et
al.

196/59

Representation Wording
Paragraph 2.40, page 24
The paragraph cites 2011 census data for car
ownership levels. More up-to-date figures can be
made available on request from TfL, through the
London Travel Demand Survey (LTDS).
2.41

Plan
Section
Section
02

Section
02

Lambeth has a low live-and-work ratio: only 15 per
cent of the 136,000 Lambeth residents in
employment, live and work in the borough. 87,000
people commute into the borough and 116,000
commute out of the borough. 30 per cent of borough
residents commute to Westminster/City of London, 8
per cent to Southwark, 7 per cent to Camden and 6
per cent to Wandsworth (Lambeth Transport
Strategy 2018). Commuting by different modes varies
across different parts of the borough with between
55.3 and 66.9 per cent of commuting trips being
made by public transport, which is higher than the
national average (Transport Strategy Baseline Report
2017).
There are two Thames Clipper stations in the
Section
borough
02
Called, and better known as, River Bus. Thames
Clipper operates them for TfL.
There are two Thames Clipper stations in the
borough
Cycle hire docking stations needed given council paid
for extension to Brixton.
... King’s College Hospital
Seems odd given Ruskin Park.

and West Norwood (Lambeth Green Infrastructure
Strategy 2018).
Noted, but no policy in PN7.

Section
02

Section
02

Section
02

Policy/ Annex

Officer Response

Proposed Change

The LTDS is a relatively small sample size, so the primary data
source is the census.

No change.

The DRLLP text appears to have been incorrectly struckthrough
by the respondent and does not reflect the Local Plan text.

No change.

The Thames Clipper is the official name of this mode of transport.

No change.

The council will secure development contributions for expansions
to the existing cycle hire scheme and also consider alternative
cycle hire options to enable a wider coverage across the borough.
This is referenced in the Lambeth Transport Strategy and is set
out in paragraph 8.19 of the supporting text to Policy T3.
The Greenspace Information for Greater London (GiGL) prepared
maps of deficiency for three different types of open spaces (local,
small and pocket parks; district parks; and metropolitan parks) in
the borough. This identified that around one third of the
borough, generally areas focused around large open spaces, had
sufficient access to the three types of open spaces but two per
cent of the borough was deficient in access to all categories of
open spaces. Despite Ruskin Park being closely located to King's
College Hospital, the maps identify deficiency to all categories of
open space.
PN7 has been amended to include reference to infrastructure
and access to open space.

No change.

No change.

Clause (e) has been added to PN7 to read:
the council will support measures to
increase green infrastructure, improve
access to open space and improve air
quality.
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Name
Norwood
Action group et
al.

Rep
Code
196/60

Representation Wording
2.46

Norwood
Action group et
al.

196/61

Eleven 14 parks or open spaces were awarded the
Green Flag by September 2013 in 2017 in recognition
of high environmental quality and management and
access to the community. These are Archbishop's
Park, Brockwell Park, Kennington Park, Milkwood
Community Park, Myatt's Fields Park, Ruskin Park,
The Rookery (Streatham), St. Paul's Churchyard,
Vauxhall Park, St John’s Churchyard, Eardley Road
Sidings Nature Reserve, and Hillside Gardens Park,
Palace Road Nature Garden and West Norwood
Cemetery. West Norwood Cemetery is the only
council-owned burial space within the borough.
Lambeth Council also owns and manages Streatham
and Lambeth Cemeteries, both of which are located
in the London Borough of Wandsworth.
2.49

Norwood
Action group et
al.

196/62

(Department for Energy and Climate Change 2015),
whereby the a fuel poor household is one which
cannot afford to keep adequately warm by spending
a reasonable proportion of its income).
2.54

Norwood
Action group et
al.

196/63

. Assets on the local heritage list are non-designated
heritage assets.
2.57

Norwood
Action group et
al.

196/64

Plan
Section
Section
02

Officer Response

Proposed Change

The DRLLP text appears to have been incorrectly struckthrough
by the respondent and does not reflect the Local Plan text.

No change.

Section
02

The DRLLP text appears to have been incorrectly struckthrough
by the respondent and does not reflect the Local Plan text.

No change.

Section
02

The DRLLP text appears to have been incorrectly struckthrough
by the respondent and does not reflect the Local Plan text.

No change.

Section
02

The DRLLP text appears to have been incorrectly struckthrough
by the respondent and does not reflect the Local Plan text.

No change.

The DRLLP text appears to have been incorrectly struckthrough
by the respondent and does not reflect the Local Plan text.

No change.

Male life expectancy is around a year lower than the
national average at 78.6 years whereas female life
expectancy is 0.1 higher than the
national average at 82.2 years. In Lambeth male life
expectancy is 3.6 years shorter than female life
expectancy. However, in some of the most deprived
wards in Lambeth, life expectancy is 5.6 years shorter
for men and 3.8 years shorter for women five and
three years lower than for England for men and
women respectively when compared with the
borough’s least deprived areas. This reflects the
significant adverse effect of poverty and deprivation
on health. The gap in life expectancy is due to an
excess of death from chronic obstructive airways
disease, cancer (especially lung cancer), circulatory
disease, infectious disease.
Life expectancy in Lambeth is improving but
Section
02
Missing words?

Policy/ Annex
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Name
Norwood
Action group et
al.

Norwood
Action group et
al.

Norwood
Action group et
al.

Rep
Code
196/65

196/66

196/67

Representation Wording
Coronary heart disease, hypertension, diabetes,
chronic obstructive pulmonary disease, cancer and
severe mental illnesses are the major long-term
conditions having an impact on the health of the
population in Lambeth.
2.60?
The prevalence of severe mental illness as recorded
on Lambeth GP registers is 1.3 per cent which is
greater than the national average of 0.92 per cent
(Lambeth Public Health Figures 2018).
Explanation needed as to why above average. 2.60 ?
1.8 per cent of Lambeth’s population are dependent
on alcohol compared to the national average of 1.4
per cent.

Norwood
Action group et
al.

196/68

Explanation needed as to why above average.
2.60

Norwood
Action group et
al.
Norwood
Action group et
al.
Norwood
Action group et
al.

196/69

Levels of teenage conceptions and sexually
transmitted infections are also high. Obesity is a
growing problem among children and young people
in the borough (JSNA 2012).
The infant mortality rate (death in babies under 1

196/70

Should not be struck through?
2.64.

196/71

Policy follows?
A. Accommodating population growth

Norwood
Action group et
al.

196/72

How assured is population growth? Stats suggest
growth slowing. Might say accommodating the
population affordably.
2.68

Norwood
Action group et
al.

196/73

A mix of housing types and tenures will be required
to meet the range of local housing needs (SHMA
2017) over the next fifteen years (Lambeth Housing
Strategy 2012).
2.69
Consequently there are over 23,000 households on
the waiting list for affordable housing. Based on
households spending 40 per cent of their gross
income on rent, 1,047 affordable homes are needed
annually to meet needs. The annual need for
affordable homes would be 1,573 based on

Plan
Section
Section
02

Policy/ Annex

Officer Response

Proposed Change

It is unclear what is meant by this comment on the DRLLP.

No change.

Section
02

The Lambeth health profile and Joint Strategic Needs Assessment
(JNSA) provides figures and information as to why mental health
figures in Lambeth are above average. It is not considered
necessary to duplicate and include this information in the Local
Plan text.

No change.

Section
02

No change.

Section
02

The Lambeth health profile and Joint Strategic Needs Assessment
(JNSA) provides figures and information as to why alcohol
dependency figures in Lambeth are above average. It is not
considered necessary to duplicate and include this information in
the Local Plan text.
The DRLLP text appears to have been incorrectly struckthrough
by the respondent and does not reflect the Local Plan text.

Section
02

The DRLLP text appears to have been incorrectly struckthrough
by the respondent and does not reflect the Local Plan text.

No change.

Section
02

Section 2 of the Local Plan does not set out policies - it sets out
an overview of the borough and evidence for a range of issues.

No change.

Section
02

The Local Plan needs to respond to the housing growth and
targets set out in the London Plan.

No change.

No change.

The need for affordable housing is addressed in paragraph 2.77.
Section
02

The DRLLP text appears to have been incorrectly struckthrough
by the respondent and does not reflect the Local Plan text.

No change.

Section
02

The DRLLP text appears to have been incorrectly struckthrough
by the respondent and does not reflect the Local Plan text.

No change.
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Name

Rep
Code

Norwood
Action group et
al.

196/74

Norwood
Action group et
al.

196/75

Norwood
Action group et
al.

196/78

Norwood
Action group et
al.
Norwood
Action group et
al.

196/79
196/80

Norwood
Action group et
al.

196/81

Norwood
Action group et
al.

196/82

Norwood
Action group et
al.

196/83

Representation Wording
households spending 30 per cent of their gross
income (SHMA 2017).
2.72
The borough benefits from the a unique mix of
economic assets in the borough which include:
○ King’s College London and two of London’s largest
teaching hospitals
St Thomas’ and King’s are the only Lambeth teaching
hospitals.
○ established mechanisms to support people into
employment and enterprise
Like...??
o increase investment and regeneration in the
borough, ensuring that this creates benefits for
all XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX
o improve transport infrastructure in the borough,
including improved rail and underground capacity to
Streatham,
Underground extension to Streatham totally not
deliverable. There is nothing to support this. In
south, more Thameslink and improved stations are
achievable.
o narrow the gap between the connectivity of the
north and south of the borough
What about east-west across borough? Could help
employment prospects.
The number of public sector jobs is expected fall in
Lambeth (Lambeth Borough Plan 2016-21).
Why such an out of date figure. Seems surprising
with King’s etc.
As well as having the space to create a new
generation of commercial accommodation in the
north of the borough, Lambeth will also need to
ensure that the right amount of flexible and
affordable business space

Plan
Section

Policy/ Annex

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Section
02

The DRLLP text appears to have been incorrectly struckthrough
by the respondent and does not reflect the Local Plan text.

No change.

Section
02

Kings College London is a University - King's and St Thomas' are
teaching hospitals and this is reflected in this paragraph.

No change.

Section
02

Policy ED15 details the mechanisms identified to support people
into employment and enterprise.

No change.

Section
02

The text appears to have been incorrectly inserted by the
respondent.

No change.

Section
02

The text references improved rail capacity to Streatham and
refers to improved underground capacity to Brixton and
Clapham.

No change.

Section
02

No change.

Section
02

Noted. The borough is significantly different in area from north to
south than east to west. While East-west connections are
important, the gap between connectivity of the north and south
of the borough is considered greater.
This is the most up to date position in relation to public sector
jobs.

Section
02

Policy ED2 seeks the delivery of affordable workspace in
qualifying development

No change.

Section
02

Policy ED2 seeks the delivery of affordable workspace in
qualifying development

No change.

No change.

How? E.G. privately operated Parkhall KIBA costs
have spiralled.
Norwood
Action group et
al.

196/84

and continue to ensure there is a strong supply of
new, relevant and affordable space for small
businesses,
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Name

Rep
Code

Representation Wording

Plan
Section

Policy/ Annex

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Section
02

This is an accurate high-level summary of the KIBA Review.
Further detail is provided in the evidence base document.

No change.

Section
02

The comment is noted. A sentence has been added to 2.113 to
reflect demands on valued spaces.

A sentence has been added to the end of
paragraph 2.113 that reads:

No robust policy to deliver.
Norwood
Action group et
al.

196/85

They are well-occupied and provide land for lower
value uses, support functions and the growing lowcarbon economy (including waste management), as
well as growth sectors such as the creative and
digital industries and food preparation and
distribution (see Annex 4 for a full list) (KIBA Review
2018)

Norwood
Action group et
al.

196/86

This broad-brush picture is excessively positive. The
reality is far more complex and should be reported
appropriately.
3. Management and maintenance: pressure on the
Gardens.
Between 7milion and 8 million people a year use
Jubilee Gardens. These numbers arise from the
extraordinary success of Waterloo and the South
Bank as a town centre, transport hub, and cultural
and tourist destination. Para 2.80 (p35) states
The London Plan Opportunity Areas of Waterloo and
Vauxhall present the most significant continued
potential for commercial development and jobs
growth in the borough, alongside their potential to
provide new housing. Waterloo is a major office
location, one of the capital’s most successful tourist
areas and an international centre for culture and the
arts.
2.83

Norwood
Action group et
al.

196/87

Of Lambeth’s two major centres, Brixton and
Streatham, in particular has have significant potential
for new commercial and residential development,
supported by an independent retail and cultural
offer and a significant creative sector in the case of
Brixton and potential new facilities for higher and
further education. This will help to consolidate its
role as one of London’s most distinctive town centres
and a model for integrated town centre
development. In Streatham, the priority is to
facilitate the gradual consolidation of the high street
to form a denser town centre area. The Streatham
Hub development will make has made a significant
contribution but there is still a need to support local
small businesses to achieve their aspirations.
2.84

Jubilee Gardens
Trust

192/9

Others require carefully planned intervention to

Growing levels of usage places increasing
demands on the management and
maintenance of these valued spaces.

Section
02

The DRLLP text appears to have been incorrectly struckthrough
by the respondent and does not reflect the Local Plan text.

No change.

Section
02

The DRLLP text appears to have been incorrectly struckthrough
by the respondent and does not reflect the Local Plan text.

No change.
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Name

Norwood
Action group et
al.

Rep
Code

196/88

support their economic future, such as West
Norwood, in place of town centre uses along the
southern part of Norwood High Street. Lambeth’s
local centres and street markets need strong
protection given the essential contribution they
make to neighbourhoods and communities, to local
distinctiveness and to reducing the need to travel.
2.84
This para needs redrafting.

Norwood
Action group et
al.

196/89

Norwood
Action group et
al.

196/90

Norwood
Action group et
al.

196/91

Norwood
Action group et
al.

196/92

Norwood
Action group et
al.

196/93

Norwood
Action group et
al.

Representation Wording

Some of Lambeth’s district centres are thriving, such
as Clapham High Street
Can’t say ‘some’ then list just one!
such as Clapham High Street
Needs qualifying, as in strike-through!

196/94

Others require carefully planned intervention to
support their economic future, such as West
Norwood
Why planned intervention withdrawn?
in place of town centre uses along the southern part
of Norwood High Street
Strike-through and underline.
Lambeth’s local centres and street markets need
strong protection given the essential contribution
they make to neighbourhoods and communities, to
local distinctiveness and to reducing the need to
travel.
Why deleted? The need is now even greater than it
was.
this will involve a growing emphasis on the following
measures: reducing the need to travel by meeting
needs locally
What is proposed re meeting local needs locally?

Plan
Section

Section
02

Section
02
Section
02

Policy/ Annex

Officer Response

Proposed Change

The text has been incorrectly struckthrough by the respondent,
therefore removing part of the text which is crucial to the
paragraph structure. The paragraph correctly reads:

No change.

'Some of Lambeth’s district centres are thriving, such as Clapham
High Street. Others require carefully planned intervention to
support their economic future, such as West Norwood, in place
of town centre uses along the southern part of Norwood High
Street. Lambeth’s local centres and street markets need strong
protection given the essential contribution they make to
neighbourhoods and communities, to local distinctiveness and to
reducing the need to travel.'
Noted. Clapham High Street is used as an example of a district
centre to assist the reader in identifying what is meant by the
term if there is uncertainty.

No change.

No change.

Section
02

It is not clear what is meant by this comment, however Clapham
High Street is used as an example of a district centre to assist the
reader in identifying what is meant by the term if there is
uncertainty.
The DRLLP text appears to have been incorrectly struckthrough
by the respondent and does not reflect the Local Plan text.

Section
02

The DRLLP text appears to have been incorrectly struckthrough
by the respondent and does not reflect the Local Plan text.

No change.

Section
02

The DRLLP text appears to have been incorrectly struckthrough
by the respondent and does not reflect the Local Plan text.

No change.

Section
02

Meeting needs locally refers to the emphasis on ensuring that
residents’ day to day needs, i.e. convenience shopping and
services, are provided at a local scale, thus reducing the need to
travel by car and contributing to reducing carbon emissions in the
borough.

No change.

No change.
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Name
Norwood
Action group et
al.

Rep
Code
196/95

Norwood
Action group et
al.

196/96

London Parks &
Gardens Trust

64/1

Representation Wording
However, there will still be a need for an appropriate
level of car use and parking to meet key needs,
including
Why delete ‘key needs’?
2.99
The Infrastructure Delivery Plan provides a full list of
these infrastructure necessary to be provided to
deliver growth, the agencies responsible for their
delivery and their the current infrastructure
strategies or programmes.
Section 2: Evidence Base and Issues
Built Heritage
This section (paras 2.53 – 2.56) relates to open
spaces and designed landscapes yet it is titled “built
heritage”. “Registered landscapes” should be edited
to “registered parks and gardens”.

Plan
Section
Section
02

Officer Response

Proposed Change

The wording was changed to make it more specific to identify
particular examples of parking need.

No change.

Section
02

The DRLLP text appears to have been incorrectly struckthrough
by the respondent and does not reflect the Local Plan text.

No change.

Section
02

The text has been updated to reflect London Parks & Gardens
Trust’s comment regarding registered parks and gardens.

The following amendment has been made to
paragraph 2.57:

Policy ED13 (e) provides the criteria applied when considering
applications for the temporary use of open space and public
realm for events. The use of public parks for events is subject to
the nature of the proposed activity and the requirements of
other policies in the Local Plan. Open space is expected to be
returned to its previous use with improvements made to the
quality of the open space, following temporary use.

Lambeth has approximately 2,500 listed
buildings. The vast majority of these are
residential properties erected between 1800
and 1850; they are generally in good
condition. Typically two or three structures
are added to the statutory list each year.
There are 62 conservation areas in Lambeth
covering approximately 30 per cent of the
borough. Although largely residential in
character, some cover town centres.
Lambeth Palace and its environs are of
particular significance, so too are The South
Bank, characterised by post-war cultural and
civic buildings, and West Norwood
Cemetery. Some have been subject to much
investment and refurbishment. Others have
been subject to a very gradual erosion of
historic detailing through incremental
change over many years. However, it should
be noted that the character of some was
already in a relatively eroded state at the
time of designation - the objective at that
time being their enhancement. The borough
also has eight registered parks and gardens;
two of which are private. Statutory listed
buildings, conservation areas and
registered parks and gardens are designated
heritage assets.
The following amendment has been made:
An additional, critical feature of strong
neighbourhoods is community safety. People
who live in, work in or visit the borough have
a right to expect that they can move about
without unreasonable concern for their
safety and can feel safe in their homes.

A planning issue which does not appear to have been
addressed is the use of public parks for events and
the criteria that will be applied in considering
applications. Issues this raises includes affect on
character of the space and the experience of being
within the space (accessibility, tranquility/noise,
health and well-being.)

Metropolitan
Police

11/1

Promoting community cohesion and
safe, liveable neighbourhoods
E-25 - (2.09)
An additional, critical feature of strong
neighbourhoods is community safety. People who
live in, work in or visit the borough have a right to

Section
02

Policy/ Annex

Accepted. The text has been updated to reflect the Metropolitan
Police’s comment.
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Name

Rep
Code

Port of London
Authority

17/1

Guy's and St
Thomas' NHS
Foundation
Trust

72/7

Representation Wording
expect that they can move about without
unreasonable concern for their safety and can feel
safe in their homes. Opportunities for crime and
criminal behaviour can be prevented through the
design of buildings and the public realm, as can the
risk of fire. It is also important to address
communities’ fear of crime because this influences
the way people behave and interact in public spaces.
This involves designing the urban environment in a
way that enables communities to ‘own’ and take
pride in their local spaces.
I would encourage adding something here about
Lambeth Planning working in partnership with
Metropolitan Police Designing Out Crime Officers,
using Secured By Design planning conditions to
achieve this.
The PLA supports the references in paragraphs 2.89
and 2.123 with regard to the promotion of increased
use of the River Thames for the transportation of
passengers and freight, as well as the specific
reference to this in the Spatial Vision on page 53.
In certain areas of the Draft Plan we have
recommendations that we believe would enhance it
for the benefit of our staff, patients and our
academic and health partners:
Section 2 (Evidence Base & Issues)
We agree with London Borough of Lambeth’s
analysis that predicted population increase of 17 per
cent between 2016 and 2036 will have a significant
impact on the number of residents relying on local
health services.

Plan
Section

Policy/ Annex

Officer Response

Proposed Change
Opportunities for crime and criminal
behaviour can be prevented through the
design of buildings and the public realm, as
can the risk of fire. It is also important to
address communities’ fear of crime because
this influences the way people behave and
interact in public spaces. This involves
designing the urban environment in a way
that enables communities to ‘own’ and take
pride in their local spaces. To achieve this,
the council will work in partnership with the
Metropolitan Police officers, designing out
crime using Secured by Design principles.

Section
02

The support is noted.

No change.

Section
02

The support is noted.

The following amendment has been made to
Strategic Objective B (2):

Strategic Objective B has been amended to support the
development of a new MedTech, healthcare and life sciences
cluster at Waterloo.

Support the growth of key economic sectors
and innovation through the development of
new offices and commercial premises
including new affordable workspace, by
maintaining a varied supply of business
premises and through plans for town centre
regeneration and the development of a new
MedTech, healthcare and life sciences
cluster at Waterloo.

For services that deliver specialist care to Londonwide or regional patient populations (like those
provided by Evelina London Children’s Hospital) the
impact of population growth is felt even more
acutely. The concentration of world-leading health
and research institutions, including at King’s College
London and St Thomas’ Hospital, has made human
health one of the borough’s two largest employment
sectors, and a significant contributor to the local
economy.
In order to meet existing demand, as well as
developing a long-term approach to healthcare that
enables us to meet the expected demands of the
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Name

Rep
Code

Representation Wording
future, we agree that the Draft Plan’s assertion that
“considerable change” will be necessary.

Plan
Section

Policy/ Annex

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Section
03

D. Providing
essential
infrastructure

The respondent appears to have incorrectly struckthrough some
text.

Paragraph 9 has been amended to read:

Section
03

F. Creating
and
maintaining
attractive,
distinctive
places

The DRLLP text appears to have been incorrectly struckthrough
by the respondent and does not reflect the Local Plan text.

Section
03

Key diagram

The boundary of West Norwood's Town Centre has been
amended to reflect the partial de- designation of the Town
Centre which allows for the designation of the Creative Business
Cluster.

The key diagram has been updated.

Section
03

Key Diagram

The key diagram has been updated.

Section
03

Spatial
Strategy

Waterloo is no longer proposed to be a Metropolitan Centre.
The key diagram has been amended to show the CAZ Retail
Cluster and the Special Policy Area.
Policy D4 and associated supporting text sets out where Section
106 planning obligations will be sought. Decisions about
allocation and spend of CIL are separate from the Local Plan
process.

The reconfiguration of services presents a
generational opportunity to build a platform for
sustainable future healthcare in Lambeth, and
compliments the vision of Guy’s and St Thomas’ NHS
Foundation Trust to transform its existing
Westminster Bridge campus into a world-leading
MedTech cluster over the next ten years, alongside
the expansion and improvement of our local
community services.

Norwood
Action group et
al.

Norwood
Action group et
al.

Norwood
Action group et
al.

Therefore we support London Borough of Lambeth’s
analysis of the key challenges facing the borough in
relation to growing demands on health
infrastructure. We believe the policy response to this
challenge may need to be strengthened.
196/133 9. Provide approximately 5,040 additional primary
school places, 550 additional nursery class places and
3,108 1,090 additional secondary school places (of
which 488 additional year 7 places) of good quality to
meet existing and future demand in Lambeth, by
enabling a supply of land for new schools and
through CIL; and support the reconfiguration of
further education premises.
“Provide approximately…” What?
196/136 18. Maintain Support the delivery of Lambeth’s
Creative and Digital Industries Strategy, and maintain
and develop Lambeth’s strength in arts and culture
and the role of the South Bank as one of London’s
leading international cultural and tourist destinations
reflecting its status as part of the South
Bank/Bankside Strategic Cultural Area.
196/137 Key diagram

ITV PLC

188/4

Cllr Kevin Craig

185/17

WN centre goes too far north. NO CEZ shown – I
think! Still town centre? No potential for improved
transport connectivity in south of borough e.g. along
A205
3. The Key Diagram, p58, is proposed to be amended
to reflect the revised status of Waterloo as a
Metropolitan Centre. This is supported.
Para 3.26 (p50)- similarly I welcome the inclusion of
investment in parks and open spaces to improve
quality in the list of key infrastructure. CIL guidance
permits the expenditure of CIL on the maintenance
as well as the provision of infrastructure. So - this
should be recognised in the Plan.

The latest position on school places is reflected throughout the
Proposed Submission Version of the DRLLP and IDP, including in
paragraph 9 of the Strategic Objectives which has been updated.

9. Provide planned additional school
places approximately of good quality to
meet existing and future demand in
Lambeth, by enabling a supply of land for
new schools and through CIL; and support
the reconfiguration of further education
premises.
No change.

No change.
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Para 3.26 (p50)- similarly the Trust welcomes the
inclusion of investment in parks and open spaces to
improve quality in the list of key infrastructure.
However CIL guidance permits the expenditure of CIL
on the maintenance as well as the provision of
infrastructure. This should be recognised in the Plan.
196/119 3.4. In addition, to meet various other needs and
priorities in the plan period, the borough has
potential to accommodate:

Plan
Section
Section
03

Policy/ Annex

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Spatial
Strategy

Policy D4 and associated supporting text sets out where Section
106 planning obligations will be sought. Decisions about
allocation and spend of CIL are separate from the Local Plan
process.

No change.

Section
03

Spatial
Strategy

Noted. The amount of net additional comparison retail floorspace No change.
is based on London Plan evidence (Consumer Expenditure and
Comparison Goods Floorspace Need in London (October 2017))
which sets out the retail demand for the Local Plan period as
relevant to the borough.

Section
03

Spatial
Strategy

Section
03

Spatial
Strategy

Noted. The amount of net additional comparison retail floorspace No change.
is based on London Plan evidence (Consumer Expenditure and
Comparison Goods Floorspace Need in London (October 2017))
which sets out the retail demand for the Local Plan period as
relevant to the borough.
The council’s projections for accommodating additional retail and No change.
office floorspace are based on London Plan evidence.

o approximately 800m2 net additional comparison
retail floorspace
Norwood
Action group et
al.
Vauxhall One

Very small number. What about retail demand?
196/120 net additional comparison retail floorspace in the
period up to 2041
How reliable is this to 2041?!
211/7

• Lambeth council believes that it will be able to
accommodate an additional net 800m2 retail space
and 160,000m2 net office floorspace between 20162041. Vauxhall Ones projections show that Vauxhall
alone will be able to provide 52,954m2 of additional
commercial space over the next 10 years –
accounting for roughly a third of this plan. Vauxhall’s
development then would appear to be crucial to the
council’s spatial strategy.

Norwood
Action group et
al.
Norwood
Action group et
al.

196/121 ○ investment in cycling

Cllr Kevin Craig

185/12

Jubilee Gardens
Trust

Cycle hire or routes? If latter, already mentioned
196/123 ○ approximately 5,040 additional primary school and
550 additional nursery class places

192/6

Not yet provided, why no future requirement by
2035?
Para 3.8 (p51) states
There is a need for more open space in the borough
to serve the growing population, but there is no land
available to deliver a major new park.
This should, however, identify, as has been done
elsewhere, that the exception to this is the extension
of Jubilee Gardens which will increase the green
open space by some 45%.
Para 3.8 (p51) states
There is a need for more open space in the borough

'Commercial space' is broader than retail space, so the figure
cannot be compared.

Section
03

Spatial
Strategy

Investment in cycling refers to both cycle hire and cycle routes.

No change.

Section
03

Spatial
Strategy

The latest position on school places is reflected throughout the
Proposed Submission Version of the DRLLP and IDP, including in
paragraph 2.110. This is set out in the pupil place planning and
resultant capital projects Cabinet Report January 2019.

No change

Section
03

Spatial
Strategy

Noted. A reference to Jubilee Gardens has been added to
paragraph 3.8.

The final sentence of paragraph 3.8 has been
amended to read:

Noted. A reference to Jubilee Gardens has been added to
paragraph 3.8.

Limited additional increases in quantity of
open space will be pursued through the
planned extension to Jubilee Gardens and on
major development sites as opportunities
arise, along with increases in the quantity
and coverage of wider green infrastructure
provision.
The final sentence of paragraph 3.8 has been
amended to read:

Section
03

Spatial
Strategy
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Rep
Code

Cllr Kevin Craig

185/2

Jubilee Gardens
Trust

192/1

VCI Holding Ltd

126/13

VCI Holding Ltd

126/3

ITV PLC

188/3

TfL Commercial
Development

172/3

Representation Wording
to serve the growing population, but there is no land
available to deliver a major new park.
This should, however, identify, as has been done
elsewhere, that the exception to this is the extension
of Jubilee Gardens. The area available on the twothirds of Hungerford Car Park which remains MOL
will provide an extension amounting to an area of
some 45% of the of the current Jubilee Gardens.
Para 3.9 (p52) identifies as one of the Plan's guiding
principles 'support for community facilities ... to
enable local service delivery at neighbourhood level'.
The community-based Jubilee Gardens trust is a
prime and successful example of local
neighbourhood service delivery.
Para 3.9 (p52) identifies as one of the Plan's guiding
principles 'support for community facilities … to
enable local service delivery at neighbourhood level'.
The community-based Jubilee Gardens trust is a
prime and successful example of local
neighbourhood service delivery.
VCI also support the Plan’s guiding spatial approach
that seeks a focus for growth and development on
Vauxhall (supporting the London Plan Opportunity
Areas) and support for tall buildings in appropriate
locations to deliver regeneration and economic
benefits.
VCI supports LBL’s vision for increased growth in
order to provide a thriving economy with increased
job opportunities, as well as the delivery of a
significant number of residential units. This strategy
is underpinned by the objectives to increase
provision of homes, support key growth sectors,
provide essential infrastructure, develop sustainable
neighbourhoods, and create distinctive places with
high design standards.
2. As part of the spatial strategy, growth in the
borough needs to reflect the strategic priorities set
out by the London Plan. The increase in the housing
target (from 11,950 to 15,890) is supported as it goes
towards London's ability to meet the needs of the
increasing population. The borough states that it has
provision to accommodate additional office
floorspace (approximately 160,000 sq m net) in the
period 2016 -2041. Similarly, this aspiration is
supported. (Para 3.4)
Section 3: Spatial Strategy, Vision and Strategic
Objectives
We support the ‘focus for growth and development
on Waterloo and Vauxhall (supporting the London

Plan
Section

Policy/ Annex

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Section
03

Spatial
Strategy

Noted.

Limited additional increases in quantity of
open space will be pursued through the
planned extension to Jubilee Gardens and on
major development sites as opportunities
arise, along with increases in the quantity
and coverage of wider green infrastructure
provision.
No change.

Section
03

Spatial
Strategy

Noted.

No change.

Section
03

Spatial
Strategy

The support is noted.

No change.

Section
03

Spatial
Strategy

The support is noted.

No change.

Section
03

Spatial
Strategy

The support is noted. The spatial strategy of the Local Plan
reflects the strategic priorities as identified by the Mayor of
London in the London Plan, relevant to the borough, including
additional dwellings, retail floorspace and office floorspace
required, a development focus on the Opportunity Areas in the
borough, support for tall buildings and Key Industrial and
Business Areas (KIBAS).

No change.

Section
03

Spatial
Strategy &
Spatial vision

The Spatial Vision provides a high-level visionary statement for
the borough as a whole for the next 15 years. The potential to
optimise development, including in the Nine Elms Vauxhall and

No change.
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Norwood
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Norwood
Action group et
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Rep
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Representation Wording
Plan Opportunity Areas) and town centres. We agree
that there is a need to address the issues of transport
capacity and other physical infrastructure in key
locations in Lambeth.

TfL CD is seeking to optimise development on sites in
both the Vauxhall and Waterloo opportunity areas
that well connected to public transport in line with
the Mayors Transport
Strategy and Draft London Plan, and we believe that
the vision should recognise such sites are a suitable
location for the optimisation of residential and
commercial development.
196/131 and reconfigured primary health care, hospital and
social care facilities and further education premises
and new facilities for policing across the
borough. Levels of walking and cycling will have
increased substantially as a result of improved,
healthy routes and supporting facilities. The capacity
of the public transport infrastructure, including the
interchanges at Waterloo, Vauxhall and Brixton, will
have increased sufficiently to accommodate all those
travelling to, from and through the borough for
work, shopping, recreation and tourism. Lambeth’s
air quality will be significantly better.
196/132 Levels of walking and cycling will have increased
substantially as a result of improved, healthy routes
and supporting facilities. The capacity of the public
transport infrastructure, including the interchanges
at Waterloo, Vauxhall and Brixton, will have
increased sufficiently to accommodate all those
travelling to, from and through the borough for
work, shopping, recreation and tourism. Lambeth’s
air quality will be significantly better.
119/8

Has this gone not to be replaced?
Spatial Vision:
Strategic policies are a very important part of the
plan, particularly given the need for Neighbourhood
Plans to be in conformity with these policies. We are
pleased to see that the Spatial Vision is locally
specific and makes particular reference to the role of
the River Thames, views of London and culture
within the context of local distinctiveness. However,
the historic environment could feature more
prominently within the Vision. The wording in the
second to last paragraph could be altered to read:

Plan
Section

Policy/ Annex

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Section
03

Spatial Vision

The DRLLP text appears to have been incorrectly struckthrough
by the respondent and does not reflect the Local Plan text.

No change.

Section
03

Spatial Vision

The DRLLP text appears to have been incorrectly struckthrough
by the respondent and does not reflect the Local Plan text.

No change.

Section
03

Spatial Vision

Accepted. The Spatial Vision has been amended to reflect Historic The following amendments have been made
England’s comments to ensure clarity in the applicability and
to the Spatial Vision:
growth supported by the conservation and enhancement of the
historic environment.
Lambeth’s residential neighbourhoods will
house mixed, cohesive, more stable
The wording of one paragraph has been split into two to make
communities that thrive on the diversity of
clear that it does not relate solely to residential neighbourhoods. their population, including different ethnic
groups, faiths and sexual orientations, the
young, the elderly and disabled people. They
will be green, safe, accessible areas that
enable healthy and sustainable lifestyles and
foster wellbeing.

Waterloo Opportunity Areas, is addressed in the Places and
Neighbourhood policies of the Local Plan.
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Rep
Code

Individual

336/3

Theatres Trust

149/3

Representation Wording
“Lambeth’s residential neighbourhoods will …. Excel
in the sustainable design and management of the
built and historic environment and public spaces,
with a strong focus on liveability, inclusion,
community safety, enhanced historic buildings
heritage assets and spaces with an improved sense
of place”.
The above wording of the Vision at present could be
interpreted by some as relating only to residential
areas. It would be useful if the Vision was also
amended to emphasise that the foreseen growth in
the Borough will be also supported by the
conservation and enhancement of the historic
environment in the wider sense.
The plan should incorporate the strategic vision set
out in the Southbank and Waterloo Neighbourhood
Plan.

Spatial Vision The Trust welcomes the aspiration of
Lambeth within its vision to be known for its “cutting
edge culture and creativity”, and that the South
Bank’s role as an international cultural and tourist
destination has been recognised.

Plan
Section

Policy/ Annex

Section
03

Spatial Vision

Section
03

Spatial Vision

Officer Response

Although high in density, they all Lambeth's
neighbourhoods will excel in the sustainable
design and management of their built and
historic environment and public spaces, with
a strong focus on culture, liveability,
inclusion, reduced isolation, community
safety, enhanced historic buildings heritage
assets and spaces with an improved sense of
place.

The Spatial Vision provides a high-level visionary statement for
the borough as a whole for the next 15 years. The strategic vision
specific to the South Bank and Waterloo Neighbourhood Area is
addressed in the Waterloo and South Bank policy as part of the
Places and Neighbourhoods policies of the Local Plan. Policy PN1
has been amended to incorporate the strategic vision set out in
the South Bank and Waterloo Neighbourhood Plan.
The support is welcomed. An amendment has been made to the
vision to reference culture.

158/8

Section 3: Spatial Strategy, Vision and Strategic
Objectives It is noted that amendments have been
made to the ‘Spatial Vision’ (page 53) including a
reference to LBL contributing to the Mayor’s target
of 50% affordable housing and new offices and
workspace including affordable workspace. The
current LBL Local Plan has a 50% affordable housing
target (with public subsidy, 40% without), however
LBL will need to make sure that the numerous cross
references to the Draft London Plan are consistent
when the Draft London Plan is finalised to ensure
that the Local plan is sound.

Changes made to PN1 to reflect the content
of the neighbourhood plan.

The penultimate paragraph of the vision has
been amended to read:
Although high in density, they all Lambeth's
neighbourhoods will excel in the sustainable
design and management of their built and
historic environment and public spaces, with
a strong focus on culture, liveability,
inclusion, reduced isolation, community
safety, enhanced historic buildings heritage
assets and spaces with an improved sense of
place.

An opportunity the Vision lacks at present is for
Lambeth’s varied cultural and social provision to be
utilised to bring people together, enhance well-being
and reduce isolation. At present well-being is only
referenced in the context of place design and open
space.
Canary Wharf
Group

Proposed Change

Section
03

Spatial Vision

The support is noted. References to the London Plan throughout
the document have been updated.

Various updates throughout the document
to ensure references to the London Plan are
correct.
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The Spatial Vision maintains a focus on growth in
housing and jobs on Waterloo which is supported.
196/135 14. Increase community safety and resilience to
terrorism

Network Rail

163/2

Coin Street
Community
Builders

222/15

Theatres Trust

149/6

Vauxhall One

211/20

SBEG and SBBID

198/8

Individual

10/1

What does this mean? Prevention of or recovery
from terrorism?
D. Providing essential infrastructure (8) - Network
Rail welcome recognition from Lambeth to work in
partnership to increase public transport capacity and
accessibility.
Mixed Communities There are many references to
the need to ensure mixed communities in the draft
Plan and CSCB strongly supports them (para 2.111,
Strategic Objective E13, Policy D1 d, Policy H2 etc).
However, it must be recognised, and the draft Plan
does not do so, that to achieve mixed communities,
particularly jn the context of high land valises in the
north of the Borough requires investment in the
neighbourhood and in the community. In many cases
now the proceeds of development are taken out of
the local community, not re-invested in it.
Strategic Objectives The Trust welcomes Part F,
which recognises Lambeth’s cultural assets and seeks
to maintain and develop Lambeth’s strengths in arts
and culture and the role of the South Bank in
particular as one of London’s leading international
cultural and tourist destinations.
• The council wish to – “Create and sustain
distinctive local places through excellent design of
buildings and the public realm, valuing heritage,
identity, cultural assets, the River Thames and the
natural environment.” The plans for Vauxhall align
perfectly with this value and the council should be
made aware of this.
We also support the NHS Trust’s request that
Objective D.10 be revised to support not only
reconfiguration, but also expansion of primary health
care, hospital and social care facilities.
It is thrilling to see so many wonderful objectives
that Lambeth has canvassed and attempted to deal
with. There is always an issue of cost element in the
execution of the plan. What I fear is that there is no
overall "Master Plan" that defines the different
components. I see the proposals as disparate and has
no focus on what we are meant to be gained after 15
years.
The balance between residents, economy , quality of

Plan
Section

Policy/ Annex

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Section
03

Strategic
Objectives

The focus of Strategic Objective 14 is on the designing out and
prevention of the opportunities for such activity.

No change.

Section
03

Strategic
Objectives

The support is noted.

No change.

Section
03

Strategic
Objectives

Noted. The council is committed to working with developers,
investors and the community to ensure that developments
benefit local communities, including through the provision of
affordable housing in the north of the borough.

No change.

Section
03

Strategic
Objectives

The support is noted.

No change.

Section
03

Strategic
Objectives

Noted.

No change.

Section
03

Strategic
Objectives

No change.

Section
03

Strategic
Objectives

Noted. No change to Strategic Objective 10 to reference
expansion of primary health care as well as reconfiguration. The
IDP sets out the primary health care infrastructure needed to
meet the level of growth planned for in the Local Plan.
The policies in the Local Plan address the strategic objectives set
out in Section 3. As set out in paragraph 1.5, the policies in the
revised Local Plan are designed to be read and applied as a
whole, alongside the policies in the London Plan.

No change.

Together, along with made neighbourhood plans, they constitute
the statutory development plan for the borough.
A separate masterplan is not required. The Local Plan provides
the necessary borough-wide and neighbourhood-level vision.
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Historic England

Rep
Code

119/9

Representation Wording
life , esthetics , local interests and history has been
recognised but there is no cohesion between the
plans. The master plan would deal with the spread of
amenities, the availability of green spaces, the
standard of archictectural ideas (rather than the
laisser faire ones that have been approved thus far),
transport, availability of school and housing, sports
facilites, number of cars parking spaces etc.
The plan reflects a palimpsest of response to views
canvassed but does not, in my opinion, make it
specific for any resident to refer back to on how the
proposals facilitate this higher purpose.
Strategic Objectives
We welcome the inclusion of points F) 15 and 16 (pg.
57) which references setting, World Heritage Sites
strategic views, cross boundary and community
working.

Plan
Section

Policy/ Annex

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Section
03

Strategic
Objectives

Noted. The Local Plan has been amended to reflect Historic
England’s comment regarding reference to the Heritage at Risk
register at a strategic level. The Places and Neighbourhoods
policies of the Local Plan also reference the Heritage at Risk
Register, where relevant.

The following amendment has been made to
Strategic Objective 17 as follows:

The Westminster World Heritage Site has been added to the Key
Diagram.

Lambeth has 40 entries on the 2018 Heritage at Risk
Register (HAR). Given this high number we would
encourage you to make reference to the need to
tackle HAR at a strategic level. The presence of these
heritage assets and their at risk status should also be
considered as part of any site allocation process in
order to present opportunities that may secure the
enhancement of HAR or to determine areas
unsuitable for development due to the potential
harm and worsening of conditions that development
may cause.

Cllr Kevin Craig

185/3

Jubilee Gardens
Trust

192/2

It is recommended that the Key diagram on page 58
shows the location of the WWHS.
I also note and support Strategic Objective 11 of the
Plan (p56) which states
Increase the quality of open space and green
infrastructure in Lambeth by safeguarding, linking
and upgrading existing open space, improving access
and retaining existing trees (through delivery of the
Lambeth Open Spaces Green Infrastructure Strategy),
and seek new open space wherever possible including
through an extension to Jubilee Gardens.
The Trust also notes and supports Strategic Objective
11 of the Plan (p56) which states

‘Conserve and enhance the historic
environment (with a particular focus on
addressing Heritage at Risk), the setting and
Outstanding Universal Value of the
Westminster World Heritage Site and
strategic views by working in partnership
with Historic England, neighbouring
boroughs and community groups.’
The Key diagram (page 58) has been
amended to include the location of the
Westminster World Heritage Site (WWHS).

Section
03

Strategic
Objectives

The support is noted.

No change

Section
03

Strategic
Objectives

The support is noted.

No change.

Increase the quality of open space and green
infrastructure in Lambeth by safeguarding, linking
and upgrading existing open space, improving access
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Representation Wording

and retaining existing trees (through delivery of the
Lambeth Open Spaces Green Infrastructure Strategy),
and seek new open space wherever possible including
through an extension to Jubilee Gardens.
196/118 3.3

238/5

198/7

The housing trajectory for this ten year period is
included in Annex 13, along with the indicative
housing requirement figures for the five designated
neighbourhood planning areas in Lambeth (or the
part of those cross-border areas that fall within
Lambeth).
3.6: Libraries have been removed from the list of the
"number of key elements of infrastructure have been
identified to support growth in housing and jobs over
the plan period". We call for libraries to be reinstated
to the list given their central role in employability,
literacy (digital and analogue), skills development
and training, as a catalyst for entrepreneurship and
role in identifying and protecting intellectual
property. Lambeth has one of the highest rates of
'micro' businesses in London, businesses who often
rely on the library network for a range of services.
We feel that it is wrong-headed to ignore the roles of
libraries across all these areas and would like to see
this change reversed.
Similarly, we support Guy’s and St Thomas’ NHS
Foundation Trust’s request to reinstate the
configuration of the Guy’s and St Thomas’ Hospital
Estates and the NHS community estates in the list of
key elements of infrastructure - Section 3: Spatial
Strategy, Vision and Strategic Objectives.

Plan
Section

Policy/ Annex

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Section
03

The DRLLP text appears to have been incorrectly struckthrough
by the respondent and does not reflect the Local Plan text.

No change.

Section
03

The Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) reflects the council's
position on libraries. The schedule of infrastructure for the
period 2019/20 to 2023/24 includes community facilities and
library projects which are scheduled to be delivered throughout
the borough.

The sixth bulletpoint of paragraph 3.6 has
been amended to read:

Paragraph 3.6 has been updated and includes a bulletpoint on
community facilities and libraries.

Section
03

The list has been updated to reflect Infrastructure Delivery Plan
(IDP. The schedule in the IDP covers the first five years of the
plan period.
The IDP provides a list of regional and sub-regional infrastructure
projects that will support growth across Lambeth and are
anticipated to be delivered during the period 2019/20 to
2034/35. This includes St Thomas’ Hospital, listing that ‘The Guy’s
and St. Thomas’ NHS Foundation Trust is progressing plans to
reconfigure and renew its estate to meet future needs at subregional and regional level.’
Furthermore, policy PN1 (m) supports the strategies of St
Thomas’ Hospital, Guy’s and St Thomas’ Charity and King’s
College London at Royal Street in accordance with an agreed
high-level masterplan for the estates to achieve new health
facilities; replacement housing, open space and community
facilities.
Strategic Objective C (10) has been changed to reference
expansion as well as reconfiguration of health and social care
facilities.

○ Community Facilities and Libraries –
upgrade of community facilities (including
youth and play), replacement archives
facility and Waterloo Library.

The following amendment has been made to
Strategic Objective B (2):
Support the growth of key economic sectors
and innovation through the development of
new offices and commercial premises
including new affordable workspace, by
maintaining a varied supply of business
premises and through plans for town centre
regeneration and the development of a new
MedTech, healthcare and life sciences
cluster at Waterloo.
The following amendment has been made to
Strategic Objective C (10):
Contribute to improving health and
wellbeing and reducing health inequalities
by supporting the reconfiguration and
expansion of primary health care, hospital
and social care facilities, and by encouraging
healthy lifestyles in the design of the built
environment.
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72/8

Section 3 (Spatial Strategy, Vision & Strategic
Objectives)
We note that the current Draft Plan has removed the
reconfiguration of Guy’s and St Thomas’ Hospital
estate as a key element of local infrastructure that
will support growth in housing and jobs over the next
15 years. We would seek to have this re-instated and
expanded.
Even without additional population growth
Lambeth’s evidence base makes clear that the
demands on the NHS are set to increase significantly.
With an ambitious target of 15,890 additional
dwellings in Lambeth over the period 2011-21
2019/20 to 2028/29, support for health
infrastructure in the Draft Plan is an essential
strategic priority.
Guy’s and St Thomas’ NHS Foundation Trust is
embarking on an ambitious programme of estate
redevelopment that will transform the way health
services are delivered in Lambeth, improving patient
outcomes and developing on our world-leading
reputation for medical research and innovation.
There are two ways we will do this:
· Westminster Bridge Campus. As set out above, the
Estates Development Plan includes significant
expansion of secondary and tertiary care. This and
the establishment of a pioneering MedTech cluster
at Westminster Bridge is expected to create more
than 50,000 new jobs across our Guy's and St
Thomas’ Hospital estate by 2050.
· Community estate. The Trust's and our local NHS
partners' Community Estate Strategy will see the
creation of a network of well-equipped community
hubs and sub-hubs. This will bring care closer to
where people live. Where possible, we will combine
the community hubs with the delivery of affordable
accommodation for NHS staff, and work with
partners to prioritise the 'One Public Estate' agenda
where appropriate.

Plan
Section

Section
03

Policy/ Annex

Officer Response
Strategic Objective B (2) has been amended to support the
development of a new health and life sciences cluster at
Waterloo.
The list has been updated to reflect Infrastructure Delivery Plan
(IDP. The schedule in the IDP covers the first five years of the
plan period.
The IDP provides a list of regional and sub-regional infrastructure
projects that will support growth across Lambeth and are
anticipated to be delivered during the period 2019/20 to
2034/35. This includes St Thomas’ Hospital, listing that ‘The Guy’s
and St. Thomas’ NHS Foundation Trust is progressing plans to
reconfigure and renew its estate to meet future needs at subregional and regional level.’
Furthermore, policy PN1 (m) supports the strategies of St
Thomas’ Hospital, Guy’s and St Thomas’ Charity and King’s
College London at Royal Street in accordance with an agreed
high-level masterplan for the estates to achieve new health
facilities; replacement housing, open space and community
facilities.
Strategic Objective C (10) has been changed to reference
expansion as well as reconfiguration of health and social care
facilities.
Strategic Objective B (2) has been amended to support the
development of a new health and life sciences cluster at
Waterloo.

Proposed Change

The following amendment has been made to
Strategic Objective B (2):
Support the growth of key economic sectors
and innovation through the development of
new offices and commercial premises
including new affordable workspace, by
maintaining a varied supply of business
premises and through plans for town centre
regeneration and the development of a new
MedTech, healthcare and life sciences
cluster at Waterloo.
The following amendment has been made to
Strategic Objective C (10):
Contribute to improving health and
wellbeing and reducing health inequalities
by supporting the reconfiguration and
expansion of primary health care, hospital
and social care facilities, and by encouraging
healthy lifestyles in the design of the built
environment.

While the current Draft Plan extends to the mid2030s, we are of the opinion that the scale and
transformational implications of our estate
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Norwood
Action group et
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regeneration programme justifies its inclusion as a
key element of infrastructure. As such, we would ask
London Borough of Lambeth to consider including
the reconfiguration in Section 3.6 as follows:

Plan
Section

· Re-instate reconfiguration of Guy’s and St Thomas’
Hospital estate and of the NHS community estate in
the list of key elements of infrastructure.
· Under ‘Strategic objectives’ revise objective 10 to so
that it supports not only reconfiguration, but also
expansion of primary health care, hospital and social
care facilities.
· Within section B of ‘Strategic objectives’ include a
reference to supporting the development of a new
health & life sciences cluster at Waterloo.
196/125 3.9
Section
03
contributing to the Mayor’s strategic target of 50
per cent affordable housing by implementing London
Plan policy alongside the across the borough, with
flexibility only in very clearly defined circumstances
preferred borough-wide tenure and dwelling-size mix
for affordable housing defined in Local Plan policy,
based on updated evidence of housing needs in the
borough

Policy/ Annex

Officer Response

Proposed Change

The DRLLP text appears to have been incorrectly struckthrough
by the respondent and does not reflect the Local Plan text.

No change.
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Section 4: Delivering the Vision and Objectives, Infrastructure Delivery Plan and Annex 10
Name
Norwood
Action group et
al.

Norwood
Action group et
al.

U+I Group Plc

Rep
Representation Wording
Code
196/414 5 £6,500 is the cost of training, preparing and placing an unemployed person
claiming Employment
6 On the basis of the Employment Densities Guide area per FTE for general office
space –
8 17.8% is the proportion of Lambeth residents who have qualifications
equivalent to or less than
196/415 9 Aiming to encourage more young people into apprenticeships, in response to
relatively high rates
10 Hogarth, T., Gambin, L., Winterbotham, M., Koerbitz, C., Hasluck, C., Baldauf,
B. (2012)
14 Calculated using the relevant employment density in the Homes and
Community Agency
79/7a
Annex 10: Charging approaches

Policy/ Document
/Annex
Annex 10

Officer Response

Annex 10

The DRLLP text appears to have been incorrectly struckthrough by the
respondent

No change.

Annex 10

The comment is noted, but the charging approach is not proposed to be
deleted.

No change.

Annex 10

The comment is noted. The cost of contributions towards employment and
training activities have been factored in to the DRLLP's viability evidence and
therefore it is not considered that the contributions would frustrate
development and prevent it from coming forward.

No change.

Annex 10

The comment is noted. Amendments to the policy and supporting text have
been made to set out the council's approach to viability with regards to
affordable workspace provision. The levels of affordable workspace
required by the policy have undergone viability testing at plan-making level.
This is set out in the Local Plan and Community Infrastructure Levy Viability
Review July 2018 and the Brixton Creative Enterprise Zone: Affordable
Workspace Analysis 2018.

The following
addition to the
policy has been
made:

Appendix 1: Amended Policy and Site Allocation Wording
The below sets out recommended revised wording for the relevant emerging plan
policies:
• Bold text: New text inserted by Lichfields on behalf of U+I Group PLC.
• Strike-through: Deleted text.

ITV PLC

188/20

CLS Holdings plc

174/6a

Monetary Contributions to Offset Impact of Visitor Attractions:
Contributions to help fund the cost of offsetting the impact of visitor attractions
will be calculated according to the following formula.
The council will look to base the visitor attraction impact offset contribution cost
on an annual sum payment per year based on impact in relation to 1% of
turnover, or another sum, as agreed.
18. Annex 10 Charging Approaches, is proposed to be revised. In particular, a
formula to calculate the level of financial contributions towards employment and
training activities is included. This formula was in the SPD. The application of the
formula should be applied flexibly and pragmatically to ensure that the overall
burden of S106 costs and obligations does not become too great as to frustrate
development coming forward.
The formula at Annex 10 is a straight forward calculation of the quantum of
affordable workspace required by draft Policy ED2 and the market rent of
proposed floorspace. However, the formula does not take into account the
viability of making such an off-site contribution. The Annex makes no provision
for calculating the reasonable amount of affordable workspace that is capable of
being
viably achieved using the standard methodology having regard to underlying land
value once costs and developer profit are deducted from the gross development
value.
Nowhere in draft Policy ED2 or its supporting text (including Annex 10) is there
provision for the viability testing of delivering affordable workspace either on or
off site having regard to the standard methodology of assessing viability. This
omission has the propensity to stymie the delivery of commercial floorspace,
particularly commercial development that is not being delivered as part of

The DRLLP text appears to have been incorrectly struckthrough by the
respondent

Proposed
Change
No change.

f) Proposals
that do not
provide the
level of
affordable
workspace
required by this
policy will be
required to
submit viability
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residential led mixed use scheme. The policy as currently drafted therefore fails
to comply with the requirements of paragraph 34 of the NPPF.

information,
which will be
independently
assessed.
Where this
assessment
determines that
a greater level
of affordable
workspace
could viably be
supported, a
higher level of
affordable
workspace will
be required. In
addition, early
and late viability
reviews will be
applied to all
schemes that do
not provide the
level of
affordable
workspace
required by the
policy.
The following
addition to the
supporting text
has been made:
6.23.
Applications
that propose
levels of
affordable
workspace
below the policy
requirement
will be viability
tested. Viability
information
must be
submitted with
the planning
application in
accordance with
the
requirements
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Norwood
Action group et
al.

196/402 The Lambeth Infrastructure Delivery Plan 2018 is available on the council’s
website at https://www.lambeth.gov.uk/planning-and-building-control/planningpolicy/local-plan-review-evidence
Link dead. Copy and paste does not work either.
Even the preceding link ttps://www.lambeth.gov.uk/planning-and-buildingcontrol/planning-policy

IDP

IDP was live and online when this representation was received but the link
did not work correctly. From the response, it is clear that the IDP was
accessed by NAG et al.

set out in the
council’s
Development
Viability SPD.
Applicants will
be expected to
pay for the cost
of the
independent
viability
assessment.
Viability tested
schemes will be
subject to
viability reviews
as set out in the
Affordable
Workspace SPD.
Review
mechanisms
provide a
reappraisal
mechanism to
ensure that
maximum public
benefit is
secured over
the period of
the
development.
They allow
increases in
section 106
contributions to
reflect changes
in the value of a
development
from the date of
planning
permission to
specific stages
of the
development
programme.
The link has
been updated
to guide readers
to the correct
version of the
IDP.
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Loughborough
Junction
Neighbourhood
Forum

16/3

TfL

143/21

has nothing relevant.
A search on www.lambeth.gov.uk as a whole failed to find the document.
We would like to comment on Lambeth’s Infrastructure Delivery Plan but found
that the link provided failed to produce the relevant document.

Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP)
TfL has just published an updated Business Plan (http://content.tfl.gov.uk/fc20181213-item07-tfl-business-plan-approval.pdf) for the period to 2023/24. The
IDP will therefore need to be reviewed in light of this.

IDP

IDP was live and online when this representation was received but the link
did not work correctly. The respondent was emailed a link to it
subsequently.

IDP

The council has reviewed the updated Business Plan and endeavoured to
reflect this in the update to the IDP and any other relevant sources of
information obtained as part of the development of its Transport Strategy
and associated Implementation Plan.

IDP

The council identifies needs for school places in its annual pupil place
planning report and the IDP reflects the most recent information contained
within it on how the needs can be addressed. It is therefore not thought
necessary to produce an additional evidence base paper.

No

IDP

Noted.

No change.

IDP

Noted.

No change.

For example, the IDP states that the Northern line Upgrade Part 2 (page 8) ‘will
involve 17 additional trains being purchased to increase capacity throughout the
network, anticipated to take place from 2023’. An indicative date for this is no
longer possible. The Business Plan does include a frequency uplift on the
Northern line to 31 trains per hour on the Morden branch in the peak from 2020,
though this does not involve more trains being purchased.

The link has
been updated
to guide readers
to the correct
version of the
IDP.
The wording of
the IDP has
been amended
to reflect the
comments
provided.

The IDP also states (page 8) that the ‘TfL Business Plan identifies that from 2023,
works to upgrade the Bakerloo line will be undertaken to increase capacity’.
Similar to above, no date is now available for this to occur, although the Mayor
remains committed to extending the Bakerloo line and TfL are actively developing
this project.

Department for
Education

145/17

Department for
Education

145/21

NHS Lambeth
Clinical
Commissioning
Group

151/2

The Vauxhall gyratory and Waterloo City Hub scheme are included in the Business
Plan, but the other TfL-involved projects need to be reviewed with the TfL Surface
Sponsorship team to ascertain a) if TfL funding is still available and b) if the
amount identified in the IDP schedule is still adequate for delivery. An example of
this is the Tulse Hill gyratory.
Evidence Base It would be useful if a Planning for Schools topic/background
paper could be produced (or sign-posted), expanding on the evidence in the
Council’s Infrastructure Delivery Plan (2018), setting out clearly how the forecast
housing growth at allocated sites has been translated (via an evidence based
pupil yield calculation) into an identified need for specific numbers of school
places and new schools over the plan period. This would help to demonstrate
more clearly that the approach to the planning and delivery of education
infrastructure is justified based on proportionate evidence. If required, the DfE
can assist in providing good practice examples of such background documents
relevant to this stage of your emerging Plan. It is currently unclear how the 1090
secondary places required up to 2023/24 will be met, and a background paper (or
link to existing document) may help to set this out.
The DfE would be particularly interested in responding to any update to the
Infrastructure Delivery Plan or review of infrastructure requirements, which will
inform any subsequent CIL review and/or amendments to the Regulation 123 list.
As such, please add the DfE to the database for future CIL consultations.
The CCG has contributed to the Infrastructure Delivery Plan by providing evidence
of infrastructure requirements and has updated the health projects in the
infrastructure schedule. The Plan reflects the CCG estate priorities and the strong
partnership approach in Lambeth with the Lambeth Together initiative and One
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Sport England

156/14

Sport England

156/15

Sport England

156/16

Network Rail

163/10

Public Estate partnership. The schedule identifies the use of different sources of
capital funding, including the use of developer contributions.
Within the evidence base, the Council also includes the ‘Draft Revised Lambeth
Local Plan October 2018 – Draft Infrastructure Delivery Plan’. It is welcome that
the Council has identified an number of sport and recreation projects in the CIL
list. It would be helpful to know how many of these projects have been/are likely
to be delivered by 2024?
Sport England would also like further information about where spending from on
the ‘Borough Wide programme of parks and green infrastructure improvements’.
Have any priority projects from the Council’s Strategies set out in the bullet
points above benefitted from this spending?
If the Council has not been able to spend any CIL monies on the provision of new
and existing sports facilities through CIL to date, due to the other items on the
Draft IDP taking precedent, the Council may wish instead decide to remove these
items from the list and seek Section 106 contributions to meet the needs of new
residents. For example, S106 contributions could then be pooled to deliver sport
and other green infrastructure projects on existing sites in the vicinity of the
application site?
Funding of Infrastructure

IDP

The infrastructure schedule identifies the sports and leisure projects to
come forward by 2024.

No change.

IDP

The further information is not for the IDP or Local Plan to set out. Officers
from another department have been asked to get in touch with Sport
England to provide further information.

No change.

IDP

Noted. The spend of CIL and s106 is reported annually on the council's
website.

No change.

IDP

The comment is noted. The IDP identifies necessary station improvements
to support the policies in the Local Plan reflecting the council's recently
agreed Transport Strategy. The infrastructure schedule identifies Network
Rail and other sources as funding such improvements. Policy D4 does allow
for planning obligations to be sought to fund local improvements to mitigate
the impact of development and/or additional facilities and requirements
made necessary by the development. Further Policy T4, supports public
transport provision, including improvements to stations within Lambeth. As
such, it is not necessary to make any changes based on this comment.

No change.

IDP

The comment is accepted.

Jubilee Gardens
improvements
and extension is
now referred to
in the
infrastructure
schedule for the
first five years
of the plan
period.

The financing of railway infrastructure is vital, and whilst Network Rail is funded
to provide all the necessary maintenance and improvements to its infrastructure,
it is not funded to carry out enhancements and developments over and above
what is required for the safe and efficient operation of the railway. It is therefore
necessary to seek alternative funding sources, and we are calling on Lambeth to
invest revenue from the planning system to improve London’s railway. In this
context, we would very much welcome the commitment in the new Lambeth Plan
to support the Mayor's transport priorities and seek third party funding
contributions to the railway. The intensification of development around stations
must fund both mitigation and enhancement of the stations and supporting
infrastructure.

Cllr Kevin Craig

185/18

The Plan should also specifically acknowledge the vital role played by Network
Rail in increasing the capacity of London’s railway and, particularly, re-developing
many of its major stations to meet the needs of a growing population. Network
Rail therefore recommends that a specific commitment to support the
comprehensive redevelopment of London’s stations be included in the new Plan,
as well as an acknowledgement that financial support through the planning
charges regime and commercial development is required to facilitate these
station improvements.
Policy D3 Infrastructure states at para a (p64) that potential and predicted
infrastructure requirements over the lifetime of the Local Plan are identified in
the Infrastructure Delivery Plan. However neither Jubilee Gardens nor its
extension are mentioned in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan. We should change
that.
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Jubilee Gardens
Trust

Norwood
Action group et
al.
Norwood
Action group et
al.
Norwood
Action group et
al.
Norwood
Action group et
al.

Norwood
Action group et
al.
Norwood
Action Group et
al

Coin Street
Community
Builders

Coin Street
Community
Builders

192/13

Policy D3 Infrastructure states at para a (p64) that The potential and predicted
infrastructure requirements over the lifetime of the Local Plan are identified in
the Infrastructure Delivery Plan. However neither Jubilee Gardens nor its
extension are mentioned in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan.

On the IDP, the Trust is concerned that the document contains no mention of the
Gardens or the extension. We note that there are three categories of
infrastructure listed, Regional/sub-regional, Borough-level, and Neighbourhood.
The policies cited above which refer to the Gardens and their extension are all
identified as Strategic in Annex 12 of the Plan. The Trust would therefore expect
the Gardens and their extension to be included in the list of Borough-level
infrastructure projects in the Parks and Green Infrastructure section of the list.
196/101 despite planned increases in provision, there is projected to be a deficit of
secondary school places, which will grow to a shortage of 1,090 places by
2023/24
NOTE! But no plans.
196/122 ○ increased secondary school provision
Probable that primary capacity required too before 2035 especially in Norwood (
mentioned above)
196/124 The projects to deliver this infrastructure are summarised in the Lambeth
Infrastructure Delivery Plan 2018
Viewed. Funding shortfall vast.
196/129 ○ support for community facilities both to enable local service delivery at
neighbourhood level and to meet the changing needs of Lambeth’s communities,
including the need for additional secondary school places.
No primary to 2035? Unlikely with 15 year growth in population unless significant
over provision now. Says elsewhere shortage of primary places in Norwood.
196/130 This growth will be supported by increasing secondary school provision
196/17

222/16

222/19

What about Primary?!
17. The source for Annex 2 cannot be discovered from the draft.

Investment in the neighbourhood and the Neighbourhood Plan The point made
about Bernie Spain Gardens above should be made more generally: growth
requires investment in infrastructure and ongoing management and
maintenance. The state of Upper Ground is testimony to a tendency to suck
resources out of the area without adequately investing in the neighbourhood
generating them. The suggestion in the draft Infrastructure Plan that South Bank
BID should match fund the renewal of the ‘South Bank spine route’ is fanciful.
It is not at all clear why the ‘Waterloo City Hub’ has been prioritised for CIL
investment. It is not popular locally and now appears to be identified as a site for
a tall development in Annex 11. There is absolutely no point in committing

IDP

The comment is accepted.

Jubilee Gardens
improvements
and extension is
now referred to
in the
infrastructure
schedule for the
first five years
of the plan
period.

IDP

The IDP reflects the latest pupil place planning report produced annually by
the council. It includes plans to increase pupil places and this is reflected in
projects identified in the infrastructure schedule.

No change.

IDP

The figures in the DRLLP have been updated to reflect the latest position.
The IDP reflects the latest pupil place planning report produced annually by
the council. It includes plans to increase pupil places and this is reflected in
projects identified in the infrastructure schedule.

No change.

IDP

The shortfall reflects the known position in relation to committed funding.
Independent of this comment, it has been updated to reflect changes to
projects identified in the infrastructure schedule.

No change.

IDP

The IDP reflects the latest pupil place planning report produced annually by
the council. It includes plans to increase pupil places and this is reflected in
projects identified in the infrastructure schedule.

No change.

IDP

The IDP reflects the latest pupil place planning report produced annually by
the council. It includes plans to increase pupil places and this is reflected in
projects identified in the infrastructure schedule.
IDP was live and online when this representation was received but the link
did not work correctly. From the response, it is clear that the IDP was
accessed by NAG et al.

No change.

IDP

IDP

The council recognises that growth requires investment in infrastructure and
this is reflected in the Local Plan, for instance, in Policy D4, as well as in the
IDP.
The comment in relation to the South Bank spine route is accepted.

IDP

The comment is noted. Notwithstanding the representor's view, Waterloo
City Hub is a confirmed project and this is reflected in the Infrastructure
Schedule.

The link has
been updated
to guide readers
to the correct
version of the
IDP.
The reference
to South Bank
BID funding the
South Bank
Spine Route has
been removed.
No change.
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resources to this project (as TfL’s latest capital programme seems to accept) if a
developer is going to construct a large building on it.
WeAreWaterloo 75A/1

Re: Comments on the Lambeth Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP)

IDP

This representation is submitted on behalf of WeAreWaterloo Business
Improvement District.

Inclusion in the IDP does not mean it has been prioritsed for CIL investment.
It simply identifies CIL as a potential funding source. Decisions about the
spend of CIL are taken seperately on a case by case basis.
The comments are noted.
The shortfall has changed as a result of undertaking the update to the IDP.
In relation to a), it is not for the IDP to set out projected Neighbourhood
element of CIL (NCIL) - which relates to 25% of all CIL or on which projects
that NCIL is to be spent on.

WeAreWaterloo is a Business Improvement District (BID) operating in the
Waterloo area of central London. The BID area, covering parts of North Lambeth
and North Southwark. The railway station is located immediately to the north of
the BID area and is strategically important to its functionality.

In relation to b), it is not for the IDP to set such infrastructure out, as the IDP
and its schedule deals only with strategic infrastructure necessary to
accommodate growth.

The BID carries out a number of projects and services for businesses in the
Waterloo area, including environmental services such as graffiti removal and
recycling, networking, business support, and promotion of the area and its
businesses.
With regard to the IDP, comments are as follows:
1) The borough identifies estimated CIL receipts of £78.4m, leading to a shortfall
of over £90m in funding for the infrastructure projects set out in the schedule.
However CLIPS projects are not included in the analysis. Since the £78.4m is
presented as a borough wide figure, we suggest that further analysis should be
undertaken on:

The IDP has
been changed
to reflect the
latest known
position with
respect of
infrastructure
and projected
CIL income. As
such, the
quoted figures
have been
amended and
this is reflected
in a revised
Section 5 of the
IDP.

a) The proportion of CIL generated that must be spent in Lambeth’s defined
neighbourhood areas
b) The additional cost of locally identified infrastructure projects as set out in
CLIPs and neighbourhood plans, which do not appear to be included in the
analysis.
Presumably when local projects are added in, the shortfall will be even greater.

WeAreWaterloo 75A/3

Might we suggest that an item is added to the agenda of the next Waterloo
Steering Group for local stakeholders to discuss Lambeth’s approach with regard
to the splitting out of neighbourhood and strategic CIL.
2) In relation to the Infrastructure Schedule, we have not yet had any dialogue
with the Council on the following public realm projects which appear in the
schedule for the BID area:
a) Play trail, neighbourhood enhancement and Low Line
b) The Cut
We would be keen to understand what is planned and how we can help.

IDP

The Infrastructure Schedule reflects the latest information on the projects at
the time of writing.

No change.

Sandell Street is referenced in relation to the Waterloo City Hub and
Waterloo Road Project.
Discussions about implementation of specific projects will take place on a
project by project basis.

Finally, in respect of the schedule, we have had conversations with officers with
regard to improvements to Sandell Street which do not appear on this schedule
and we would appreciate a conversation on this matter.
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WeAreWaterloo 75A/4

3) The Annex states that the Westminster Bridge Road Regeneration Scheme is
now complete, but the section at the Lambeth North junction has not been
completed. Please can we discuss this.

IDP

The IDP has been changed to correctly reflect the progress of this project.

WeAreWaterloo 75A/5

4) There has been no final report of the Waterloo CLIP and we should be grateful
to see this.

IDP

The Waterloo CLIP has not yet been published.

Intensification of development within the borough is likely to exacerbate
problems where infrastructure is already often old and under pressure, having
been designed to accommodate lower levels of development in different socioeconomic and environmental circumstances. Many places have also absorbed
considerable development pressures over the past years, which coupled with
under investment, has led to deterioration in the quality of infrastructure and
service provision.

IDP

CLIPs are not part of the Local Plan process and the IDP does not cover CLIPs
or NCIL. CLIPs are produced by officers in Area Regeneration.
The council recognises that growth requires investment in infrastructure and
this is reflected in the Local Plan, for instance, in Policy D4, as well as in the
IDP.

Environment
Agency

237/3

Friends of
Lambeth
Libraries

238/4

Knight's Hill
Councillors

84/6

Historic England

119/10

To manage further intensification in the urban areas will require improvements to
a range of infrastructure and services to meet the additional needs and avoid
detrimental effects on the quality of life and the environment. Capital funding
sources must be identified and a clear commitment shown to the provision of
infrastructure before new housing development is allowed to proceed so as to
mitigate the impact and not make any deficiencies worse.
FoLL is deeply concerned that no new library infrastructure is included in the
Draft Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP; link). This would mean that the borough
would still have 10 libraries as it does today in 35-36 years time. Given that the
population growth in the Borough is around 1.48% a year, that many libraries are
at or above capacity, and that Lambeth previously had 15 dedicated public
libraries and will the Council commit to rethinking this and adding more library
infrastructure to the plan
Policy D3 Infrastructure.
This refers to the Infrastructure Delivery Plan – which is dated 2013. It doesn’t
cover utilities. We need specific reference to water utility in West Norwood. In
recent years, this has clearly become unsustainable for clean supply & sewage
with our existing homes & businesses – never mind with increased demand from
inclusive growth.
Part a) could be strengthened to provide more clarity regarding the expectations
for vacant historic buildings. An additional wording such as,
“Working with a range of partners to ensure sustainable development and
regeneration opportunities are fully explored, including optimising the use of
previously developed land and vacant buildings, including the beneficial use of
vacant historic buildings commensurate with their conservation”.

Changes have
been made
throughout the
IDP to reflect
updates to
projects.
No change.

No change.

IDP

The IDP reflects the current council position on provision of library
infrastructure.

No change.

IDP

The IDP referred to in the DRLLP was dated October 2018. The 2018 IDP and
subsequent update does cover utilities and reflects the latest known
position of infrastructure providers. Local Plan EN6 addresses water
infrastructure and incorporates the views of Thames Water.

No change.

D01

The council agrees that the text could be strengthened in the manner
suggested.

Amend D1 a) to
read:
“Working with a
range of
partners to
ensure
sustainable
development
and
regeneration
opportunities
are fully
explored,
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Norwood
Action group et
al.

196/138 c) supporting various initiatives

Historic England

119/11

D01

How will this support be provided?

Hondo
Enterprises

150/2

London and
Quadrant
Housing Trust

205/3

The supporting text in paragraph 4.5 could be strengthened by making reference
to the management of the historic environment as having a critical role in the
achieving the Objectives of the Local Plan.

We are supportive of the overarching objectives set out in policy D1, specifically
encouraging and supporting sustainable development that enhances local
distinctiveness of neighbourhood, specifically;
• The growth and development within the borough through the regeneration of
Brixton;
• The centre-specific approach to managing the mix of uses in town centres; and
• Supporting various initiatives such as neighbourhood plans, town centre
partnerships, Business Improvement Districts, similar business networks and
business-led and other neighbourhood management schemes in order to
promote centres, assist in attracting inward investment, and co-ordinate and
manage improvements to the public realm.
Policy D1 - Delivery and Monitoring L&Q welcome the Council’s approach to work
with a range of partners to ensure use of previously developed land and vacant

D01

The supporting text identifies that the council will work with groups bringing
forward neighbourhood plans and work co-operatively with communities to
achieve effective neighbourhood management. The way in which the
council works with different types of groups differ and the detailed
arrangements with each group are not for the Local Plan to set out.
The council agrees that the text could be strengthened and have made a
minor amendment.

including
optimising the
use of
previously
developed land
and vacant
buildings, includ
ing the
beneficial use of
vacant historic
buildings
commensurate
with their
conservation”.
No change.

First sentence of
paragraph 4.5
changed to
read:

D01

Noted.

"The day-to-day
management of
places and
neighbourhoods
plays a critical
role in achieving
the objectives
of the Local
Plan, such as in
the
management of
the historic
environment"
No change.

D01

Noted.

No change.
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buildings are optimised. We hope to work with the Council to help achieve their
strategic objectives over the Plan period.
The council policy D1 Delivering and Monitoring states, “The council will deliver
the spatial vision and strategic objectives of the Local Plan by (…) c) supporting
various initiatives such as (…) Business Improvement Districts (…) in order to
promote centres, assist in attracting inward investment, and co-ordinate and
manage improvements to the public realm”
The council see BIDs as a crucial partner in delivering the plan and to enable this
to happen Vauxhall One recommends a mechanism be developed to seamlessly
dovetail the work of the bids and the council. So that joint projects can be created
worked on and delivered. Also to engender an enabling focus when bids bring
projects forward.
Alterations to Policy D1 (Delivery and monitoring) proposes to bring forward
Waterloo and Southbank as a town centre, this is also supported.

Vauxhall One

211/21

Canary Wharf
Group

158/6a

Norwood
Action group et
al.

196/139 c) Where there are no policies relevant to a planning application, or the policies
which are most important for determining the application are out of date

Norwood
Action group et
al.

“Out of date” – big intangible in some cases.
196/140 (Major applications are also subject to the Mayor’s powers of refusal or
determination.)
Not necessarily major ones – many of the latter not referable and some others
are e.g. development on MOL. Define major.

D01

The comments are noted. The DRLLP refers to the important role of the
BIDs. Further relationship-building with BIDs will take place outside of the
planning process.

No change.

D01

Support noted. However, it is proposed to no longer designate Waterloo as
a metropolitan town centre. Instead, it is proposed to designate a Waterloo
Central Activities Zone (CAZ) retail cluster. CAZ retail clusters are defined in
the London Plan as being significant mixed-use clusters within the CAZ, with
a predominant retail function and in terms of scale, broadly comparable to
major or district centre. It is also proposed to designate Lower Marsh/The
Cut/Special Policy Area to acknowledge and protect its character and role as
a long-standing and unique cluster of smaller, independent retailers and
food and drink uses. This has been agreed with the Mayor of London
through the Examination of the London Plan.
Noted.

Waterloo and
Southbank is no
longer referred
to as a town
centre.

The comment is accepted and a change has been made to paragraph 4.7 to
reflect this.

The final
sentence of
paragraph 4.7
has been
amended to
read:

D02

D02

No change.

(Major Some
major and other
applications are
also subject to
the Mayor’s
powers of
refusal or
determination.)
This provides an
opportunity to
manage the
form that
development
takes in the
borough, in
relation to its
location, scale,
design and
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Norwood
Action group et
al.
Hondo
Enterprises

Maven Plan
Norwood
Action group et
al.
Norwood
Action group et
al.
Department for
Education

196/141 Applicants are, in certain circumstances required by the Localism Act
Define “certain circumstances”.
150/3
We welcome Lambeth’s approach to sustainable development set out in policy
D2 a) which states that “when considering planning proposals, the council will
always work proactively with applicants jointly to find solutions which mean that
proposals can be approved wherever possible, and to secure development that
improves the economic, social and environmental conditions in Lambeth.”
321/1
Support this policy
196/142 c) Generally, Community Infrastructure Levy will be applied, alongside other
investment, to help deliver infrastructure
It can’t be used for anything else!
196/143 Site-specific planning obligations may be used to secure delivery of on-site
infrastructure.

145/8

WeAreWaterloo 75/7

appearance,
and the use of
land.
No change.

D02

This is defined in the Localism Act and does not need repeating in the
supporting text.

D02

Noted.

No change.

D02
D03

Noted.
Noted.

No change.
No change.

D03

The suggestion is not necessary because this clause discusses how
infrastructure is funded and the use of planning obligations to make
development acceptable is covered in policy D4 b).

No change.

The comment is noted. The IDP is referred to in paragraph 4.10 and the IDP
refers to the Department for Education in relation to projects that they are
involved with and therefore it is not considered changes are necessary.

No change.

The council is supportive of neighbourhood planning and this is made clear
in policies D1 and D2, as well as in the Places and Neighbourhoods Section.
It is not necessary to include such reference here.
Noted.

No change.

Or that which is needed to make the development acceptable in planning terms
e.g. better bus services, works outside site.
In light of the above and the Duty to Cooperate on strategic priorities such as
D03
community infrastructure (NPPF para 24-27) , the DfE encourages close working
with local authorities during all stages of planning policy development to help
guide the development of new school infrastructure and to meet the predicted
demand for primary and secondary school places. As such DfE should be included
in the list of infrastructure providers in para 4.10 and in the IDP.
4.15 should make reference to neighbourhood planning as a legitimate process by D03
which local infrastructure priorities can be identified.

NHS Lambeth
Clinical
Commissioning
Group
Sport England

151/3

Policies D3 and D4 recognise that section 106 planning obligations may be
required to mitigate the site-specific impact of development through the
provision of on-site infrastructure

D03

No change.

156/2

D03

The comment is noted. Sport infrastructure is mentioned in paragraph 4.10
and paragraph 9.5 of the plan explains that green infrastructure includes
outdoor sports facilities but not all sports facilities constitute green
infrastructure. As such, it is not considered additional wording is necessary.

No change.

SBEG and SBBID

198/19

D03

The representation was submitted before the examination of the SoWN
Neighbourhood Plan. The examiner has proposed removing P20, which
related to the use of the neighbourhood element of CIL, from the
Neighbourhood Plan. Given this context, it is not seen as appropriate to
make the requested amendments.

No change.

Individual

351/3

Policies D3 and D4 of the Local Plan confirm that meeting the needs of new
development for sport and recreation (if it can’t be met on site) will be met
through CIL. However, the plan also indicates that ‘green infrastructure’ may
also be sought through Section 106. Green Infrastructure usually includes sports
facilities, for example playing fields, parks and open spaces, so the Council may
wish to further clarify what is meant by green infrastructure. Sport England has
made further comments below in relation to contributions towards sports
facilities in the comments related the ‘Draft Infrastructure Delivery Plan’.
Pending the outcome of the publication and inspection of the Neighbourhood
Plan, we would expect that Policy D3 should reference how the South Bank and
Waterloo business and residential community will be engaged and involved in
decisions relating to the use of Neighbourhood CIL in the area. Neighbourhood
planning and the involvement of a designated and recognised neighbourhood
forum are important and legitimate aspects of how local infrastructure projects
are identified, prioritised and funded by the use of Neighbourhood CIL. This
process can work alongside LB Lambeth’s CLIP mechanism.
Less words, more action please

D03

Noted.

No change.
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Thames Water

73/1

Thank you for consulting Thames Water on the above document. Thames Water
is the statutory water and sewerage undertaker for the area and is hence a
“specific consultation body” in accordance with the Town & Country Planning
(Local Development) Regulations 2012.
Background
From the 1st April 2018 all network reinforcement work required to support
development will be delivered by Thames Water and funded through the
Infrastructure Charge applied to each property connected to the water and
wastewater networks. The Infrastructure Charge will also cover all modelling and
design work required to deliver any necessary upgrades. However, in most
circumstances Thames Water will not commit to undertaking detailed modelling
and design work until there is certainty of development coming forward. This is
because without certainty of development coming forward the modelling and
design work may be abortive.

D03

The changes in relation to the management of the water supply by Thames
Water are noted.

No change.

It is not thought necessary to include the proposed changes into policy D3,
however wording has been amended in policy EN6 to reflect Thames
Water's comments on water and wastewater infrastructure. Please see
response to 73/6.

As a result of this change in approach, Thames Water will no longer require
developers to fund impact studies or ask them to demonstrate, at the application
stage, what infrastructure reinforcement works are required. However, it will still
be critical that any necessary upgrades are delivered ahead of the occupation. As
Thames Water cannot prevent connection of development to their networks, the
planning system will still play a key role in assisting that development does not
outpace the delivery of any necessary infrastructure provision. It is therefore
important that developers engage with us at an early stage, pre-planning.
In order to ensure that any necessary upgrades are delivered ahead of the
occupation of development, Thames Water are keen to work closely with Local
Planning Authorities and Developers to understand the scale of development and
the likely timescales for delivery. In this respect we would request that Local
Planning Authorities encourage developers to contact Thames Water at an early
stage [i.e. pre application submission] to provide details of their proposed
development. Developers can make a pre-planning enquiry to Thames Water
Developer Services at no cost to confirm whether or not there are capacity
concerns. Previously there was a charge for this service but this is being removed
to encourage its use.
Where there are significant capacity concerns or developers have rapid
programmes for delivery following the approval of planning permission, they may
wish to underwrite Thames Waters costs for modelling and solution design work
in advance of submitting planning applications. This would help ensure that any
necessary infrastructure can be delivered more swiftly, following the grant of
consent. Adopting this approach would provide developers and local authorities
with greater certainty that any necessary infrastructure reinforcement can be
delivered in line with proposed development programmes. In the event that
permission is not granted Thames Water may seek to recoup aborted expenditure
from developers.
General Comments
Policy D3
The content of Policy D3 and the supporting text is supported. However, in
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relation to water and wastewater infrastructure it is not possible to set out all
potential upgrades that would be necessary to deliver the growth proposed in the
Local Plan within the Infrastructure Delivery Plan. As such it would be beneficial if
the following text could be incorporated into the Policy or supporting text:

WeAreWaterloo 75/6

Coin Street
Community
Builders

222/17

Theatres Trust

149/7

NHS Lambeth
Clinical
Commissioning
Group
Metropolitan
Police Service

151/5

166/2

“The development or expansion of water supply or waste water facilities will
normally be permitted, either where needed to serve existing or proposed
development in accordance with the provisions of the Development Plan, or in
the interests of long term water supply and waste water management, provided
that the need for such facilities outweighs any adverse land use or environmental
impact that any such adverse impact is minimised.”
1.6. Policy D3 should include commitments to include the community in ongoing
decision-making and delivery of infrastructure priorities via Neighbourhood CIL,
rather than a one-off CLIPS process. The South Bank and Waterloo
Neighbourhood Plan includes policy which shows how this could be done,
building on the example of the London Eye Section 106 Revenue fund, which is
locally-led and defrayed.
The Plan needs to establish a clear link between expected developments, the CIL
they generate, and what this CIL is used to fund. In the case of Waterloo and
South Bank this means investing substantially more in the neighbourhood rather
than simply extracting resources. All references to infrastructure in the draft Plan
appear to be about capital expenditure. CIL regulations are however clear that CIL
can be used for maintenance as well as provision of infrastructure. A far higher
investment in management and maintenance of the South Bank is necessary to
ensure that the area is of sufficient quality to attract investment.
Policy D4 Planning obligations The Trust supports continuation of this policy, in
particular part b. which facilitates the use of planning obligations arising from
development to provide or fund improvements or additional facilities including
cultural and community provision.
For consistency, we suggest that clause i) of Policy D4 recognises the option to
secure a payment in lieu of on-site provision.
Community Infrastructure Levy / Section 106 planning obligations
Policy D4 ‘Planning obligations’ of the Draft Lambeth Local Plan states that;
Section 106 planning obligations will be sought to:
a) Secure affordable housing
b) Ensure that development proposals provide or fund local improvements to
mitigate the impact of the development and/or additional facilities and
requirements made necessary by the development. This may include:
i) On-site provision of infrastructure, whether transport, education, health,
libraries, sport and leisure, emergency services and cultural and community
provision;
ii) Local public realm improvements including streetscape, local public open space,
play facilities and community safety;
iii) Mitigation of impacts on and/or enhancement of heritage assets;
iv) Highways and traffic works;
v) Public transport improvements;
vi) Local walking and cycling improvements;
vii) Car clubs, parking restrictions, and travel plans;

D03

D03

D04

The representation was submitted before the examination, referenda and
subsequent making of the SoWN Neighbourhood Plan. The policy which
related to the use of the neighbourhood element of CIL has been removed
from the Neighbourhood Plan. Given this context, it is not seen as
appropriate to make the requested amendments. The process of NCIL
spend is outside the development plan.
CIL is collected on all qualifying development in the borough. It is used to
fund a range of projects across the borough, including those set out in the
IDP. The use of CIL is not limited to projects in the vicinity of a particular
development though the council has committed to ensuring that 25% of CIL
collected goes to local projects allocated through the CLIP process.
Policy ED12 seeks mitigation of impacts of new visitor attractions through
s106 planning obligations.
The support is noted.

No change.

No change.

No change.

D04

It is not necessary to add payment in lieu into the policy as this is covered in
para 4.18 and in individual topic-based policies where relevant in other
chapters.

No change.

D04

Emergency services are already referenced in (i), so no change is necessary.

No change.

The infrastructure schedule in the IDP is not an exhaustive list. It is open to
the MPS and any other body to apply for CIL in appropriate cases. The
decision making on CIL spend sits outside of the Local Plan process.
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viii) Hotel and visitor management measures;
ix) Access to employment opportunities created by the development by securing
employment premises and learning and skills initiatives;
x) Access for local businesses to supply chain opportunities created by the
development;
xi) Small and flexible office space;
xii) Affordable workspace;
xiii) Affordable retail units;
xiv) Maintenance and management arrangements;
xv) Town centre management;
xvi) Public access to on-site facilities;
xvii) Low carbon and renewable energy;
xviii) Sustainable drainage systems;
xix) Connection to, and support of, quality broadband and other
telecommunication and information technology support networks;
xx) Green infrastructure;
xxi) Local food production and growing; and
xxii) Other sustainability measures, including mitigation of impacts on and/or
enhancement of biodiversity and wildlife habitats.
c) Secure appropriate scheme implementation and control phasing where
necessary
It is noted that Policy D4 does not currently include the collection of CIL payments
to fund policing infrastructure.
Consultation on the draft Revised Lambeth Local Plan (DLLP) started on 22
October 2018. Annex 8 of The DLLP targets the provision of 1,589 homes per
annum. The proposed growth in homes, offices and other uses will significantly
increase the need for policing and the cost for associated infrastructure. This
represents a legitimate infrastructure requirement that should be accounted for
within Policy D4 and the Lambeth Preliminary Draft Charging Schedule.
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (2018)
Chapter 8 of the NPPF (2018) states that Planning Policies and decisions should
aim to achieve healthy, inclusive and safe places which:
b) Are safe and accessible, so that crime and disorder, and the fear of crime, do
not undermine the quality of life or community cohesion – for example through
the use of clear and legible pedestrian routes, and high quality public space, which
encourage the active and continual use of public areas.
Acceptance of Policing Infrastructure as a Legitimate S106 and CIL Charging Item
It is widely accepted and documented that policing infrastructure represents a
legitimate item for inclusion within the CIL + S106. A number of policing
authorities have sought legal advice on this issue and received confirmation of
this. The advice also confirms that S106 and CIL infrastructure is not limited to
buildings and could include equipment such as surveillance infrastructure and
CCTV, staff set up costs, vehicles, mobile IT and PND. A breakdown of nonbuilding related infrastructure sought by MPS is detailed below.
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For example, in the case of The Queen (on the application of The Police and Crime
Commissioner for Leicestershire) v Blaby District Council [2014] EWHC 1719
(Admin), Judge Foskett stated:
61… “I do not, with respect, agree that the challenge mounted by the Claimant in
this case can be characterised as a quibble about a minor factor. Those who, in
due course, purchase properties on this development, who bring up children there
and who wish to go about their daily life in a safe environment, will want to know
that the police service can operate efficiently and effectively in the area. That
would plainly be the “consumer view” of the issue. The providers of the service
(namely, the Claimant) have statutory responsibilities to carry out and, as the
witness statement of the Chief Constable makes clear, that in itself can be a
difficult objective to achieve in these financially difficult times. Although the sums
at stake for the police contributions will be small in comparison to the huge sums
that will be required to complete the development, the sums are large from the
point of view of the police.
62. I am inclined to the view that if a survey of local opinion was taken, concerns
would be expressed if it were thought that the developers were not going to
provide the police with a sufficient contribution to its funding requirements to
meet the demands of policing the new area.”
The above conclusions echo those reached in an earlier appeal case of Land off
Melton Road, Barrow-upon-Soar (APP/X2410/A/12/2173673), in which the
Secretary of State endorsed the following findings of the Inspector:
291… “the twelfth core planning principle of the Framework… can only be served if
policing is adequate to the additional burdens imposed on it in the same way as
any other local public service. The logic of this is inescapable. Section 8 of the
Framework concerns the promotion of healthy communities and planning
decisions, according to paragraph 69, should aim to achieve places which
promote, inter alia, “safe and accessible environments where crime and disorder
and the fear of crime do not undermine quality of life or community cohesion.
292. Adequate policing is so fundamental to the concept of sustainable
communities that I can see no reason, in principle, why it should be excluded from
the purview of S106 financial contributions, subject to the relevant tests
applicable to other public services. There is no reason, it seems to me,why police
equipment and other items of capital expenditure necessitated by additional
development should not be so funded alongside, for example, additional
classrooms and stock and equipment for libraries.” (emphasis added)”
There is an extensive array of Secretary of State and Planning Inspectorate
decisions that compellingly support the above conclusions, including two in July
2017.
Breakdown on Infrastructure sought by MPS
A breakdown of non-building related infrastructure likely to be sought by the MPS
is as follows:
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· Staff set up costs
- Uniforms.
- Radios.
- Workstation/Office equipment.
- Training.
· Vehicles
- Patrol vehicles.
- Police community support officers (PCSO) vehicles.
- Bicycles.
· Mobile IT: The provision of mobile IT capacity to enable officers to undertake
tasks whilst out of the office in order to maintain a visible presence.
· CCTV technologies: Automatic Number Plate Recognition (ANPR) cameras to
detect crime related vehicle movements.
· Police National Database (PND): Telephony, licenses, IT, monitoring and the
expansion of capacity to cater for additional calls.
Summary
It is essential to deliver the necessary policing infrastructure to support the
growth in homes, offices and other uses, and support the cost of associated nonbuilding related infrastructure. MPS is working hard to achieve cost savings and
find new and alternative sources of capital and revenue funding to support
policing in London. CIL charges to support policing at Borough level is necessary
and appropriate.

TfL

143/4

We consider that until such time as CIL is collected for police infrastructure,
funding should be collected through Section 106 contributions from individual
developments to ensure that the necessary funding is accounted for in the
meantime.
Paragraph 4.17, page 68
This paragraph may need to be updated following any changes to the CIL
Regulations/Planning Policy Guidance in respect of the requirement for a ‘Reg
123’ list and restrictions on pooling of planning obligations.

D04

The council recognises reforms to CIL and have amended the wording of this
paragraph to reflect this.

Amendments
made to 4.17 to
read:
The adoption of
a Lambeth
Community
Infrastructure
Levy (CIL) in
2014 required
publication of a
CIL Regulation
123 list which
defines
infrastructure
projects or
types of
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infrastructure
project to which
CIL funding will
be applied and
in respect of
which, by
default, section
106 planning
obligations
would not
normally be
sought. From
December 2020
annual
Infrastructure
Funding
Statements will
report on CIL
receipts and
spend. In
addition, the
adoption of CIL
limits the use of
planning
obligations as
pooled funding
to a maximum
of five section
106
agreements,
even when that
infrastructure is
not included in
Regulation 123
list. However,
the The
provision of
affordable
housing, local
improvements
and/or
additional
facilities and
requirements
(including
employment
initiatives and
on-site
provision of
specific
infrastructure)
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Norwood
Action group et
al.

196/144 4.18 Charging approaches for monetary contributions in lieu of on-site
provision affordable housing provision on small sites, for off-site children’s play
space and to offset the impact of visitor attractions are set out in Annex 10.

Cllr Jon Davies

18/4

Should be CIL?
D4

and securing
appropriate
scheme
implementation
and control of
phasing where
necessary will
be delivered
through section
106 planning
obligations.
No change.

D04

This paragraph is not related to the application of CIL and no change is
necessary.

D04

Noted.

No change.

D04

Noted.

No change.

D04

Noted.

No change.

D04

Noted.

No change.

D04

The council agrees that the mitigation of noise impacts should be included in
b) and is proposing such an addition.

Addition of
clause iv), to
read:

Planning obligations
Mayor of
London

70/8

Department for
Education

145/18

Department for
Education

145/20

Theatres Trust

149/8

ITV PLC

188/5

Very clear
Policy D4. The inclusion of public transport improvements in the list of S106
planning obligations is very welcome and reflects the approach set out in current
London Plan Policy 8.2 and Policy T9 of the Draft New London Plan. The inclusion
of affordable workspace is also welcome and reflects Draft New London Plan
Policy DF1.
Developer Contributions and CIL One of the tests of soundness is that a Local
Plan is ‘effective’ i.e. the plan should be deliverable over its period. In this context
and with specific regard to planning for schools, there is a need to ensure that
education contributions made by developers are sufficient to deliver the
additional school places required to meet the increase in demand generated by
new developments. As such, the DfE support the Council’s approach in Policy D4,
Planning Obligations.
Local authorities have sometimes experienced challenges in funding schools via
section 106 planning obligations due to the pooling constraints. However, recent
proposals from MHCLG indicate that these may be relaxed in certain specified
circumstances. The advantage of using s106 relative to CIL for funding schools is
that it is very clear and transparent to all stakeholders what value of contribution
is being allocated by which development to which schools, thereby increasing
certainty.
As well as supporting new or improved facilities we would suggest that reference
be made either elsewhere within the Plan or the supporting text requiring
development to fund necessary mitigations such as soundproofing where existing
venues may be detrimentally impacted. This is consistent with the ‘Agent of
Change’ principle advocated by paragraph 182 of the NPPF (2018) and Policy D12
of the emerging London Plan (2017).
4. It is proposed to amend Policy D4 through the addition of potential S106
planning obligations in relation to "small and flexible office space", "affordable
workspace", "affordable retail units", amongst others. The demand for these
types of space/accommodation is recognised. In certain circumstances, such
provision will be justified and required. It is important to ensure, however, that

D04

Para 56 of the NPPF makes clear when planning obligations can be sought,
there is no need to repeat national policy. The Council applies this policy
and the CIL Regulation 122 tests in its decision-making.

mitigation of
noise impacts;
No change.
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Department for
Education
Coin Street
Community
Builders

Norwood
Action group et
al.

Norwood
Action Group et
al

the scale of obligations does not become disproportionate to make development
non-viable and that obligations are only sought as per the advice in the NPPF
(paragraph 56).
145/19 The DfE note that the Council are currently consulting on CIL PDCS to ensure
appropriate rates are levied and the right infrastructure is secured across the
borough. The DfE support the Council’s approach to ensure developer
contributions address the impacts arising from growth.
222/7
CSCB wishes to emphasise the importance of providing accommodation enabling
older people in north Lambeth and north Southwark to remain near their friends
and community when they need longer-term nursing care. Given land values in
the area, it is unlikely that the private market will make affordable provision. In
this context, CSCB objects to the proposal to introduce a CIL charge on nursing
homes in this area.
196/145 a) The council will investigate reported breaches of planning control in
accordance with its planning enforcement protocol. Cases will be prioritised
according to the harm to amenity caused and resources available. Investigations
will be carried out proportionately in relation to the breach of planning control
identified.

196/9

This appears to be saying ‘our resources are limited so only the worse (or the
easiest) will be prioritised.’ This is unacceptable. It will also lead to an escalation
in cases if developers know they have a good chance of getting away with it.
Violations should attract serious fines so as to finance the enforcement.
9. The lack of planning enforcement resources (noted in Policy D5) will lead to
escalating problems from developers and uses. This will destroy town planning
policies if not remedied.

D04

Noted.

No change.

D04

Noted.

No change.

D05

The council's planning enforcement service operates within the resources
available.

No change.

D05

The council's planning enforcement service operates within the resources
available.

No change.
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Section 5: Housing
Name
Norwood
Action Group et
al.

Norwood
Action Group et
al.
Norwood
Action Group et
al.
HBF

Rep
Representation Wording
Code
196/420 Norwood Planning Assembly 1082
neighbourhood area

Annex/ Policy
/General
Annex 13

How this will be achieved, and how derived?
Which sites are assumed to contribute to this number? It
seems high given it should not include any KIBA. Knollys
Triangle will be important element if Council policy for mixed
use accepted and delivered ( but see comemnts re this), but
for example Laundry site (on Site 18) is producing only about
51 units. Where are the big sites?

196/418 Assumed figures for these sites are included in the ‘Other
Sites’ category.
So does below reach target and if not how will this be
achieved?
196/419 Avenue Park Road
42

78/5

Not under construction. Should be under Unimplemented
Permissions.
Student housing
We support the Council’s approach to the counting of nonself-contained accommodation as spelt out in footnote 19 to
Annex 13.

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Accepted. It is proposed to provide a more detailed explanation
of the method for calculating the indicative housing
requirement for neighbourhood planning areas in Annex 13 of
the DRLLP PSV. Sites expected to deliver housing during the
plan period are set out in the elsewhere in Annex 13.

Wording in Annex 13 has been amended to read:
The indicative housing requirement for each
neighbourhood area (as it relates to Lambeth) is set out
below. This is comprised of comprises the amount of
housing expected to be delivered through SHLAA 2017
large sites in each neighbourhood area, with plus an
assumption for delivery on small sites based on the size
of each neighbourhood area. The small sites element is
calculated by dividing Lambeth’s small sites benchmark
from the London Plan (400 units per annum) by the
area of the borough which is broadly suitable for small
sites development. This is the total area of the Borough
minus the River Thames, any Metropolitan Open Land,
KIBAs and SHLAA Large Sites, to give a rate of delivery
on small sites per hectare. This rate is then applied to
the amount of land in each Neighbourhood Area
suitable for small site development, calculated on the
same basis. As the small sites element is based on a
borough-wide assumption which does not take into
account neighbourhood-level characteristics, these
These figures are indicative only.
No change.

Annex 13

The tables and charts on pages 470-473 of the DRLLP PSV
(Annex 13) detail expected housing delivery in relation to
Lambeth's London Plan housing requirement.

Annex 13

This permission has been technically implemented.

No change.

Annex 13

The non-conventional accommodation element of the GLA's
SHLAA was found sound by the panel at the Examination in
Public. The housing trajectory set out in Annex 13 of the DRLLP
PSV has been amended to reflect the panel recommendations
on the small sites element.

No change.

The HBF remains unconvinced that non-conventional C2 use
class bedrooms should count towards the housing targets in
London (and indeed elsewhere). This is because the GLA
SHMA does not calculate the need for student spaces
separately from the overall objectively assessed need figure
for London. The GLA acknowledges that this is problematic
because any expansion of the student body over a plan
period will not have been reflected in last Census.
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Name
LB Wandsworth

Norwood
Action Group et
al.

Norwood
Action Group et
al.
Lambeth Green
Party

Individual
Individual

Individual
London and
Quadrant
Housing Trust
Norwood
Action Group et
al.

Rep
Code
167/2

Representation Wording

Housing, including students and older people, gypsies and
travellers:
From a housing perspective and in respect of those matters
which may impact housing in Wandsworth the Council have
no comments to make.
196/105 There is also a growing issue, particularly in the north of the
borough, with homes that are bought primarily as an
investment or second home, rather than for every-day
occupation.
And what will be done about it? Westminster City Council is
trebling Council Tax on such properties. It will not
comprehensively deal with the problem but it will bring in
much needed extra revenue.
196/7
7. The problem of empty investment properties is
recognised, but no remedies planned, compared to some
other local authorities.
215/34 Similarly, none of the housing policies within the draft plan
currently sufficiently address accessibility of housing for
residents with disabilities. All of the policies on housing
development should contain reference to the required levels
of accessible housing, as has been done under policy H7 on
student housing, particularly in relation to council housing
developments.
291/1
I support home building
347/1
For many people access to housing can be a "postcode
lottery". People who are homeless or victims of human
trafficking may be denied entitlement on the grounds of "no
local connection" or No Recourse to Public Funds. I think the
council should take the lead in ensuring priority access to
housing for people granted a "conclusive grounds" decision
for National Referral Mechanism entitlement under the
Modern Slavery Act 2015 without waiting for an amendment
to the Act. People classified NRPF are also vulnerable but at
least have a chance where they can prove evidence of a
"local connection"
56/1
as a Waterloo resident, I am extremely concerned that
Lambeth have not acted upon the homelessness issue that
we are all reminded of day after day on our London streets.
205/5
L&Q support the revised policy text at H1(i) regarding the
potential for housing to be delivered on all suitable
brownfield sites, including through estate regeneration.
196/147 5.2
The council will expect all schemes to optimise the housing
potential of suitable under-used or vacant sites consistent
with a high-quality environment for all. With reference to the
London Plan, this means ensuring the best balance of

Annex/ Policy
/General
general

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Noted.

No change.

General

Noted. This issue is outside the remit of planning policy.

No change.

general

This is not a planning policy matter.

No change.

general

It is considered that this is adequately addressed by Policy H5,
which cross-refers to London Plan policy D5

No change.

general
general

Support is noted.
This matter is outside the remit of planning policy

No change.
No change.

General

Noted.

No change.

H01

Support is noted.

No change.

H01

The DRLLP text appears to have been incorrectly struckthrough
by the respondent

No change.
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Name

Norwood
Action Group et
al.

Lambeth
Staying Healthy
Partnership
Board
Individual

Rep
Code

Representation Wording

numbers, quality, mix of tenure and different types of home,
while respecting local context.
196/146 v) supporting self-build and custom-build housing where it
can be demonstrated that the residential density of the site
has been optimised and other policy requirements have
been met, including those for affordable housing.
225/9

15/1

LB Croydon

109/2

Bizspace

121/18

This will be difficult, if not impossible, for self-builders.
Self-build and custom-build housing We support the
consideration to introduce the eligibility criteria for the
Lambeth self-build register.
Having considered the new draft London plan August 2018
and the latest draft Lambeth plan there seems to be total
denial of the importance attached by the Mayor to the
contribution of small sites in contributing towards additional
housing in Lambeth. I can see no changes in your policy to
reflect the various statements made by the mayor under
Policy H2. In particular the mayor has said there should be
presumption in favour of small developments unless there is
major impact on neighbouring properties and an acceptance
of higher densities. Furthermore where there is a
requirement to included a family dwelling planners should
allow the footprint of the building to be expanded.
I suggest someone at Lambeth rereads section H2 and
reflects its intentions more appropriately in the Lambeth
Local plan. Failure to do so will otherwise result in an
increase in appeals to the Planning Inspector.
It is noted that the DRLLP includes an increased housing
target for Lambeth as set out in the emerging New London
Plan (NLP) which is supported. As background to this, the
CLP18 has a housing target of 32,890 (2016 – 2036) which
will be delivered in three almost equal ways; in the Croydon
Opportunity Area, on allocated development sites and the
sustainable growth of the suburbs. However, the target in
the NLP proposes to increase Croydon’s target 1,435 per
annum to 2,949 per annum. How to deliver this level of
growth will be considered and addressed in the review of
CLP18 as set out in the LDS. However, it should be noted that
the housing target in the CLP18 is capacity based and given
the higher housing target in NLP it is very unlikely Croydon
will have capacity for unmet needs of other local authorities.
It is noted that Lambeth’s population is expected to grow by
approximately 60,000 within the next 20 years. This means
that the revised Lambeth Local Plan must plan for significant
more housing to meet this growing need, with a target of
15,890 additional dwellings over the period up to 2028/29.

Annex/ Policy
/General

Officer Response

Proposed Change

H01

It is important that the principles of optimisation of density and
provision of Affordable Housing apply to all forms of residential
development in the borough

No change.

H01

Support is noted.

No change.

H01

Policy H2A of the Draft London Plan, which included the
presumption in favour of development proposals for small
housing development was not found sound by the Draft London
Plan examination panel.

No change.

H01

Noted.

No change.

H01

The DRLLP PSV demonstrates that Lambeth can meet and
exceed its Draft London Plan housing target. This can be done
without compromising Lambeth's other Draft London Plan
requirement to retain industrial floorspace capacity across its

No change.
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Rep
Code

163/11
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Within the existing Local Plan, it is considered that the
Council fails to recognise the potential for some of this
housing to be delivered on suitable under-used sites. As
such, BizSpace considers the Council should acknowledge
that opportunities should be taken to use land as efficiently
as possible, in accessible locations and on suitable underused sites, as this will further help to meet the Council’s
housing target.
Intensification of Development

Annex/ Policy
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Officer Response

Proposed Change

H01

Noted

No change.

H01

Support is noted.

No change.

designated LSIS (KIBAs). See the Lambeth KIBA Review 2019 for
further information.

Network Rail welcome the Mayor’s intent through his
direction of travel document and the Draft London Plan to
meet as much of the city’s growth demands within London
through higher density developments, which are situated in
highly accessible locations, well served by existing or planned
transport interchanges.
All stations within London provide an opportunity for
sustainable development, including (but not limited to)
residential intensification, providing Londoners and Lambeth
residents with a clear opportunity to live close to public
transport nodes. Whilst all stations provide this opportunity
there are clearly a number in Lambeth where significant
development can take place – creating both the homes that
are needed whilst providing the significant funding required
to contribute to the expansion of the rail network that is
central to the continuing success of the capital as a world
city. Such priority locations are clearly Waterloo, Vauxhall
and Brixton, but also Streatham and Clapham where there
now exists an opportunity for major high density
development and station improvements.
However, as stated above, rail investment, such as
transforming stations, can drive regeneration. But public
funding can no longer be relied upon to provide this.
Therefore, it is clear that there is a need to increasingly
source funding from those people, authorities and
businesses that directly benefit from better railways.

Level (1) SE1
Limited

165/2

It is clear therefore that policies in relation to the delivery of
housing, creation of employment, unlocking the potential of
public land, and the optimisation of strategic development
opportunities at key transport nodes will be vital to
Lambeth’s growth and the success of a new Lambeth Plan.
There is general support the ambitions of Policy H1 to
“maximise the supply of additional homes in the borough” in
order to “meet and exceed the annual housing target for
Lambeth as set out in the London Plan”. To this end, it is
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Stockwell
Group Practice

177/4

Norwood
Action Group et
al.

196/6

Berkeley Group

197/3

Berkeley Group

197/4

Representation Wording
particularly important that housing delivery and densities are
optimised on all suitable, available and accessible brownfield
sites. As per NPPF2, the development of underutilised land
and buildings should be promoted, avoiding low densities
through the use of minimum density standards – the Local
Plan may wish to incorporate these.
There is support in principle for Policy H1 which seeks for
the Local Planning Authority to work with relevant partners
to optimise the potential for housing delivery on all suitable
and available brownfield sites. In accordance with the draft
London Plan, this draft policy seeks to optimise levels of
residential density with a design-led approach, having regard
to site context; connectivity and accessibility by walking and
cycling; existing and planned public transport (including
PTAL); and the capacity and quality of provision of
surrounding infrastructure. This is welcomed. With reference
to the Revised NPPF (published July 2018), the development
of underutilised land and buildings should be promoted,
avoiding low densities through the use of minimum density
standards.
6. The GLA population prediction demands a high net level of
new housing. Lambeth is already one of the most densely
populated boroughs with many issues, so forced compliance
can have bad outcomes that last decades. Can GLA be
challenged?
It is also acknowledged that Lambeth recognises that highdensity development will continue to be an essential
element in meeting Lambeth’s many needs over the next 15
years. Berkeley welcomes this approach as we look to make
a significant contribution to the Council’s much needed
housing delivery.
Berkeley and Lambeth agree there is a finite supply of land in
London, particularly in an inner London borough such as
Lambeth. Therefore in order to meet and exceed the
proposed new targets discussed set out in the emerging
London Plan and Lambeth Plan, densities will need to
increase. We strongly support further flexibility in density
policies which allow for more housing to be built in
sustainable locations, particularly those with good public
transport accessibility.
Housing
Policy H1 concerns ‘maximising housing growth’. It is widely
acknowledged that there is a crisis in delivering the number
of homes Londoners need. The affordability ratio (median
house prices compared to median earnings) has risen from
6.90 in 2006 to 12.88 in 2016 across Greater London. In
Lambeth it has risen from 8.02 to 14.95 in the same period
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H01

Support is noted

No change.

H01

The Draft London Plan has undergone examination. The DRLLP
PSV must be in general conformity with the DLP, including in
relation to meeting and exceeding the borough-level housing
target.

No change.

H01

Noted. The approach to density is the DRLLP PSV is consistent
with the Draft London Plan.

No change.

H01

The DRLLP PSV demonstrates that Lambeth can meet and
exceed its Draft London Plan housing target. This can be done
without compromising Lambeth's other Draft London Plan
requirement to retain industrial floorspace capacity across its
designated LSIS (KIBAs). See the Lambeth KIBA Review 2019 for
further information.

No change.
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(CLG Affordability Ratios 2016), meaning that the average
property price is almost 15 times average earnings. Given
that most people are allowed to borrow approximately 4-5
times their earnings for a mortgage, it is unsurprising that
most households are priced out of the market. The primary
cause of this has been a lack of house building over the past
20-30 years.
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The new London Plan is proposing ambitious new housing
targets of 66,000 dwellings per year in London, of which at
least 1,589 dwellings will be required in Lambeth. This
equates to 15,890 new dwellings over the 10 year London
Plan period or 23,835 new dwellings over Lambeth’s likely 15
year plan period. It represents a 33% increase compared to
the existing target of 1,195 dwellings per year and will
required an additional 400 dwellings a year to be built.
In order to achieve these ambitious targets, difficult
decisions will need to be made which balance the needs of
employment and housing and which seek to use land more
efficiently. London’s employment market has changed
dramatically and is expected to continue to change which
has meant that much of its employment land is not
functioning as efficiently as it could.
According to the London Industrial Land Study, there is
growing demand for hybrid premises; space that is neither
purely office nor purely industrial. Many occupiers of this
type of space are ‘clean’ activities and are such are much
better suited for co-location with housing sites. The Mayor of
London discussed this idea in one of his first publications ‘A
City for All Londoners’ (2016), stating that it may be feasible
for housing and industrial activity to co-exist in certain
locations and that we need to be creative in how we think
about space and promote mixed-use activity.
The NPPF and New London Plan promote the effective use of
land in meeting this need for homes including making as
much use as possible of previously developed or ‘brownfield’
land. The London Industrial Land Study also discusses colocation as a potential response to these changing trends
and gives examples of successful co-location projections. It
goes on to state that it might be the case that as work and
work styles continue to evolve, there will be more
opportunities to integrate work and living because the
former is less intrusive, especially where industrial sites can
be redeveloped for high density residential and commercial
uses.
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Many of these uses will also have higher densities than
traditional industrial uses; therefore will actually provide
more jobs as well as much needed new homes and other
supporting uses such as retail and community space. As such,
the efficiency of this land is greatly increased.

The new London Plan will set ambitious new housing targets
which will require a significant uplift in the amount of
housing delivered. The housing target in Lambeth is set to
increase by 33% which is around 400 dwellings per year. In
order to achieve these ambitious targets Lambeth need to
maximise housing delivery on suitable sites. For this reason
we are seeking the release of the full Montford Place KIBA in
accordance with the OAKDA masterplan to allow the
maximum potential of this site to be realised. For further
comments on this please see our comments under ‘Key
Industrial and Business Areas (KIBAs)’.
203/13 “Small site regeneration” - There ought to be a policy on the
scenario where individual existing homes (street properties)
are demolished and replaced with a new-build block of flats.
Given the relatively large blocks of land that many homes are
located on, this would be a good source of extra housing and
should be encouraged.
205/4
Policy H1 - Maximising Housing Growth L&Q strongly support
the Council’s aspirations of maximising the supply of
additional homes in the Borough to meet and exceed the
annual housing target set out in the London Plan for the Plan
period.
215/19a Environmental impact of new developments We need to
see a drastic reduction in carbon emissions to achieve a
carbon neutral economy within 12 years. In order to
contribute to this the Local Plan should include plans to
calculate upfront carbon emissions in all new developments,
including any embodied carbon in buildings due to be
demolished, and these calculations must be taken into
account when approving any new developments.
Calculations of carbon emissions should take into account a
retrofit alternative. This requirement should be included
throughout the Local Plan in any relevant policies. For
example, policy H1 should be amended to include the
following: Applicants must demonstrate they have
calculated the upfront carbon emissions of the new
developments; hese calculations will be taken into account
when determining whether or not the development is
viable.
236/2
Bromley wishes to register its objection to the replication of
the Draft London Plan housing target for Lambeth, which will
inevitably increase pressure on Outer London boroughs such
as Bromley. Bromley will be making representations to the
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H01

The principle of this type of development is supported by the
policies in the DRLLP PSV, subject to all necessary planning
considerations.

No change.

H01

Support is noted.

No change.

H01

The policy approach to carbon reduction in new development is
set out in Draft London Plan policy SI2 and DRLLP PSV EN6. This
policy approach is consistent with the requirements of national
planning policy and guidance.

No change.

H01

Noted. Lambeth consider that the level of housing growth set
out in the Draft London Plan is appropriate for the borough.

No change.
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326/2
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337/1

Individual

338/2

Individual

347/2

Mayor of
London

70/2

HBF

78/1

Representation Wording
draft London Plan Examination in Public in respect of the
housing target for Bromley and in particular the impact of
the small sites target.
Support this policy in general however, there is no
justification why it is only on small sites up to 25 units (ii).
We want to suggest amending to ‘supporting the delivery of
well-designed new homes’.
New developments must be in proportionate scale to their
surroundings in terms of height, density and massing, and
taking into account conservation areas and listed buildings.
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H01

Support is noted. Reference to 25 units has been removed to
ensure consistency with London Plan Policy H2.

H1 (vi) has been amended to read:

H01

These matters are addressed elsewhere in the Draft Revised
Lambeth Local Plan Proposed Submission Version, specifically
policies Q7 (Urban design: new development), Q5 (Local
distinctiveness), Q20 (Statutory listed buildings) and Q22
(Conservation areas).
It is proposed to add a reference to sustainable development to
the supporting text. Wording around optimisation is used to
ensure consistency with the Draft London Plan. Support for use
of brownfield sites is noted.

supporting the delivery of well-designed new homes on
small sites capable of accommodating up to 25 units;
No change.

Why on Earth has the council removed 'sustainable' from the
plans?!??! 'Optimise the potential' is another meaningless,
non-committal phrase that does not promise any delivery.
Nonetheless, I do commend the proposed use of brownfield
sites which is well overdue across London.

H01

The first sentence of paragraph 5.5 has been amended
to read:

Offer clearer guidance on co-living such as minimum unit
sizes of 20 sqm per unit with shared facilities with either
100% London Living rents or with 35% of the units to be let
at a defined discount of say 70% of the rent charged on the
other units. Good quality 1 bed flats in the north of the
borough are approaching £1500 Per month plus bills. Coliving should be encouraged where there is a discount to the
unit price for example £1100-£1200 per month.
The council should periodically review whether KIBA
designation of brownfield sites that prevents housing
development remains relevant. Blacklisting a brownfield site
off the housing register just serves to further disadvantage
homeless people.
Housing delivery
The Mayor welcomes the inclusion of Lambeth’s new London
Plan housing target of 1,589 dwellings per annum and the
inclusion of the borough’s housing trajectory along with
indicative housing requirement figures for the five
designated neighbourhood planning areas. Lambeth has
performed well against London Plan housing targets and has,
on average, exceeded those targets over the last few years.
Thank you for consulting with the Home Builders Federation
(HBF) on the Draft Revised Lambeth Local Plan.

H01

This type of accommodation is addressed in Policy H13 of the
Draft Revised Lambeth Local Plan. This includes a minimum
room size of 15 sqm, which is considered appropriate for
Lambeth. The policy also specifies that rents cannot exceed the
mean rental level for a privately-rented studio in the area, and
schemes are required to make a contribution to affordable
housing.

H01

A full review of KIBA designations has been undertaken as part
of the Local Plan Review, alongside the assessment of capacity
for new housing. See Lambeth KIBA Review 2019.

No change.

H01

Noted. The DRLLP PSV now includes the new London Plan
target for Lambeth of 1,335 net additional dwellings per annum
(dpa).

See amended Policy H1 and housing trajectory in Annex
13

H01

Noted.

No change.

The council will expect all schemes to optimise the
housing potential of suitable under-used or vacant sites
consistent with a high-quality environment for all and
the principles of sustainable development.
No change.

The HBF is the principal representative body of the housebuilding industry in England and Wales. Our representations
reflect the views of our membership which includes multinational PLC’s, regional developers and small, local builders.
In any one year, our members account for over 80% of all
new “for sale” market housing built in England and Wales as
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well as a large proportion of newly built affordable housing.
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H01

The Large Sites element of the GLA's SHLAA was found sound by Amendments to Annex 13 to include revised
the panel at the Examination in Public. The housing trajectory
assumption on housing delivery on small sites
set out in Annex 13 of the DRLLP PSV has been amended to
reflect the panel recommendations on the small sites element.
The assessment of identified large sites for the GLA's SHLAA
was carried out by Lambeth officers, and it is not considered
necessary to undertake a Lambeth-specific SHLAA. The SHLAA
process included Calls for Sites carried out by both the GLA and
Lambeth through which interested parties could put forward
sites for inclusion. Lambeth will be bringing forward a Site
Allocations DPD to follow the revised Local Plan.

H01

The most up to date position on housing delivery in Lambeth is
reported in the Annual Position Statement published in October
2019.

We have few comments to make at this juncture except to
observe that we expect that the Council knows that it will
need to undertake more work and studies to identify how
the housing targets can be achieved.
Housing targets

HBF

78/2

We note that the housing target will align with the Draft
London Plan – namely to provide an annual average of 1,589
dwellings per annum.
Housing land supply
We observe that the supporting evidence for the housing
land supply to underpin the 15 year local plan is scanty at the
moment. It would appear for the purposes of this
consultation the Council is relying on the GLA’s 2017 SHLAA.
As the Council will be aware, this exercise does not and
cannot allocate sites for development. It can only provide an
indication of the potential capacity in the borough. This
potential capacity needs to be tested through the
preparation of the local plan, to identify, among other things,
a sufficient number of sites that are suitable for residential
development (Draft London Plan H1, Part B 1) a)). The
council will need to prepare its own SHLAA and housing land
supply statement. We note the trajectory in Annex 13 but
this largely repeats the assumptions in the GLA SHLAA. We
hope that it will involve land-owners and developers and
other interested parties in this exercise.

HBF

78/4

However, it is the HBF’s view that the GLA’s SHLAA is
extremely dubious as an authoritative evidence base to
justify the housing targets in the DLP and for Lambeth
specifically. The Council will be aware of the numbers of
objections to the Draft London Plan and its supporting SHLAA
that have been made by the London boroughs. It is possible
that the examining panel may have a different view to the
Mayor over what the deliverable housing land supply for
London really is.
Delivery over the last ten years
The Local Plan should provide some assessment of Lambeth’s
performance in housing delivery against the London Plan
targets over the last decade. This would be useful to assess
how successful the policies of the past were in supporting
delivery.

No change.

We note Table 2 from the AMR for 2017/18 (reproduced
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79/19

HBF

78/3

Representation Wording
below). This shows a generally good level of performance
with overall completions comfortably exceeding the targets.
We agree that adding a 10% buffer would be appropriate in
Lambeth’s case.
Housing
Policy H1: Maximising Housing Growth
U+I supports revisions to Policy H1, which now recognises
the requirement to optimise housing delivery on suitable and
available brownfield sites.
This is in accordance with Draft London Plan Policy D6, which
requires optimisation to take a design-led approach to
determine the capacity of the site and strongly aligns with
the NPPF and which encourages effective use of land in
meeting the need for additional homes (para 117).
In keeping with the new NPPF, the Council will need to
identify specific and deliverable sites for years 1 to 5 and
then specific deliverable sites or broad locations for years 610 (NPPF, paragraph 67). In addition to this, the Council will
need to identify land to accommodate at least 10% of it
housing requirement on sites no larger than one hectare
(NPPF, paragraph 68). This will be a matter that will need to
be scrutinised at the local plan examination. We recognise
that this will be a challenge for the Council. Nevertheless, it
is a requirement of national policy. We recognise that while
the GLA has assessed that there is potentially capacity for
645 homes to be provided on small sites each year, this is
only based on theoretical modelling that takes little account
of environmental, sustainability and heritage issues at the
local level. Nevertheless, Policy H2 A 4A) of the DLP requires
the Council to achieve the targets for small sites set out in
Table 4.2. The challenge for the Council will be to turn this
estimate into reality by identifying specific sites.
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H01

Support is noted.

No change.

H01/H02

Lambeth is able to demonstrate a sufficient supply of land for
housing, please see Annex 13 of the DRLLP PSV. Following the
Examination in Public of the Draft London Plan, the sub-target
for housing delivery on small sites is 400 dwellings per annum.
The evidence base document 'Review of Policy on Small
Housing Sites' demonstrates that this sub-target is achievable
based on past trends.

No change.

We note table 3 – Table 3 - Net Approvals and Completions
on Sites of 10 Units or fewer in the Council’s Local Plan Small
Sites Affordable Housing Policy: considerations for planning
decision makers, report, dated October 2017. This records
just 2,058 completions from sites containing fewer than 10
units between 2009/10 and 2016/17. That would average
out at 257 completions a year over the eight years. This is
very much lower than the 654 completions a year from small
sites required by the new Draft London Plan (set out in Table
4.2). This suggests the Council’s housing delivery strategy in
the revised local plan – a strategy that is essentially a
continuation of the type of policies pursued in the past by
Lambeth, will not be able to support the step-change in
delivery from small sites that the Draft London Plan requires.
We also note on page 7 of this document that out of 47
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schemes on sites of ten units or fewer that received
permission from September 2015 (when the last Lambeth
Local Plan was adopted) to July 2016, just five were able to
make contributions to affordable housing. Even then, it
appears that the contributions were made in the form of
financial contributions, although this is not altogether clear
from the report. Even so, the report states that the total
value of the affordable housing contribution was £145,000.
The benefit seems very small.
This compounds our doubt about the wisdom of seeking
affordable housing contributions from schemes of 10 units or
fewer. The Council should reconsider the efficacy of levying
affordable housing from small sites when this will serve as an
obstacle to higher rates of delivery and completions.
Policy H2: Affordable housing
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H02

Support noted. The DRLP PSV is supported by a viability
assessment that includes the Mayor's threshold approach to
affordable housing.

No change.

This would not be consistent with the principle of the threshold
approach. Applicants can follow the viability tested route if
required.
Noted.

No change.

We note that the Council is falling-in behind the policy
requirement of the Draft London Plan. This is helpful because
it will provide clarity for landowners and applicants.
However, whether it is feasible for residential developments
to provide at least 35% affordable housing in order to benefit
from the Fast Track Route (avoiding viability testing) is an
area that will need further work by the Council.
The 2018 NPPF places more weight on ensuring that the
viability of development is established at the plan making
stage. There is clear drive by Government to have less
negotiation on a site-by-site basis in relation to affordable
housing. The Council will need to undertake up-to-date
viability work to test whether this and other policies are
feasible. The Council should involve the community to
ensure that its cumulative ‘asks’ of development are
achievable. We note a very long list of expectations in
paragraph 5.9 iii). The Council will need to ensure that all of
these are costed in its viability assessment. The HBF is
anxious that the local community is not mislead and
disappointed in terms of what it is feasible for new
residential development to fund.
Maven Plan

321/3

Stanhope PLC

175/2

We would like to suggest adding the text after criteria i)
H02
“unless it is demonstrated that it is unviable for the scheme
to provide affordable housing."
Policy H2 Delivering affordable housing
H02
The principle of seeking affordable housing through Policy H2
is supported in accordance with the London Plan. However,
the current wording is considered unclear. Policy H2 Part a),

Policy H2(a) has been redrafted to clarify these points.
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i) currently states:
"a) The council will seek the maximum to maximise delivery
of reasonable amount affordable housing in accordance with
the London Plan when negotiating on individual private
residential and mixed-use schemes, in line with the
following borough-wide targets:
i) Residential and mixed-use developments should provide
affordable housing through the threshold approach set out in
London Plan policy H6."
The wording of part i) references the provision of affordable
housing being required on "residential and mixes uses
schemes" This should be amended to clarify that this refers
to mixed use developments that include residential
development. The policy should be entirely unambiguous
that other forms of mixed use development that do not
incorporate housing are not expected to provide affordable
housing and are not subject to affordable housing
requirements. The policy also refers to the London Plan
Policy H6 instead of setting out the wording in full. As the
Lambeth Plan consultation is based on the current draft
London Plan which will be subject to change in the future, it
is not transparent or appropriate to refer to the policy
number. Should Policy H6 change in the future, the
affordable housing trigger would change by default without
the opportunity for London Borough of Lambeth, residents
or stakeholders to comment on the potential impact on the
Borough. As such, the policy wording should be updated to
reference triggers in full. The draft London Plan policy does
not clarify whether the trigger for the provision of affordable
housing is on gross floorspace or net uplift. This creates
ambiguity and should be amended. Where there is existing
residential floorspace on site that is to be replaced as part of
the new proposals, we do not consider it appropriate that
the policy would trigger the delivery of a quantum of
affordable housing. Historically, London Plan affordable
housing policy has always been based on uplift and we
consider that the current wording is unintentional. As
worded, the policy will disincentivise development which will
reduce affordable housing delivery. It is suggested that the
following amendments are considered:
"a) The council will seek the maximum to maximise delivery
of reasonable amount affordable housing in accordance with
the London Plan when negotiating on individual private
residential and mixed-use schemes which include
residential floorspace, in line with the following boroughwide targets:
i) Residential and mixed-use developments which include
net new residential floorspace, which are capable of
delivering more than ten net additional units or which
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Grainger Plc

104/1

Stanhope PLC

175/3

Part a) ii) adds a requirement for review mechanisms in
respect of affordable housing. Whilst the wording does refer
to the approach set out in the London Plan and associated
Supplementary Planning Guidance, it would be
appropriate within the Local Plan to make it clear that review
mechanisms will only be required when the level of
affordable housing being proposed falls below the level
required by policy and for that level to then be defined.
Under the Mayor’s Fast Track Approach that level is defined
as 35% and that percentage should be transposed into
the Local Plan in the absence of any other justification.
Part Policy H2 part ii) states the following:
"ii) Review mechanisms will be required in accordance with
the approach set out in the London Plan and associated
Supplementary Planning Guidance. On sites of at least 0.1
hectares or capable of accommodating 10 or more homes, at
least 50 per cent of units should be affordable where public
subsidy is available, or 40 per cent without public subsidy.
The artificial subdivision of sites or phasing of development
with the effect of circumventing the policy requirement will
not be permitted."
In terms of tenure, Part iv) of the policy specifies the tenure
split of the affordable housing units. The wording is
prescriptive on the split between social and affordable rent
and intermediate housing products (including London Living
rent and London Shared Ownership). This does not allow for
a change in the local tenure demand over the plan period or
site specific circumstance that may make a different mix
more suitable. The following additional text is proposed for
your consideration:

Mayor of
London

70/10

have a combined floorspace greater than 1,000 sqm of net
additional floorspace, in accordance with the threshold
approach set out in London Plan Policy H6 should provide
affordable housing on site.

"iv) 70 per cent of new affordable housing units should be
low cost rented homes allocated according to need in line
with the council's allocation scheme and for Londoners on
low incomes (Social Rent/London Affordable Rent) and
affordable rent and 30 per cent should be intermediate
products. including London Living Rent and London Shared
Ownership, in accordance with the principles set out in the
council's Tenancy Strategy provision. An alternative tenure
mix may be acceptable if it meets a demonstrable local
need agreed by the LPA."
The Mayor encourages boroughs to seek affordable housing
contributions on minor housing developments (less than 10
units) through a tariff-based approach (See draft Policy H2).
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H02

The cross reference to the London Plan is sufficient. London
Plan policy will be applied alongside Local Plan policy.
Supporting paragraph 5.35 makes this clear.

No change

H02

The approach to tenure split is justified by evidence of
affordable housing need in Lambeth's SHMA 2017 and is
consistent with the Draft London Plan policy. If applicants
cannot provide the tenure split required by policy, they must
follow the viability tested route.

No change.

H02

Noted. The policy on affordable housing contributions on
minor housing developments has been reinstated.

See H2(a)(iv)
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Most recently in London, Camden and Richmond have both
adopted a tariff-based approach to support affordable
housing delivery based on local evidence of need and
viability. In this regard, Lambeth should retain policy
H2(a)(iii).
104/2
Part a) iv) requires 70% of new affordable housing to be low
cost rented homes (social rent / London affordable
rent), with only 30% being intermediate products, including
London Living Rent and London Shared Ownership.
This is not consistent with adopted London Plan Policy 3.11
on affordable housing targets, which seeks 60% of
affordable housing to be for social and affordable rent and
40% for intermediate rent or sale. This review at the
local level provides an opportunity for the Local Plan to be
brought into line so that it is consistent with the adopted
London Plan. Seeking an even higher proportion for
affordable rent will have an adverse impact on scheme
viability and reduce the level of housing and affordable
housing in particular, that is delivered.
114/3
Site 1 ITV – See comments re development of Social Housing
below (Policy H2 Developing Affordable Social Housing)
196/148 Exceptionally, a payment in lieu may be accepted.
Southwark has a good system of getting s106 as PIL from the
very expensive developments in north of borough. This
provided many more homes a mile or so south or east and
which are cheaper to manage. So long as the off-site
payments are used….
196/149 it may be provided off-site
70/9

Route to minimum standard homes.
Policy H2 Delivering affordable housing – Part b) and
paragraph 5.11. Lambeth should note that the Mayor has
strengthened his approach to ensure affordable housing for
major developments is provided on site. Draft Policy H5, Part
B states that affordable housing must only be provided offsite or as a cash in lieu contribution in exceptional
circumstances. However, in order to facilitate the delivery of
small sites, Part C of Draft New London Plan Policy H6 states
that where it is agreed by the borough, small housing
developments (schemes providing up to 25 homes) may
follow the Fast Track Route where they meet the relevant
threshold level off-site or as an in-lieu payment. Lambeth
should note the differences in approach to the provision of
off-site and in lieu contributions towards affordable housing
as they relate to major, minor and small housing
development.
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Proposed Change

H02

The approach to tenure split is justified by evidence of
affordable housing need in Lambeth's SHMA 2017 and is
consistent with the Draft London Plan policy. If applicants
cannot provide the tenure split required by policy, they must
follow the viability tested route.

H02

Noted.

No change

H02

Noted.

No change.

H02

This comment is not understood.

No change.

H02

Noted. The policy approach has been updated to reflect this.

See H2(a)(iii)
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b) small sites of 10 units or fewer
We note that the Council has removed the exemption for
small sites of ten units or fewer. The Draft London Plan does
allow the London boroughs discretion in this area – whether
affordable housing obligations should be levied on small
sites. We consider that the Council should adhere to the
national policy and exempt small-sites from the policy in
order to support the expansion in the number of small
developers operating in Lambeth and across London. This is
the intent behind the introduction of this policy by
Government. Lambeth will depend to a much greater extent
than hitherto on more small sites (of a quarter hectare and
less) being identified and developed in order to achieve its
house-building targets. Exempting such schemes from
affordable housing will help with this.
Reference to ‘development viability’ should not be removed
from Part C of Policy H2. The Draft London Plan is clear that
sites not providing 35% Affordable Housing can follow the
viability tested route.
Part c) i) deletes the requirement for the council to take into
account development viability. As the Draft Local Plan
recognises elsewhere, there is very little vacant land in
Lambeth to accommodate future development. Therefore
the vast majority of proposals involve the redevelopment of
existing sites, which will have established existing use
values, that must be taken into account. If redevelopment
and regeneration are to be encouraged, it is vital that
the viability of a proposal is taken into account.

Adopted London Plan Policy 3.12 on negotiating affordable
housing on individual private residential and mixed-use
schemes clearly states that negotiations on sites should take
account of “their individual circumstances including
development viability”. It is therefore requested that the
requirement to take into account development viability is
reinstated into Policy H2.
196/150 Contributions, including those from small sites (policy H2 (a)
(ii)), will be ring-fenced
Better…
196/151 either on identified sites elsewhere
188/7

This could mean outside Lambeth.
6. In respect of a payment in lieu approach, paragraph 5.13 is
proposed to be amended to describe how the basis of the
payment is calculated. Specifically, reference is made to the
calculation of the proportion of affordable housing this
would achieve being based on land values within one mile of
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Officer Response

Proposed Change

The policy on affordable housing contributions on minor
housing developments has been reinstated. See Topic Paper 1
for the justification.

See H2(a) (iv)

H02

The cross reference to the London Plan is sufficient. London
Plan policy will be applied alongside Local Plan policy.
Supporting paragraph 5.35 makes this clear.

No change.

H02

The DRLLP PSV is seeking to be in general conformity with the
Draft London Plan, not the adopted London Plan which is now
all but superseded. The DRLLP PSV follows the Mayor's
threshold approach to affordable housing.

No change.

H02

This comment is not understood.

No change.

H02

The words 'in Lambeth' have been added for clarity.

See updated wording in paragraph 5.24.

H02

This requirement ensures values are based on provision in the
same part of the borough as the application site. This is
important given variation in land values across the borough.

No change.
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the application site. This seems very specific. Flexibility
should be applied in this respect. Regard should be had to
relevant available evidence at the time which may not be
land values within a mile of the site.
188/8
7. Paragraph 5.14 also relates to affordable housing and says
that "Viability alone is insufficient justification for off-site
affordable housing provision or a cash in lieu payment." This
proposed amendment should be removed. Viability is a
significant factor (recognised in planning policy and
guidance) that can determine the scale of obligations that a
scheme can provide. The proposed wording fails to reflect
guidance and advice and is contrary the London Plan in
seeking to achieve the maximum reasonable provision. There
may be circumstances where off-site or cash in lieu has the
potential to increase the provision of affordable housing that
otherwise may have been secured.
196/152 5.14. Viability alone is insufficient justification for off-site
affordable housing provision or a cash in lieu payment.
78/8

Good, otherwise so easily rigged.
Paragraph 5.14
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Proposed Change

H02

The wording in paragraph 5.25 is the same as that used in the
Mayor's Affordable Housing and Viability SPG paragraph 2.56.
The circumstances in which off site provision may be
considered are set out in DRLLP PSV paragraph 5.21.

No change.

H02

Noted

No change.

H02

The wording in paragraph 5.25 is the same as that used in the
Mayor's Affordable Housing and Viability SPG paragraph 2.56.
The circumstances in which off site provision may be
considered are set out in DRLLP PSV paragraph 5.21. The DRLLP
PSV is supported by viability evidence that includes assessment
of the Mayor's threshold approach to affordable housing

No change.

H02

The approach is consistent with the Draft London Plan and
national policy.

No change.

H02

The DRLLP text appears to have been incorrectly struckthrough
by the respondent

No change.

The paragraph states that viability alone is insufficient
justification for off-site affordable housing provision or a
cash-in-lieu payment. It is hard to know what other good
reasons there would be to justify off-site provision. Viability
is often the only reason why proposals cannot accommodate
affordable housing on site and therefore it must be an
appropriate consideration. If the Council refuses to entertain
this then it risks stifling development.

Grainger Plc

Norwood
Action Group et
al.

However, we accept that that Council will wish to establish
its expectations from development in the local plan. To this
end it will need to ensure that it has tested an appropriate
affordable housing target for the borough, that can be
achieved in most instances. This is what is now required by
paragraph 57 of the NPPF. This may not be the 35% and 50%
targets in the Draft London Plan.
104/4
Paragraph 5.16 of the supporting text goes further than the
draft policy and states that the council’s preferred rental
levels for affordable housing should be as set out in its
Tenancy Strategy. This sets out rents that are even lower still
and
again will reduce the amount of affordable housing that can
be delivered (because of the greater cost per unit).
Therefore, the new text in Paragraph 5.16 should be deleted.
196/153 5.16
The council’s preferred mix of rental levels for affordable
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Proposed Change

Noted. This has been changed.

See paragraph 5.30, last sentence.

The DRLLP text appears to have been incorrectly struckthrough
by the respondent

No change.

The DRLLP text appears to have been incorrectly struckthrough
by the respondent

No change.

H02

The DRLLP text appears to have been incorrectly struckthrough
by the respondent

No change.

H02

The affordable housing policy seeks a range of affordable
No change
tenures that reflects the evidence of affordable housing need in
the borough. 70% or affordable housing must be provided for
low cost social rent (London Affordable Rent), with 30% as
intermediate tenures. London Affordable Rents must be limited
to published benchmarks based on guideline target rents for

housing secured through the planning system is set out in its
Tenancy Strategy. This strategy also sets out the council’s
preferences for provision of intermediate affordable housing,
taking account of the relative affordability of different
intermediate products and their ability to meet priority local
housing need; and its approach to allocating this
accommodation. Lambeth’s Tenancy Strategy will be a
material consideration in the determination of planning
applications required to provide affordable housing. Where
shared ownership is proposed as an intermediate product,
the council may cap the maximum household income of
purchasers at £60,000 per annum to ensure it meets local
housing need, particularly in the north of the borough.
70/11
Paragraph 5.16 of the draft Local Plan states that ‘Where
H02
shared ownership is proposed…the council may cap the
maximum household income of purchasers at £60,000 per
annum…’ However, this does not align with the existing
(paragraph 3.62) or Draft New London Plan which sets out at
paragraph 4.7.8 that intermediate ownership products
should be affordable to households on incomes of up to
£90,000. Further information on the income caps is set out in
the Mayor’s Annual Monitoring Report and where necessary
the caps will be reviewed and updated.
196/154 5.17
H02
Rented affordable housing should normally be managed by a
registered provider of social housing (other than in Build to
Rent schemes, see policy H12). The council will seek to work
with its preferred partners for delivery of affordable housing,
especially to achieve the highest possible standards of
management. However, it is recognised that developers may
wish to select other
196/155 The council will expect developers to demonstrate that they
H02
have engaged with a registered provider
Context lost
196/156 5.21

101/2

Where applications follow the Viability Tested Route, the
council’s approach to transparency and viability appraisal
methodology will be as set out in the Lambeth Local
Application Requirements and Lambeth Development
Viability Supplementary Planning Document.
Policy H2 Delivering Affordable Housing
In Waterloo, and in the rest of Central London, so-called
'affordable housing' requires a household income of at least
£60,000. It is therefore not available to anyone with an
income less than that. This would include teachers, nurses,
bus drivers, office workers, shop workers, single parents, and
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a great many others, all of whom are needed in Central
London. As well as 'essential workers' Central London needs
families with children , together with the schools, doctors
and green play spaces, etc, that they need. An area needs
permanent residents to provide continuity, care, variety and
liveliness; they are the area's caretakers.
It is noted and supported that the DRLLP updates housing
policies to reflect legislation and updated evidence, including
reflecting the affordable housing target and the need for this
to be delivered on small sites as set out in the New London
Plan. The approach to housing is supported.
Policy H2 – Affordable Housing
The policy should acknowledge that, as with London Plan
Policy H6, not all schemes will be capable of meeting the
affordable housing thresholds on viability grounds. This is
likely to be the case where a scheme is also providing
significant social infrastructure alongside housing and the
housing is crosssubsidising the provision of this socialinfrastructure. The supporting text to the Policy should
therefore, explicitly refer to the Viability Tested Route and
that there may be circumstances where a lower proportion
of affordable housing may be acceptable.
Policy H2 – Affordable Housing
The policy should acknowledge that, as with London Plan
Policy H6, not all schemes will be capable of meeting the
affordable housing thresholds on viability grounds. This is
likely to be the case where a scheme is also providing
significant social infrastructure alongside housing and the
housing is crosssubsidising the provision of this socialinfrastructure. The supporting text to the Policy should
therefore, explicitly refer to the Viability Tested Route and
that there may be circumstances where a lower proportion
of affordable housing may be acceptable.
Policy H2 Affordable Housing sets out the council’s strategy
and intentions for securing affordable housing through
development over the plan period. This policy and its
supporting text makes reference in several places to
consistency with the (draft) London Plan, however, several
amendments will be necessary in order to align the Local
Plan and the London Plan. These are set out as follows:
*Amendment to clarify, in accordance with the London Plan
(Policy H6 part h), that S73 applications should not be
required to submit viability information if the proposed
changes do not materially alter the economic circumstances
of the scheme.
*Amendment to confirm that where S73 applications are
deemed to materially alter the economic circumstances of
the scheme, the viability information required should be
limited to reflect the economic impact of the changes
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Proposed Change

H02

Support noted.

No change

H02

The cross reference to the London Plan is sufficient. London
Plan policy will be applied alongside Local Plan policy.
Supporting paragraph 5.35 makes this clear.

No change

H02

The cross reference to the London Plan is sufficient. London
Plan policy will be applied alongside Local Plan policy.
Supporting paragraph 5.35 makes this clear.

No change

H02

Various aspects of DRLLP PSV policy H2 have been redrafted.
This is consistent with the Draft London Plan.

See amended wording in policy H2

social rent. Where market sales values exceed £600,000,
intermediate housing should be provided as London Living Rent
rather than shared ownership. See also Lambeth's draft
Affordable Housing Statement and Tenancy Strategy 2019.
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proposed.
*Reference to 'development viability' should not be removed
from Part C of Policy H2. The Draft London Plan is clear that
sites not providing 35% Affordable Housing can follow the
viability tested route.
* Amendment to confirm that where a site has an extant,
implementable planning permission and a new application is
submitted to increase the amount of housing proposed the
applicant may proceed down the fast track route if providing
35% of the uplift in habitable rooms as Affordable Housing.
* Part E of Policy H2 should be amended to state ‘Affordable
Housing should usually comply with the preferred dwelling
mix…’ to recognise it is not always practically feasible to
provide a prescribed unit mix.
* Paragraph 5.16 should not cap maximum household
incomes for Shared Ownership at £60,000. The Draft London
Plan (4.7.8) is clear that Shared Ownership products should
be affordable to households on incomes up to £90,000.
My granddaughter is living me, studying paediatric nursing at H02
Kings College. Conversations she has with fellow students
allied with my own knowledge and concerns about housing
of nurses, teachers, public sector workers and service
providers in central London, with particular reference to
Waterloo concur with South Bank and Neighbourhood Plan
recommendations:
New affordable housing made available for the following
target groups would be supported:
i. Low-to-middle income people working within the
neighbourhood area
ii. Elderly people from the area including those in need of livein care
P8 Proposals which incorporate features to accommodate
one or more of the target groups identified in P7 will be
supported. These include, but are not limited to:
i. Co-housing
ii. Unit sizes that maximise space and affordability by closely
aligning with minimum space standards
P9 Where affordable housing cannot be delivered on site,
consideration should be given to making land in the
neighbourhood area available to a local designated
Community Land Trust to bring forward affordable housing in
partnership with a registered housing provider.
Watmos own and with our three TMO`s manage 1300 homes H02
in Lambeth. We welcome the aim to maximise the
opportunity for affordable housing. Our view is that
clustering provision around existing communities and with
local landlords’ results in much better housing management
and social benefit.

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Policy P7 and P8 of the South Bank and Waterloo
Neighbourhood Plan, which prioritise affordable housing for
specific groups, were deleted by the examiner, as they were not
in conformity with national policy and guidance, or with local
policy. The DRLLP PSV approach to affordable housing applies
borough-wide. Policy P9 of the SOWN neighbourhood plan
(now policy P7) is now part of the adopted development plan
for Lambeth.

No change.

Noted

No change
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BRIEFING ON LONDON COMMUNITY LAND TRUST Decent,
secure and affordable homes are getting harder and harder
to come by in London. Increasing pressure on local authority
provisions and ever increasing house prices mean people are
having to choose between living in terrible conditions or
leaving their friends, family and community for good.
Community Land Trusts (CLTs) are a way of providing
genuinely and permanently affordable home ownership,
offering up one model to address the growing gap in the
housing market between people who qualify for a council
property and people who can afford to buy their own home.
CLTs are democratic membership organisations open to
people living and working in a local area.

Annex/ Policy
/General
H02

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Noted

No change.

At St Clement’s, London’s first CLT residents moved in in the
summer of 2017. St Clements, which has already won several
national housing awards, is being built by Linden Homes in
partnership with the Greater London Authority (GLA) and
Peabody. The project will provide 252 new homes, 35% of
which will be affordable including 58 units for ‘social rent’
and 23 CLT homes. This was made possible by the Mayor of
London and the GLA as the landowner including a CLT as part
of the section 106 requirements for the site after a campaign
by thousands of east Londoners to see St Clements become a
CLT.
The Mayor of London’s Revised Housing Strategy published
in May 2018 now includes a commitment ‘to identify a
pipeline of schemes by 2021 that have the capacity to deliver
at least 1,000 homes’.
How much do CLT homes cost? Our CLT homes are priced
according to local earnings, ensuring that people are no
longer priced out of the neighbourhood they grew up in.
‘Local earnings’ are taken as the average of median incomes
using data published by the Office for National Statistics in
November each year. Based on provisional
2017 figures from this means we could offer homes in
Lambeth at approximately:
- £162,000 – 186,000 for a 1 bedroom property
- £210,000 – 236,000 for a 2 bedroom property
- £258,000 – 286,000 for a 3 bedroom property
- £305,000 – 336,000 for a 4 bedroom property
CLT homes are about providing people with a home, not just
an asset. The contract signed upon moving in makes sure
that all residents have to sell the home to the next
household again at a price according to local earnings. This
means the homes can be sold on again at a similarly
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affordable level every time a new family moves in. Each year,
the CLT will advise occupiers what they can sell their home
for in the coming year, based on the latest income figures.
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Proposed Change

Delivery Option A: Building CLT homes with a development
partner A development partner is the primary organisation
responsible for delivering the homes, and London
CLT will look to play an active role before purchasing the
homes once they’re complete. The price paid to any
development partner is net of CLT development on-costs,
which are calculated on an open book basis to show ‘full cost
recovery’, e.g. CLT staff costs, overheads, professional fees,
marketing etc. This is model used at London CLT’s first site,
St Clement’s in Mile End.
Delivery Option B: Building CLT homes as direct development
London CLT to act as a direct developer. This model relies on
landowners selling land at a subsided rate, or release that
land at nil value in order to help deliver affordable homes.
This aims to allow the site to be 100% CLT homes targeted at
local people on average incomes. London CLT is currently
working on a site owned by Lewisham Council in line with
this model.
Who gets a CLT home? London CLT develop an Allocations
Policy that is agreed with a Rent and Nominations agreement
with the local planning authority as part of the Section 106
requirement for a site. At St Clements, the allocations criteria
were sourced through a survey of members, subsequent
local workshops and discussions with Tower Hamlets council.
This results in the following allocation criteria:
1. Finance – priced out of the housing market and able to
afford a London CLT home.
2. Housing Need – require a property more suitable than
their current accommodation.
3. Connection – have a minimum of five years’ connection to
the borough.
4. Involvement – belong to and participate in the local
community
5. Be supportive of the London CLT.
We would look to consult with any local authority or
landowner on the details of our allocations policy.
What are CLT purchasers buying and how does the mortgage
work? A CLT purchaser will get a minimum 125 year lease
from the CLT. The CLT could be the freeholder of the building
or site, or a head leasehold of several properties across a
development. The price paid by the occupier buys them the
right to full ownership subject to buying and selling the lease
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at a price determined by a formula based on incomes.
Residents applying for a CLT home are welcome to source
their own mortgage. However, to guarantee residents are
covered, London CLT line up bespoke mortgage options too.
Ecology Building Society, Parity Trust and Nationwide
Foundation all provide mortgages on our homes.
Section 5: Housing Through policy H2 (Delivering affordable
housing) LBL is now seeking to “maximise delivery of
affordable housing” as opposed to “seek the maximum
reasonable amount of affordable housing”. This is a clear
change in emphasis although reflects the Mayor of London’s
position. Many of the alterations to policy H2 seek to align it
to London Plan policy/guidance.
LBL have also removed from the policy text direct references
to development viability/a financial appraisal being a
consideration when assessing affordable housing provision.
Albeit provisions for the Viability Tested Route remain in the
Draft London Plan. On this basis LBL should seek to ensure
that the plan remains consistent with the London Plan in
order to ensure that it is sound.
Regarding affordable housing, the use of the “threshold
approach” is supported. However, this is set at 35% in the
London Plan, whereas the draft Local Plan proposes 40%.
Clarification is therefore required on where the “fast-track”
route is (and is not) applicable.
Affordable Housing
We support the Council’s recognition of the Mayor’s
threshold approach to applications in their draft Local Plan.
The Mayor acknowledges that public sector land can play a
significant role in meeting affordable housing need and sets
a higher threshold for public sector land to be considered
under the Fast Track Route.
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Proposed Change

H02

Noted.

No change.

H02

Lambeth will follow the Mayor's threshold approach to
affordable housing, which includes both the Fast Track and
Viability Tested routes.

No change.

H02

The DRLLP does not propose a 40% threshold. It follows the
Draft London Plan approach.

No change.

H02

The DRLLP PSV includes full cross-reference to the Mayor's
approach to affordable housing. It is not necessary to repeat
every element of this. The London Plan and Local Plan (and
neighbourhood plans) together constitute the development
plan for Lambeth and all policies will be applied in decisionmaking in Lambeth. Full repetition of the London Plan in the
Lambeth Local Plan is not required.

No change.

H02

Noted.

No change.

In line with the Mayor’s aspiration, we request the Council to
make reference to the portfolio approach in Policy H2. Under
the portfolio approach, where a public landowner has
committed to delivering 50% cent across a portfolio of sites,
then individual sites providing 35% or more affordable
housing can still be considered under the Fast Track Route .

TfL Commercial
Development

172/15

With regards to affordable housing, we request the Council
to make reference to the portfolio approach in Policy H2.
ED3 Key Industrial and Business Areas (KIBA)
Industrial Intensification and Affordable Housing
TfL CD fully support the effort to intensify industrial uses and
believe it is an important element which ensures industrial
floorspace capacity is enhanced in London. With this in mind
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the apparent move to lower the Affordable Housing
threshold to 35% from 50% Affordable Housing provision
where there is no overall net loss of industrial floorspace
capacity in designated SIL and LSISs is welcome.
Policy H2 Delivering affordable housing
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Proposed Change

H02

Noted.

No change.

H02

The council is bringing forward a separate Site Allocations
Development Plan Document to follow the DRLLP PSV. The
scope for additional site allocations will be considered through
that document.

No change.

H02

Policy P7 and P8 of the South Bank and Waterloo
Neighbourhood Plan, which prioritise affordable housing for
specific groups, were deleted by the examiner, as they were not
in conformity with national policy and guidance, or with local
policy. The DRLLP PSV approach to affordable housing applies
borough-wide. Policy P9 of the SOWN neighbourhood plan
(now policy P7) is now part of the adopted development plan
for Lambeth.

We are supportive that Lambeth’s approach to delivering
affordable housing is in line with Policy H6 in draft London
Plan. TfL has an agreement with the Mayor to deliver at least
50%
affordable housing across its development land in London. In
line with draft London Plan policy H6, individual sites which
meet or exceed 35% affordable housing and the required
tenure split may be considered via the fast track route. TfL
CD plans to bring forward several sites in Lambeth in the
near future and looks forward to working with the borough
to bring forward appropriate levels of affordable housing on
these sites.

Waterloo
Community
Development
Group

182/6

Cllr Kevin Craig

185/5

There is an opportunity to go further to promote the delivery
of 100% affordable housing schemes on suitable public land,
particularly through community led development.
The Plan is unsound in its aspiration to maximise the delivery
of affordable housing in accordance with the London Plan
(Policy H2) without designating sites which have been
purchased and subsidised and available for affordable
housing, but which are no longer designated explicitly in the
Plan for that purpose, and whose landowners show
considerable interest in using the sites for generating
commercial income, or just doing nothing with the sites.
We need to radically increase our targets on housing overall
as a Council and we need to prioritise those with the most
need. We should prioritise new affordable housing that is
made available to the following target groups:
i. Low-to-middle income people working within the
neighbourhood area
ii. Elderly people from the area including those in need of livein care
P8 Proposals which incorporate features to accommodate
one or more of the target groups identified in P7 will be
supported. These include, but are not limited to:
i. Co-housing
ii. Unit sizes that maximise space and affordability by closely
aligning with minimum space standards
P9 Where affordable housing cannot be delivered on site,
consideration should be given to making land in the
neighbourhood area available to a local designated
Community Land Trust to bring forward affordable housing in
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partnership with a registered housing provider.
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We need to stop deploying Section 106 payments and other
funding that can deliver housing to be utilised elsewhere in
Lambeth. We have to build in the North of the Borough. It
cannot only be an endless stream of out of reach
unaffordable high-end flats. We need more of what we can
see at Coin Street. Affordable homes prioritised for local
people.
5. Policy H2 relating to affordable housing is to be revised.
H02
The proposed revisions it is stated seek to bring the policy in
line with emerging London Plan Policy H6. It also reflects the
Council's preferred mix of tenure for affordable housing at
70%/30% as opposed to London Plan thresholds of 60%/40%.
Paragraph 5.16 provides the rationale for the preferred
tenure split noting that the Council may cap the maximum
household income of purchasers to ensure the intermediate
product meets local housing need. It is important that
consideration of tenure split and the type of intermediate
product sought has regard to scheme viability and is
approached in a flexible manner. A rigid application will be
likely to frustrate development being brought forward.
Affordable Housing
H02
Policy H2 states that the council will seek to maximise
delivery of affordable housing in accordance with the London
Plan when negotiating on individual private residential and
mixed-use schemes, in line with the following borough-wide
targets. The revised Lambeth Local Plan refers to the Fast
Track Approach as set out in the London Plan.

St John's
Church,
Waterloo

202/10

Lambeth’s Local Plan should be supported by a Lambeth
specific evidence base. It should not therefore necessarily
follow the London Plan given Lambeth’s development sites
will have specific viability characteristics around
development values; existing use values of land; site specific
characteristics; not to mention the regeneration aspirations
of the Council especially for key development sites. Berkeley
do however support a fast track approach to planning
applications when certain policy parameters are met. Again
these parameters should be established based on Lambeth
specific evidence to ensure a large proportion of schemes
can trigger this approach. There is no use having a fast track
system if the majority of schemes are needing to follow the
viability led route.
We strongly support the consideration of Community Land
Trusts to promote development.

H02

Officer Response

Proposed Change

The approach to tenure split is justified by evidence of
affordable housing need in Lambeth's SHMA 2017 and is
consistent with the Draft London Plan policy. If applicants
cannot provide the tenure split required by policy, they must
follow the viability.

No change.

The DRLLP PSV is supported by a Lambeth -specific SHMA giving
evidence of affordable housing need in the borough, and a
Lambeth-specific viability assessment.

No change.

The role of Community Land Trusts is acknowledged in the draft
Lambeth Affordable Housing Statement and Tenancy Strategy.

n/a
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Page 71 Section 5. We question whether the provision of
affordable housing, which requires a very clear definition, is
sufficient and whether the proposed level of affordability, at
40% of gross income, is manageable for those on low
incomes. For example, graduates are often paying 30% of
their gross income to repay tax, NI and student loans, which
with an assumption of 40% for rent results in less than a
third of gross salary for living expenses. There should be
some reference to rent levels similar to existing Council rent
levels.
We support the recommendations of the South Bank and
H02
Waterloo Neighbourhood Plan:
P7 New affordable housing made available for the following
target groups would be supported:
i. Low-to-middle income people working within the
neighbourhood area
ii. Elderly people from the area including those in need of livein care
P8 Proposals which incorporate features to accommodate
one or more of the target groups identified in P7 will be
supported. These include, but are not limited to:
i. Co-housing
ii. Unit sizes that maximise space and affordability by closely
aligning with minimum space standards
P9 Where affordable housing cannot be delivered on site,
consideration should be given to making land in the
neighbourhood area available to a local designated
Community Land Trust to bring forward affordable housing in
partnership with a registered housing provider.
Policy H2 - Delivery of Affordable Housing L&Q support
H02
Lambeth’s commitment to maximise affordable housing
provision in the Borough.
We welcome the proposed amendments to Policy H2 to
bring it in line with the Mayor’s threshold approach (draft
London Plan Policy H6) and create a consistent pan-London
and certain approach in respect to affordable housing and
viability.

Officer Response

Proposed Change

The affordable housing policy seeks a range of affordable
No change.
tenures that reflects the evidence of affordable housing need in
the borough. 70% or affordable housing must be provided for
low cost social rent (London Affordable Rent), with 30% as
intermediate tenures. London Affordable Rents must be limited
to published benchmarks based on guideline target rents for
social rent. Where market sales values exceed £600,000,
intermediate housing should be provided as London Living Rent
rather than shared ownership. See also Lambeth's draft
Affordable Housing Statement and Tenancy Strategy 2019.
Policy P7 and P8 of the South Bank and Waterloo
No change.
Neighbourhood Plan, which prioritise affordable housing for
specific groups, were deleted by the examiner, as they were not
in conformity with national policy and guidance, or with local
policy. The DRLLP PSV approach to affordable housing applies
borough-wide. Policy P9 of the SOWN neighbourhood plan
(now policy P7) is now part of the adopted development plan
for Lambeth.

Lambeth will follow the Mayor's threshold approach to
See updated wording in policy H2 and supporting text.
affordable housing, which includes both Fast Track and Viability
Tested routes. Some updates to the wording of DRLLP PSV have
been made. See also the draft Lambeth Affordable Housing
Statement and Tenancy Strategy.

We support the threshold approach to viability that enables
schemes exceeding the threshold to progress quickly through
the planning system, without the need for detailed viability
information or comprehensive review mechanisms.
However, in instances where developments are required to
deliver substantial investment in infrastructure and social
infrastructure, a reduction in affordable housing or variation
from the preferred tenure split may be necessary. We there
consider that development viability cannot be excluded as a
consideration of the nature of affordable housing sought and
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Proposed Change

However, I feel obliged to object strongly to the current draft
plan's paucity of references to social housing (as opposed to
'affordable' housing) - none at all re the Waterloo area, for
instance.
Having these local plans may be pointless in practice,but it is
even worse to strip out any pretence of a commitment to
social housing.

H02

The high level of need for affordable housing in Lambeth,
including in Waterloo, is acknowledged in the DRLLP PSV and
supporting evidence base.

See updated wording in PN1.

H02

No change.

Affordable housing
In their 2014 manifesto, Lambeth Labour promised to build
1,000 new council homes by 2018. This has now shifted from
the original position to building 1,000 extra homes at council
rent by 2019 through to a new commitment to ‘seek to
deliver by a variety of means 1,000 affordable over the next
five years from 2015’ (as stated in the Cabinet meeting
report dated 17 December 2018), meaning the new housing
delivered won’t be council owned social housing at council
rent and will probably be only “affordable”. This draft local
plan makes a commitment to deliver on supposedly
“affordable” housing and privately owned homes but, given
the desperate need for social housing in the borough, we
would like to see Labour follow through on their original
commitment to the people of Lambeth to deliver council
homes on secure tenancies rather than more privately
owned houses.

H02

The Lambeth Local Plan provides the statutory policy basis for
securing affordable housing through the planning system,
alongside the Mayor's London Plan. The policies in the DRLLP
PSV are important to achieve this objective.
The council considers that application of the Mayor's threshold
approach to affordable housing will increase delivery over the
previous approach where every application was viability tested.
The Mayor's approach to affordable housing products
acknowledges the problem of genuine affordability in London.
Lambeth will apply this approach. See also the draft Lambeth
Affordable Housing Statement and Tenancy Strategy.

the text “including development viability” should be reinstated at H2(c)(i).
We welcome the continued clarity on Lambeth’s preferred
tenure mix at H2(a)(iv). However, we consider there should
be flexibility for an alternative tenure mix should be
considered in the circumstances/ factors set out at H2(c).
The NPPF definition of Affordable Rent as up 80% of the local
market rent is not affordable to many Londoners, and we
therefore welcome the replacement of this term in H2(a)(iv)
with “low cost homes for Londoners on low incomes” (social
rent/ London affordable rent). The Council will however be
aware that there is a difference between Social Rent and
London Affordable Rent levels and the rental product sought
may impact the overall affordable offer.

Individual

214/2

Individual

214/4

Lambeth Green
Party

215/7

No change.

Further to this, the use of the term affordable in this draft
plan is problematic due to the fact that the current level of
what is considered affordable is far too high for most of
Lambeth’s residents that are in need. In order to deliver
housing for the residents most in need, as well as promising
to deliver on social housing, Lambeth must redefine
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“affordable”. Affordable as defined by the Government in
the National Planning Policy Framework is “no more than 80
per cent of the local market rent” . However, with the private
market rents as high as they are in Lambeth, and London
more generally, and rent inflation outstripping wages, there
is a very strong case for defining “affordable” in terms of
incomes rather than market rents. This is something that has
been done by Manchester City Council who set affordable
housing as not exceeding 30% of an average household’s
gross income.
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Proposed Change

A recent London Assembly report on No Show Homes found
that Lambeth has a shortfall of 1,204 affordable homes in
comparison to the number that would have been required
under London’s existing strategic planning policy of
affordable housing. The same report noted “the 2017
Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) which
concluded that, to meet London’s needs from 2016 to 2041,
developments should be delivering 65 per cent of new
homes at affordable tenures. Two thirds of these should be
at truly affordable rates and one third at intermediate rates.”
According to this measure, Lambeth has a shortfall of 2,616
affordable homes.
Given these statistics, the draft local plan is nowhere near
ambitious enough in terms of the amount of affordable
housing that’s promised. In fact, the amendment under 3.9
on page 51 of the draft local plan would suggest that
Lambeth is committing to deliver even less affordable
housing as a percentage of the overall London plan target
than they have previously. The commitment to: “keeping the
existing requirement for the Mayor’s strategic target of 50
per cent affordable housing the across the borough, with
flexibility only in very clearly defined circumstances” has
been replaced with “contributing to the Mayor’s strategic
target of 50 per cent affordable housing by implementing
London Plan policy alongside preferred borough-wide tenure
and dwelling-size mix for affordable housing defined in Local
Plan policy, based on updated evidence of housing needs in
the borough”. This amendment could be exploited by
developers who may be able to use the vague wording to
deliver less affordable housing than is desperately needed by
Lambeth’s residents. The council should not allow such
leeway in the amount of affordable housing that will be
contributed to the Mayor’s strategic target and we strongly
recommend this amendment is removed, particularly given
the fact that even the previous requirement of 50%
affordable housing was not enough to deliver sufficient
levels of affordable social housing to the borough.
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Proposed Change

H02

Support noted.

No change.

H02

Policy P7 and P8 of the South Bank and Waterloo
Neighbourhood Plan, which prioritise affordable housing for

No change.

We would like to see Lambeth commit to much higher levels
of truly affordable, social housing (65 percent of all new
homes as suggested in the 2017 SHMA) rather than relying
on other London boroughs to contribute higher levels of
affordable housing to the Mayor’s strategic target whilst
Lambeth potentially contributes less.
It is also important that the Local Plan includes a solid
commitment to tenure-blind design of housing to prevent
the growth of ‘poor doors’ and a difference in standards
between affordable and market housing provision. The
current wording under policy H2 in relation to this, requiring
affordable housing to be ‘equivalent’ in siting rather than
‘indistinguishable’ from the rest of the development, is too
vague and could result in housing in the same development
being of different standards depending on whether it’s
affordable or market rent housing. We would therefore
recommend the following wording under policy H2: The
affordable [strikethrough] social housing should be
equivalent [strikethrough] indistinguishable in siting,
appearance and layout from to [strikethrough] the rest of
the development. Proposals will be required to demonstrate
that the integration of different tenures has been considered
from the outset of the design process.
Community-led housing
Whilst the draft local plan makes brief mention of
community-led design, we were disappointed to see no
specific reference to community-led housing. Community-led
housing can help to tackle housing issues in Lambeth by
providing genuinely and permanently affordable homes. We
were pleased to see the Leader of the Council recently
voicing support for locating a community land trust site in
Lambeth and we 4 would have hoped to see this
commitment reflected in the local plan. As a “Cooperative
Council” Lambeth should be putting the community at the
heart of this plan and residents voices should be integral to
all decisions that affect this; we would therefore recommend
incorporating a commitment to community-led housing
under Policy H2: Delivering affordable housing.
Lambeth
Staying Healthy
Partnership
Board

225/7

Cllr Jennie
Mosley

229/5

Affordable Housing We support the proposals that allow for
the provision of affordable housing to meet local needs;
prioritising more affordable types of intermediate affordable
housing like London Living Rent and maximising availability in
estate regeneration schemes.
New affordable housing made available for the following
target groups would be supported:
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Cllr Joanne
Simpson

235/1

Individual

267/2

Individual

276/2

Citizens UK

279/3

Representation Wording
i. Low-to-middle income people working within the
neighbourhood area
ii. Elderly people from the area including those in need of
live-in care
P8 Proposals which incorporate features to accommodate
one or more of the target groups identified in P7 will be
supported. These include, but are not limited to:
i. Co-housing
ii. Unit sizes that maximise space and affordability by closely
aligning with minimum space standards
P9 Where affordable housing cannot be delivered on site,
consideration should be given to making land in the
neighbourhood area available to a local designated
Community Land Trust to bring forward affordable housing
in partnership with a registered housing provider. That
corporate developers are not allowed to get away with
minimum social housing requirement and in kind section 106
I would like it considered that the final option for a financial
contribution to off-site affordable housing when applying the
cascade (ie can’t be provided on site, and a suitable site
within a 1m radius has not been found) can include an
additional cascade that ringfences the financial contribution
to within 1m of the development in the first place, and
sites/schemes elsewhere in borough are considered once
this option has been exhausted. My rationale behind this is
that it is our policy to promote mixed and sustainable
communities, and therefore the housing affordable element
must be within the area of development as much as possible,
in order to achieve this.

There is an urgent need to develop more genuinely
affordable housing for rent and sale in the borough. More
should be done to identify vacant sites which could
potentially be used for new community land trust schemes.
more should be done to tax people with multiple properties
who charge high rents. And a process should be adopted so
that local people can afford rents within the borough. New
flats which have very high service charges should be made to
lower the charges for local people. The new flats in
Streatham Hill are charging Â£3-4,000 on a 2 bed flat, with
very little justification for it.
A Community Land Trust would deliver much-needed
affordable homes. The homes would be priced according to
local incomes, not the market rate. This would make them
truly affordable. The value of CLT homes are also locked in
and can only fluctuate in accordance with income rates, so
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H02

Given there is already a step in the cascade to require
consideration of off-site provision within one mile, it is not
considered reasonable to require spend of PIL within one mile
because the available sites will already have been explored.
The priority for mixed and balanced communities is clearly
stated in the policy. PIL is only secured in exceptional
circumstances. The spend of PIL borough-wide is considered
the most effective way to achieve increased delivery of
affordable housing through this mechanism. This said,
paragraph 5.24 in the DRLLP PSV makes clear that the
calculation of the proportion of affordable housing to be
secured through PIL in exceptional circumstances should be
achieved based on land values within one mile of the
application site to ensure the equivalent quantum correctly
reflects the circumstances in the same part of the borough as
the application site.
Noted. The council's Brownfield Land Register includes smaller
sites that have potential for housing delivery.

No change.

H02

Tax and existing private sector rents are outside the scope of
Local Plan policy.

n/a

H02

The role of Community Land Trusts is acknowledged in the draft
Lambeth Affordable Housing Statement and Tenancy Strategy.

n/a

H02

Proposed Change

specific groups, were deleted by the examiner, as they were not
in conformity with national policy and guidance, or with local
policy. The DRLLP PSV approach to affordable housing applies
borough-wide. Policy P9 of the SOWN neighbourhood plan
(now policy P7) is now part of the adopted development plan
for Lambeth.

n/a
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Individual

324/1

Lambeth
Methodist
Circuit

325/1

Lambeth
Methodist
Circuit
Individual

325/3

Individual

326/3

Individual

326/5

Individual
Individual

330/2
337/2

Individual

338/3

326/1

Representation Wording
they would stay affordable forever. Many current
'affordable' homes are not affordable. They can often cost
close to the market rate, or exist in the form of sharedownership, which requires a salary significantly above the
average. The CLT project would therefore help Lambeth to
deliver on its housing priorities.
The CLT will deliver a range of home sizes, ensuring that
families are not prevented from benefitting from the homes.
I would like to see additional CLT provision in Lambeth which
provides affordable housing in perpetuity.
The present definition of affordable housing is not fit for
purpose. Shared ownership schemes are no longer viable for
many people and often leave people stuck in
accommodation that is no longer suitable for their needs.

Lambeth needs more affordable homes and should work
with the community to explore new ways to deliver these
such as through Community Land Trusts
I support the need for more housing in the borough, in
particular genuinely affordable housing.
Lambeth should prioritise genuinely affordable housing over
further luxury unaffordable development. Developers must
not be allowed to pay lip service to affordable housing
provision.
At least 50% of new housing should be genuinely affordable.
Developers must not be allowed to shunt their affordable
housing provision out to the fringes of London or pay off the
council in lieu of providing affordable housing.
No but social housing is crucial!!
It's alarming that no figures/price guidelines have been
affixed to the affordable housing commitments. Affordable
housing is 80% of the market rate and the market rate has
exploded in recent years, again pricing out Lambeth
residents in favour of better off people who will not spend
their money in the area or make an effort to join
communities. Until Lambeth can establish a threshold for
house prices and rent, everything proposed is essentially
meaningless to residents like me who pay their council tax,
only to see the borough slip away and into the pockets of the
wealthy. The London Living Rent is miles and miles away
from a Lambeth Living Rent, £1,000 is a joke.
the 35% allocation is well know now and applications
proposing this should be supported. Other forms of
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H02

The role of Community Land Trusts is acknowledged in the draft n/a
Lambeth Affordable Housing Statement and Tenancy Strategy.
The affordable housing policy seeks a range of affordable
tenures that reflects the evidence of affordable housing need in
the borough. 70% or affordable housing must be provided for
low cost social rent (London Affordable Rent), with 30% as
intermediate tenures. London Affordable Rents must be limited
to published benchmarks based on guideline target rents for
social rent. Where market sales values exceed £600,000,
intermediate housing should be provided as London Living Rent
rather than shared ownership. See also Lambeth's draft
Affordable Housing Statement and Tenancy Strategy 2019.
The role of Community Land Trusts is acknowledged in the draft n/a
Lambeth Affordable Housing Statement and Tenancy Strategy.

H02

H02

Proposed Change

H02

Support noted.

No change.

H02

The Lambeth Local Plan provides the statutory policy basis for
securing affordable housing through the planning system,
alongside the Mayor's London Plan. The policies in the DRLLP
PSV are important to achieve this objective.
The Lambeth Local Plan provides the statutory policy basis for
securing affordable housing through the planning system,
alongside the Mayor's London Plan. The policies in the DRLLP
PSV are important to achieve this objective.
Noted.
The affordable housing policy seeks a range of affordable
tenures that reflects the evidence of affordable housing need in
the borough. 70% or affordable housing must be provided for
low cost social rent (London Affordable Rent), with 30% as
intermediate tenures. London Affordable Rents must be limited
to published benchmarks based on guideline target rents for
social rent. Where market sales values exceed £600,000,
intermediate housing should be provided as London Living Rent
rather than shared ownership. See also Lambeth's draft
Affordable Housing Statement and Tenancy Strategy 2019.

No change.

These forms of development are dealt with in separate policies
in the DRLLP PSV (H7, H12, H13)

No change.

H02

H02
H02

H02

No change.

No change.
No change.
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affordable housing should also be supported and clear
definitions of how this will be approached should be set out.
For example on build to rent schemes, student schemes and
co-living schemes which is currently widespread in German
for example.
I think the council should lead the way in adopting innovative
low-cost housing techniques such as repurposed shipping
containers.
Stop building for council tenants. You have given away
enough freebies to people who can well afford renting
privately. Start focusing on homes for local residents who
would love to buy in the area but can't afford because of
you. Additionally, every new building must come with
private parking areas. It is incredibly annoying when I spend
a lot of money on a parking permit and I am not able to find
a parking space. Most of them are taking by Lambeth council
workers!
£700k for a tiny 2 bed apartment is most certainly not
affordable. By all means, start delivering quality low priced
properties to local residents. To professionals who can't
afford to buy, NOT, like you normally do, give away nice
properties to council tenants.
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H02

Noted.

n/a

H02

The approach to affordable housing in the DRLLP PSV is based
on evidence of affordable housing need in the borough. See
the Lambeth Transport Strategy and DRLLP PSV transport
policies for the approach to parking. The emphasis is on carfree development in most parts of the borough to support
modal shift to active travel.

No change.

H02

The affordable housing policy seeks a range of affordable
No change.
tenures that reflects the evidence of affordable housing need in
the borough. 70% or affordable housing must be provided for
low cost social rent (London Affordable Rent), with 30% as
intermediate tenures. London Affordable Rents must be limited
to published benchmarks based on guideline target rents for
social rent. Where market sales values exceed £600,000,
intermediate housing should be provided as London Living Rent
rather than shared ownership. See also Lambeth's draft
Affordable Housing Statement and Tenancy Strategy 2019.
The DRLLP PSV seeks to secure the maximum possible
No change.
proportion of genuinely affordable housing through the
planning system, based on evidence of affordable housing need
and viability.
This suggestion is outside the remit of planning policy
No change.

Individual

347/3

Individual

351/4

Individual

351/5

Individual

351/8

As per above. As a local resident, I would love to buy in the
area but can't afford your so-called 'affordable homes'.

H02

Individual

40/4

H02

Individual

46/3

I would suggest one measure you should introduce is double
the rates on properties/land that are empty/vacant for more
than one year, giving an incentive for owners to make use of
their assets, or pay the cost of waste. This money could be
used for building new public and social housing, for
affordable rent at sensible levels, not tied in to some notion
of a market rate.
Lambeth are currently one of the worst boroughs for
gentrification, failing to build the social homes needed for all
types of people including those on low income wages,
instead choosing to ship out residents and helping to create
ghettos outside of London to areas with no jobs, not
replacing the social homes you tear down, displacing and
separating families which actually causes more strain and
cost on public services. Yet happy to spend millions (£104m)
of tax payers money on a new town centre that is not
needed but won’t build social homes for the 27,000 people
that are on your housing list.

H02

The DRLLP PSV seeks to secure the maximum possible
proportion of genuinely affordable housing through the
planning system, based on evidence of affordable housing need
and viability.

No change.
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Guy's and St
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Foundation
Trust
U+I Group Plc
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70/3
72/3

79/20
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Recognition of the strategic 50% affordable housing target as
set out in the Draft New London Plan is also very welcome.
· Provision of affordable housing. As set out elsewhere in this
note, the recruitment challenges facing the NHS are acute
and housing is an important contributing factor. Healthcare
professionals
need affordable housing close to where they work, or within
a reasonable commute.
Policy H2: Delivering Affordable Housing
In addition to aligning with the threshold approach to
affordable housing delivery set out in Draft London Plan
Policy H6, U+I notes that revised Policy H2 states that on-site
affordable housing should be targeted towards 70% low cost
rent and 30% intermediate.
While the policy continues to recognise that site-specific
circumstances should be taken into account, U+I objects to
the proposed deletion of “development viability” as a
consideration for informing the nature of affordable housing
provision. Development viability is clearly acknowledged in
the draft London Plan (Policy H6) and Affordable Housing
and Viability SPG (2017). For soundness and consistency,
Policy H2 should therefore be updated to recognise that the
financial viability of developments will be taken into account
when assessing affordable housing provision.
Suggested revised wording to Policy H2 is included at
Appendix 1.
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Support noted.

No change.

H02

Noted.

No change.

H02

This would not be consistent with the principle of the threshold
approach to affordable housing. Applicants can follow the
viability tested route if required.

No change.

H03

Accept. It is proposed to delete clause H3(a)(i) from the DRLLP
PSV.

H3 (a)(i) has been amended to read:

The below sets out recommended revised wording for the
relevant emerging plan policies:
• Bold text: New text inserted by Lichfields on behalf of U+I
Group PLC.
• Strike-through: Deleted text.
Appendix 1

Mayor of
London

70/12

Policy H2: Delivering affordable housing
…
c In considering the nature of the affordable housing sought,
the council will take into account:
i The specific circumstances of individual sites, including
development viability;
…
Policy H3 Safeguarding existing housing part a) i). Lambeth
should amend its approach that supports the amalgamation
of units to create 3bed+ residential accommodation.
Occupiers should firstly look to extend properties, in line
with draft London Plan policy H2 to create larger units,
instead of the proposed approach that would result in the
loss of residential units. In addition, in line with the results of

Exceptionally, the net loss of self-contained residential
accommodation may be acceptable where: the loss
arises from the amalgamation of smaller, separate flats
within an original house or purpose-built flats to create
a unit of family accommodation (3 bed+); or
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Accept. It is proposed to delete clause H3(a)(ii) from the DRLLP
PSV to address this discrepancy.

H3 (a)(i) has been amended to read:

If evidence is provided that a property is being used for this
purpose without necessary planning consent it can be pursued
through planning enforcement.

No change.

H03

Support is noted

No change.

H03

The DRLLP text appears to have been incorrectly struckthrough
by the respondent

No change.

Norwood
Action Group et
al.

the London SHMA, Lambeth should be satisfied that resulting
large units will be occupied by a family, and not sharers as is
potentially identified in paragraph 4.12.2 of the draft London
Plan. The proposed approach could frustrate the
presumption in favour of small housing development and
could also encourage the development of over-sized homes
in the borough, that are not affordable to local residents in
need of family housing. The policy should be amended to
consider these matters and put in place measures to monitor
the effects of this policy in line with draft London Plan
paragraph 4.2.11.
70/13
Policy H3 Safeguarding existing housing part a) ii) and Policy H03
S2 Part b). Both policies allow for the development of
nursery/childcare provision that results in the loss of
housing/housing floorspace. Draft Local Plan policy H3 allows
the loss of a residential unit for childcare facilities whereas
draft policy S2 has been amended to specifically prevent the
loss of a residential unit. Draft policy H3 should be amended
to reflect the new wording in draft policy S2 so that
residential units are not lost.
196/157 d) Homes should not be used as short-term holiday rental
H03
accommodation for a cumulative period of more than 90
days a year

Individual

217/1

Mayor of
London

Norwood
Action Group et
al.

How will this be enforced?
My comments are on housing and are as follows:
1. Policy H3 d. This refers to planning permission required for
90+ days short term holiday rental per year for a dwelling. I
wish to comment that I support bringing this policy into
force, permitting reasonable flexibility to households to
participate in this new asset sharing economy without
materially effecting neighbourhoods or permanently
changing use of properties.
196/158 5.23
The use of residential premises in London as temporary
sleeping accommodation involves a material change of use
requiring planning permission by virtue of the Greater
London Council (General Powers) Act 1973 (as amended)
unless it benefits from the new exception introduced by the
Deregulation Act 2015 which came into force on 26 May
2015. This provides that the use of temporary sleeping
accommodation of any residential premises in London does
not constitute a change of use, (for which planning
permission would be required), if certain conditions are met.
The conditions are: 1) that the sum of (a) the number of
nights of use and (b) the number of nights of any previous
use of the same premises as temporary sleeping
accommodation in the same calendar year, does not exceed

Exceptionally, the net loss of self-contained residential
accommodation may be acceptable where: the loss
arises from the amalgamation of smaller, separate flats
within an original house or purpose-built flats to create
a unit of family accommodation (3 bed+); or
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90 nights 2) for each night counted under (a), the person
who provided the sleeping accommodation must be liable to
pay council tax (which would therefore include people who
are liable to council tax but are in receipt of a discount). If
the two conditions in the new exception are not met use as
temporary sleeping accommodation of residential premises
involves a material change of use requiring planning
permission. The policy protects existing housing (C3) from
change of use to non-permanent accommodation, (including
timeshare, short-term lets, and temporary sleeping
accommodation, as well as C1 uses, hostels and bed and
breakfasts). Demand for short-term and temporary sleeping
accommodation of these types in the borough should be met
from appropriate sites in non-residential use, rather than
sites used for permanent housing.
2. 5.24. I would request this deleted article is retained. It is
factually true and aligns with article H3ai.

98/5

(And action should also be taken to restrict or halt the use of
residential accommodation as AirBnB.)
196/159 The affordable low cost rented housing element of
residential developments should reflect the preferred
borough-wide housing mix for social / affordable rented and
intermediate housing set out below.
No studios?
Policy H4: Housing size mix in new developments
U+I notes that the revised “low cost rented” housing mix
identified in Policy H4 has shifted in favour of smaller (oneand two-bedroom units) and away from larger units (threebedroom plus). This is welcomed alongside the increased
flexibility to provide a mix of intermediate housing better
aligns with demand and development viability.

U+I Group Plc

79/21

Norwood
Action Group et
al.

196/160 In all cases proposals will be expected to demonstrate that
the provision of family-sized units has been maximised
How? What is maximised? All or a lesser %?
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H03

The DRLLP PSV proposes to delete the clause H3(a)(i), therefore
the supporting text referenced in this comment is no longer
required.

H3 (a)(i) has been amended to read:

H03
H04

H04

H04

This matter is considered to be adequately addressed by clause
(d) of policy H3 and supporting text.
The requirement for one-bedroom units includes studio units.

Support is noted. It is proposed to further reduce the
requirement for the maximum proportion of 3 bed+ low cost
rented units provided in a scheme from at least 35% to a
maximum of 30%. This provides scope for a higher proportion
of smaller units to be provided – for which need is very high –
whilst still ensuring a stock of new family-sized low cost rented
homes if provided. This slight change of approach is consistent
with the evidence in the SHMA.
It is proposed to amend the supporting text to remove the word
'maximise'.

Exceptionally, the net loss of self-contained residential
accommodation may be acceptable where: the loss
arises from the amalgamation of smaller, separate flats
within an original house or purpose-built flats to create
a unit of family accommodation (3 bed+); or
No change.
No change.

Amend Policy H4(a)(i) to read: "The low cost rented
element of residential developments should reflect the
preferred borough-wide housing mix set out below.
1-bedroom units: Not more than 25%
2-bedroom units: 25-60%
3 bedroom+ units: At least 35% Up to 30%"
Paragraph 5.43 has been amended to read:
While developments are expected to reflect the
preferred dwelling mix set out above, rigid application
of these requirements may not be appropriate in all
cases. When considering the mix of dwelling sizes
appropriate to a development, the council will have
regard to individual site circumstances including
location, site constraints, viability and the achievement
of mixed and balanced communities. In all cases
proposals will be expected to demonstrate that the

95

Name

Rep
Code

Representation Wording

Annex/ Policy
/General

Officer Response

Black Prince
Trust

112/2

Policy H4 - Housing size mix in new developments
The policy should reflect the fact that not all schemes will
comply with the dwelling mix requirements
due to specific scheme or site circumstances (i.e. local need,
decanting requirements, location etc).
The policy needs to provide flexibility particularly in relation
to Estate Regeneration schemes, where
scheme constraints or local need may dictate a diversion
from the indicative mix.

H04

Support for the change to dwelling mix is noted. There is
already flexibility within the policy and supporting text (5.43) to
take account of site-specific circumstances. However, it is
proposed to change the word 'maximised' to 'considered'
because it may not be possible in every case.

Avenbury
Properties Ltd

113/2

Policy H4 - Housing size mix in new developments
The policy should reflect the fact that not all schemes will
comply with the dwelling mix requirements
due to specific scheme or site circumstances (i.e. local need,
decanting requirements, location etc).
The policy needs to provide flexibility particularly in relation
to Estate Regeneration schemes, where
scheme constraints or local need may dictate a diversion
from the indicative mix.

H04

Berkeley Group

197/6

Housing Mix

H04

Policy H4 concerns housing mix and states that the council
will support proposals which offer a range of dwelling sizes
and types to meet current and future housing needs. All
residential developments are expected to provide a mix of
dwelling sizes as set out below.
The low cost rent element preferred housing mix has been
amended to now comprise no more than 25% for 1 bedroom
units (previously 20%), 25-60% of 2 bedroom units
(previously 20-50%) and at least 35% of 3 bedroom units
(previously 40%). For market and intermediate housing, a
balanced mix of unit sizes including family-sized
accommodation should be provided.

Support for the change to dwelling mix is noted. There is
already flexibility within the policy and supporting text (5.43) to
take account of site-specific circumstances. However, it is
proposed to change the word 'maximised' to 'considered'
because it may not be possible in every case.

Support for the change to dwelling mix is noted. There is
already flexibility within the policy and supporting text (5.30) to
take account of site-specific circumstances. However, it is
proposed to change the word 'maximised' to 'considered'
because it may not be possible in every case.

Proposed Change
provision of family-sized units has been considered
maximised.
Paragraph 5.43 has been amended to read:
While developments are expected to reflect the
preferred dwelling mix set out above, rigid application
of these requirements may not be appropriate in all
cases. When considering the mix of dwelling sizes
appropriate to a development, the council will have
regard to individual site circumstances including
location, site constraints, viability and the achievement
of mixed and balanced communities. In all cases
proposals will be expected to demonstrate that the
provision of family-sized units has been considered
maximised.
Paragraph 5.43 has been amended to read:
While developments are expected to reflect the
preferred dwelling mix set out above, rigid application
of these requirements may not be appropriate in all
cases. When considering the mix of dwelling sizes
appropriate to a development, the council will have
regard to individual site circumstances including
location, site constraints, viability and the achievement
of mixed and balanced communities. In all cases
proposals will be expected to demonstrate that the
provision of family-sized units has been considered
maximised.
Paragraph 5.43 has been amended to read:
While developments are expected to reflect the
preferred dwelling mix set out above, rigid application
of these requirements may not be appropriate in all
cases. When considering the mix of dwelling sizes
appropriate to a development, the council will have
regard to individual site circumstances including
location, site constraints, viability and the achievement
of mixed and balanced communities. In all cases
proposals will be expected to demonstrate that the
provision of family-sized units has been considered
maximised.

Berkeley agrees that the policy should be updated to reflect
the changing requirement for smaller affordable units as
found by the Lambeth SHMA October 2017. It can be more
cost effective to provide smaller affordable units and if they
are now recognised as being in greatest need, this will lead
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Individual
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London and
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205/14

Representation Wording
to increased delivery rates.
However Berkeley considers that the policy should allow for
even greater flexibility in dwelling mix in developments,
particularly within the private dwellings. More flexibility
among the private dwellings can enable the delivery of a
greater amount of affordable homes at a mix and tenure that
is most needed, and can ensure that more developments
meet the 35% target set within Policy H2.
Policy H4 – Housing Size Mix in New Developments Draft
New London Plan Policy H12 sets out that boroughs should
not set prescriptive dwelling size mix requirements (in terms
of number of bedrooms) for market and intermediate
homes. L&Q welcome the proposed revisions to Local Plan
Policy H4 to reflect this position.
L&Q is aware of the need for family housing in London and
support the provision of 3 + beds homes in the right
locations and within family-friendly developments. We
believe that flexibility should be adopted for the minimum
35% requirement for 3 Bed + low cost rented homes. This
would ensure that the delivery of family housing is
maximised in suburban, low-density locations and minimised
in high-rise, high density developments in locations that
cannot meet families’ needs.
We would also encourage the Borough to recognise, as per
the draft New London Plan approach, that 2B4P homes can
constitute family housing.
The evidence base show a need for many more units for lone
adults of all ages. The maximum on single bedroom units is
too low and the minimum on three bedroom too high.

The mix should follow genuine demand and affordability
criteria.
I think greater priority should be given to "bedsit" properties
to accommodate the greater number of single people
Policy H5 - Housing Standards Dual Aspect Whilst we
consider residential development should maximise the
provision of dual aspect dwellings, we object to wording of
Policy H5(a)(i) that “new-build dwellings should be provided
as dual aspect accommodation, unless exceptional
circumstances are demonstrated”. Experience confirms that
single aspect units can be designed to be high-quality
accommodation if they meet the standards set out in the
Mayor’s Housing SPG. Including a proportion of single aspect
homes in a development ensures that the overall capacity of
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H04

Support is noted.

No change.

H04

It is proposed to further reduce the requirement for the
maximum proportion of 3 bed+ social rented units provided in a
scheme from at least 35% to a maximum of 30%. This provides
scope for a higher proportion of smaller units to be provided –
for which need is very high – whilst still ensuring a stock of new
family-sized low cost rented homes if provided. This slight
change of approach is consistent with the evidence in the
SHMA.

Amend Policy H4(a)(i) to read:

The reference to 2b4p units as family-sized accommodation
was removed from the Draft London Plan in July 2018, so
comments on this point are not correct.
It is proposed to further reduce the requirement for the
maximum proportion of 3 bed+ low cost rented units provided
in a scheme from at least 35% to a maximum of 30%. This
provides scope for a higher proportion of smaller units to be
provided – for which need is very high – whilst still ensuring a
stock of new family-sized low cost rented homes if provided.
This slight change of approach is consistent with the evidence in
the SHMA.
The proposed housing size mix reflects the evidence set out in
the 2017 Strategic Housing Market Assessment.
The proposed housing size mix reflects the evidence set out in
the 2017 Strategic Housing Market Assessment.
Dual aspect is an important requirement to ensure appropriate
residential amenity. All of Lambeth is characterised historically
by dual aspect residential dwellings. It is part of Lambeth’s local
distinctiveness and an important contributor to quality of life
and visual amenity generally. Where examples of single aspect
residential developments exist, the residential amenity they
provide is of poorer quality than dual aspect units. There is
sufficient flexibility within the policy and supporting text to
allow for other material considerations to be taken into
account.

No change.

H04
H04

H04
H04
H05

The low cost rented element of residential
developments should reflect the preferred boroughwide housing mix set out below.
1-bedroom units: Not more than 25%
2-bedroom units: 25-60%
3 bedroom+ units: At least 35% Up to 30%

Amend Policy H4(a)(i) to read:
The low cost rented element of residential
developments should reflect the preferred boroughwide housing mix set out below.
1-bedroom units: Not more than 25%
2-bedroom units: 25-60%
3 bedroom+ units: At least 35% Up to 30%
No change.
No change.
No change.
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a site to accommodate new homes can be optimised. The
profound potential consequences of the suggested policy
approach are a reduction in the number of homes being
delivered which is contrary to the general thrust of the
objectives of the draft Local Plan Plan. Development costs
will also increase, prejudicing the ability to deliver wider
benefits, including affordable housing.
70/15
Policy H5 Part b). The requirement of 30m2 of private
amenity space per house and amendments to the draft
policy should include some flexibility to optimise housing
delivery whilst ensuring good quality amenity space is
provided. The ability of a scheme to provide private amenity
space within housing development will differ between
individual schemes and planning policies should take into
account site layout, orientation and other design factors and
constraints with an intention to provide private amenity
space for each dwelling that is usable and results in a balance
of openness and protection as set out in Table 3.2 of the
Draft New London Plan.
203/10 Furthermore, private external space should not be allowed
to be consolidated. 10m2 is not that much and to have it
reduced further would be poor design and poor for the
environment & health standards (e.g. forcing greater use of
dryers and increased damp from laundry)
203/9
Policy H5 (b) The amount of communal amenity space should
be expressed as a % of the floor space of the development.
It seems nonsensical to have only 50m2 for both a
development of 10 units and a development of 100 units.
205/15 Private Amenity Space L&Q recognise the importance of
delivering private amenity space for residents, as a
balcony/terrace, private garden or if these options are not
feasible, through the consolidation of communal amenity
space. Site characteristics and the local context of
surrounding properties can hinder the delivery of large
amounts of private amenity space, especially in high-density
development. Therefore, L&Q encourage the Borough to
adopt the London Plan’s approach of providing a minimum of
5 sq. m private amenity space for 1-2 person dwellings and
an extra 1 sqm should be provided for each additional
occupant, rather than a starting point of 10 sq. m per flat and
30 sq. m for houses.
205/16 L&Q support the Council’s pragmatic approach to the
provision of additional internal living space, in lieu of the
private open space requirement where its acknowledged
that site environmental constraints can make it impossible to
provide good quality private open space for all dwellings.
196/161 10m2 per flat either as a balcony/terrace/private garden or
consolidated with the communal amenity space; and for
development
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H05

Dual aspect is an important requirement to ensure appropriate
residential amenity. All of Lambeth is characterised historically
by dual aspect residential dwellings. It is part of Lambeth’s local
distinctiveness and an important contributor to quality of life
and visual amenity generally. Where examples of single aspect
residential developments exist, the residential amenity they
provide is of poorer quality than dual aspect units. There is
sufficient flexibility within the policy and supporting text to
allow for other material considerations to be taken into
account.

No change.

H05

For flats, this approach sometimes provides most effective
solution. It will always be considered on a case-by-case basis.

No change.

H05

The requirement for 50sqm of amenity space for schemes over
10 units is in addition to the requirement for 10sqm per flat.
The amount of amenity space required will therefore depend
on the size of the scheme.
London Plan policy D6 allows for boroughs to require higher
standards for external amenity space. The amenity space
standards set out in the DRLLP PSV are considered to be
appropriate for the borough. The London Plan approach is not
considered to provide sufficient residential amenity given high
levels of open space deficiency in Lambeth. The approach to
amenity space in Lambeth is long standing and has not impeded
housing delivery over many years.

No change.

H05

Support is noted.

No change.

H05

The comment is not understood.

No change.

H05

No change.
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of 10 or more residential units a further 50m2 per scheme of
communal amenity space.

Err, it reads like no change.
196/162 The council will follow the approach to play space set out in
London Plan policy S4 and associated Supplementary
Planning Guidance.
79/22
Policy H5: Housing Standards
U+I supports the removal of the “exceptional circumstances”
test for off-site provision. The new approach is in line with
Draft London Plan Policy D4 and the associated SPG, which
allows for off-site provision or appropriate financial
contributions where it is demonstrated that the needs of the
development are addressed whilst continuing to meet the
needs of existing residents.
196/163 5.33. The internal space standards and external amenity
space standards apply to all new housing in Lambeth
including new-build dwellings
Except Permitted Development schemes!
196/164 In exceptional circumstances the council may consider a
smaller quantity of private amenity space per house and
some communal provision where it is demonstrated to the
satisfaction of the council that the space provided will
adequately meet the needs of the intended occupants.
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H05

The DRLLP text appears to have been incorrectly struckthrough
by the respondent

No change.

H05

Support is noted.

No change.

H05

Local Plan policies do not apply to new housing created through
Permitted Development, therefore it is not considered
necessary to reference this type of development.

No change.

H05

A degree of flexibility is required to deal with site-specific
circumstances.

No change.

Noted

No change.

This will be assessed on a case-by-case basis.

No change.

This is addressed in policy Q3 (Safety, crime prevention and
counter terrorism)

No change.

Big fudge factor. More building on unsuitable sites.
Para 5.39 (p87) relating to play space states Planning
H05
obligations will also be sought for the maintenance ... of any
additional or improved equipment provided for off-site. The
Jubilee Gardens Trust on which I sit has set a high priority on
the renewal and expansion of its playground. It expects to
receive the Children's Play s106 contributions when triggered
from the Shell site redevelopment and would seek
contributions from any other development within the
specified 400m area. I support that.
196/165 but should still usually be within 400 metres of the
H05
development and be accessible via a safe route from
children’s homes
185/8

11/2

Hmmm. Crossing a road – is this considered ‘safe’. What is
‘safe’?
Policy H5
Housing standards
H5-48 (a) Proposals for new residential development,
including new-build dwellings, conversions and change-ofuse schemes where new dwellings are created, should
accord with the principles of good design and will be
expected to:

H05
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(i) Provide dual-aspect accommodation, unless exceptional
circumstances are demonstrated.
(ii) Achieve Police preferred / Secured By Design
accreditation and certification.
Since the council no longer have a central noise nuisance
visiting team, some efforts should be made to build very well
insulated flats for those of us who suffer with sensitive ears
and provide accommodation for the older children of the
families who already live here.
Policy H5 Housing standards
The need to ensure that major schemes include an element
of communal amenity space is supported in principle.
However, this should not be rigidly applied as in certain
circumstances other forms of amenity space may be more
appropriate (ie public open space or private open space).
A rigid quantum of communal amenity space is not
considered to be an appropriate approach and fails to reflect
the need for individual site or scheme characteristics to be
taken in to account. The quantum should be treated flexibly
dependent on the size of scheme and its site specific
characteristics (ie presence of open space in the surrounding
area). A case by case approach is required.
Policy H5 Housing standards
The need to ensure that major schemes include an element
of communal amenity space is supported
in principle. However, this should not be rigidly applied as in
certain circumstances other forms of
amenity space may be more appropriate (ie public open
space or private open space).
A rigid quantum of communal amenity space is not
considered to be an appropriate approach and
fails to reflect the need for individual site or scheme
characteristics to be taken in to account. The
quantum should be treated flexibly dependent on the size of
scheme and its site specific characteristics
(ie presence of open space in the surrounding area). A case
by case approach is required.
Amenity standards
Policy H5 relates to amenity standards and states that
proposals for new residential development where new
dwellings are created, should accord with the principles of
good design and will be expected to provide dual-aspect
accommodation, unless exceptional circumstances are
demonstrated; and meet the minimum private internal space
standards set out in London Plan policy D4. Berkeley
supports this approach fully; it resonates perfectly with
Berkeley’s approach in striving to deliver high-quality homes
to its customers. However Berkeley is concerned that policy
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H05

This matter is addressed by DRLLP PSV Policy Q2 (amenity).

No change.

H05

There is flexibility within the policy and supporting text
(paragraphs 5.49 and 5.50) to take account of site-specific
circumstances.

No change.

H05

There is flexibility within the policy and supporting text
(paragraphs 5.49 and 5.50) to take account of site-specific
circumstances.

No change.

H05

Dual aspect is an important requirement to ensure appropriate
residential amenity. All of Lambeth is characterised historically
by dual aspect residential dwellings. It is part of Lambeth’s local
distinctiveness and an important contributor to quality of life
and visual amenity generally. There is sufficient flexibility
within the policy and supporting text (paragraphs 5.49 and
5.50) to allow for other material considerations to be taken into
account.
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H5’s aspirations in terms of dwelling aspect are potentially
counter-productive to delivery.
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The Mayor’s Housing SPG defines dual aspect as those with
‘openable windows on two external walls’. It does not
consider the provision of a bay window to constitute dual
aspect. The Guidance considers that units where the second
aspect is on the same elevation within a recessed balcony
offer only a slight improvement on single aspect and will not
be treated as dual aspect because the opportunity for quiet,
a second view and useful cross ventilation will be limited by
the location within the balcony recess.
It is considered that in many cases due to the constraints of
the site that achieving universal dual aspect is not feasible
without dramatically reducing the amount of housing that
can be delivered or significantly increasing the costs of
building them.
However on the recently approved developments at Oval
Gas Works and Tesco Kennington Lane Berkeley have
provided ‘semi dual aspect’ units and believe they should be
promoted where dual aspect units are not feasible. ‘Semidual’ aspect units are those that have a single elevation but
have the benefit of a projection at least two metres deep to
provide an additional aspect with balcony. The projecting
element would have openable glazing to provide a degree of
cross-ventilation, a view towards a different direction and
additional sunlight where they face east, south or west.
It is important to consider the rationale behind the benefits
of dual aspect within the Housing SPG when considering the
appropriateness of semi-dual aspect in some instances.
Whilst site constraints may limit the ability for all residential
units to be truly dual aspect, provisions for alternative design
features such as 2m minimum of secondary façade, full
height windows, balcony access, sky lights, additional
ventilation systems should be accommodated within the
policy wording. It is therefore considered that on balance,
where this would allow the provision of more housing, a
more flexible approach to this policy should be adopted, and
that dwellings that are not dual-aspect in the sense of what
is defined in the Mayor’s SPG be accepted more commonly.
The test of “exceptional circumstances” should be revisited,
as it is too demanding.
Furthermore, in terms of external amenity space, it is
required that for new flatted development 10sqm of amenity
space is provided per flat either as a balcony/terrace/private
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garden or consolidated with the communal amenity space;
and for development of 10 or more residential units a further
50sqm per scheme of communal amenity space.
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H05

This approach to play space is consistent with London Plan
policy S4 and associated Supplementary Planning Guidance.

No change.

H05

All policies in the DRLLP PSV have undergone health and
wellbeing assessment through the sustainability appraisal. The
application of these policies means that the principles of
maintaining and improving health and wellbeing will be applied
in decision-making. There would be significant resource
implications to requiring individual health and wellbeing
impacts assessments on all major planning applications.

No change.

H05

London Plan policy D6 allows for boroughs to have higher
standards for external amenity space. It is not considered
necessary to reduce the requirement for town centre sites,
amenity space standards are important in all parts of the
borough. There is flexibility in the way amenity space can be
provided, particularly in more constrained sites.
Lambeth's approach to co-living accommodation is addressed in
policies H9 (Hostels and Homes in Multiple Occupation) and
H13 (Large-scale purpose-built shared living).

No change.

Whilst we consider provision of private amenity space is
highly desirable for some people, for many Londoners it is
not essential and is not always fully utilised. Some residents
may prefer more affordable housing without private amenity
space providing that sufficient well designed and accessible
semi-public/public amenity space is provided. This could
include a well-designed and well-equipped local
park/playground or shared gardens.

Individual

203/11

Lambeth
Staying Healthy
Partnership
Board

225/20

Maven Plan

321/4

Individual

338/6

Again, where this would allow the provision of more housing,
we suggest that a relaxed approach to this policy should be
adopted which should seek to ensure an appropriate mix of
private and public amenity space.
Play space for young children must be a requirement and
should not be allowed to be substituted for off-site
provision.
Housing growth and infrastructure The evidence of the role
of housing and the built environment in health and wellbeing
outcomes are well known. This is an area where we believe
further work could be done to help enhance the potential
health impacts of housing and the built environment.
Different sources of information should be used to estimate
population projections as well as current and future needs.
Homes should be of good standards including a reasonable
size to support the wellbeing of inhabitants. We are
recommending that for major developments Health and
Wellbeing impact assessments should be conducted. There
are a range of tools such as the London Healthy Streets
approach which can be used to implement
recommendations form the impact assessment.
We would like to suggest a change to this policy as the
London Plan standard should apply on sustainable town
centre sites. "In town centre sites with high PTAL levels and
where higher densities are appropriate the London Plan
standards can be applied."
There needs to be an acceptance that the cost of
construction in London (Labour, materials, finance etc) is
expensive and we have a housing shortage. There needs to
be a relaxation on unit sizes for certain types of housing such
as co-living and it should be encouraged as this type of
housing is generally for a temporary period of time (1-3
years) and young people just out of university are very open

H05

No change.
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to the idea of it. By permitting this type of development it
will free up larger flats for couples and families.
Policy H6 Residential conversions, part a). It is noted that
Lambeth wishes to protect family dwellings under 150 sqm
from conversions into smaller dwellings. The threshold of
150sqm is considered to be excessive and should be
reviewed in line with evidence that reflects local need and
affordability. Table 3.1 of the Draft New London Plan sets out
the minimum internal space standards for new dwellings and
a threshold of 150sqm goes beyond the minimum space
standards for a 6 bed dwelling for occupation by up to 8
people.

We consider that the minimum area threshold can safely be
set a little lower. Based on the National space standards, a
one-bedroom flat at 50 sq.m and a two-bedroom maisonette
at 70 sq.m would require only 120 sq.m in total, unless there
is also a shared entrance hall (typically 4 sq.m).
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H06

Accept. It is proposed to reduce conversion threshold to allow
larger houses to be converted, whilst still protecting smaller
family-sized dwellings (3-4 bedrooms). The proposed new
threshold is 130 sqm

Policy H6(a) has been amended to the following:
To ensure mixed and balanced communities with a
choice of family-sized housing and to manage the
cumulative effects of residential conversions on
environmental quality and local amenity, the council
will protect dwellings suitable for occupation by families
of less than 150m2 130m2 (as originally constructed)
from conversion into flats
H6 (b) has been amended to the following:

H06

Accept. It is proposed to reduce conversion threshold to allow
larger houses to be converted, whilst still protecting smaller
family-sized dwellings (3-4 bedrooms). The proposed new
threshold is 130 sqm.

Where a dwelling has a floor area (as originally
constructed) of at least 150m2 130m2, conversion of
the property into self-contained units may be
acceptable provided
Policy H6(a) has been amended to the following:
To ensure mixed and balanced communities with a
choice of family-sized housing and to manage the
cumulative effects of residential conversions on
environmental quality and local amenity, the council
will protect dwellings suitable for occupation by families
of less than 150m2 130m2 (as originally constructed)
from conversion into flats
H6 (b) has been amended to the following:

Norwood
Action Group et
al.
Norwood
Action Group et
al.
Norwood
Action Group et
al.

196/166 where a Controlled Parking Zone is in place, no No additional
car parking permits will be issued to any occupiers of
additional housing units created through the conversion
conversions in areas of high parking stress;
196/167 by requiring conversions to include a mix of unit sizes, at
least one of which is a family-sized home; and by restricting
access to additional parking permits
But this does require a CPZ with all the costs.
196/168 5.43
The policy will also apply where a property within a
conversion stress area was originally constructed as a
dwelling suitable for occupation by families and was
subsequently converted to a non-residential use, assuming

Where a dwelling has a floor area (as originally
constructed) of at least 150m2 130m2, conversion of
the property into self-contained units may be
acceptable provided
No change.

H06

The DRLLP text appears to have been incorrectly struckthrough
by the respondent

H06

Noted. DRLLP PSV Policy H6(b)(vii) and supporting text (5.63)
address this matter.

No change.

H06

The DRLLP text appears to have been incorrectly struckthrough
by the respondent

No change.
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the loss of the non-residential use is acceptable under other
development plan policies. If the existing property is in
lawful use as a house in multiple occupation (HMO), Local
Plan policy H9 will apply.
196/169 5.46
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H06

The DRLLP text appears to have been incorrectly struckthrough
by the respondent

No change.

This matter is addressed in clause H6(b)(vii) and supporting text
paragraph 5.63.

No change.

H06

Support is noted.

No change.

H06

Accept. It is proposed to include additional supporting text to
address this point.

Paragraph 5.62 has been amended to read:

Support for revised policy H6 is noted.

No change.

‘As originally constructed’ Originally constructed refers to
the floor area of the property prior to any extensions being
carried out. Extensions carried out pre-1948 can be included
in the original floor area. Parts of the dwelling that were not
originally habitable rooms (for example lofts and cellars)
would not be included for the purposes of calculating original
floor area. A more detailed definition of original floor area is
provided in the Glossary.
196/170 Parking controls will be secured through planning obligations H06
in section 106 legal agreements.

Individual

213/6

Historic England

119/12

Individual

Representation Wording

133/2

How, if no CPZ?
The second matter on which I wish to comment is the
revised policy on residential conversions (policy H6). I see
that this constitutes a considerable change to the current
approach which restricts conversion on certain streets. The
benefit of the existing approach is that, inter alia, it identifies
those parts of the Borough where it is difficult to
accommodate conversions in a way that preserves the local
environment and street scene. I note that part v) of the
proposed revised policy seeks addresses this issue. I strongly
support the inclusion of this criterion and trust that it will
survive to the final version of the Local Plan.
It would be helpful if this policy addressed the potential
implications for listed buildings so that it is clear to
applicants and decision makers that the conversion of listed
buildings may not always be acceptable in principle. It would,
for example, be possible for a proposal to fulfil all the criteria
listed in the policy and for a corresponding listed building
consent to not be forthcoming. The wording at present could
be seen as confusing and result in unrealistic expectations
for applicants.
B Flat conversions policy
This policy presents further problems for Knollys Rd where
already large numbers of family houses have been converted
into flats. This increases pressure on parking, traffic and local
infrastructure. As government policy on this has been
relaxed, I would support Lambeth’s aim to require provision
of flats suitable for family use where conversions take place.
Though there is no guarantee that families would live in
them.

H06

The acceptability of conversions of statutory Listed
Buildings will be assessed on a case-by-case basis and
with a presumption against harm to their significance.
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I found some of the narrative within the proposed Housing
strategy to be very unclear for general public consumption.
For example the use of “ 150m2 of floor space” regarding
family dwellings needs further clarification and simplification
for members of the public to understand. An explanation by
way of a footnote or within a glossary of terminology would
be very helpful, so citizens are clearer on the issue.
135/2
I am very concerned specifically that the new draft Local Plan
2018 under the housing strategy no longer contains ‘areas
and streets designated as suffering conversion stress’ or
‘properties within conversion stress areas’. The ‘conversion
stress’ category was previously contained in the Local
Lambeth Plan 2015, Policy H6, and has proved a robust
safeguard against intensive residential conversion by
property developers of former family dwellings. How does
Lambeth Council intend to protect single family dwelling
homes from residential conversion or development as large
HMO’s in the future? The abolition of the category
‘properties within conversion stress areas’ will lead to an
intensification and proliferation of conversions and HMO
developments by developers resulting in a loss of family
dwellings, a more transient population, weaker
communities, and negative amenity impact – increased
parking and traffic stress, rubbish and waste issues, etc??
135/3
It is regrettable that the draft proposals do not provide the
public with any explanation or justification behind the
Council’s decision to delete the former category of ‘streets
under conversion stress’, which is unacceptable and
unreasonable. I think the public deserve better from
Lambeth Council, and a full explanation should be outlined
together with the likely consequences and impact that an
intensification of building development will have on the
community and amenity by easing of the regulations
governing residential conversions and large HMO
development.
155/3
H6 Residential Conversions: There is an overhang of
Victorian and Edwardian houses which are too large and
unwieldy for modern family occupation, but capable of
adaptation and continued use. We therefore welcome the
removal of restrictions on the proportion of conversions
within individual streets (policy H6a). Past policies have
increased the number of un-registered HMOs, rather than
protecting family-size dwellings.
196/127 an updated approach to managing residential conversions,
using a minimum property size threshold
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Proposed Change

Noted. It is not considered that the proposed policy wording
and supporting text relating to floorspace require further
clarification or explanation.

No change.

H06

Comment noted. It is considered that the proposed policy
adequately addresses the potential loss of family dwellings and
negative amenity impacts of conversions. Policy H9 protects
dwellings suitable for occupation by families from use as Large
HMOs.

No change.

H06

Supporting evidence for proposed changes to Policy H6 will be
published alongside the DRLLP PSV. Policy H9 covers Large
HMOs and no change of approach has been proposed.

No change.

H06

Support is noted.

No change.

H06

Support is noted.

No change.

Welcomed, if adequate as will replace conversion stress
policy which has been deleted
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4. H6bv and vi Prevents access to a street permit for
additional units created from existing dwellings. I do not
believe this is reasonable as; i) it unduly effects the value and
utility of such units which are part of existing buildings, not
new build developments, ii) creates complexity the council
will have to administer, in particular if a CPZ is introduced at
a later date. I do not disagree with the assertion in 5.42 that
conversions effect the balance of parking in the street but I
believe over time this can be better addressed through; i) a
combination of cycling and public transport enhancements,
ii) as uptake of car club sharing schemes increases and car
owners see this as a realistic alternative to owning a car. If
you do proceed with this policy you might consider
exceptions for car owners who participate their own vehicle
in the car sharing economy through peer to peer rental
websites – which maximises the use of vehicles which
otherwise are inactive most of the time.
276/1
If i am reading the policies changes correctly (the map
supplied is very poor quality) then I am writing to say I agree
with the policy of deleting all the roads in Lambeth from
conversion stress. This has been very discriminatiory for the
older people in Lambeth who wish to stay in their own home
and convert part of their house so they can live comfortably
in the surroundings they have had for many years. I totally
agree with deleting conversion stress from Lambeth streets
276/3
As in my last comment I totally agree that people should be
able to convert their own houses to enable elderly owners to
stay within their community. The conversion stress policy has
been an unfair policy on the local community for many years
and should be stopped immediately.
338/4
Conversion of house to flats should not be allowed parking
permits if they are within a 10 minute walk of a tube or rail
station.
338/7
Permitted buy no parking permits should be allowed
351/6
Allow any changes that won't upset the neighbours
86/2
B Flat conversions policy
This policy presents further problems for Knollys Rd where
already large numbers of family houses have been converted
into flats. This increases pressure on parking, traffic and local
infrastructure. As government policy on this has been
relaxed, I would support Lambeth’s aim to require provision
of flats suitable for family use where conversions take place.
Though there is no guarantee that families would live in
them.
196/539 Streets under Conversion Stress: • All deleted from borough
map Though new strategy safeguarding homes under 150sq
m will offer some protection.
183/2
Part A i) ‘does not compromise capacity to meet the need for
conventional dwellings, especially affordable family homes,
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Proposed Change

The proposed approach is consistent with the overall approach
to parking in the Lambeth Transport Strategy and the transport
policies of the DRLLP PSV

No change.

H06

Support is noted.

No change.

H06

Support is noted.

No change.

H06

This matter is addressed by DRLLP PSV Policy H6 (b)(v) and (vi)

No change.

H06
H06
H06

This matter is addressed by DRLLP PSV policy H6 (b)(v) and (vi)
Noted.
Noted. Policy H6 includes requirements relating to parking,
cycle and refuse storage in order mitigate the impacts of
residential conversions.

No change.
No change.
No change.

H06

Noted

No change.

H07

The overall priority need in Lambeth is for self-contained
residential accommodation. Non-self-contained

No change.
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nor displace other key uses such as employment
development. Proposals should not result in the loss of
employment land or floorspace, unless relevant policy tests
(set out in section 6) are met, or the loss of existing selfcontained dwellings’. This requirement of the policy is
strongly objected to as the position has been made clear by
the NPPG and emerging London Plan which states contrary
to this. The delivery of student accommodation can be
counted toward the supply of conventional housing and does
not result in the loss of existing self-contained residential
accommodation. In addition to this national and strategic
policy position, there have been a series of appeal decisions
where Inspectors have granted consent for student
development where issues have been raised by the local
planning authority in terms of the perceived conflict with the
development plan due to the view that the site should
deliver conventional housing. The appeal decisions include
the following and are appended as follows:
a) 315-349 Mill Road, Cambridge
(APP/Q0505/W/15/3035861) (Enclosed in Appendix B);
b) Land at Fish Strand Hill, Falmouth, Cornwall
(APP/D0840/W/17/3177902) (Enclosed in Appendix C);
and
c) Land at Ocean Bowl, Falmouth, Cornwall
(APP/D0840/W/17/3182360 (Enclosed in Appendix D).
Recommendation: this policy requirement should be
removed as it has been demonstrated that PBSA does not
compromise the delivery of conventional housing and this
assumption is contrary to the national and strategic policy
position. In addition, the supporting text to this requirement
(part A i) should also be subsequently removed as this is also
contrary.
Part A iii) ‘is supported by evidence of a linkage with one or
more higher education institution (HEI) in Lambeth, or within
a reasonable travelling distance of Lambeth, funded by the
Higher Education Funding Council for England. This evidence
must include confirmation that the proposed rental levels for
the student accommodation are supported by the linked
HEI(s) and that a nominations agreement is in place for the
lifetime of the scheme’. This requirement is onerous and
should be deleted as it is not possible for a nominations
agreement to be in place prior to the grant of planning
permission. We acknowledge the policy requirement which
seeks to secure the accommodation through planning
agreement or condition for long-term student use and be
secured by nomination agreement for occupation by
students of one or more identified Higher Education
provider.
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Proposed Change

accommodation can help to meet some aspects of housing
need, but is contribution is less significant, as recognised in the
change to approach to counting this type of accommodation
against London Plan housing targets (and in national guidance).
Where existing C3 accommodation exists, this should not be
lost as the expense of non-self-contained accommodation. The
examples of appeal decisions cited are from outside of London
where the context is different.

Lambeth's approach to the involvement of Higher Education
Providers is consistent with the London Plan Policy H15.
Amendments have been made to Policy H7(a)(iii) to ensure
consistency.

Policy H7(a)(iii) has been amended to read:
is supported by evidence of a linkage with one or more
higher education institution provider (HEI HEP) in
Lambeth, or within a reasonable travelling distance of
Lambeth, as defined in the London Plan funded by the
Higher Education Funding Council for England. This
evidence must include confirmation that the proposed
rental levels for the student accommodation are
supported by the linked HEI HEP(s) and that a
nominations agreement is in place for the lifetime of
the scheme and that the majority of the bedrooms in
the development including all of the affordable student
accommodation will be secured through a nominations
agreement for occupation by students of one or more
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H07

Evidence will be assessed on a case-by-case basis in relation to
the local context. It is reasonable to ask applicants to provide
information to allow this assessment to take place.

HEP, for the lifetime of the scheme, as required by
London Plan policy H15;

However, the policy as amended could prohibit PBSA
developments coming forward and does not follow the
policy thrust of the Draft London Plan. This imposes a further
requirement which states that unless the accommodation is
secured by a specified University through a binding legal
agreement, the development will not be supported. Unite do
not support this approach as this type of binding connection
with a specified provider at such an early stage in the
planning process is extremely restrictive and does not
coincide with the manner in which Unite operate which is to
generate demand through students letting directly.
Additionally, Unite have found that Universities are often
reluctant to engage in such agreements where they are liable
to pay void payments if they are unable to fill rooms or take
a risk on losing a development (and therefore committed
rooms) if it falls behind in the planning and / or construction
process, which as articulated earlier can take between 4 – 5
years. The removal of this restriction will afford the applicant
a greater degree of flexibility and enable rather than hinder
the delivery of high-quality student accommodation schemes
which is essential to addressing the student accommodation
shortfall in London Boroughs over the plan period.

UNITE Students

183/4

Recommendation: This policy requirement should be
removed as it is not possible to have a nominations
agreement in place and secured for the lifetime of the
accommodation prior to the grant of planning permission.
Part A iv) ‘would not lead to an over-concentration of similar
uses which may be detrimental to residential amenity or the
balance and mix of uses in the area or place undue pressure
on local infrastructure’. In addition, the supporting policy
text states ‘given the existing concentration, quantum and
pipeline of this type of accommodation in Vauxhall,
additional purpose-built student accommodation in the
Vauxhall part of the NEV Opportunity Areas is unlikely to be
supported. The London Plan encourages new student
accommodation away from existing concentrations in central
London’ (paragraph 5.55). Whilst we acknowledge that
officers have a concern over the concentration of student
accommodation as set out in the report to committee for the
development at Rudolf Place (16/03954/FUL), this policy
requirement is onerous and there is no evidence or
justification provided that the concentration of PBSA creates
harm to residential communities or to support the
presumption against PBSA in Vauxhall as included within the
supporting text. Furthermore, the supporting text at
paragraph 5.43 advises that when considering the
concentration of students in a single area, the council will

Proposed Change

No change.
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have regard to the character of the area, the existing mix of
uses, and the particular impact on any permanent residential
occupiers. Schemes will be considered on a site-by-site basis
having regard to their scale and any existing concentrations
(including any sites with extant planning permissions).
Developments should not place undue pressure on local
infrastructure, transport or open space. In this regard, the
council will consider whether public transport services have
existing or committed capacity to accommodate the
additional demand generated and whether public open
space has adequate capacity to absorb further use,
particularly in open space deficiency areas.
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Proposed Change

As emphasised above, there is no reference to a numerical
threshold within Policy H7, rather, the policy specifies that
the assessment should be based upon whether the scheme
would place pressure on the surrounding infrastructure,
transport, and open space and whether there will be an
adverse impact upon residential occupiers in the area. No
evidence has been put forward that student accommodation
will have an adverse impact on these factors. The policy
specifies that the assessment should be based upon whether
a scheme would place pressure on the surrounding
infrastructure, transport, and open space and whether there
will be an adverse impact upon residential occupiers in the
area.
d) Infrastructure – the student population supports and
enhances this;
e) Transport – there is no evidence as to how students will
have an adverse impact on transport network compared to
conventional residential. There are a number of institutions
in the local area including UCL and thus a large proportion of
students will walk or cycle;
f) Open space – there are extensive existing areas of open
space in the local borough which can also be supplemented
by internal and external space on site; and
g) Residential occupiers – purpose-built student
accommodation is very well managed and co-exists with
residential developments across London and the wider UK.
Specifically, for the Vauxhall area and as set out in Rudolph
House report to planning committee, officers’ concerns
seems to be around the 25% threshold, although this is not
dictated by planning policy. There are a number of appeal
decisions and planning applications, as listed below (and
enclosed in the appendices) which provide examples where
Inspectors have granted consent for student development
proposals where the main issue for consideration has
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included whether the proposals would result in an excessive
over-concentration of student accommodation in the local
area. In all cases, the accepted student population
percentage of the local area is well above 30% and the
Inspector does not consider this to be an excessive overconcentration:
h) Lower Albert Street, Exeter (APP/Y1110/W/17/3178667)
(Enclosed in Appendix E);
i) Oakbase House, Chester (APP/A0665/W/16/3166180)
(Enclosed in Appendix F);
j) The Old Printworks, Bernard Terrace, Edinburgh (PPA-2302122) (Enclosed in Appendix G); and
k) Salisbury Court, St Leonard Street, Edinburgh (PPA-2302146) (Enclosed in Appendix H).
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These are discussed in turn below.
1. Lower Albert Street, Exeter (APP/Y1110/W/17/3178667)
There is no defined policy threshold within the local plan,
however it is noted that 32% of houses in the local area are
in student use. Whilst this is considered as a high
concentration by the Inspector, the Inspector also notes
student numbers are increasing and supply of PBSA is low.
The Inspector does not consider that the development would
result in a detrimental over-concentration. The applicant has
agreed to provide a student management plan to address
issues of noise and disturbance. The Inspector is satisfied this
would reduce and manage issues associated with overconcentration of student accommodation within unmanaged
HMO accommodation.
2. Oakbase House, Chester (APP/A0665/W/16/3166180)
There is no defined policy threshold or reference to any
percentage figures within the appeal decision in respect of
student population or proportion of student
accommodation. The Inspector does not consider that the
provision of an additional 150 bedrooms would result in an
over-concentration. The proposal meets all of the policy
criteria and is consistent with the underlying objective of the
policy, especially alleviating the pressure on the use of family
homes as HMOs.
3. The Old Printworks, Bernard Terrace, Edinburgh (PPA230-2122)
Although different legislation, this appeal decision is relevant
as the principle is the same with regards to overconcentration. There is no policy threshold for the
percentage of student accommodation; however, a 30%
threshold is referred to in supplementary guidance. It is
agreed that the proportion of students in the local
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population based on updated census data is approximately
60%. The Inspector concludes that the existing student
population is already above the threshold and does not
regard a numerical figure for the proportion of students to
be a determining factor. The purpose of the policy is to
encourage provision of PBSA in locations which relate well to
Universities therefore it would be illogical if those locations
which policy accepts are most suitable were ruled out solely
on the basis they were, unsurprisingly, already popular with
students.
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4. Salisbury Court, St Leonard Street, Edinburgh (PPA-2302146)
Although different legislation, this appeal decision is relevant
as the principle is the same with regards to overconcentration. There is no policy threshold for the
percentage of student accommodation; however, a 30%
threshold is referred to in supplementary guidance. It is
agreed that the current student proportion of the local
population is 55%; therefore, the Inspector must determine
whether the increase to 61.73% would result in an excessive
concentration. He concludes on balance; the scheme will
result in a higher concentration but it’s an area close to the
University where student accommodation is already at a high
level and the appeal site is preferable to less sustainable
locations further afield so he does not consider this to result
in an excessive over-concentration.
Notably, the above appeal decisions in Edinburgh were
decided in 2015 and at this time the ‘Student Housing SPG
(2015)’ was in draft form and contained a 30% threshold to
guide the assessment of ‘over-concentration’ of student
schemes in a local area. However, on 25 February 2016, a
revised SPG was approved at committee which removed
reference to specified thresholds. Paragraph 3.9 of
committee report sets out the reasons why there is a need to
revise the SPG guidance and states:
“The proposed guidance takes into account issues arising
from the appeal decisions at Unite’s sites including Bernard
Terrace/ (PPA-230-2122) and St Leonard Street (PPA-2302146). In these cases the implementation of the
developments will result in student concentrations of 60%
and 62% respectively. The reporter found that the
development “would not result in too high a concentration
of student accommodation in the area” (St Leonard Street
(PPA-230- 2146)). The existing guidance contains a
concentration figure of 30% across the city. As a result of
these appeals this figure is no longer considered
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appropriate for all communities and the proposed guidance
addresses this.
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Through the consultation and engagement exercise it has
become apparent that if the Council continues to use a
concentration-based assessment then the Council would
most likely continue to lose appeals against refusals of
accommodation. At this time there is no evidence that the
existing range of student concentrations across Edinburgh
have created a measurable negative impact on a community
or place.
Purpose built student accommodation is only one land use
which contributes to the transient component within the
overall make up of a community. The potential impact on a
community means that guiding development to appropriate
locations to support maintaining a balance of land uses
remains a valid approach. Therefore, the finalised guidance
sets out to encourage new student accommodation in
specific locations and generally across the city but moves
away from applying specific concentration levels”.
In each of the examples referred to above the percentage of
the student population exceeded 30% and reached a
maximum of 62% and in all cases the Inspector concluded
that this did not result in an over-concentration. Thus in
terms of over-concentration, the anticipated proportion of a
30% student population within the MSCA should not be
considered as an excessive over-concentration to cause
harm. This has been supported through a number of appeal
decisions including Lower Albert Street, Exeter
(APP/Y1110/W/17/3178667), Oakbase House, Chester
(APP/A0665/W/16/3166180), The Old Printworks, Bernard
Terrace, Edinburgh (PPA-230- 2122) and Salisbury Court, St
Leonard Street, Edinburgh (PPA-230-2146).
In all cases, the student population represented an excess of
30% and in the examples of Bernard Terrace and St Leonard
Street, the student concentrations were acknowledged to be
up to 60% and considered that the delivery of PBSA would
not cause harm. As stated previously, the 30% policy
guidance threshold was removed in its entirety in Edinburgh
as the Inspector states that it is apparent “that if the Council
continues to use a concentration-based assessment then the
Council would most likely continue to lose appeals against
refusals of accommodation. At this time there is no evidence
that the existing range of student concentrations across
Edinburgh has created a measurable negative impact on a
community or place and as a result of appeals a figure is no
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longer considered appropriate for all communities and the
proposed guidance addresses this.”

Annex/ Policy
/General

Officer Response

Proposed Change

H07

Students with disabilities will be encouraged to apply to London
Higher Education Providers if there is a sufficient supply of
accommodation to meet their needs.

No change.

It should be further noted that there is evidence of approvals
in locations in London with higher concentrations e.g. St
Pancras Way, Camden.
To conclude, there is no evidence that concentration of PBSA
development create harm to residential communities and
they in fact have a positive impact on residential
communities as evidenced above. Therefore, it is
recommended that part IV should be removed and the
presumption against PBSA in Vauxhall should be removed as
there is no policy justification to support this.

UNITE Students

183/5

Recommendation: the policy reference and requirement to
overconcentration should be removed as there is no
threshold set or justification as to how PBSA causes harm to
residential communities. In addition, the presumption
against PBSA in Vauxhall at paragraph 5.5 should be
removed.
Part A vii) ‘is well-designed, providing appropriate space
standards and facilities and is sustainable by virtue of being
adaptable to alternative residential use’. We object to this,
particularly the supporting text which states ‘the ability to
accommodate disabled students should be fully integrated
into any student housing development,
with 10 per cent of rooms wheelchair-accessible or easily
adaptable for occupation by a wheelchair user in line with
London Plan requirements’.
The requirements for conventional residential
accommodation should not be applied to student housing as
in reality, the typical demand from students per annum falls
significantly below the 10% mark. This is evidenced by
Unite’s experience in London which highlights that less than
0.5% of their London portfolio is occupied by wheelchair
users. This is a steady and consistent trend as evidenced by
Unite’s longer term experience. Further, Building Regulations
require that 5% of units are wheelchair accessible. This
ensures that, whether there is a planning policy position on
wheelchair housing or otherwise, an element of wheelchair
accessible units is provided which is still more than 10 times
the identified need for such units. One of the consequences
is that in order to meet the requisite design standards this
results in larger student bedrooms and kitchens, thus fewer
standard units per development can be provided. This has
the knock-on effect of reducing the overall supply of PBSA
number of units; increasing the cost and rent levels of
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existing stock and placing more pressure on the supply of
conventional homes.
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H07

This is consistent with the London Plan Policies H15 and D3.

No change.

H07

Yes.

No change.

We would stress that Unite are committed to providing
wheelchair accessible units and ensuring their student
accommodation schemes are inclusive to all. Unite operate a
policy of meeting the needs of an individual user and not
applying a one size fits all policy. Indeed, should individual
bedrooms need to be adapted; this can be done quickly and
relatively easily to meet requirements. Unite have
undertaken such additional alterations in discussion with the
end user and provided a bespoke solution to a student’s
needs. Adjoining carers’ rooms have been provided also
before the student took their place at university. Given the
nature of student accommodation where ‘sign up’ is carried
out in well in advance of the term starting (at least 3 weeks
even during Clearing), it is therefore not considered
necessary to over provide on wheelchair accessible units
which will not be used. Student accommodation is not like a
hotel where any one can come off the street and request a
room. Whilst we acknowledge this is an important
requirement, Unite have over 140 PBSA properties across
the UK with 27 buildings in the London portfolio. Of these
c.9500 bedrooms, they have provision for 528 students
that may need a wheelchair room. This is over 5.5% of the
total London rooms. Over the last 5 years, Unite have
provided 41 students with these rooms. For this current year,
Unite have 7 students in need of wheelchair sized rooms out
of an approximate total of c.9500 bedrooms. This equates to
a 0.07% take up and thus demonstrating an exceptionally
low need for accessible bedrooms. Also, it should be noted
that the majority of wheelchair students are housed by Unite
on campus for ease of travel.

UNITE Students

Norwood
Action Group et
al.

Recommendation: This policy requirement should not be
applicable to PBSA and the requirement should be relaxed to
have consideration to a site by site basis to ensure that the
quantum of PBSA is not compromised.
183/6
Part A viii) ‘provides high-quality cycle parking facilities in
accordance with policies T3 and Q13’, this is objected to and
addressed through the relevant amended policy in later
paragraphs of this representation.
196/171 e) Temporary use of purpose-built student accommodation
during vacation periods for ancillary uses will normally be
supported.
Does this include holiday lets for example? See 5.60.
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196/172 To be sustainable, sites should be located close to the
institution they are intended to serve (reachable within 30
minutes)
A bit hopeful for central London establishments. You don’t
need good PTAL just a good link to the uni – and a cheap one
196/173 The London Plan encourages new student accommodation
away from existing concentrations in central London.
But distance issue. See above. Two conflict
196/174 The ability to accommodate disabled students should be fully
integrated into any student housing development, with 10
per cent of rooms wheelchair-accessible or easily adaptable
for occupation by a wheelchair user in line with London Plan
requirements
Not if transport to the uni is not accessible. Need to look
across stock of accommodation
196/175 Examples of temporary use of purpose-built student
accommodation during vacation periods for ancillary uses
include

LB Wandsworth

167/3

UNITE Students

183/1

As listed can’t let to any old tourist – a pity. Lucrative and
good use as takes pressure off other sites. Should be
reconsidered.
The policy position on student housing and older peoples
housing is noted, and is broadly in line with the Council’s
preferred approach.
The wording of adopted policy H7 has been amended
through this consultation considerably and requirements
have been added which will in fact deter and stifle the
delivery of student accommodation. This tenure of housing
has been recognised at national and strategic level to
contribute to the delivery of housing. The overall
contribution is two-fold as new PBSA provision will alleviate
the housing needs by increasing the availability of larger
family sized dwellings. This view is supported by Paragraph
21 of the Government’s guidance document, ‘Housing and
economic development needs assessments 2015 ‘which
states local planning authorities should plan for sufficient
student accommodation whether it consists of communal
halls of residence or self-contained dwellings, and whether
or not it is on campus. Student housing provided by private
landlords is often a lower-cost form of housing. Encouraging
more dedicated student accommodation may provide low
cost housing that takes pressure off the private rented sector
and increases the overall housing stock. In addition, Planning
Practice Guidance (PPG) enables student accommodation to
be included towards the housing requirement. This is
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This requirement is to ensure good access to shops, services
and community facilities as well as education establishments.
The policy and supporting text (paragraph 5.68) would allow a
site with a good PTAL rating where it is outside of the 30 minute
travel distance.

No change.

H07

This comment is not understood.

No change.

H07

There are clear objectives to increase the accessibility of
transport in all locations to enable those with disabilities to
travel.

No change.

H07

This policy and supporting text does not preclude the use of
purpose-built student accommodation for general visitor
accommodation during vacation periods.

No change.

H07

Noted.

No change.

H07

Noted.

No change.
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reinforced by the emerging New London Plan specifically
acknowledges at paragraph 4.7.1 that 3 student bedspaces
equate to the delivery of 1 conventional dwelling.
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In addition to the above, the adopted London Plan Policy 3.8
‘Housing Choice’ states that strategic and local requirements
for student housing meet a demonstrable need in locations
with good public transport access, taking account of their
sub-regional and wider spheres of operation and capacity to
contribute to the wider objectives of the London Plan.
This is further recognised in the supporting text of the New
London Plan Policy H17 which provides robust justification
for this and states:
“London’s higher education institutions make a significant
contribution to its economy and labour market. It is
important that their attractiveness and potential growth are
not compromised by inadequate provision for new student
accommodation. The housing need of students in London,
whether in Purpose-Built Student Accommodation (PBSA) or
shared conventional housing, is an element of the overall
housing need for London determined in the 2017 London
SHMA. London’s overall housing need in the SHMA is
expressed in terms of the number of conventional selfcontained housing units. However, new flats, houses or
bedrooms
in PBSA all contribute to meeting London’s housing need. The
completion of new PBSA therefore contributes to meeting
London’s overall housing need and is not in addition to this
need. Every three student bedrooms in PBSA that are
completed equate to meeting the same need that one
conventional housing unit meets, and
contribute to meeting a borough’s housing target (set out in
Table 4.1) at the same ratio of three bedrooms being counted
as a single home”.
Importantly, the draft policies in the new London Plan, which
is due to be examined, includes a policy on ‘Purpose-Built
Student Accommodation’ (H17). This states that boroughs
should seek to ensure that local and strategic need for PBSA
is addressed, provided that:
a) At the neighbourhood level, the development contributes
to a mixed and inclusive neighbourhood;
b) The use of accommodation is secured for students;
c) The accommodation is secured for occupation by
members of one or more specified higher education
institutions;
d) At least 35% of the accommodation is secures as
affordable student accommodation; and
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e) The accommodation provides adequate functional living
space and layout.
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H07

Support is noted.

No change.

H07

Non-self-contained accommodation that is not specifically for
students is addressed by Policies H9 (Hostels and houses in
multiple occupation) and H13 (Large-scale purpose-built shared
living) of the DRLLP PSV.

No change.

H07

Lambeth's approach to the involvement of Higher Education
Providers and to affordable student accommodation is
consistent with the London Plan Policy H15. Amendments have
been made to Policy H7(a)(iii) to ensure consistency.

Policy H7(a)(iii) has been amended to read:

The draft policy further states that student accommodation
providers and higher education institutions are encouraged
to develop student accommodation in locations wellconnected to local services by walking, cycling and public
transport but away from existing concentrations in Central
London as part of mixed-use regeneration and
redevelopment schemes.
Most importantly the draft London Plan recognises that new
flats, houses or bedrooms in PBSA all contribute to meeting
London’s housing need and that the completion of new PBSA
therefore contributes to meeting London’s overall housing
need and is not in addition to this ‘conventional’ need. This
echoes the NPPG stance. The further supporting policy text
states that every three student bedrooms in PBSA that are
completed equate to meeting the same need that one
conventional housing unit meets and contribute to meeting a
borough’s housing target at the same ratio of three
bedrooms being counted as a single home.

Lambeth
Staying Healthy
Partnership
Board
Individual

225/8

Individual

338/8

320/2

The following representations are made to the amendments
proposed to adopted policy H7, to ensure that the
requirements are in-line with the themes of both national
and strategic policies which recognise the importance of the
delivery of student accommodation in contributing to the
delivery of conventional housing.
We also support the requirement for purpose built student
accommodation schemes to include affordable student
accommodation but not general needs affordable housing.
The distinction between student accommodation and that
for apprentices and other trainees needs to be removed.
Many young professionals, including teachers and those
commuting weekly into London need similar
accommodation. The need shades into affordable "serviced
apartments" in one direction and "hostels" in the other.
Students live in Lambeth, whether popular or not with local
residents. It is better to have them in managed blocks and
free up flats / houses for couples and families. Universities
are slow to get on board to support applications due to the
amount of red tape involved. The way to deal with this is to
require 35% of the student units to be at a discount rent say
70-80% of the market rent in the scheme where a university
in not involved. If a University then comes on board and
takes a lease the level of rent can be agreed with that
university.

is supported by evidence of a linkage with one or more
higher education institution provider (HEI HEP) in
Lambeth, or within a reasonable travelling distance of
Lambeth, as defined in the London Plan funded by the
Higher Education Funding Council for England. This
evidence must include confirmation that the proposed
rental levels for the student accommodation are
supported by the linked HEI HEP(s) and that a
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351/7
70/17

Not needed
Policy H7 Student Housing. Lambeth should note that the
draft new London Plan takes a more proactive approach to
delivering student housing noting that whether in Purpose
Built Student Accommodation (PBSA) or shared conventional
housing, housing needs of students is an element of the
overall housing need for London determined in the 2017
London SHMA. There is a strategic need for 3,500 PBSA bed
spaces annually across London (paragraph 4.17.2). The
location of this need will vary based on higher education
providers’ estate and expansion plans availability of
appropriate sites, and changes in Government policy that
affect their growth and funding.

WeAreWaterloo 75/10

Individual

338/1

HBF

78/11

Lambeth is home to two providers of higher education
(King’s College London and Lambeth College) with another in
very close proximity to the borough boundary, (London
South Bank University). Proposed policy amendments should
ensure that local and strategic need for student housing can
be met.
2.2. Policy H7: Student Housing. Consideration should be
given to how student housing developments, if they come
forward can contribute to the local economy, including
through restricting the amount of on-site facilities which
reduce the likelihood that residents frequent local facilities.
This principle should also be applied to hotel developments
and large-scale purpose built living.
Consider allowing the development of purpose built student
accommodation and co-living rental accommodation on
industrial sites with re-provision of the industrial unit below
the residential elements where they can easily co-exist. This
will remove students / house shares from the general
existing housing stock.
Given the growing need for older peoples’ housing in
London, it would also be appropriate for the Council to
monitor delivery closely, and if the target is not achieved in
the first two years of the plan – i.e. 2019/20 and 2020/21 –
to introduce a ‘presumption in favour’ of older peoples’
housing until the targets, and the backlog, has been met in
full. We would welcome a redrafting the policy to this effect,
so that Policy H8, part d) reads:
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H07
H07

Noted.
DRLLP PSV Policy H7 provides support for additional student
housing in the borough to help meet the strategic need whilst
taking account of local context. The policy approach is
considered to be in general conformity with the Draft London
Plan.

H07

This is not a reasonable approach. It is reasonable for purposebuilt student accommodation to include some facilities;
residents will also need and want to use local shops and food &
drink outlets.

No change.

H07/H13

A full review of KIBA designations has been undertaken as part
of the Local Plan Review, alongside the assessment of capacity
for new housing. See Lambeth KIBA Review 2019.

No change.

H08

The delivery of older persons accommodation will be monitored No change.
against the indicative benchmark set out in Policy H15 and
Table 4.4 of the Draft London Plan, as set out in Annex 8 of the
Draft Revised Lambeth Local Plan Proposed Submission Version.
It is not considered appropriate to introduce a presumption in
favour of development for this type of housing.

nominations agreement is in place for the lifetime of
the scheme and that the majority of the bedrooms in
the development including all of the affordable student
accommodation will be secured through a nominations
agreement for occupation by students of one or more
HEP, for the lifetime of the scheme, as required by
London Plan policy H15;
No change.
No change.
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“See also London Plan policy H15 relating to specialist older
persons’ housing…The Council will monitor delivery against
the London Plan benchmark target in Table 4.4 to provide 70
units of older peoples’ housing a year. If this target is not
achieved in the first two years of the Lambeth Local Plan then
the Council will operate a presumption in favour of older
peoples’ housing until the annual target, including all the
backlog that has accrued, is met in full.”
Housing for Older People We support the delivery of
housing to meet specific needs, particularly those of older
people.
In addition we strongly support the requirements for
developers of specialist older persons’ housing to address
the needs of people with dementia and other long-term
health conditions in the design of their proposals.
Policy H8: Housing to meet specific community needs

Paragraph 5.63 does not refer to the full range of housing
products that cater for the needs of older people that the
Mayor refers to in his policy H15 of the Draft London Plan.
Although the wording of the paragraph does appear to be
inclusive in terms of the products that will be supported by
the Council, it would be helpful, to avoid doubt, if the policy
could refer to types of accommodation referred to by Policy
H15 of the DLP.
196/178 External amenity space provision should conform have
regard
Too weak.
196/179 The council will also seek to ensure that developments make
adequate provision for parking with reference to policy Local
Plan policy T7, including for visiting healthcare professionals

70/18

Its probably the care assistant that needs this if they have a
car as they go more frequently than say a doctor, and they
have a much wider set of clients.
Paragraph 5.70. This paragraph should also cross-reference
wider housing amenity policies such as space standards and
the requirements for affordable housing provision.
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H08

Support is noted.

No change.

H08

Support is noted.

No change.

H08

The supporting text to Draft London Plan Policy H15 was
amended prior to the Examination in Public to remove the list
of specialist accommodation types.

No change.

H08

This wording is considered appropriate in order to allow a
degree of site-specific consideration.

No change.

H08

Accept. It is proposed to edit the supporting text to clarify that
this requirement includes parking for visiting care professionals.

Paragraph 5.81 has been amended to read:

Accept. It is proposed to add a reference to Local Plan Policy
H5. The requirement for Affordable Housing is dealt with
through a cross reference to London Plan Policy H13 in clause
H8(d).

Paragraph 5.84 has been amended to read:

H08

The council will also seek to ensure that developments
make adequate provision for parking with reference to
policy Local Plan policy T7, including for visiting
healthcare health and care professionals.

Local Plan policy H3 sets out the exceptional
circumstances in which proposals for change of use
from C3 to C2 accommodation may be considered, with
reference to the tests in Local Plan policy H8(a).
Proposals for change of use from C2 to C3
accommodation must meet the tests set out in Local
Plan policy H8(b) and Local Plan policy H5 with regards
to external amenity space.
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196/176 and, where appropriate, for the safe storage of wheelchairs
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Accept. Reference to charging added to supporting text.

Final sentence of paragraph 5.80 amended to read:

And charging of…

Norwood
Action Group et
al.
Citizens UK

196/177 and mobility scooters

Individual
Individual

322/1
338/9

Individual

347/5

Individual
HBF

41/8
78/10

West Norwood
Forum

320/3

Individual

324/3

LB Wandsworth

167/4

279/5

And cycles depending on nature of occupier .
There is wide support in Lambeth for a CLT delivering
affordable housing, where many families have found
themselves priced out after having lived or worked in the
area for generations. Lambeth CLT are a community group
formed from these supporters and they will make most of
the major decisions concerning the project, ensuring that it
always meets the specific needs of the community.
Support
Care Homes and temporary & emergency housing is required
in the borough. Clear planning guidance on minimum unit
sizes (perhaps along the size of co-living schemes) will allow
the councils budget to stretch further as the cost of
construction and development will be reduced and the rental
price should be lower as a consequence.
There will always be a demand for sheltered housing for
elderly people, and a lesser but still evident demand for
wheelchair accessible properties built from scratch.
There are no safe havens for the homeless that gather.
We note the reference in paragraph 5.71 to the benchmark
targets for older peoples’ housing contained in the Draft
London Plan (Table 4.4). We would welcome the inclusion of
the target itself in the Lambeth Local Plan – that is a
requirement to provide 70 units per year of older peoples
housing.
See comment under H7. The proportion of London residents
(young and old) wanting to live in shared accommodation
(e.g. own room in a serviced facility) is rising sharply. The
provision of affordable serviced apartment blocks (c.f. other
European capitals) should have priority over stand-alone
flats.
Licensing needs to be rolled out. This has worked well in
places like Oxford and Waltham Forest.
The Council is intending to update its evidence on gypsy and
traveller accommodation including if people identifying as
gypsies and travellers occupying bricks and mortar
accommodation indicate they wish to have a pitch. We note
Lambeth’s updated evidence on gypsy and traveller needs
and we will take this on board in establishing evidence for
the Wandsworth Local Plan review. The Council does not
accept the London Plan’s proposed definition of gypsies and
travellers, and notes that the evidence (Fordhams 2008) is

Applications should demonstrate that appropriate
provision is made on-site for the safe storage and
charging of wheelchairs and mobility scooters.
No change.

H08

Cycle storage is addressed in policy Q13; it is not considered
necessary to include a specific reference here.

H08

The role of Community Land Trusts is acknowledged in the draft
Lambeth Affordable Housing Statement and Tenancy Strategy.

No change.

H08
H08

Support is noted.
This policy covers specialist forms of housing, and requires that
accommodation is suitable for the intended occupiers. A
minimum size approach is therefore not appropriate.

No change.
No change.

H08

Accessibility requirements are addressed in Local Plan policy
H5, which refers to London Plan Policy D7.

No change.

H08
H08

Noted.
The indicative benchmark of 70 units of older person's housing
per annum is included as a monitoring indicator in Annex 8 of
the DRLLP PSV.

No change.
No change.

H09

This is not consistent with the findings of the 2017 Strategic
Housing Market Assessment.

No change.

H09

Noted. Licensing of HMOs is not a planning matter.

No change.

H10

Noted.

No change.
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out of date, and has made a representation to this effect.
Officers can discuss methodology and evidence on gypsy and
traveller need in Wandsworth with you as required through
the Duty to Cooperate.
Perhaps not
Policy H10 Gypsy and traveller needs. Draft New London
Plan Policy H16 Gypsy and Traveller accommodation sets out
a new, more comprehensive definition for Gypsies and
Travellers. The Assessment of Gypsy and Traveller
accommodation need in Lambeth: Bringing the evidence
together (October 2017) was conducted prior to the
publication of the Draft New London Plan and does not take
into consideration the Mayor’s new definition.

While Lambeth has identified provision to meet the needs of
Gypsies and Travellers falling within the Planning Policy for
Traveller Sites (PPTS 2015) definition (for three pitches) at
the Lonesome Way site, any additional need arising from the
London Plan definition will not be planned for. Lambeth
should assess if there is any additional demand for pitches in
its borough, in line with the draft new London Plan definition
and find additional capacity, if required.
104/5
Grainger objects to the first part of the suggested draft Policy
H11.
Whilst paragraph 5.86 of the supporting text explains that
the policy applies to estate regeneration schemes led by the
council and/or other registered providers of affordable
housing, this should be made clear within the policy itself. If
not, the first sentence of part a) should be deleted. This is
because part a) of Policy H11 states that estate regeneration
schemes must achieve at least 50% affordable housing in the
final scheme. Whilst this is likely to be the case in most
such proposals, some housing estates within the borough
offer private rented accommodation (or other forms of
private tenure). These estates can also need regeneration,
and it would be reasonable to be able to replace the existing
private homes, before then applying the council’s affordable
housing policy to all new homes (which the second sentence
of part a) would achieve).
Part b) gives the borough council all the necessary protection
to existing affordable housing, by requiring that “Existing
affordable housing floorspace on estate regeneration
schemes should be replaced on an equivalent basis”.
It is therefore requested that the first sentence in part a) be
deleted. The supporting text in paragraph 5.87 should also
be amended accordingly.
196/180 a) Estate regeneration schemes must achieve at least 50 per
cent affordable housing in the final scheme
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H10
H10

Noted.
Lambeth's approach is consistent with national Planning Policy
for Traveller Sites (PPTS 2015). The Draft London Plan EiP Panel
report found that there is insufficient evidence to demonstrate
that the PPTS definition should not equally be applied in
London as it is elsewhere in the country. Put another way,
there is nothing so distinctly different about London to warrant
a departure from national policy. The Panel concluded that the
definition of gypsies and travellers should be consistent with
national policy. Lambeth agrees with this conclusion.

No change.
No change.

H11

The supporting text provides sufficient clarity about the
circumstances in which the policy applies.

No change.

H11

The policy and supporting text make clear that in no
circumstances will a net loss of affordable housing, or of social
rented housing, be allowed in an estate regeneration scheme.

No change.
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Of the net addition to stock or including the replacement of
the existing social housing?

196/181 it should be replaced by general needs rented
accommodation with rents at levels based on that which has
been lost.

Individual

203/4

Individual

308/1

Individual

203/5

OK – but conflict with above?
(c) How does the council propose to determine what is a
‘mixed and balanced community’? Will this be based solely
on economic criteria? It sounds as if the council wants to
move wealthier people in order to make a community more
‘balanced’. However, there is never any effort to move
poorer people into wealthier areas. By the council’s own
policies, it is reducing the overall % of floor space where
poorer can live, whilst increasing the % for wealthier people.
Mixing and balancing of communities should happen
elsewhere and not just on estates, otherwise it is a clear case
of discrimination.
Clause (c). Clarification is required. If priority is to be given to
those on the lowest income, then this precludes a mixed and
balanced community. Please explain. Clause 5.87. It should
not be the intent that existing social housing should be taken
into consideration for estate regeneration schemes. Lambeth
do not apply this policy to other developments so why
should estate regeneration be any different. See note on
5.89 below. Clause 5.88. Looking at viability in the round is
in breach of the National Planning Policy Framework 2018
which requires viability to be tested at the plan making
stage. It is also not possible to decide if the scheme is viable
as a whole over a period of time. For example, a scheme may
be given approval on the basis that Phase 1 and 2 are
unviable but Phase 3 is viable. If a property crash happens
after commencement of Phase 1 and 2 then Phase 3 will
become unviable and therefore the whole scheme is
unviable. Clause 5.89. I assume this clause takes
precedence over clause 5.87 in all cases. Please clarify. Also
the nett loss should be in relation to the number of
dwellings, not floorspace. Clause 5.92. I understood there
was no Right To Buy under Homes for Lambeth. Please
clarify.
(f) Why are estate regenerations open to exceptions that are
not allowed in other developments? To borrow from an
English turn of expression, what is good for the goose,
should also be good for the gander. It however reads from
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All existing affordable housing floorspace must be replaced on
an equivalent basis. See part (b) of the policy and supporting
paragraph 5.103. The policy requirement for at least 50 per
cent affordable housing will be assessed on the basis of the
overall proportion of affordable housing that will result in the
final estate regeneration scheme, once all phases have been
completed, as explained in paragraph 5.101.
No.

No change.

H11

The policy and supporting text make clear that in no
circumstances will a net loss of affordable housing, or of social
rented housing, be allowed in an estate regeneration scheme.
All existing affordable housing floorspace must be replaced on
an equivalent basis. See part (b) of the policy and supporting
paragraph 5.103. The policy approach in the Local Plan is to
achieve mixed and balanced communities as far as possible in
all parts of the borough (reflected in the policy approach on
affordable housing). This generally means avoiding single
tenure developments.

No change.

H11

The policy is clear that a mix a tenures is required, having
regard to evidence of affordable housing need. The
requirements on viability testing is in general conformity with
the Draft London Plan, and is also consistent with the NPPF.
The Draft London Plan makes clear net loss of affordable
housing should be assessed on the basis of floorspace.

No change.

H11

The reference to appropriate separation between residential
units relates to separation distances to ensure sufficient
privacy. It is not to do with separation between tenures.
Section (b) of the policy clearly states that replacement

No change.
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the plan that what is good for the goose, the gander will be
denied. Furthermore, this clause is clearly opening up the
estates to poor doors and segregation. Apologies for the
language, but it absolutely stinks that on estate
regenerations the council will be supporting “appropriate
separation between residential units, and management and
maintenance arrangements.”
196/182 h) Estate regeneration schemes should seek to increase
permeability and integration into the existing urban fabric;

Individual

203/6

Individual

203/7

Individual

203/8

Black Prince
Trust

112/4

Need to consider on case by case basis. Something that
estate residents can oppose as it makes them feel more
vulnerable.
(h) The creation of any public realm through an estate
regeneration should be maintained by the council at the
council’s cost. It is unacceptable to impose the cost of
managing such public realms on the residents living on the
estates, either directly via service charges or the redirection
of rents. Public realm is very different to communal spaces,
as it can be used by the entire public.
5.87 is open to abuse. Blocks could be earmarked for very
superficial and minimal refurbishment in order for them to
be included in the 50% ratio calculation. Without such
blocks, the estate regeneration would not meet the 50%
threshold. Thus, blocks being refurbished should be
excluded from the calculation.
5.90 It is unclear from the language whether any level of
increased density will be acceptable. There should be a limit
on the increased in density in light of factors such as
transport, community infrastructure, impact on green
spaces/conservation areas etc.
Policy H11 Estate regeneration
Estate regeneration schemes should seek to optimise the
quantum of housing delivered. The policy
should seek to encourage densification of estates subject to
protecting the amenity of existing and
future residents in line with the policies in Chapter 10.
Opportunities for taller buildings on estates such
as the Ethelred Estate should be considered as part of an
estate-wide proposal in order to optimise
housing provision.
In the absence of site allocations, the policy should identify
the estates in Lambeth where regeneration
will be considered or is taking place such as the Ethelred
Estate. This should be added as an Annex to
the Plan.
The desire to deliver 50% affordable housing on estate
regeneration schemes is supported in principle.
However, this can only be delivered where it is economically
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H11

This principle is sound but will be applied on a case by case
basis through the design and consultation process.

No change

H11

The policy does not suggest or require that the cost of
maintaining public realm will be imposed on residents.

No change

H11

It is appropriate to include refurbished blocks in some cases, so
long as they are part of the regeneration scheme.

No change.

H11

Policy H1 requires all housing developments to optimise
density, but this will be in the context of the all the policies in
the Local Plan including those relating to residential amenity,
community facilities, transport and green infrastructure.

No change.

H11

Policy H1 requires all housing developments to optimise
density, but this will be in the context of the all the policies in
the Local Plan including those relating to residential amenity,
community facilities, transport and green infrastructure. Policy
Q26 will also apply in relation to tall buildings.

No change.

affordable housing should be integrated into the development
to ensure mixed and inclusive communities. The Lambeth
Housing Design Principles, referred to in the policy and listed in
the supporting text at paragraph 5.108, clearly state that new
homes should be indistinguishable by tenure.
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Watmos

146/2

Watmos
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Watmos
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viable to do so having regard to grant,
other social infrastructure being delivered as part of the
scheme, site specific estate constraints and
legal ownerships.
A case by case approach to the provision of private,
communal and public open space is welcomed.
This provision should meet the needs of the Estate whilst
acknowledging the physical constraints of the existing Estate.
Policy H11 Estate regeneration
Estate regeneration schemes should seek to optimise the
quantum of housing delivered. The policy should seek to
encourage densification of estates subject to protecting the
amenity of existing and future residents in line with the
policies in Chapter 10. Opportunities for taller buildings on
estates such as the Ethelred Estate should be considered as
part of an estate-wide proposal in order to optimise
housing provision.
In the absence of site allocations, the policy should identify
the estates in Lambeth where regeneration will be
considered or is taking place such as the Ethelred Estate. This
should be added as an Annex to the Plan.
The desire to deliver 50% affordable housing on estate
regeneration schemes is supported in principle.
However, this can only be delivered where it is economically
viable to do so having regard to grant, other social
infrastructure being delivered as part of the scheme, site
specific estate constraints and legal ownerships.
A case by case approach to the provision of private,
communal and public open space is welcomed.
This provision should meet the needs of the Estate whilst
acknowledging the physical constraints of the existing Estate.
There are national concerns in respect of the implications of
estate regeneration. I am clearly aware of the experience of
Lambeth and Southwark regeneration and seek an approach
which insures proper local consultation.
We welcome the opportunity for estate regeneration where
the housing has come to the end of its economic life and/or
housing needs has changed. The Watmos approach is to fully
involve the community in such decisions.
Regeneration would out of necessity involve densification
and opportunities for taller buildings. The benefits of that
approach is illustrated by the L.B. Lambeth development
next to the Ethelred Estate. We believe we can meet
pressing housing need for the community through
densification.
Estate Regeneration requires a partnership approach across
the not for profit, public and private sectors. We would
welcome an approach that allowed cross subsidy from one
development to another within a local estate boundary.
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H11

Policy H1 requires all housing developments to optimise
density, but this will be in the context of the all the policies in
the Local Plan including those relating to residential amenity,
community facilities, transport and green infrastructure. Policy
Q26 will also apply in relation to tall buildings.

No change.

H11

Estate regeneration schemes in Lambeth undergo full and
extensive community consultation before and during the
planning application process.

No change.

H11

Noted.

No change.

H11

Noted.

No change.

H11

The viability of each estate regeneration scheme (in its final
form) will be assessed separately as described in paragraph
5.101.

No change.
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Brixton Society

155/5

Brixton Society

155/6

Cllr Kevin Craig

185/6

St John's
Church,
Waterloo

202/17

Individual

203/2

H11 Estate Regeneration, and EN1a(ii) It is strongly felt that
wholesale demolition of an estate should only take place
after a favourable ballot of all estate residents.
While it must be tempting to build on amenity space within
older housing estates, it should be remembered that it was
originally provided for purposes such as outdoor playspace,
allowing adequate daylighting between taller blocks, and
limiting overall estate density in accordance with earlier
Borough plans. Infill development will be supported where it
provides complementary extra accommodation without the
massive disruption and delay of rebuilding a whole estate.
H11 / H12: There are national concerns in respect of the
implications of estate regeneration. Lambeth Council should
only regenerate estate when those tenants living on them
have given their proper consent. Labour Party policy
nationally is very clear on this issue and I support that.
H11: Estates Regeneration: Estate Regeneration as being
experienced both locally and nationally (in Lambeth and
Southwark) raises serious issues about the ethos and
outcomes of, sometimes unnecessary, "regeneration". What
is the rationale for the approach that has been taken in
Lambeth?
Policy H11 * Where estate regeneration is being undertaken
on council owned land, and hence where the land has a
lower purchase price, the amount of affordable housing
ought to be higher. This could be calculated based on a
formula using the ratio of leaseholders / council properties
to adjust the 50% ratio higher.

NHS Lambeth
Clinical
Commissioning
Group

London and
Quadrant
Housing Trust

205/17

The CCG supports Policy H11 on estate regeneration,
particularly the emphasis given to health benefits in
paragraph 5.96. The paragraph requires schemes to include a
supporting statement the overall social, health, economic,
environmental benefits of their proposal. We suggest that
the health impacts and benefits of all major or strategic
planning applications are addressed in line with Policy 3.2
(and draft policy GG3) of the London Plan. This requirement
could be set out in Policy D2 on sustainable development,
where the approach, type and scope of a health impact
assessment could be discussed at the pre-application stage.

*“Affordable” market housing should also be replaced. It is
unacceptable that existing marketing housing is replaced
with more expensive “affordable” shared ownership.
“Affordable” market housing can be identified/defined using
a % benchmark of the average market housing prices.
Policy H11 – Estate Regeneration L&Q recognise that the
regeneration and intensification of existing housing estates
are a key contributor to meeting housing needs and
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Officer Response

Proposed Change

Support noted. The entire Local Plan has undergone
sustainability appraisal, which includes assessment of health
and well-being impacts.

No change.

H11

Noted. The requirement for resident ballots sits outside the
planning process.

No change.

H11

Agreed. The policy approach supports this objective.

No change.

H11

Noted. The requirement for resident ballots sits outside the
planning process.

No change.

H11

Estate regeneration can bring forward modern, higher quality,
more energy efficient homes and new homes at council rent, as
well as increased housing numbers in some cases. The Local
Plan includes policies to manage this form of development and
secure the best outcomes for residents.

No change.

H11

London Plan and Local Plan policy requires the viability of estate No change.
regeneration schemes to be tested on a case by case basis to
maximise delivery of affordable housing.

H11

Support noted. The policy is consistent in approach with the
Draft London Plan.

No change.
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delivering safe and better quality homes for residents and
that on such schemes the quantum of affordable housing
should be maximised. L&Q support Lambeth’s ambition to
ensure estate regeneration scheme achieve 50% affordable
housing in the final scheme. However, we consider that given
the varying requirements of estate regeneration projects,
including replacing existing accommodation with better
quality accommodation on the same rental levels and often
significant improvements to social infrastructure, viability
can be constrained.
We consider that the policy should be amended to align with
draft new London Plan Policy H10 parts:
(a) Loss of existing housing should be replaced by new
housing at existing or higher densities with at least the
equivalent level of overall floorspace; and
(b) Loss of existing affordable housing it should not be
permitted unless it is replaced by equivalent or better quality
accommodation, providing at least an equivalent level of
affordable housing floorspace on an identical or equivalent
basis.
L&Q support the Council’s objective of achieving an
H11
appropriate mix of low cost rented and intermediate
affordable units in estate regeneration schemes and that in
such instances flexibility from Policy H2 should be allowed to
enable mixed and balanced communities.
Provisions elsewhere would enable LBL to demolish large
H11
swaths of council estates without in any way replacing social
housing with equivalent social housing.

Estate Regeneration Policy H11 on Estate Regeneration is
simply not robust enough in terms of ensuring estate
regeneration doesn’t have a detrimental impact on local
communities and in making sure sufficient levels of
affordable social housing are delivered. The Green Party are
opposed to estate regeneration as it leads to the demolition
of people’s homes and has huge social and environmental
costs. Lambeth’s current regeneration programme is costing
the council an immeasurable amount of money that could be
used for refurbishing existing council homes and infilling
unused spaces on estates and other land. We would like to
see the policy on Estate Regeneration in the draft plan
replaced with a commitment to refurbishing the council’s
existing housing stock and further exploring the possibility of
infill on the council’s housing estates.
This policy should also provide practical support to
communities and incorporate “People’s Plans” into the

H11

H11

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Policy H11 sets out the approach to be followed in estate
regeneration schemes.

No change.

The policy and supporting text make clear that in no
circumstances will a net loss of affordable housing, or of social
rented housing, be allowed in an estate regeneration scheme.
All existing affordable housing floorspace must be replaced on
an equivalent basis. See part (b) of the policy and supporting
paragraph 5.103.
Estate regeneration can bring forward modern, higher quality,
more energy efficient homes and new homes at council rent, as
well as increased housing numbers in some cases. The Local
Plan includes policies to manage this form of development and
secure the best outcomes for residents.

No change.

The requirement for resident ballots sits outside the planning
process.

No change.

No change.
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decision making process in order to ensure that the voices of
those affected will be listened to.
Resident ballots The Mayor of London's February 2018
report 'Better Homes for Local People' contained guidelines
for balloting all residents in housing where regeneration is
planned in an attempt “to empower tenants, leaseholders
and freeholders in developing regeneration plans". We
would like to see these guidelines followed through by
Lambeth with resident ballots being held in all cases where
estate regeneration is being considered (as a last resort) and
the results of these ballots being given significant weight in
planning decisions. Any ballot process should be
independently verified and transparent, with both sides
having access to equal campaigning resources.
For example, Policy H11 states that estate regeneration must
achieve at least 50% affordable housing but this is simply not
enough to address Lambeth’s growing housing problems.
H11 / H12: There are national concerns in respect of the
implications of estate regeneration. I am clearly aware of
the experience of Lambeth and Southwark regeneration and
seek an approach which insures proper local consultation.
I think it is outrageous that this draft proposes to allow
existing social housing on an estate to count towards the
50% affordable housing quota. So in theory you could
demolish 50% of an estate, build back that half as 100%
private and comply with your affordable housing quota. This
is clearly a case of creating a loophole for yourself.
Rebuilding demolished estates from scratch is likely to
involve massive disruption from moving displaced residents
into other housing, possibly outside the borough that
internal refurbishment is likely to involve less disruption. Not
that this seems to mean anything to a "we are omnipotent
leaders and can do what we want" style of council.
Some council tenants seem to live in better conditions than
some private renters. Is that fair?
The fact that Lambeth Council is recognising Build to Rent
within its policies for the first time is welcomed. However,
the draft policy is unacceptable in its current form,
conflicting with the up to date NPPF, the Government’s
practice guidance, the London Plan and the Mayoral SPG.
There are four main areas of objection.
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H11

The requirement for resident ballots sits outside the planning
process.

No change.

H11

The policy requirement is to maximise the proportion of
affordable housing in every case, with a minimum of 50%. Each
scheme will be viability tested to ensure the maximum level of
affordable housing is provided.
Estate regeneration schemes in Lambeth undergo full and
extensive community consultation before and during the
planning application process.

No change.

The policy and supporting text make clear that in no
circumstances will a net loss of affordable housing, or of social
rented housing, be allowed in an estate regeneration scheme.
All existing affordable housing floorspace must be replaced on
an equivalent basis. See part (b) of the policy and supporting
paragraph 5.103.
Estate regeneration can bring forward modern, higher quality,
more energy efficient homes and new homes at council rent, as
well as increased housing numbers in some cases. The Local
Plan includes policies to manage this form of development and
secure the best outcomes for residents.

No change.

The council's objective is ensure good quality housing across all
tenures.
The proposed policy approach in part (a) is consistent and in
general conformity with Draft London Plan policy H13, which
has been found sound. The approach to DMR units has been
redrafted to provide clarity and consistency with the Draft
London Plan and national guidance.

No change.

H11

H11

H11

H11
H12

No change.

No change.

See redrafted policy H12.

1. The requirement in part a) for Build to Rent to have a
separate “core and/or block to provide low cost rented
housing, to be managed independently by a registered
provider” is objected to in the strongest possible terms.
The NPPF recognises and gives support to Build to Rent
homes and the guidance clearly states that “Affordable
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private rent and private rent units within the development
should be managed collectively by a single Build to Rent
landlord.” The Mayor’s SPG “Homes for Londoners” 2017
also makes it clear that “the aim is to maintain the integrity
of the Build to Rent development, with unified ownership
and management of all homes”. It goes on to state that it is
not necessary to be Local Authority or a registered provider
to deliver or manage these intermediate rented homes and
state that they can be managed by Build to Rent landlords
themselves (paragraph 4.20). Paragraph 4.21 goes on to
explain that these units “can more easily be tenure blind”
and “pepper potted” through the development.
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The current drafting of this part of Policy H12 is therefore
entirely in conflict and should be re-written to be
consistent with national and strategic policy.
2. Draft Policy H12 seeks up to 70% of the affordable housing
to be low cost rented accommodation. The draft policy
states that the remaining affordable housing will normally be
accepted as discounted market rent and that only that 30%
should be at London Living Rents, with the remainder at
London Affordable Rent levels. This is repeated in the
drafting of parts a) and b).
This conflicts with the Mayor’s SPG, which states in
Paragraph 4.20 that “the affordable housing offer can be
entirely discounted market rent (DMR)”. It goes on in
Paragraph 4.23 to state that “The Mayor would prefer the
DMR homes to be let at London Living Rent levels”.
There is no justification in either national or strategic policy
for Build to Rent schemes to have to provide ‘low cost’
rented accommodation (defined elsewhere as Social
Rent/London Affordable Rent).
What the draft must recognise is that DMR housing in Build
to Rent schemes is intended to meet the affordable needs
of Londoners, are not necessarily in greatest economic need,
but nonetheless require help living in decent, well
maintained accommodation in London. It is therefore
inappropriate and conflict with both national and strategic
policy for Lambeth to come up with an entirely different
approach. Therefore parts a) and b) of draft Policy H12
should be re-written to be consistent with both the
Government’s and Mayor’s policies.
3. Part c) of draft Policy H12 seeks to impose a right for the
council to nominate tenants in Build to Rent schemes. This
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is an unnecessary interference and providing the affordable
homes meet those whose incomes are below pre agreed
thresholds and that this information is shared openly with
the council, there is no justification for the draft Policy to go
further and this requirement should be deleted.
4. Part b) of draft Policy H12 states that there should be a
minimum covenant period for Build to Rent schemes in
Lambeth of 25 years. This goes well beyond the Mayor’s
guidance which seeks a minimum covenant length of 15
years (Paragraph 4.12) and there is no justification for this
different minimum
the Council’s support for build to rent and large-scale
purpose-built shared living in Policies H12 and H13 is also
welcomed – both options provide genuine alternatives to
meeting different housing needs.
Policy H12 Build to Rent
The policy sets out the Borough’s approach to the delivery of
Build to Rent (BTR) units within the Lambeth. Whilst we
welcome the inclusion of the policy and clarification on this
product type, we have some concerns over the wording
which are as follows:
- Affordable housing and the preference for a secondary,
demarcated separate core:
o We consider that this preference could adversely impact
viability of schemes where secondary cores are not the
natural solution in design terms.
o Justification in design terms might be difficult ‘to the
council’s satisfaction’ is vague;
o Separate cores which require party wall arrangements and
/ or complicated building ownership structures will not
eradicate the majority of institutional investors’
requirements / concerns and therefore the need for DMR. As
such, the separate core would not satisfy the problem DMR
has been intended to resolve.
o We note that Discounted Market Rent (DMR) can be ‘low
cost rented accommodation’ and owners / managers
professional bodies with a great deal of experience in
managing property. We do not therefore understand the
council’s preference for a Registered Provider to be involved.
o On a scheme like Montford Place or others, the developer
would be forced to include an affordable core and sell or
lease to an RP. Tenants of this building would then not
benefit from the same services or amenities as being offered
by the owner of the BTR units – unlike if the DMR units were
genuinely tenure-blind and pepper potted throughout the
development. These units are likely to be of lesser quality
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H12

Support noted.

No change.

H12

The proposed policy approach in part (a) is consistent and in
general conformity with Draft London Plan policy H13, which
has been found sound. The approach to DMR units has been
redrafted to provide clarity and consistency with the Draft
London Plan and national guidance. The 25 year covenant
period is there to ensure Build to Rent units make a long-term
contribution to meeting housing need in the borough across all
tenures (see SHMA 2017 for evidence of affordable housing
need in Lambeth). This covenant length is not anticipated to
have a material impact on development viability. The London
Plan specifies a minimum covenant period and does not
preclude longer covenant periods defined through borough
local plans.

See redrafted policy H12.
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than the private ones as a result. BTR and DMR would be far
more likely to create socially inclusive and mixed
communities than the council’s preference.
- Rental Levels
o We would encourage the council to seek rents as per the
Draft New London Plan (i.e. 30% at London Living Rents and
the remainder to be agreed locally). This will allow flexibility
in approach and reflect that development viability will vary
from one site to another.
- 25 Year covenant
o What is the justification for increasing the covenant as
recommended in the London Plan? Particularly in light of the
clawback provisions to be included in the 106 agreement.
o Has the council sought VAT advice to ensure this is
acceptable / deliverable?
- Unit allocation and nominations
o We would like to confirm there is a suitable procedure in
place to ensure that units are occupied and not left empty.
o Unit allocation needs to be fixed and marketing of these
units should be fixed via a marketing agreement.
As a separate point, we note there have been no instances of
Build to Rent having been approved in the Borough to date
and that other Boroughs in London have, as well as the Draft
New London Plan, recognised the importance of the tenure
in product diversification across the capital and the
important role it can play in the UK housing sector.
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H12

Noted.

No change.

Private renting is the only growing tenure in the UK and
whilst affordability constraints are responsible for a
considerable proportion of this demand, many tenants are
choosing to rent for longer periods than historically, allowing
them flexibility longer term. It is therefore paramount that
we effectively and not prohibitively encourage delivery of,
and investment in, this tenure.
Build to Rent and the merits thereof have been well
documented, and TfL CD is especially passionate about the
delivery of long term investment into this location and others
across London. They will be delivering high-quality homes,
bespoke designed for the rental sector and a considerable
proportion of these as Discounted Market Rent, allowing
them to own and manage the units in house. In this way they
will ensure a commitment to local people but that those on
lower incomes will benefit from longer tenancies, quality
accommodation, services and amenity space in what will be
a wholly inclusive environment, rather than one where the
affordable units are clearly delineated and tenants left as
bystanders.
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This approach has been welcomed and effectively
implemented across London and we would now like to work
with Lambeth to ensure the delivery thriving Build to Rent
communities for the long term.
8. A new policy is proposed relating to Build to Rent (Policy
H12). It is appropriate for the Plan to reflect the significance
of the rental market. Any policy should be carefully
considered and not introduce too onerous requirements to
unduly impact on the viability of schemes to be brought
forward for this market. The Council should justify why, for
example, the minimum covenant period is 25 years as
opposed to 15 set out in the London Plan? The introductory
wording of the Policy says the Council will follow the London
Plan policy H13 when clearly it is not.
Lambeth have included a new Build to rent policy under
Policy H12. We agree that the Lambeth Local Plan should
support the principle of Build to Rent. Whilst it will still be
important to build new homes for sale to fulfil the home
ownership market, in order to meet and exceed the
proposed new London plan housing targets it is important to
also recognise the importance of the contribution of the
private rented sector to. However, it is important that any
future policy is flexible and fully takes into account viability
considerations.
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H12

The 25 year covenant period is there to ensure Build to Rent
No change.
units make a long-term contribution to meeting housing need in
the borough across all tenures (see SHMA 2017 for evidence of
affordable housing need in Lambeth). This covenant length is
not anticipated to have a material impact on development
viability. The London Plan specifies a minimum covenant period
and does not preclude longer covenant periods defined through
borough local plans.

H12

The 25 year covenant period is there to ensure Build to Rent
No change.
units make a long-term contribution to meeting housing need in
the borough across all tenures (see SHMA 2017 for evidence of
affordable housing need in Lambeth). This covenant length is
not anticipated to have a material impact on development
viability. The London Plan specifies a minimum covenant period
and does not preclude longer covenant periods defined through
borough local plans. Co-living is addressed in Policy H13.

Policy H12 states that the minimum covenant period for all
Build to Rent schemes in Lambeth will be 25 years, to be
secured through a section 106 legal agreement. We are
unsure of the basis for the 25 year requirement. While we
support the fact Build to Rent schemes should be secured for
the rental market over the long term; 25 years seems too
long a timeframe. 10-15 years is considered more
appropriate. In many instances Build to Rent scheme will
either be bought or built directly by specialist Build to Rent
operators who will run the asset for the long term.

St John's
Church,
Waterloo
Individual

202/18
338/10

We also consider the Local Plan should go further to support
other forms of housing, such as co-living. The way people
want to live in London is going to undergo great change in
the lifetime of the Plan and it should enable greater flexibility
to support varying models of housing.
H12 – Build to rent: It is vital that Build to Rent enables and
H12
encourages the provision of housing for key workers, not just
for students. .
It needs to be recognised that developers will provide build
H12
to sell flats rather than build to rent flats as viability with
build to rent in London is very difficult. Build to rent
schemes need to be recognised and policy clearly defined to

Agreed. For this reason there is a distinction in policy between
Build or Rent (H12) and Large-scale purpose-built shared living
(H13).
Recent experience suggests developers find Build to Rent more
financially viable than build to sale, given recent trends in sales
values. The DRLLP must include policy to address both types of

No change.
No change.
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allow this type of development to be viable when compared
for flats for sale. This also needs to be considered for
schemes which have been consented at planning but are no
longer viable in the current market
Absolutely no way. I have been renting for a long time and
even though I would love to buy, I can't afford it. Ditch that
stupid idea and stop taking backhanders from developers.
Policy H12 Build to Rent
I would prefer this policy not to require separate affordable
/social housing blocks and entrances at the outset and leave
this decision up to the individual sites. BTR is a new concept
and may develop over time as private renting becomes an
increasing % of housing tenure.
• Part A i) ‘a justification is made for the local need the
accommodation will meet’ – there is no planning justification
for this requirement and this could in fact deter this type of
development coming forward. Draft policy H18 of the
London Plan identifies that large scale purpose-built shared
living is sui generis, non-self-contained market housing which
is not restricted to a particular group by occupation or
specific need such as students, nurses or people requiring
temporary accommodation.
Recommendation: As this tenure is broader and has been
identified at a strategic level to meet the housing need in
London, applying a policy requirement to justify local need
would deter this being delivered and therefore this part of
the policy should be deleted;
Part a, criterion i of the policy states that,
i) a justification is made for the local need the
accommodation will meet
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H12

No change.

H13

Build to Rent proposals are increasingly prevalent in London
and Lambeth. It is important to include policy for this type of
development.
Without this policy requirement, Build to Rent schemes will
only provide affordable housing as Discount Market Rent units
and the quantum of low cost social rented housing available
through council nomination that comes forward through the
planning system will be significantly reduced. Build to Rent
schemes should explore potential for inclusion of this type of
affordable housing first. Only where it is demonstrated this is
not feasible should a wholly DMR approach be considered.
Accepted.

H13

Accepted.

This reference has been removed from the draft policy.

H12

Proposed Change

development. Both have been included in the viability
assessment that supports the plan.

No change.

This reference has been removed from the draft policy.

The product is about creating new homes for Londoners
aimed at London’s young workers who may not be able to
afford conventional housing in the local area. There is a
critical need across all of London for this type of
accommodation.
The National Planning Policy Framework (2018) states that
housing policies should be based on full objectively assessed
needs for market and affordable housing in the market area.
The draft policy is based on an up to date assessment of
housing need which identifies significant growth amongst
single person households across the stated plan period with
nearly 8,000 more single person households expected to
form in the Borough of the next 20 years.
A further point to note is that the Mayor has amended Draft
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London Plan Policy H18 to remove the requirement for
shared living proposals to meet an identified need. This has
been replaced by a requirement to ensure such
developments contribute towards mixed and inclusive
neighbourhoods. Part a, criterion i is therefore unnecessary
and should be removed from the draft policy.
• Part A ii) ‘each private unit includes at least 15 sq m
functional living space separate from the communal facilities’
– whilst it is supported that functional living space should be
provided with this type of tenure, setting a floorspace
requirement could actually compromise housing being
delivered as land is not optimally being used and
compromised by this requirement. This therefore contradicts
the policy stance of draft London Plan policy GG2 which
states that new developments should be high-density, mixed
use that make the best use of land. This policy also fails to
acknowledge and have consideration to amenity and
community provisions that exist in the locality of sites.
Recommendation: This policy requirement should be
removed as it has the ability to compromise the quantum of
housing delivered;
• Part A iv) ‘rents per room are set no higher than the mean
rental level for a studio in the private rented sector in that
postcode area (based on London Rent Map data). This
requirement should be removed as there is no planning basis
to control rental levels through policy and is unjustified.
Recommendation: This policy requirement should be
removed as planning policy cannot dictate rental levels;
Part a, criterion iv should be amended so that it clearly states
that the rent comparisons are based on net rents i.e.
excluding household bills as follows,
iv) rents per room are set no higher than the mean net rental
level for a studio in the private rented sector in that postcode
area (based on London Rent Map data) excluding household
bills and services.
• Part B i) ‘it would result in the loss of existing selfcontained residential accommodation (C3)’ – it is widely
acknowledged that other housing tenures can count towards
the delivery of conventional housing. This includes the
acknowledgement of student housing, as set out earlier in
this representation and this stance should be considered
here.
Recommendation: This policy requirement should be
removed as this tenure of housing can in fact contribute to
the delivery of housing. This is further contradictory to the
national and strategic policy position; and
• Part B iv) ‘it would result in an over-concentration of
similar uses, including purpose-built student
accommodation, which may be detrimental to residential
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H13

Optimisation of density must be balanced with quality of
accommodation and living environment. 15m2 is the minimum
personal living space considered acceptable in a large-scale
purpose-built shared living development in Lambeth. A smaller
area per person would not provide an adequate living
environment for the health and well-being of people in the
borough. Lambeth is able to meet and exceed its London Plan
housing target without relying on delivery of super-high density
sui generis co-living schemes, with no minimum space
requirements to safeguard quality of accommodation.

No change.

H13

This requirement is included to help ensure the accommodation See update to paragraph 5.124.
is meeting local need rather than attracting higher-earning
tenants from outside the borough. Clarification has been added
in supporting text paragraph 5.124 that comparator rent levels
should be net of household bills.

H13

Accepted.

A reference has been added to paragraph 5.124 in the
supporting text.

H13

The overall priority need in Lambeth is for self-contained
residential accommodation. Non self-contained
accommodation can help to meet some aspects of housing
need, but is contribution is less significant, as recognised in the
change to approach to counting this type of accommodation
against London Plan housing targets (and in national guidance).
Where existing C3 accommodation exists, this should not be
lost as the expense of non-self-contained accommodation.

No change.

H13

Paragraph 5.126 explains the justification and approach to
assessing this part of the policy.

No change.
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amenity or the balance and mix of uses in the area or place
undue pressure on local infrastructure’. This requirement
should be removed as there is no reference to a numerical
threshold and this is on the basis of a wider assessment
which could vary in certain circumstances and officer’s
assessment. The Council have not put any justification how
this tenure could place pressure on the surrounding
infrastructure, transport, and open space and how there will
be an adverse impact upon residential occupiers in the area.
Furthermore, this tenure is broader, and this policy
requirement could in fact deter this type of development
coming forward, therefore it should be removed.
Recommendation: This policy requirement should be
removed as there is no threshold set and justification as to
how large-scale purpose shared living can have a detrimental
impact on local communities.
Part b, criterion iv states that,
iv) it would result in an over-concentration of similar uses,
including purpose-built student accommodation, which may
be detrimental to residential amenity or the balance and mix
of uses in the area or place undue pressure on local
infrastructure.
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H13

Proposals of this nature will be supported in Waterloo and
Vauxhall, which are the parts of Lambeth within the CAZ and
with the highest levels of public transport accessibility. This is
in acknowledgement that this type of development is most
appropriate in this type of high density, central London
location. Notwithstanding this, there is a risk of overconcentration and harm to the mix and balance of uses in these
neighbourhoods if several similar schemes come forward in
close proximity. The policy provision is therefore justified.

No change.

The policy requirement for affordable housing is consistent with
the approach in the Draft London Plan, which has been found
sound.

No change.

This part of the policy should be amended to allow flexibility
in central areas that are well connected by public transport
and local services where higher density development can be
supported. In such areas, there should be scope for more
than two such uses in a 500m radius.
In terms of affordable housing, whilst we accept that
H13
affordable housing contributions are required as part of
shared living schemes, it is a market product that relies on no
public subsidy and typically provides accommodation at
rental levels that can be afforded by those who would
otherwise qualify for traditional affordable housing provided
by boroughs or Registered Providers.
As a rental product, which the London Plan recognises has a
distinct economic model, and given the rental levels the
market derives it will not be able to deliver affordable rental
levels for London’s workers and also achieve the target
market sale levels for traditional affordable housing targeted
by the Mayor.
To ensure that shared living products maximise the
contribution towards mixed and balanced communities and
meet a range of housing needs, our suggested approach as
schemes come forward is to undertake viability appraisals
and focus any subsidy available in one or both of the
following ways:
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Annex/ Policy
/General

Officer Response

Proposed Change

1. a financial payment to the Borough to bring forward
traditional affordable housing to meet the specific local
needs; or
2. a discounted market rent approach to a proportion of the
shared living units. This would be expected to follow a similar
approach to Section 4 Build to Rent, of the Affordable
Housing SPG which currently relates to C3 housing and
excludes non-self-contained accommodation. Such that
subsidised rent levels are provided on a proportion of the
units set at a level to address local needs. Where this has
been explored to date co living has been able to provide for
incomes of c £25,000 which would cater for those on low
starting salaries in their first jobs.
The above proposed approach is consistent with paragraph
62 of the NPPF which states that where there is an identified
need for affordable housing, policies should be set for
meeting this need on site, unless off site provision or a
financial contribution of broadly equivalent value can be
robustly justified and the agreed approach contributes to the
objective of creating mixed and balanced communities.
We feel that the restrictive approach in the draft policy
means an opportunity would be lost to help large numbers
of Londoners who currently live in similar single occupancy
accommodation such as nurses and other key workers
(usually without access to amenities offered in shared living,
or access to similar community benefits).
A discount market rent option helping those who are unable
to access social housing, but also do not earn enough to
access intermediate housing options has the chance to help
encourage a mixed community in shared living buildings as
well as enhance the quality of life of the junior doctors,
nurses, teachers, police and other key workers that are so
important to keeping London running.

Caddick
Developments

129/11

It is proposed that policy flexibility is provided for either of
these approaches to be considered on a site by site basis, so
that authorities can consider how to maximise the affordable
housing outcomes from co-living schemes and opportunities
to deliver mixed and balanced communities.
The adopted Lambeth Local Plan does not include a policy
H13
referring to co-living accommodation. However, we note that
proposed Policy H13 of the Draft Revised Lambeth Local Plan
refers to ‘large-scale purpose-built shared living’. The policy
states that development proposals for large-scale purposebuilt shared living will be supported in Waterloo and

Build to Rent accommodation can be appropriate in a range of
No change
locations across the borough and can help to meet housing
need for essential local workers such as those mentioned (see
policy H12). Large-scale purpose built shared living schemes
are much more akin to student accommodation and are
generally marketed to young people just entering the workforce
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Vauxhall only where they meet both the requirements of the
London Plan and the following additional Lambeth-specific
requirements:
i) a justification is made for the local need the
accommodation will meet;
ii) each private unit includes at least 15m² functional living
space;
iii) The redevelopment of the employment floorspace on the
site is envisaged within a broader and more comprehensive
vision for the site, which comprises co-living
accommodation;
iv) rents per room are set no higher than the mean rental
level for a studio in the private rented sector in that
postcode area (based on London Rent Map data).
We welcome the inclusion of a specific policy pertaining to
shared or co-living accommodation, not least as it would
provide a more consistent approach with reference to Policy
H18 of the Draft New London Plan which states as follows:
“large-scale purpose-built shared living Sui Generis use
developments, where of good quality and design, may have a
role in meeting housing need in London if, at the
neighbourhood level, the development contributes to a mixed
and inclusive neighbourhood.”

Annex/ Policy
/General

Officer Response

Proposed Change

and intending to live there for relatively short periods of time,
rather than to professionals such as doctors and nurses, given
the very small rooms provided and the emphasis on communal
living. Shared living or co-living schemes are more appropriate
to very high density central London locations.

Notwithstanding the above, it is our contention that the
proposed policy should not restrict the location of shared or
co-living accommodation to Waterloo and Vauxhall. Such an
approach is overly-restrictive and fails to recognise that this
particular model of accommodation can play an important
role in supporting the workforce of local institutions,
irrespective of their location. For instance, there is a
significant need for accommodation for staff working at
King’s College Hospital, which is located approximately 500
metres to the southeast of the BizSpace site. Workers,
including doctors, nurses, clinicians, researchers and a range
of support staff rent rooms within the immediate area,
thereby placing strain on the local housing stock. Often these
are placements for several months or years and require a
degree of flexibility. Carefully-designed co-living
accommodation can help to meet the need for this form of
accommodation and not just in Waterloo and Vauxhall.
Co-living accommodation can also complement employment
floorspace when considered as part of a comprehensive
mixed-use approach to the redevelopment of a site. Such an
approach helps to make efficient use of urban land and is
consistent with Paragraph 127 of the NPPF, which
emphasises that planning decisions “should support
development that makes efficient use of land, taking into
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Caddick
Developments

Rep
Code

129/16

Level (1) SE1
Limited

165/5

UNITE Students

183/7

Representation Wording
account the identified need for different types of housing
and other forms of development”.
Co-living accommodation is a relatively new concept, which
is primarily a response to the needs of younger professionals
and other sectors, including health professionals which are
relevant to large parts of the Borough and to the emerging
changes in the rental market. The need and demand for coliving accommodation is partly borne out of the difficulties
which professionals experience in the rent and purchase of
traditional housing. A significant proportion of Londoners
can no longer afford to rent or buy within the traditional
housing market. They are often forced to rely on limited
housing choice and rent substandard accommodation. The
co-living accommodation envisioned for the BizSpace site
would provide a more innovative form of rental
accommodation, which would be a lower cost solution that is
specifically designed around the needs and lifestyles of
young professionals. It is therefore important that proposed
Policy H13.
We also submit that the Council’s policy on shared or coliving accommodation needs to be mindful of the benefits
arising from this product and should therefore avoid placing
geographical restrictions on the location of such
development. In particular, this form of accommodation
offers a more affordable model for younger professionals,
whilst also supporting and complementing existing
employment sites. Furthermore, co-living accommodation
can provide an important support for existing institutions
such as hospitals and as such, it is imperative that the policy
does not restrict this use to Waterloo and Vauxhall.

Annex/ Policy
/General

Officer Response

Proposed Change

H13

See the response to point 129/11.

No change

Support noted.

No change

See response to points 183/8, 9, 10, 11.

n/a

In conclusion, we consider that careful consideration of
amendments to proposed Policies ED3 and H13 of Draft
Revised Lambeth Local Plan will help to facilitate a more
joined-up approach in maximising the efficiency of KIBA sites,
urban regeneration and the sustainable use of urban land.
the Council’s support for build to rent and large-scale
H13
purpose-built shared living in Policies H12 and H13 is also
welcomed – both options provide genuine alternatives to
meeting different housing needs.
The additional policy H13 has been added to the Lambeth
H13
Plan and follows the stance of emerging London Plan H18,
recognising an emerging tenure of housing within London.
However, the policy sets out requirements further to that set
out in the London Plan which are onerous and could deter
these types of developments coming forward. Objection is
made to the following requirements as set out in the draft
policy:
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188/10

The Collective
Ltd.

199/1

The Collective
Ltd.

199/6

Representation Wording
9. Large scale purpose built shared living is proposed to be
addressed by Policy H13. Such development will be
supported in Waterloo and Vauxhall. The details of the policy
need to be carefully considered to ensure that the additional
criteria do not serve to frustrate such development coming
forward. In addition, it is unclear why such a use will not be
considered on a site with an extant planning permission for
C3 housing? There may be specific viability or other reasons
why a C3 scheme might not be implemented. As such to
preclude consideration of an alternative form of housing
would seem unwarranted.
Policy H13 Large-scale purpose-built shared living

Annex/ Policy
/General
H13

Officer Response

Proposed Change

The overall priority need in Lambeth is for self-contained
residential accommodation. Non self-contained
accommodation can help to meet some aspects of housing
need, but is contribution is less significant, as recognised in the
change to approach to counting this type of accommodation
against London Plan housing targets (and in national guidance).
Where existing C3 accommodation exists, this should not be
lost as the expense of non-self-contained accommodation.

No change.

H13

Proposals of this nature will be supported in Waterloo and
Vauxhall, which are the parts of Lambeth within the CAZ and
with the highest levels of public transport accessibility. This is
in acknowledgement that this type of development is most
appropriate in this type of high density, central London
location. Notwithstanding this, there is a risk of overconcentration and harm to the mix and balance of uses in these
neighbourhoods if several similar schemes come forward in
close proximity. The policy provision is therefore justified.
See response to 199/5. The policy requirement for affordable
housing is consistent with the approach in the Draft London
Plan, which has been found sound.

No change.

We support the inclusion of a specific policy on shared living
accommodation. However, we consider that restricting such
developments to Waterloo and Vauxhall is unnecessary
because there are other parts of the Borough that can
support shared living development so each case should be
based on its own merits.
Proposed revised wording for Policy H13 Large-scale
purpose-built shared living
For the avoidance of doubt, the following sets out our
suggested updated draft text for policy H13 Large-scale
purpose-built shared living:

H13

No change.

a) Development proposals for large-scale purpose-built
shared living will be supported in the Borough where they
meet both the requirements of London Plan policy H18 and
the following additional Lambeth-specific requirements:
i) each private unit includes at least 15m2 functional living
space separate from the communal facilities;
ii) communal space meets the minimum requirements for
houses in multiple occupation; and
iii) rents per room are set no higher than the mean rental
level for a studio in the private rented sector in that
postcode area (based on London Rent Map data).
b) A development proposal for large-scale purpose-built
shared living will not be supported on public-sector land or
where:
i) it would result in the loss of existing self-contained
residential accommodation (C3);
ii) it is proposed on a site allocated or protected for other
uses;
iii) it is proposed on a site with an extant planning permission
for C3 housing; and/or

138

Name

Rep
Code

Representation Wording
iv) it would result in an over-concentration of similar uses,
including purpose-built student accommodation, which may
be detrimental to residential amenity or the balance and mix
of uses in the area or place undue pressure on local
infrastructure apart from in activity area, major
town/district centres and / or highly accessible locations.

Annex/ Policy
/General

Officer Response

Proposed Change

H13

Such an approach would not be justified by evidence of housing
need in the borough.
The policy provides support for this type of accommodation
(subject to specific requirements) for the reasons given.

No change.

It is acknowledged that inclusion of on-site facilities for
residents is a feature of co-living schemes and is part of the
attraction of this type of development to prospective tenants.
However, tenants would still need to use local shops and food
outlets so would still generally contribute to the local economy.

No change.

c) Affordable housing should be secured on a site by site
basis, subject to viability, in accordance with London Plan
policy H18 in the form of either:
a) a single upfront payment to contribute to the delivery of
affordable housing (Use Class C3) off site in the Borough,
secured through a section106 legal agreement; or
b) a discounted market rent approach to a proportion of
the shared living units on site in accordance with the
approach within Section 4 Build to Rent, of the Affordable
Housing SPG. The subsidised (discounted) rent levels should
be set at a level to address local needs through a section106
legal agreement.
West Norwood
Forum
Individual

320/4
338/11

WeAreWaterloo 75/12

As said in H7 and H9 - this should have priority. Over half of
all new units should fall within this category.
There needs to be an acceptance that the cost of
construction in London (Labour, materials, finance etc) is
expensive and we have a housing shortage. There needs to
be a relaxation on unit sizes for certain types of housing such
as co-living and it should be encouraged as this type of
housing is generally for a temporary period of time (1-3
years) and young people just out of university are very open
to the idea of it if it means that they can meet new friends,
live in modern quality developments and make a saving on
rental costs. By permitting this type of development it will
free up larger flats for couples and families. This type of
development is popular in New York and Munich in
Germany. It can house a lot of people at a lower cost than
the cost of building traditional flat sizes which in turn
requires the owner of that development to charge a higher
rent to make the scheme financially viable.
Consideration should be given to how student housing
developments, if they come forward can contribute to the
local economy, including through restricting the amount of
on-site facilities which reduce the likelihood that residents
frequent local facilities. This principle should also be applied
to large-scale purpose built living.

H13

H13

No change.
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Section 6: Economic Development, Retail and Town Centre Uses
Name
Norwood
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Norwood
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al.

Mayor of
London

Norwood
Action group et
al.
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Representation Wording
Code
196/403 Typically, they contain 5,000– 50,000m2 of retail, leisure and service floorspace
Note reduced floor space on lower limit, down from 10,000. Is this correct?
196/404 Local Centres in Lambeth (41)
Norwood High Street/Chapel Road
There are just 2 shops in Chapel Road: a corner shop serving local needs and a specialist diving
equipment shop about 100m apart. This is insufficient to classify as local centre on basis of LLP
definition of ‘clusters’ of shops serving local needs. Or is the reference just to NHS in this area in
which case similar issue few shops and not serving local need.
70/7
Vauxhall is not recognised in Annex 3 of the draft Local Plan as a town centre, however draft policy
D1 of the Local Plan groups Vauxhall with existing district and major centres. Vauxhall
Street/Jonathan Street is identified as a local centre in Annex 3 of the Local Plan. It should be
recognised that Vauxhall is proposed to be designated in the Draft New London Plan as a CAZ retail
cluster in Table A1.1. The retail function and potential of Waterloo and South Bank and Vauxhall
should be recognised in a way that reflects their location in the CAZ.
196/405 The following are designated Key Industrial and Business Areas (KIBAs):
Knolly's Yard

Policy/
Annex
Annex
03

Officer Response

Proposed Change

The figure reflects the London Plan
definitions.

No change.

Annex
03

Local centres provide for more
services than shops alone. There are a
range of commercial premises within
this local centre.

No change.

Annex
03

The point is accepted.

Changes throughout the Local Plan, including
within policies PN1 (Waterloo and South Bank) and
PN2 (Vauxhall) have been made to reflect the
Waterloo CAZ retail cluster and the Vauxhall CAZ
retail cluster.

Annex
04

Support for existing uses is noted.
Lambeth is progressing a Site
Allocations DPD. This site will be
considered for inclusion in that
document. If a proposal is taken
forward and a planning application is
received, a full transport assessment
will be necessary to carefully assess
how the proposals could impact on
the Yard and surrounding areas.
This wording is required to set out the
approach to seeking contributions in
accordance with policy ED14.

No change

The policy does not support large
office development in KIBAs.
Development of large offices in KIBAs
would be subject to the sequential
test and the requirements of DRLLP
Policy ED3.

No change.

This is surrounded by residential roads. Any use that significantly increases traffic is opposed by
residents. Current uses OK.

U+I Group Plc

79/7a

Workspace
Group Plc

162/4

Annex 10: Charging approaches
Appendix 1: Amended Policy and Site Allocation Wording
The below sets out recommended revised wording for the relevant emerging plan policies:
• Bold text: New text inserted by Lichfields on behalf of U+I Group PLC.
• Strike-through: Deleted text.
Monetary Contributions to Offset Impact of Visitor Attractions:
Contributions to help fund the cost of offsetting the impact of visitor attractions will be calculated
according to the following formula.
The council will look to base the visitor attraction impact offset contribution cost on an annual sum
payment per year based on impact in relation to 1% of turnover, or another sum, as agreed.
Without prejudice to the evolution of the ongoing proposals for the site we write to make further
representations on the part 2 regulation 18 consultation of the revised Local Plan specifically in
relation to Kennington Business Park. For ease of reference we have included extracts of the
relevant policy (highlighted in bold) together with Workspace Comments.
Policy ED1 Offices (B1a)

Annex
10

ED01

No change.

a) Proposals for large offices (greater than 1,000m2 gross external area) will be supported in the
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Workspace
Group Plc

Acoustic Group
Ltd

Acoustic Group
Ltd

Rep
Code

162/5

134/17

134/19

WeAreWaterloo 75/14
ITV PLC

188/11

Representation Wording
Central Activities Zone, Vauxhall and Waterloo London Plan Opportunity Areas and Brixton and
Streatham major town centres. Elsewhere, large office development will be supported only
where the scale of the proposal is appropriate to its location and the PTAL level is 4 or above
and subject to the sequential test in section 7 of the NPPF.

Policy/
Annex

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Support noted.

No change.

ED01

The proposed two years marketing
period is reasonable and consistent
with the approach followed in
neighbouring boroughs. It is
necessary to protect against loss of
office space and allow for effective
market testing.

No change.

ED01

It is not considered that a bespoke
policy should be introduced for listed
buildings. The proposed two years
marketing period is reasonable and
consistent with the approach followed
in neighbouring boroughs. It is
necessary to protect against loss of
office space and allow for effective
market testing.
Noted.

No change.

Part (c) of the policy has been
amended to clarify that tests would
only apply where a proposal would
result in the complete loss of office
floorspace.

Policy ED1 (c) has been amended to read:

Workspace Comment
We welcome the promotion of office accommodation in key and accessible locations within the
borough. We note that the Kennington Business Park is an identified KIBA and which indicates the
B1 use class is appropriate in such location. As such, we note the sequential test as set in paragraph
89 of the NPPF is not relevant in this instance as there is an up-to-date planning policy designation
for the site. However, we consider this should be specifically referenced in the supporting text.
b) Proposals for smaller offices (up to 1,000m2 gross external area) will be supported in all
ED01
locations, subject to other plan policies relating to the existing use of the land, environment,
transport and design.
Workspace Comment
We welcome the introduction of a presumption in favour of small office accommodation in the
Borough which we consider will encourage the development of the borough as a hub for small and
medium sized enterprises consistent with the type of occupiers of Workspace.
Draft revised Policy ED1 is of potential relevance in the event that the KIBA designation is not
ultimately confirmed and adopted. Specifically, part c) provides for circumstances where a net loss
of office space may be permissible notwithstanding a presumption of no net loss of office
floorspace.
Given the susceptibility of (older) listed properties to periods of vacancy and deterioration the
original marketing period of one year set out in criterion 1) should be retained in respect of such
properties.
Similarly, bespoke to listed properties, criteria i), ii) and iii) should be solitary tests for listed
properties - not a threefold requirement - to facilitate timely reinvestment in heritage assets for
new uses and not risk prolonged uncertainty and deterioration of their fabric.

2.4. The BID supports the Local Plan’s policies to limit the net loss of office floorspace, including by
supporting the Council’s application for an Article 4 Direction which prevents automatic office to
residential conversion.
10. Changes are proposed to Policy ED1 Offices. The provision of and retention of office floorspace
is important to the borough. There may be instances where a net loss of office is inevitable and
where its long-term vacancy, whilst a 2-year period of marketing takes place, merely serves to
negatively impact an area. A 2-year period of marketing is a significant period. Flexibility should be
applied in the application of this requirement.

ED01
ED01

No change.

Proposals involving a complete loss of office
floorspace will not be supported permitted
provided unless the following tests are met

The proposed two years marketing
period is reasonable and consistent
with the approach followed in
neighbouring boroughs. It is
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197/9

Employment

Policy/
Annex

ED01

Policy ED1 states that proposals involving a net loss of office floorspace for change of use or
redevelopment of large offices will not be supported provided unless a number of tests are met.
This includes the requirement of continuous marketing for a period of at least two years. This
represents an increase in the marketing period from the current local plan which provides a
requirement of only one year.

The same policy also states that “Exceptionally, partial replacement of existing B1a floorspace in a
mixed use redevelopment will be considered where other significant planning benefits, such as a
high proportion of affordable housing, are provided; and it can be demonstrated that the maximum
feasible proportion of office floorspace is included in the scheme, or that the replacement space will
result in an intensification of office use”. This inclusion is supported as it encourages making
efficient use of land by introduction of a variety of uses including housing delivery.

205/19

Maven Plan

321/5

necessary to protect against loss of
office space and allow for effective
market testing.
Part (c) of the policy has been
amended to clarify that tests would
only apply where a proposal would
result in the complete loss of office
floorspace.
The proposed two years marketing
period is reasonable and consistent
with the approach followed in
neighbouring boroughs. It is
necessary to protect against loss of
office space and allow for effective
market testing.

This amendment is not supported as it could result in a delay of redeveloping the site by at least a
year. For example, if this was a change of use scheme from office to residential, it would result in
the delay in the delivery of much needed housing. It is acknowledged that these changes are to
protect employment use, however we believe one year is an adequate marketing period and
therefore the existing wording should be retained.

London and
Quadrant
Housing Trust

Officer Response

The support for part (d) of the policy is
noted, though it should be noted that
amendments have been made to
clarify the circumstances, outside of
the CAZ, where partial replacement of
existing B1a office floorspace may be
acceptable.

Policy ED1 – Offices (B1a) L&Q welcome the proposed amendments to Policy ED1 (d) that the
partial replacement of existing B1a floorspace in mixed use development will be considered
acceptable where other significant planning benefits, such as a high proportion of affordable
housing, are provided.

ED01

We would like to expand on d) to state that "exceptionally, the full or partial replacement of
existing B1a floorspace in a mixed use redevelopment will be considered where other significant
planning benefits, such as a high proportion of affordable housing, are provided; and it can be
demonstrated that the maximum feasible proportion of office floorspace is included in the scheme,
or that the replacement space will result in an intensification of office use."

ED01

The support for part (d) of the policy is
noted, though it should be noted that
amendments have been made to
clarify the circumstances, outside of
the CAZ, where partial replacement of
existing B1a office floorspace may be
acceptable.

No change in response to this
proposal as this would weaken the
requirement to provide replacement
office floorspace. There is scope to
take account of other material
considerations on a case by case basis.

Proposed Change

Policy ED1 (c) has been amended to read:
Proposals involving a complete loss of office
floorspace will not be supported permitted
provided unless the following tests are met
Policy ED1(d) has been amended to read:
Redevelopment of offices for a mix of uses will be
supported if the quantity of original B1a floorspace
is replaced or increased as part of the development
or elsewhere in the vicinity within Lambeth,
incorporating existing businesses where
possible. Outside of the CAZ, partial replacement
of existing B1a floorspace in a mixed use
redevelopment may be supported where other
significant planning benefits are delivered and it
can be demonstrated that the maximum feasible
and viable proportion of office floorspace is
included in the scheme, and/or that the
replacement space will result in an intensification
of office use. In these circumstances, viability
evidence must be provided.
Policy ED1(d) has been amended to read:
Redevelopment of offices for a mix of uses will be
supported if the quantity of original B1a floorspace
is replaced or increased as part of the development
or elsewhere in the vicinity within Lambeth,
incorporating existing businesses where
possible. Outside of the CAZ, partial replacement
of existing B1a floorspace in a mixed use
redevelopment may be supported where other
significant planning benefits are delivered and it
can be demonstrated that the maximum feasible
and viable proportion of office floorspace is
included in the scheme, and/or that the
replacement space will result in an intensification
of office use. In these circumstances, viability
evidence must be provided.
Policy ED1(d) has been amended to read:
Redevelopment of offices for a mix of uses will be
supported if the quantity of original B1a floorspace
is replaced or increased as part of the development
or elsewhere in the vicinity within Lambeth,
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Policy/
Annex

Officer Response
It should be noted that amendments
have been made to clarify the
circumstances, outside of the CAZ,
where partial replacement of existing
B1a office floorspace may be
acceptable.

Guy's and St
Thomas' Charity

140/24

Canary Wharf
Group

158/12

Workspace
Group Plc

162/6

Part e) of Policy ED1 seeks to ensure that residential and office uses as part of a mixed-use
development come forward at the same time. However, this fails to recognise the complex
arrangements which come from either a multi-phased development and fails to set out why a mix
of uses should be delivered at the same time to meet policy requirements. For example, the
assembly of the whole Royal Street site is complex in terms of existing tenants and their respective
lease arrangements and this will determine which parts of the site can come forward for
redevelopment earliest. Becket House, the large-scale office building at the northern end of the
site (as shown in Appendix 1), has a lease until 2026. As such, it is likely that the southern portion
of the site will come forward before the Becket House parcel. As drafted, Policy ED1 e) has the
potential to restrict one part of the overall site coming forward which in turn could compromise
the entire deliverability of the site. As such, we do not consider Part e) to be effective or justified
and therefore suggest it should be deleted. “e) In mixed use schemes, the office and residential
elements of the development should be made available for occupation at the same time”.
Section 6: Economic Development, Retail and Town Centre Uses Policy ED1 (Offices (B1a))
introduces a requirement that in mixed use schemes the office and residential elements of the
development should be made available for occupation at the same time. This inflexibility restricts
large scale regeneration sites to be able to be able to be phased in line with market demand which
is likely to be detrimental to the deliverability of schemes. Greater flexibility should be allowed in
regarding the phasing.

ED01

e) In mixed use schemes, the office and residential elements of the development should be made
available for occupation at the same time.

ED01

ED01

Workspace Comment
We note that policy should recognise differences in residential and commercial market conditions
and thus onerous restrictions should not be placed on the occupation of one space based on the
occupation on the other. We therefore consider this should be clarified for the avoidance of doubt
in the accompanying supporting text.
ITV PLC

188/12

In addition, it is considered that making available for occupation the residential and office elements ED01
at the same time may prove impractical and detrimentally impact viability. A flexible and pragmatic
approach to the delivery of various use elements is required.

The point is accepted. In large, mixed
use schemes the delivery of different
aspects will depend on schemespecific circumstances of the scheme
and it may not be reasonable or
practice to require office and
residential space to be made available
for occupation at the same time in
every case. It is therefore proposed to
replace the wording to address this.

The point is accepted. In large, mixed
use schemes the delivery of different
aspects will depend on schemespecific circumstances of the scheme
and it may not be reasonable or
practice to require office and
residential space to be made available
for occupation at the same time in
every case. It is therefore proposed to
replace the wording to address this.
The point is accepted. In large, mixed
use schemes the delivery of different
aspects will depend on schemespecific circumstances of the scheme
and it may not be reasonable or
practice to require office and
residential space to be made available
for occupation at the same time in
every case. It is therefore proposed to
replace the wording to address this.
The point is accepted. In large, mixed
use schemes the delivery of different
aspects will depend on schemespecific circumstances of the scheme
and it may not be reasonable or

Proposed Change
incorporating existing businesses where
possible. Outside of the CAZ, partial replacement
of existing B1a floorspace in a mixed use
redevelopment may be supported where other
significant planning benefits are delivered and it
can be demonstrated that the maximum feasible
and viable proportion of office floorspace is
included in the scheme, and/or that the
replacement space will result in an intensification
of office use. In these circumstances, viability
evidence must be provided.
Replace wording ED1 (e) with:
Where appropriate to the scheme, the phasing of
delivery of different uses within mixed-use
schemes may be secured by planning obligation.

Replace wording ED1 (e) with:
Where appropriate to the scheme, the phasing of
delivery of different uses within mixed-use
schemes may be secured by planning obligation.

Replace wording ED1 (e) with:
Where appropriate to the scheme, the phasing of
delivery of different uses within mixed-use
schemes may be secured by planning obligation.

Replace wording ED1 (e) with:
Where appropriate to the scheme, the phasing of
delivery of different uses within mixed-use
schemes may be secured by planning obligation.
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Guy's and St
Thomas' Charity

140/25

Workspace
Group Plc

162/7

Part f) of Policy ED1 states that, “Development proposals for new B1a office space greater than
2,000 sq. m (GEA) should consider the scope to provide a portion of flexile workspace suitable for
micro, small and medium sized enterprises, in accordance with London Plan policy E2”. The Charity
recognises the need for London and Lambeth to provide employment facilities for a range of
business occupiers and this diversity should be encouraged. However, where there is limited
opportunity to provide large scale offices, we consider that these should be seized upon.
Therefore, we request clarification as to how the Council intend this policy to be applied. I.e. we
consider that sites such as Royal Street within the CAZ and an Opportunity Area should be
encouraged to deliver large single occupier office buildings. A requirement to dilute this offer for
smaller enterprises could make the proposals less attractive to the market and therefore deter
large scale operators form investing in Lambeth.
f) Development proposals for new B1a office space greater than 2,000 m2 (gross external area)
should consider the scope to provide a proportion of flexible workspace suitable for micro, small
and medium-sized enterprises, in accordance with London Plan policy E2. This can include a
variety of types of space including serviced offices and co-working space. Opportunities for longterm management of the flexible workspace by a company specialising in the management of
this type of space should be fully explored.

Policy/
Annex

ED01

ED01

Workspace Comment
We welcome the recognition of specialist providers of office space in the Borough. However, we
note that this policy relates specifically to B1(a) office space and does not consider other
employment generating uses within the B1 use class comprising the B1(b) and B1(c) definitions. We
consider that recognition should be given to the other forms of employment generating uses
within the B1 use class. Workspace is a unique provider of employment space insofar as it does not
restrict the occupation of its units to a specific subclass – such as B1(a) and we consider this should
be recognised in policy.

TfL Commercial
Development

172/9

Lambeth
Staying Healthy
Partnership
Board

225/12

Further, whilst we note the benefits of serviced offices and co-working spaces, we note that not all
buildings and management of space is conducive to the operation of co-working / serviced offices.
As such, whilst we welcome the encouragement of this policy, we note that an element of restraint
should be used with regards to the application of this element of ED1 to safeguard the interests of
specialist workspace providers in the borough.
Flexible Workspace Requirement
The ambition for flexible workspace is supported in that it enables a range of business types and
sizes to operate alongside one another and enable opportunities for different supply chains and
business to businesses relationships to connect and strengthen. Flexible workspaces are also
attractive to SMEs and micro companies due to their more flexible leases and shared services such
as WiFi; printing; meeting rooms; event and café spaces.
Business and Jobs The proposal for very large office proposals to consider including flexible
workspace suitable for micro, small and medium-sized businesses is supported.

Officer Response
practice to require office and
residential space to be made available
for occupation at the same time in
every case. It is therefore proposed to
replace the wording to address this.
The policy will be applied for all
qualifying development. The policy
requirement comes from the Draft
London Plan and is “to consider the
scope to provide…”. This gives
sufficient flexibility to deal with the
circumstances described by the
respondent.

The point in relation to B1 uses is
noted. However, this policy relates to
B1(a) offices - other B1 uses are
addressed by policies ED3 and ED4.
For clarity and to reflect proposed
changes to draft London Plan Policy
E1D2, all references to use classes will
be amended to refer to B1a and not
B1.

Proposed Change

No change.

No change to reflect points made but all references
to use classes in the policy will be amended to
refer to B1a and not B1.

The policy requirement comes from
the Draft London Plan and is “to
consider the scope to provide…”. This
gives sufficient flexibility to deal with
the circumstances described by the
respondent.

ED01

Support noted.

No change.

ED01

The support is noted.

No change.
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Norwood
Action group et
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Norwood
Action group et
al.

Rep
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162/8

Representation Wording
g) All new office floorspace intended for use by micro, small and medium-sized enterprises
should be made available to the market fully fitted out to turn-key standard, unless an
agreement is in place prior to occupation with a specialist small business space management
company.

Workspace Comment
We welcome the recognition of specialist providers of office space in the borough intended for use
by micro, small and medium sized enterprises. However, in our view, a requirement for this space
to be fitted out to turn-key standards is overly onerous and does not fully account for the needs of
future occupiers. Whilst we note that Workspace is a management company for the provision of
small business space, in many cases the occupiers/tenants of these units fit the spaces out
themselves to their own standards and requirements. We therefore consider this element of policy
is overly onerous and does not respond to market conditions.
196/184 g) All new office floorspace intended for use by micro, small and medium-sized enterprises should
be made available to the market fully fitted out to turn-key standard, unless an agreement is in
place prior to occupation with a specialist small business space management company.
Good provided does not affect overall affordability
196/185 The council will consider the introduction of further Article 4 directions of this nature in other parts
of the borough where there is evidence that office to residential permitted development rights are
harming the stock of office floorspace in the borough to the detriment of businesses and the
borough’s potential for economic growth.

WeAreWaterloo 75/13

LB Croydon

109/4

VCI Holding Ltd

126/12

VCI Holding Ltd

126/14

Acoustic Group
Ltd

134/23

In West Norwood it’s more about changing to substandard housing. Standards should be
enforceable.
2.3. 6.3. Where a Business Improvement District is in existence covering the area in which the
change of use is submitted, BIDs should be consulted on the state of the local retail market. Where
possible, BIDs should be shown to have been included in the efforts to market commercial
properties since we are regularly contacted by those seeking space.
The general approach in the DRLLP has a similar approach to the NLP to protect industrial capacity
whilst offering prospects of bringing about investments and renewal of industrial/employment
locations. The detailed policies encouraging flexible workspaces which are suitable for small and
medium business and the requirement for developments to include a proportion of affordable
workspaces is supported.
VCI supports draft Policy ED1 Offices (B1a) which supports proposals for large offices (greater than
1,000m2 gross external area) within the Central Activities Zone, the Vauxhall and Waterloo London
Plan Opportunity Areas, plus major town centres.
We note that supporting large offices in these locations will support the achievement of the
Strategic Objectives such as those set out within Section 3 of the Plan, including the provision of
approximately 160,000m2 GIA net additional office floorspace. VCI’s proposals for Vauxhall Cross
seek to deliver just less than 20,000sqm of office floorspace, with significant accompanying
employment and economic benefits. These proposals are therefore a key strategic consideration in
their own right.
In the event that the KIBA designation is removed, the minor wording changes to draft revised
Policy ED1 set out elsewhere above should be made to distinguish between heritage assets in
office use from other properties and the desirability and obligation to secure their long term
protection by enabling their reuse.

Policy/
Annex
ED01

Officer Response

Proposed Change

This policy already allows for
circumstances in which the space is
managed by a specialist management
company (like Workspace), in which
case the requirement does not apply.

No change.

ED01

Noted.

No change.

ED01

The comment is noted. Paragraph
6.10 already explains that other areas
will be considered for Article 4
directions if there is evidence that the
loss of offices to residential units is
harmful.

No change.

ED01

The comment is valid and is
supported.

ED01

Support noted.

Officers will update the council’s ‘Marketing of
Employment Premises and Sites Guidance Note’ to
include requirements to contact the local business
improvement district and the council’s Business,
Culture and Investment team.
No change.

ED01

Support noted.

No change.

ED01

Noted.

No change.

ED01

It is not proposed to remove 57 Acre
Lane from the KIBA. It is not
considered that a bespoke policy for
heritage assets in office use.

No change.

145

Name
Acoustic Group
Ltd

Rep
Code
134/25

Guy's and St
Thomas' Charity
Guy's and St
Thomas' Charity

140/22

Hondo
Enterprises

150/9

HB Reavis

164/2

140/23

Representation Wording
In the absence of a KIBA designation, draft revised policy ED1 would, with appropriate provisions
for circumstances where listed buildings are involved, provide the local planning authority with
reasonable and proportionate controls over the change of use of office buildings such as that at 57
Acre Lane.
Policy ED1 Offices (B1a) The Charity are supportive of the Council’s approach to encourage large
offices in the Central Activities Zone and Waterloo Opportunity Area.
The Royal Street site offers a unique opportunity for Lambeth to bring forward large scale office
buildings which would be suitable for Head Quarter style facilities in an area not traditionally
known for such a real estate offer. This opportunity to re-invent a piece of city for Lambeth and
London and create a new ‘place’ is rare. The ability to attract large scale operations for global
businesses will ensure that investment and jobs in the borough can be maximised. However, parts
e) and f) of the proposed policy raise some concern with regards to a potential dilution of this
opportunity.
Policy ED1 Land Use Office
We are supportive of the aspirations set out in part a of policy ED1, for large offices and continued
employment within Brixton. We would however, welcome clarification as to whether draft policy
text set out in part c iv, ‘where replacement office floorspace is provided within the vicinity of the
proposed development, this should be in Lambeth and generally be within a one-kilometre radius
of the proposal site’ applies to Brixton Town Centre, including the Markets. We believe that this
principle should be applicable to Brixton Markets. The markets are envisioned for retail use, and
any existing vacant office space would ultimately be more appropriate in other nearby sites.
Policy ED1 Offices (B1a)

Policy/
Annex
ED01

Officer Response

Proposed Change

It is not proposed to remove 57 Acre
Lane from the KIBA. It is not
considered that a bespoke policy for
heritage assets in office use.
Support is noted.

No change.

ED01

The comment is noted. The response
to policies e) and f) are addressed
separately elsewhere (see response to
each point (140/23 and 140/24).

No change.

ED01

The policy would apply to all parts of
the borough, including within Brixton.

No change.

ED01

Noted.

No change.

ED01

The support for mixed use
development is noted.

No change.

ED01

The support for mixed use
development is noted.

No change.

ED01

The comment is noted.

No change.

ED01

No change.

HB Reavis supports draft Policy ED1 which supports proposals for large offices (greater than
1,000m2 GEA) within the Central Activities Zone, the Vauxhall and Waterloo London Plan
Opportunity Areas, plus major town centres. Aligned to this, HB Reavis also support the Plan’s
guiding spatial approach that seeks a focus for growth and development on Waterloo (supporting
the London Plan Opportunity Areas) and support for tall buildings in appropriate locations to
deliver regeneration and economic benefits.

TfL Commercial
Development

172/19

TfL Commercial
Development

172/21

CLS Holdings plc

181/5

We note that supporting large offices in these locations will support the achievement of the
Strategic Objectives such as those set out within Section 3 of the Plan, including the provision of
approximately 160,000m2 GIA net additional office floorspace within the borough.
Wider Economic Benefits of Mixed Use Redevelopment
Mixed use developments typically achieve more intensive site usage for which greater economic
value is generated than one that is in single use. Mixed use also creates benefits to the wider
neighbourhood because the site generates a greater variety of activities.
Another benefit of mixed use development is that some of the residents are likely to work from
their home. The combination of homeworkers with onsite employment premises tends to generate
greater economic activity compared to a mono-use site.
Draft Policy ED1 (Offices B1a) supports large offices (greater than 1,000 sqm GEA) in the CAZ and in
Vauxhall London Plan OA, with smaller offices (up to 1,000 sqm GEA) supported in all locations. The
redevelopment of offices for a mix of uses will also be supported where the quantity of the original
B1 floorspace is replaced or increased as part of the development or elsewhere in the vicinity in
Lambeth and incorporate existing businesses where possible. Exceptionally, partial replacement
will be accepted where there are significant planning benefits, it can be demonstrated that the
maximum feasible proportion of office floorspace is included in the scheme and the replacement
space will result in an intensification of use. The requirement to provide a proportion of flexible
workspace suitable for micro, small and medium-sized enterprises is acknowledged. This is in line
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Norwood
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with our client’s aspirations for the site at Spring Gardens which sits within the VNEB OA and
therefore larger office floorspace would be supported here.
196/183 Policy ED1 Large offices (greater than 1000m2) Offices (B1a)

Policy/
Annex

Officer Response

Proposed Change

ED01

Permitted Development rights have
been curtailed by Article 4 directions
is some locations. It is not considered
that there is a conflict with the CEZ.
Noted.

No change.

Noted. Paragraph 6.10 sets out the
council's approach to Article 4
Directions to remove permitted
development rights to curtail the loss
of offices to residential premises.
Support noted. The policy approach
to offices in the DRLLP PSV protects
existing offices. Policy PN3 Brixton
recognises the significance of small
offices in that part of the borough.
The whole of Brixton town centre is
covered by an Article 4 direction
removing permitted development
rights for change of use from B1a
office to C3 residential.

No change.

The support for office provision in the
CAZ and particular parts of the policy
is noted and the relationship with
London Plan Policy is recognised.

No change.

Not surprising PD route so popular. Managed loss would be better. Conflict with CEZ?

St John's
Church,
Waterloo
St John's
Church,
Waterloo

202/19

Page 114 Section 6: We welcome the focus on economic development, supporting greater
provision of employment and local jobs.

ED01

202/20

Page 115 Policies ED1, 2, 3: Greater attention should be given to the risk of existing office space
being repurposed.

ED01

Mayor of
London

70/20

Policy ED1 Offices. The Mayor welcomes the support and protection afforded to offices. He
welcomes that large offices are directed to the CAZ, Opportunity Areas and major town centres, in
line with London Plan policy 4.2, Annex 2 and draft London Plan policies SD1, SD4, SD5, E1 and
Annex 1. Table A1.1 specifically identifies Brixton and Lavender Hill/Queenstown as town centres
where small office space should be protected, and this too should be reflected in the Lambeth’s
policy.

ED01

U+I Group Plc

79/3

Employment
ED1 – Offices (B1a)
U+I supports LB Lambeth’s continued commitment to delivering large-scale office provision in the
CAZ and agrees that this is the most appropriate location for floorspace of this nature. This accords
with proposed Draft London Plan Policy SD5, which recognises and seeks to enhance the CAZ’s role
as an internationally and nationally significant office location.

ED01

In addition to offices, Draft London Plan Policy SD4 also recognises the important mixed-use role
played by the CAZ. Policy ED4 specifies that the CAZ should provide a mix of strategic functions and
local uses should be promoted and enhanced. These strategic functions include:
• Arts, culture, leisure and entertainment;
• Retailing; and
• Tourism facilities (including museums and hotels).

No change.

No change.

It is not considered necessary to
reference other strategic functions of
the CAZ. The council's position on
such policies is referenced in other
policies (e.g. ED13 and ED14). The
plan's policies as a whole will be read
when considering applications for
mixed use schemes.

While Draft London Policy SD5 highlights that new residential development should not compromise
the strategic functions of the CAZ, mixed-use/residential proposals are supported in principle
within certain areas of the CAZ. Notably, an equal balance between offices and other strategic
functions relative to residential development is identified as being suitable within the VNEB
Opportunity Area.
U+I recognises the importance of striking an appropriate balance to ensure that the business
function of the CAZ is not undermined. To this end, the complementary role of mixed uses in
supporting the vibrancy and prosperity of the CAZ cannot be understated and should be embraced
within the Local Plan.
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U+I welcomes the revised policy direction that encourages proposals including larger offices to
consider the scope to provide a proportion of flexible workspace suitable for micro, small and
medium-sized enterprises, in accordance with London Plan Policy E2. This approach aligns with
research produced by Ramidus Consulting on behalf of the GLA and which forms part of the Draft
Revised Lambeth Local Plan evidence base (Ramidus Consulting, Small Offices and Mixed Use in
CAZ (2015)).

Policy/
Annex

Officer Response

Proposed Change

ED01/
ED02

Policy ED1 f) is not a requirement but
explains that such provision should be
considered.

No change

U+I supports the continued identification of the CAZ as the most suitable location for large offices
and welcomes the introduction of policy support for the inclusion of small office space in largescale developments.
In recognition of the strategic mixed-use function of the CAZ, Policy ED1 should be updated to
support mixed-use development within the Vauxhall, Nine Elms, Battersea Opportunity Area, as
specifically identified in Draft London Plan Policy SD5. Suggested revised wording of Policy ED1 is
included at Appendix 1 [relevant wording in bold below].
Appendix 1: Amended Policy and Site Allocation Wording
The below sets out recommended revised wording for the relevant emerging plan policies:
• Bold text: New text inserted by Lichfields on behalf of U+I Group PLC.
• Strike-through: Deleted text.

Canary Wharf
Group

Workspace
Group Plc

158/13

162/9

[Add the following after h]
i Mixed uses will be supported where they contribute large office space.
A requirement is also introduced for B1a office schemes over 2,000m² GEA to provide a proportion
of flexible workspace suitable for micro, small and medium sized enterprises. Policy ED2
(Affordable workspace) sets out affordable workspace requirements – in Waterloo 10% of B1
floorspace should be provided at 50% of market rents for a period of 15 years. There is very little
justification for such an onerous affordable office policy within the evidence base. CWG are aware
that the London Plan contains a similar policy which is currently being challenged.

Policy ED2 Affordable workspace
a) In accordance with London Plan policy E3, the council will require major developments that
include B1 floorspace to provide a proportion of affordable workspace in the following locations:
i. In Waterloo and Vauxhall major developments should provide 10 per cent of B1 floorspace at
50 per cent of market rents for a period of 15 years;
ii. In Oval, Kennington and Clapham major developments should provide 10 per cent of B1
floorspace at 80 per cent of market rents for a period of 15 years;
Workspace Comment

The justification behind Policy ED2's
percentage discount in Waterloo is
based on the viability testing
contained in the Local Plan and
Community Infrastructure Levy
Viability Review July 2018. Further
justification for the need for
affordable workspace is provided in
the Workspace Topic Paper.

ED02

The policy is consistent with policies
E2 and E3 of the London Plan.
The comment is noted. The policy
uses the same definition of affordable
workspace as contained in the London
Plan. The supporting text and
Affordable Workspace SPD highlights
the intended occupiers of such space.
A change has been made to clarify
that the policy relates to gross GIA
floorspace.

Clause a) of the policy has been rewritten to refer
to gross GIA floorspace:
a) In accordance with London Plan policy E3, the
council will apply the following requirements for
affordable workspace in the following locations:
i) In Waterloo/Southbank and Vauxhall
developments proposing at least 1000sqm (GIA)
gross B1a office floorspace should provide 10 per
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The London Office Policy Review (LPOR) notes that there are two definitions of ‘affordable
workspace’. One interpretation refers to space that is affordable in market, or economic terms
which is conventionally affordable and thus is less expensive as a result of lower specifications.
The other interpretation, which is widely used in policy discussions, refers to space that is, in some
way, ‘subsidised’ to achieve certain social or economic aspirations. This is generally facilitated by or
provided by public sector bodies (such as local authorities) as well as charitable and social
enterprise providers.
We note that this policy aspiration seeks to provide subsidised space in new developments, by
requiring developments to provide space at less than market value. We note that the LPOR assets
that ‘the prevailing market perspective might be summarised as saying that affordable workspace
is not analogous to affordable housing because while housing is a basic human right, running an
office is not. This view would argue that if a business cannot keep pace with its peers in terms of
being able to afford space, then it should not aspire to the same priced accommodation. On this
basis, there is not a duty for large-scale provision of subsidised workspace, as with housing’.
We note that policy responses with regards to affordable workspace seek to introduce subsidised
new units which would mitigate against the loss of existing traditionally affordable workspaces.
These units are often targeted at new and growing workspaces and thus do not directly seeks to
benefit long-established SMEs as affordable workspace is often directly targeted as supporting
start-ups.
We therefore consider this policy should provide further clarification by way of the definition of the
intended users of the affordable workspace and further clarification on the definition of ‘affordable
workspace’. Clarification should also be provided on Net or Gross floorspace within developments.
Further, this policy should acknowledge that the provision of affordable workspace is a developer
constraint that impacts on the viability of schemes. As such, for mixed used schemes, the provision
of affordable workspace will need to be weighed up with other associated developer costs against
the policy aspiration to provide affordable housing. Affordable workspace also needs to be
factored into the design of the schemes from concept and we note that the supporting text should
recognise separate cores etc are acceptable and provide for lower services charges which we
consider should be acknowledged in the supporting text.

Policy/
Annex

Officer Response
The Local Plan and Community
Infrastructure Levy Viability Review
July 2018 has tested the viability
impacts of the proposed approach,
however an additional clause has
been added to reflect the
consideration of viability at a site
specific level.
The policy has been altered to provide
flexibility of how the affordable
workspace is provided. Further
information on the potential occupiers
of affordable workspace is set out in
the draft Affordable Workspace SPD,
and justification provided within the
Workspace Topic Paper.

Proposed Change
cent of that floorspace at 50 per cent of market
rents for a period of 15 years;
ii) In Oval, Kennington and Clapham developments
proposing at least 1000sqm (GIA) gross B1a office
floorspace should provide 10 per cent of that
floorspace at 80 per cent of market rents for a
period of 15 years;
iii) In the Brixton Creative Enterprise Zone (CEZ)
developments proposing at least 1000sqm (GIA)
gross B1a office floorspace should provide 10 per
cent of that floorspace as affordable workspace for
a period of 25 years with the following discounts
on market rents:
Clause c) has been amended to read:
c) Affordable workspace must be made available
in one of the following ways:
i) Leased and managed by an affordable
workspace provider on the council’s approved list
in accordance with an agreed workspace
management plan.
ii) Managed directly by the owner where it is
demonstrated to the satisfaction of the council
that they have the necessary skills and experience
and an agreed workspace management plan is in
place.
iii) Leased by the owner to one or more end users
on the council’s approved register of organisations
that require non-managed affordable workspace.
The following clause f) has been inserted:
Proposals that do not provide the level of
affordable workspace required by this policy will
be required to submit viability information, which
will be independently assessed. Where this
assessment determines that a greater level of
affordable workspace could viably be supported, a
higher level of affordable workspace will be
required. In addition, early and late viability
reviews will be applied to all schemes that do not
provide the level of affordable workspace required
by the policy.
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Existing KIBA

Policy/
Annex
ED02

The LLP should include definite plans for the Council to be providing affordable workspace for start
ups at least in the KIBA and possibly elsewhere. A recent Lambeth Talk article highlighted all the
affordable workspace promoted by the Council, but none of this was in West Norwood. Given the
importance of West Norwood to the economic prosperity of the borough, this is a serious
omission.

Guy's and St
Thomas' Charity

140/26

Aldmarch Ltd

154/3

SBEG and SBBID

198/12

Policy ED2 Affordable Workspace The Charity is supportive of the draft policies in relation to the
provision of affordable workspace in principle. We note that the draft policy seeks “10 per cent of
B1 floorspace at 50 per cent of market rents for a period of 15 years” in the Waterloo area.
However, as per normal affordable housing requirements, and to accord with the NPPF we
consider that the delivery of affordable workspace should be subject to viability. Without such an
explicit clause within the policy, the draft Plan has the potential to stifle development if it is not
viability deliverable. Therefore, we suggest the following textual amendments to the policy
wording to ensure that an appropriate balance can be achieved between competing policy
objectives that can each have a significant impact on scheme viability, and to enable a broad range
of commercial floorspace to meet the aspirations of the Borough and to respond to the demands
of the market, while allowing sufficient flexibility to enable the earliest delivery of viable schemes.
“a) In accordance with London Plan policy E3, the council will require major developments that
include B1 floorspace to provide a proportion of affordable workspace in the following locations:
i) In Waterloo and Vauxhall major developments should provide 10 per cent of B1 floorspace at 50
per cent of market rents (subject to viability) for a period of 15 years;
b) Affordable workspace should be provided on-site (subject to viability) and be designed to meet a
local need. Applicants should submit evidence demonstrating the space will be managed by a
council approved workspace provider. A payment in lieu may be accepted in limited circumstances
where it can be demonstrated to the satisfaction of the council that a greater economic impact
could be secured through off-site provision.”
Policy ED2 Affordable Workspace We are supportive of the draft policies in relation to office and
commercial provision. We note that the draft plan includes a new policy relating to Affordable
Workspace. We are supportive that this policy is intended to only apply to major developments.
PN1 is supportive of new office development in the South Bank and Waterloo area. However,
Policy ED2 requires major developments in the Waterloo and Vauxhall areas to provide 10% of B1
floor-space at 50% of market rents for a period of 15 years. The justification for this policy is
provided by the “Local Plan and CIL Viability Study”. In Waterloo, the boundary referenced by
Policy ED2 is that of the CIL Charging Zone A.
In line with SBEG’s evidence to the MCIL2 consultation and subsequent EiP, we are concerned that
- combined with Lambeth’s proposed CIL charging rates, the introduction of the proposed MCIL2
rates, and the inclusion of South Bank and Waterloo in the Central London Charging Area - Policy
ED2 will have negative impact on the viability of future development projects, especially those
related to office uses.

ED02

Officer Response

Proposed Change

The policy can only seek affordable
workspace in qualifying proposals in
areas which it has found to be viable.
The Local Plan and Community
Infrastructure Levy Viability Review
July 2018 has tested viability across
the borough.

The final sentence of clause e) has been inserted
and reads:

Nevertheless, a change to the policy
has been made to make clear that
payments collected in lieu of on-site
affordable workspace provision can be
spent in all parts of Lambeth - which
includes West Norwood.
The comment is noted. The council
will not be changing the wording of
the identified policy clauses. The
Local Plan and Community
Infrastructure Levy Viability Review
July 2018 has tested the viability
impacts of the proposed approach.
However, in response a new clause
has been added to reflect the
consideration of viability at a site
specific level.

Payments in lieu will be used by the council to
support the provision of affordable workspace
anywhere in Lambeth.

Clause f) has been added to the policy which reads:
Proposals that do not provide the level of
affordable workspace required by this policy will
be required to submit viability information, which
will be independently assessed. Where this
assessment determines that a greater level of
affordable workspace could viably be supported, a
higher level of affordable workspace will be
required. In addition, early and late viability
reviews will be applied to all schemes that do not
provide the level of affordable workspace required
by the policy.

ED02

Support for the policy is noted.

No change.

ED02

The justification behind Policy ED2's
percentage discount in Vauxhall is
based on the viability testing
contained in the Local Plan and
Community Infrastructure Levy
Viability Review July 2018.

Clause f) has been added to the policy which reads:
Proposals that do not provide the level of
affordable workspace required by this policy will
be required to submit viability information, which
will be independently assessed. Where this
assessment determines that a greater level of
affordable workspace could viably be supported, a
higher level of affordable workspace will be
required. In addition, early and late viability
reviews will be applied to all schemes that do not
provide the level of affordable workspace required
by the policy.

The policy has been viability tested
taking into account other policy
considerations, as well as CIL and
MCIL2 and found to be viable.
Nevertheless, an additional clause has
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Policy ED2 and the new CIL charging regime - as proposed - are potential barriers to securing much
needed investment, and on which many of the aspirations and objectives of PN1 are dependent.
Furthermore, the policy is likely to be a deterrent to certain operators and occupiers, particularly
those looking for large-scale “HQ” type accommodation, within the Central Activities Zone, and in a
globally successful business location such as South Bank. Lambeth has very few locations of this
nature, and the delivery of such developments / buildings in the Waterloo Opportunity Area could
be compromised as a result of the introduction of this policy without further amendments and
alterations.
154/4
We note that the draft policy states that: “In Oval, Kennington and Clapham major developments
should provide 10 per cent of B1 floorspace at 80 per cent of market rents for a period of 15
years”. We suggest the following textual amendments to the policy wording to ensure that an
appropriate balance can be achieved between competing policy objectives that can each have a
significant impact on scheme viability, and to enable a broad range of commercial floorspace to
meet the aspirations of the Borough and to respond to the demands of the market, while allowing
sufficient flexibility to enable the earliest delivery of viable schemes. We therefore suggest the
following amendment to the draft text: “a) In accordance with London Plan policy E3, the council
will require major developments that include B1 floorspace to provide a proportion of affordable
workspace in the following locations: ii) In Oval, Kennington and Clapham major developments
should provide 10 per cent of B1 floorspace at 80 per cent of market rents (subject to viability) for
a period of 15 years; This amended wording will serve to not unduly restrict development coming
forward, as the provision of affordable floorspace, and the percentage of market rent, will be
subject to the specific viability assessments on the development.
196/186 iii) In the Brixton Creative Enterprise Zone (CEZ) all developments that include B1 floorspace should
provide 10 per cent of this as affordable workspace for a period of 25 years
No requirement in West Norwood. Why?.
However, CEZ in PN7.

Policy/
Annex

Officer Response

Proposed Change

ED02

The comment is noted. The council
will not be changing the wording of
the identified policy clause. The Local
Plan and Community Infrastructure
Levy Viability Review July 2018 has
tested the viability impacts of the
proposed approach. However, in
response a new clause has been
added to reflect the consideration of
viability at a site specific level.

Clause f) has been added to the policy which reads:
Proposals that do not provide the level of
affordable workspace required by this policy will
be required to submit viability information, which
will be independently assessed. Where this
assessment determines that a greater level of
affordable workspace could viably be supported, a
higher level of affordable workspace will be
required. In addition, early and late viability
reviews will be applied to all schemes that do not
provide the level of affordable workspace required
by the policy.

ED02

The Local Plan and Community
Infrastructure Levy Viability Review
July 2018 tested the impact of
different affordable workspace
discounts across the borough. It was
not found that there was viability to
bring forward the requirement in
parts of the borough, including in
West Norwood. Nevertheless, a
change to the policy has been made to
make clear that payments collected in
lieu of on-site affordable workspace
provision can be spent in all parts of
Lambeth - which includes West
Norwood.

The final sentence of clause e) has been inserted
and reads:

been added to reflect the
consideration of viability at a site
specific level.

Payments in lieu will be used by the council to
support the provision of affordable workspace
anywhere in Lambeth.

Creative Enterprise Zones are officially
designated by the Mayor of London.
As West Norwood is not subject to a
formal designation then a CEZ is no
longer proposed in West Norwood
however an area has been removed
from the Town Centre boundary and
has been designated West Norwood
Creative Business Cluster. The council
will also be preparing a Norwood High
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Brixton Society

155/7

Workspace
Group Plc

162/10

ED2 Affordable Workspace: In para a(iii), the concept of the Brixton Creative Enterprise Zone is
supported, but the boundaries of the “Brixton Major Centre” are not clear. There should be an
explicit cross-reference to a map. Possibly Map 5 is relevant but that would not be clear to
applicants for planning permission.
iii. In the Brixton Creative Enterprise Zone (CEZ) all developments that include B1 floorspace
should provide 10 per cent of this as affordable workspace for a period of 25 years with the
following discounts on market rents:

Policy/
Annex
ED02

ED02

b) Affordable workspace should be provided on-site and be designed to meet a local need.
Applicants should submit evidence demonstrating the space will be managed by a councilapproved workspace provider. A payment in lieu may be accepted in limited circumstances where
it can be demonstrated to the satisfaction of the council that a greater economic impact could be
secured through off-site provision.

Norwood
Action group et
al.
Aldmarch Ltd

196/187 b) Affordable workspace should be provided on-site and be designed to meet a local need
West Norwood need for independent car workshop space as these are being continuously
displaced by redevelopment.
196/188 Applicants should submit evidence demonstrating the space will be managed by a councilapproved workspace provider
154/5

Like Workspace at Parkhall! Here rents and charges are spiralling and tenants leaving.
As noted above, we suggest that additional flexibility is also introduced to the wording of part b
which states that affordable workspace should be provided on-site. We suggest that the additional
wording ‘subject to viablity’ should also be added as below: b) Affordable workspace should be
provided on-site (subject to viability) and be designed to meet a local need. Applicants should
submit evidence demonstrating the space will be managed by a council-approved workspace
provider. A payment in lieu may be accepted in limited circumstances where it can be
demonstrated to the satisfaction of the council that a greater economic impact could be secured
through off-site provision.”

Street SPD to provide further guidance
on development in this area.
Comment accepted. The revised draft
Local Plan will include a map of the
major centre.
The need for affordable workspace
within the borough is explained in the
Workspace Topic Paper and, as set out
in the supporting text and Affordable
Workspace SPD, the council is
developing an approved list of
workspace providers and a register of
organisations requiring non-managed
workspace.
A change to the policy has been made
to make clear when a payment in lieu
(PIL) will be sought and that the
calculation for PIL is contained within
Annex 10.

Workspace Comment
We note that the definition of ‘local need’ is ambiguous and does not afford for flexibility in
designing and developing schemes. Whilst we welcome the option to afford for off-site
contributions in lieu to be made, we note that further clarity is required on the ‘per’ square metre
off-site payment. Further, we consider that such payment should take into consideration the
viability of schemes.

Norwood
Action group et
al.

Officer Response

ED02

ED02

ED02

Proposed Change

A map of the CEZ showing the areas within and
outside of the town centre has been inserted.
The third sentence of DRLLP Policy ED2 b) has been
deleted. It has been replaced with the following
clause e):
In exceptional circumstances, a payment in lieu
may be accepted where it can be demonstrated to
the satisfaction of the council that on-site provision
is not feasible and/or that a greater economic
impact would be achieved through this route. The
payment should be calculated using the method
set out in Annex 10. Payments in lieu will be used
by the council to support the provision of
affordable workspace anywhere in Lambeth.
The following clause f) has been inserted:

The Local Plan and Community
Infrastructure Levy Viability Review
July 2018 and the Brixton Creative
Enterprise Zone: Affordable
Workspace Analysis 2018 have tested
the viability impacts of the proposed
approach across the borough and for
the Brixton CEZ. However, in response
a new clause has been added to
reflect the consideration of viability at
a site specific level.
The desire for the maintenance of car
workshop space in West Norwood is
noted.

Proposals that do not provide the level of
affordable workspace required by this policy will
be required to submit viability information, which
will be independently assessed. Where this
assessment determines that a greater level of
affordable workspace could viably be supported, a
higher level of affordable workspace will be
required. In addition, early and late viability
reviews will be applied to all schemes that do not
provide the level of affordable workspace required
by the policy.
No change.

Cost pressures of workspace noted.
Unfortunately the council cannot use
the proposed policy to retrospectively
manage rents in existing space.
The comment is noted. The council is
not proposing to change the wording
of the identified policy clause as
suggested. The Local Plan and
Community Infrastructure Levy
Viability Review July 2018 has tested
the viability impacts of the proposed
approach. However, a new clause has

No change

Clause f) has been added to the policy which reads:
Proposals that do not provide the level of
affordable workspace required by this policy will
be required to submit viability information, which
will be independently assessed. Where this
assessment determines that a greater level of
affordable workspace could viably be supported, a
higher level of affordable workspace will be
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162/11

c) Affordable workspace will be let and managed by a council-approved provider. Where a
mixed-use development is proposed, the workspace should be let or sold to a
council-approved specialist provider prior to the occupation of the other elements of the
development.

Policy/
Annex

Officer Response

Proposed Change

been added to reflect the
consideration of viability at a site
specific level.

ED02

The comment is noted. The policy
has been amended to allow for three
routes to making affordable
workspace available, including by
allowing owners to operate the
affordable workspace where skills and
experience have been demonstrated
and where an approved Workspace
Management Plan is secured and in
place.

required. In addition, early and late viability
reviews will be applied to all schemes that do not
provide the level of affordable workspace required
by the policy.
A new clause c) has been written which states that:

Workspace Comment
We note that this section of this policy does not afford for affordable workspace to be let and
managed by market providers of workspace such as the Workspace Group. This risks fragmenting
site ownership and the management of larger business estates. It will also impact upon the
location and delivery of any affordable business space within new development and the range of
services/facilities available for future tenants for the affordable workspace.

Norwood
Action group et
al.

Providing suitable safeguards can be included within future legal agreements securing the
provision/management of affordable business space, we can see no reason why the
accommodation cannot be managed by the estate provider. We note that large providers, such as
Workspace indeed have the in-house skills and expertise to manage affordable workspace
alongside their market workspace. We consider appropriate flexibility in this regard should be
made in the accompanying text to this policy.
196/189 Strong CDI clusters also have access to meeting spaces in addition to a good supply of workspace
types.
Why nothing specific in policy for West Norwood with KIBA, and now proposed CEZ.

ED02

The Local Plan and Community
Infrastructure Levy Viability Review
July 2018 tested the impact of
different affordable workspace
discounts across the borough. It was
not found that there was viability to
bring forward the requirement in
parts of the borough, including in
West Norwood. Nevertheless, a
change to the policy has been made to
make clear that payments collected in
lieu of on-site affordable workspace
provision can be spent in all parts of
Lambeth - which includes West
Norwood.

Affordable workspace must be made available in
one of the following ways:
i) Leased and managed on a flexible basis by an
affordable workspace provider on the council’s
approved list in accordance with an agreed
workspace management plan.
ii) Managed directly on a flexible basis by the
owner where it is demonstrated to the satisfaction
of the council that they have the necessary skills
and experience and an agreed workspace
management plan is in place.
iii) Leased by the owner to one or more end users
on the council’s approved list of organisations that
require non-managed affordable workspace.
The final sentence of clause e) has been inserted
and reads:
Payments in lieu will be used by the council to
support the provision of affordable workspace
anywhere in Lambeth.

Creative Enterprise Zones are officially
designated by the Mayor of London.
As West Norwood is not subject to a
formal designation then a CEZ is no
longer proposed in West Norwood
however an area has been removed
from the Town Centre boundary and
has been designated West Norwood
Creative Business Cluster. The council
will also be preparing a Norwood High
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CLS Holdings plc

174/3

The extent of the analysis of need extends only to the assertion that local providers of supportive
and affordable workspace are experiencing high levels of demand which outstrips supply.
Paragraph 6.15 states that the Council will seek affordable workspace that is designed to meet a
locally identified need. The Council, however, has not adduced any evidence of specific need.

Norwood
Action group et
al.

196/190 6.17. The boundary of the Brixton Creative Enterprise Zone (CEZ) is defined on the Policies Map.
The Brixton CEZ contains the Brixton Major Centre and a wider area covering other parts of the CEZ
outside of the town centre. The Brixton Creative Enterprise Zone: Affordable Workspace Analysis
2018 identified that development viability differs in these two parts of the CEZ. Consequently,
different affordable workspace discount rates are used in the different parts of the CEZ, depending
on the quantum of office floorspace being proposed.

Policy/
Annex
ED02

ED02

No mention of West Norwood CEZ

Norwood
Action group et
al.

196/191 The types of business that should benefit from affordable workspace are varied but they should be
local to Lambeth and include one or more of the following:

ED02

Officer Response
Street SPD to provide further guidance
on development in this area.
In accordance with London Plan policy
E3 affordable workspace can be
sought where it is currently in situ;
where cost pressures prevent
maintenance of micro, small and
medium-sized industries; and where
the provision of affordable workspace
would be necessary or desirable to
sustain a mix of business or cultural
uses which contribute to the character
of an area. The Workspace Topic
Paper sets out how these criteria are
met, provides further justification of
the policy approach, as well as setting
out the need for affordable workspace
across the borough.
The Local Plan and Community
Infrastructure Levy Viability Review
July 2018 tested the impact of
different affordable workspace
discounts across the borough. It was
not found that there was viability to
bring forward the requirement in
parts of the borough, including in
West Norwood. Nevertheless, a
change to the policy has been made to
make clear that payments collected in
lieu of on-site affordable workspace
provision can be spent in all parts of
Lambeth - which includes West
Norwood.
Creative Enterprise Zones are officially
designated by the Mayor of London.
As West Norwood is not subject to a
formal designation then a CEZ is no
longer proposed in West Norwood
however an area has been removed
from the Town Centre boundary and
has been designated West Norwood
Creative Business Cluster. The council
will also be preparing a Norwood High
Street SPD to provide further guidance
on development in this area.
Comment noted. The supporting text
has been amended to highlight that
the affordable workspace is required

Proposed Change

No change.

The final sentence of clause e) has been inserted
and reads:
Payments in lieu will be used by the council to
support the provision of affordable workspace
anywhere in Lambeth.

Paragraph 6.12 has been amended as
follows: Local evidence highlights that the borough
provides a focus for micro, small and medium-sized
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Norwood
Action group et
al.
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So if you are not CDI, tough! How will Lambeth ensure space goes to CDI businesses and remains as
such?

196/192 o Businesses that would not otherwise be able to pay staff the London Living Wage given the high
level of commercial rent and business rates

Policy/
Annex

ED02

This is so open to abuse.

WeAreWaterloo 75/15

Norwood
Action group et
al.

Representation Wording

2.5. 6.20. We do not entirely agree with the restrictions imposed by Lambeth on the types of
businesses which should benefit from affordable workspace. Young businesses across a range of
sectors require support and develop clusters which contribute to Lambeth’s rich economy. Build
Studios, run by WeAreWaterloo, is one such example – it focuses on small businesses in the built
environment sector, and meets a local need. Equally, businesses which contribute to serving a local
supply chain are welcome because they retain capital in the borough and reduce the need for
vehicular movement. We question the purpose of restricting the policy in this way.

196/193 Exceptionally, where it has been demonstrated to the satisfaction of the council that a greater
economic impact could be secured through off-site provision of affordable workspace, a payment
in lieu may be accepted
Ring-fenced?

ED02

ED02

Officer Response

Proposed Change

to support small and medium sized
enterprises, including creative and
digital industries (CDIs) within the
borough. The council will also be
developing an affordable workspace
provider list where providers will need
to meet certain criteria, and an
approved register to organisations in
need for affordable workspace. The
Affordable Workspace SPD sets out
how the council will ensure the
affordable workspace will benefit
suitable end users, not confined to the
CDI sector.
Comment noted. The Affordable
Workspace SPD will set out how the
council will ensure the affordable
workspace will benefit suitable end
users.
The supporting text has been
amended to highlight that the
affordable workspace is required to
support small and medium sized
enterprises across a wide range of
sectors, including but not limited to
creative and digital industries (CDIs).
The council will also be developing an
affordable workspace provider list
where providers will need to meet
certain criteria, and an approved
register to organisations in need for
affordable workspace. The Affordable
Workspace SPD sets out how the
council will ensure the affordable
workspace will benefit suitable end
users, not confined to the CDI sector.
Brixton is subject to a Creative
Enterprise Zone designation and the
council's objectives in relation to
creative and digital industries are
identified in 'A Creative Way to Grow'
- Lambeth's CDI Strategy for Growth
2018.
The payment in lieu will be for the
provision of affordable workspace
across the borough.

enterprises, however rising rents and changes to
permitted development rights have put this
identity at risk. Brixton is a designated Creative
Enterprise Zone which supports the growth of
creative and digital industries. Lambeth therefore
needs to maintain its existing affordable workspace
and provide a new supply of affordable workspace
to ensure that the cost of space does not prevent
micro, small and medium-sized enterprises in key
business sectors (such as social enterprises, third
sector organisations, and in the creative and digital
industries) from continuing to operate and grow in
the borough. Further justification for the policy is
set out in the Workspace Topic Paper 2019.
No change.

Paragraph 6.12 has been amended as
follows: Local evidence highlights that the borough
provides a focus for micro, small and medium-sized
enterprises, however rising rents and changes to
permitted development rights have put this
identity at risk. Brixton is a designated Creative
Enterprise Zone which supports the growth of
creative and digital industries. Lambeth therefore
needs to maintain its existing affordable workspace
and provide a new supply of affordable workspace
to ensure that the cost of space does not prevent
micro, small and medium-sized enterprises in key
business sectors (such as social enterprises, third
sector organisations, and in the creative and digital
industries) from continuing to operate and grow in
the borough. Further justification for the policy is
set out in the Workspace Topic Paper 2019.

The final sentence of clause e) has been inserted
and reads:
Payments in lieu will be used by the council to
support the provision of affordable workspace
anywhere in Lambeth.
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Grainger Plc

Rep
Code
104/7

LB Croydon

109/4a

VCI Holding Ltd

126/22

Representation Wording
Draft Policy ED2 - Affordable Workspace
Grainger objects to the new requirement for major developments that include B1 floor space to
include a proportion of
affordable workspace. This is not justified and places an additional burden on development
proposals. It is unacceptable
for the following reasons:
1. There is no market failure that needs to be addressed by this planning policy. There are a wide
range of business
unit sizes, locations and prices available in Lambeth.
2. Unlike affordable housing, where there is a specific social need to help those who are less
fortunate, businesses do
not have the same social needs.
3. The policy would not be workable in practice. For example, who would decide when a business
has become ‘too
successful’ to be allowed to occupy such accommodation. It is clearly counter-intuitive for those
businesses which
are successful, to then be penalised by having to move out of their accommodation.
4. All subsidised employment space distorts the market, giving an unfair advantage to businesses
who benefit from it
compared with those that do not. Related to the point above, it also provides a perverse
disincentive for a business
to succeed and it is not in the interests of the economy to focus resources on weak businesses.
5. The requirement proposes an additional cost on the rest of the business floorspace and ‘taxing’
B1 floorspace in this
way will not only reduce the amount of business space that comes forward, but will also make it
more expensive for
companies who occupy the unsubsidised space.
Furthermore, the requirement in part b) of draft policy ED2 that the space be managed by a council
- approved workspace
provider is unreasonable and unjustified. Such providers tend to charge increased rents, thereby
undermining the
benefit for the occupiers themselves and there are no reasons why the owner of the building /
development cannot
manage that space itself if it so wishes, without being required to fragment the ownership.
It is therefore requested that draft Policy ED2 be deleted in its entirety.
The general approach in the DRLLP has a similar approach to the NLP to protect industrial capacity
whilst offering prospects of bringing about investments and renewal of industrial/employment
locations. The detailed policies encouraging flexible workspaces which are suitable for small and
medium business and the requirement for developments to include a proportion of affordable
workspaces is supported.
As noted above, Policy ED1 follows the Plan’s spatial approach and supports proposals for large
offices within the CAZ and the Lambeth Opportunity Areas, such as Vauxhall. Within these areas,
where the Plan seeks the greatest growth and development, draft Policy ED2 Affordable workspace
proposes a requirement of 10 percent of the total amount of B1 floorspace to be provided at 50
percent of market rent for a period of 15 years. VCI wishes to object to draft policy ED2. We
consider that the proposed requirement, when considered cumulatively with other factors such as
CIL and the forthcoming MCIL2 could make the delivery of large office buildings in Vauxhall
unviable. The table below compares the current and future CIL rates for office development in
Vauxhall [Table provided]

Policy/
Annex
ED02

Officer Response

Proposed Change

ED02

Support noted.

ED02

The comment is noted. The supporting No change.
text sets out the justification of the
policy approach and the Workspace
Topic Paper provides further detail
and justification. This approach has
also been viability tested within the
Local Plan and Community
Infrastructure Levy Viability Review
July 2018 to ensure that it does not

The comment is noted. The supporting No change.
text sets out the justification of the
policy approach and the Workspace
Topic Paper provides further detail
and justification. This approach has
also been viability tested within the
Local Plan and Community
Infrastructure Levy Viability Review
July 2018 to ensure that it does not
place too onerous a requirement on
development. The policy also sets out
three potential routes to the provision
of affordable workspace: through an
approved provider; managed by the
owner and an Affordable Workspace
Management Plan; or being leased by
the owner to organisations on the
approved list of organisations
requiring affordable workspace. This
provides adequate flexibility. The
Affordable Workspace SPD will
provide further guidance on the
delivery of this policy.

No change.
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Policy/
Annex

As shown, the combined CIL rate in Vauxhall is expected to increase by 86%. We have significant
concerns about the ability of large office development in Waterloo to absorb the very significant
costs associated with providing such a high percentage of discounted affordable workspace.
We have also reviewed Lambeth’s representations to the draft London Plan. In relation to Policy E3
“Affordable workspace” we note that Lambeth stated that “Lambeth supports this policy and
intends to introduce a local policy in response to this. However, affordable workspace is unlikely to
be viable in the CAZ given the levels of MCIL2 proposed”. Since this statement, Lambeth has
additionally since published its own revised CIL (noted above) which further compounds the
increase in MCIL2 which Lambeth stated itself would make affordable workspace unviable in the
CAZ within Lambeth. The Council submitted strong representations to the Mayoral CIL2
consultation process also, seeking justification for the significant increase in CIL rates in Vauxhall
and Waterloo. It raised particular concern about “the impact that MCIL2 will have on development
coming forward in the borough at a time of growing economic uncertainty”, and in particular “the
impact on development coming forward to drive London’s economic future in Waterloo and
Vauxhall”. The representations further state that “The Council does not agree with these
assumptions as whilst the Council has granted planning permission for major development in
Waterloo and Vauxhall, for the most part, these permissions have yet to be implemented and
there is every indication that they may not be implemented in their current form. Adding a further
charge is going to exacerbate this difficulty and prevent the Council from bringing forward much
needed jobs and affordable homes.” Vauxhall Cross is a prime example of a strategic site in
Vauxhall with an extant planning permission that is unlikely to be brought forward as permitted.
The site faces significant constraints and challenges, including proximity to one of London’s busiest
transport interchanges, and construction costs for towers in this location, bounded by transport
infrastructure are significant.

Theatres Trust

149/9

Notwithstanding these costs, in recognition of the proposed increase in CIL and MCIL2, we have
significant concerns about the effect that the requirements of Policy ED2 will have on the viability
of new large office buildings in Waterloo, as sought elsewhere within the Plan. Recognising the
Council’s comments submitted to the GLA on this issue, and its own subsequent proposed CIL
increase, the Council should explain how it now considers this will be viable. As explained above,
the proposals for Vauxhall Cross are a key strategic consideration in their own right and the Local
Plan relies upon the site to meet its objectives. A detrimental impact on the viability of the scheme
will have a negative impact on the viability of the Local Plan itself.
Policy ED2 Affordable Workspace The Trust supports this policy and we welcome that supporting
paragraphs 6.11 and 6.12 make clear that space for cultural development such as creative
production spaces for the visual and performing arts are eligible for such provision. There is a
shortage of rehearsal space in London more generally which is necessary to service the city’s
significant theatre offer and nurture talent. Like many other creative businesses, it is not just
access to space which is a barrier but affordability.
Paragraph 6.15 helpfully recognises that a range of types and sizes of unit are also required. We
would just note that flexibility is also a concern for creative users, start-ups and SMEs of all types
and the policy might benefit from offering flexible terms as well as affordability.

ED02

Officer Response

Proposed Change

place too onerous a requirement on
development. This has factored in CIL
and MCIL and other S106
requirements. The policy also sets out
three potential routes to the provision
of affordable workspace: through an
approved provider; managed by the
owner and an Affordable Workspace
Management Plan; or being leased by
the owner to organisations on the
approved list of organisations
requiring affordable workspace. This
provides adequate flexibility. The
Affordable Workspace SPD will
provide further guidance on the
delivery of this policy.

The support for the policy is noted.
The supporting text has been
amended to highlight that affordable
workspace is required by SMEs
generally, including CDIs. Policy ED1
allows for the provision and
management of flexible workspace
and the approach to affordable
workspace also supports the flexibility
in the provision of space, by
potentially allowing provision as B1b
or B1c space. However it is beyond the
scope of the planning system to
stipulate lease terms. The Affordable

Paragraph 6.12 has been amended as follows:
Local evidence highlights that the borough
provides a focus for micro, small and medium-sized
enterprises, however rising rents and changes to
permitted development rights have put this
identity at risk. Brixton is a designated Creative
Enterprise Zone which supports the growth of
creative and digital industries. Lambeth therefore
needs to maintain its existing affordable workspace
and provide a new supply of affordable workspace
to ensure that the cost of space does not prevent
micro, small and medium-sized enterprises in key
business sectors (such as social enterprises, third
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Proposed Change

Workspace SPD provides further
guidance on the application of this
policy approach.

sector organisations, and in the creative and digital
industries) from continuing to operate and grow in
the borough. Further justification for the policy is
set out in the Workspace Topic Paper 2019.
Paragraph 6.15 has been amended as follows:
The affordable workspace secured should be
provided on-site and be designed to meet a local
need within the B1 use class. In the majority of
cases affordable workspace will be provided as
affordable B1a office space. In the Creative
Enterprise Zone, and elsewhere in support of CDIs
in particular, it may be appropriate to provide the
affordable workspace as discounted B1c light
industrial and/or B1b research and development
space, where this is feasible in design terms. In
these circumstances, the proportion of affordable
workspace provided could be lower than the policy
requirement given the lower values associated
with this type of space. The proportion of
discounted floorspace in these cases will be
determined through consideration of site
characteristics and viability.

Hondo
Enterprises

150/10

Policy ED2 Land Use Office
We welcome the principle of providing affordable workspace within Lambeth, however, we query
the rationale and justification behind the % discounts within the Brixton Major Centre. We believe
that more flexibility should be applied to the Major Centre and that each development site should
be looked at on a site-specific basis. In addition, we question the justification for requiring
affordable workspace to be let and managed by a council-approved provider and that where a
mixed-use development is proposed, the workspace should be let or sold to a council-approved
specialist provider prior to the occupation of the other elements of the development.

ED02

The support for the principle of the
policy is welcomed.
The justification behind the
percentage discounts are based on the
viability testing contained in the Local
Plan and Community Infrastructure
Levy Viability Review July 2018 and
The Brixton Creative Enterprise Zone:
Affordable Workspace Analysis 2018.
Changes to the policy have been made
to allow affordable workspace to be
delivered through three routes as set
out in new clause c).

Aldmarch Ltd

154/6

Employment floorspace is rapidly evolving to meet current and future occupier demand, and
certain types of employment floorspace such as co-working and flexible office floorplates make a
meaningful contribution to the supply of employment floorspace, and can cater for a variety of
occupiers with a variety of rent budgets, including start ups and growing SMEs as well as larger
corporate businesses. Therefore, enabling a variety of employment floorspace to come forward
may, through the nature of floorspace delivered, provide affordable employment floorspace for

ED02

The comment is noted. The policy
uses the same definition of affordable
workspace as contained in the London
Plan and therefore the council will not
be widening its definition. The Local
Plan and Community Infrastructure

A new clause c) has been written which states that:
c) Affordable workspace must be made available
in one of the following ways:
i) Leased and managed by an affordable
workspace provider on the council’s approved list
in accordance with an agreed workspace
management plan.
ii) Managed directly by the owner where it is
demonstrated to the satisfaction of the council
that they have the necessary skills and experience
and an agreed workspace management plan is in
place.
iii) Leased by the owner to one or more end users
on the council’s approved register of organisations
that require non-managed affordable workspace.
All references in clause a) of the policy has been
changed from B1 to B1a.
A new supporting text (para 6.15) has been added:
The affordable workspace secured should be
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Lambeth. We therefore suggest that the definition of affordable workspace is not set by rent level,
but also considers including employment floorspace which is affordable by its nature.

Policy/
Annex

We note that Draft Policy ED2 does not make distinctions between the different B1 Use Classes,
and we raise concern that if the Policy is interpreted as applying to all B1 Use Classes, then as rents
for B1c floorspace are typically lower than rents for B1a office floorspace, the application of Policy
ED2 on B1c floorspace may have a significant impact on viability, and consequently the ability of a
site to deliver employment floorspace at all. This could render the policy unsound if the policy
unduly restricts implementation of development, and as a consequence the plan may be
considered ineffective if Lambeth is unable to meet its employment targets. We therefore suggest
that the policy is amended to state that Affordable Workspace requirements are not applicable to
B1c loorspace.

HB Reavis

164/3

Policy ED2 Affordable Workspace
As noted above, Policy ED1 follows the Plan’s spatial approach and supports proposals for large
offices within the CAZ and the Lambeth Opportunity Areas, such as Waterloo. Within these areas,
where the Plan seeks the greatest growth and development, draft Policy ED2 proposes a new
requirement of 10 percent of the total amount of B1 floorspace to be provided at 50 percent of
market rent for a period of 15 years.
Whilst HB Reavis agrees with the principle and objective of the policy, we wish to raise concerns
regarding the proposed requirement, which we believe, when considered cumulatively with other
factors such as CIL and MCIL2, will make the delivery of large office buildings in Waterloo unviable.
The table below compares the current and future CIL rates for office development in Waterloo:

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Levy Viability Review July 2018 has
tested the viability impacts of the
proposed approach. However, in
response a new clause f) has been
added to reflect the consideration of
viability at a site specific level.

provided on-site and be designed to meet a local
need within the B1 use class. In the majority of
cases affordable workspace will be provided as
affordable B1a office space. In the Creative
Enterprise Zone, and elsewhere in support of CDIs
in particular, it may be appropriate to provide the
affordable workspace as discounted B1c light
industrial and/or B1b research and development
space, where this is feasible in design terms. In
these circumstances, the proportion of affordable
workspace provided could be lower than the policy
requirement given the lower values associated
with this type of space. The proportion of
discounted floorspace in these cases will be
determined through consideration of site
characteristics and viability.

The policy has been amended to make
it clear that affordable workspace is
only being sought in relation to B1a
office floorspace. The supporting text
has been amended to make clear that
in most cases affordable workspace
would be provided as B1a office but
that the requirement could be
provided as B1b/c space in some
circumstances.

ED02

The comments are noted. The Local
Plan and Community Infrastructure
Levy Viability Review July 2018 has
tested the viability impacts of the
proposed approach which also takes
account of other requirements such as
CIL. Nevertheless, an additional clause
has been added to reflect the
consideration of viability at a site
specific level.

New clause f) has been added as follows: f)
Proposals that do not provide the level of
affordable workspace required by this policy will
be required to submit viability information, which
will be independently assessed. Where this
assessment determines that a greater level of
affordable workspace could viably be supported, a
higher level of affordable workspace will be
required. In addition, early and late viability
reviews will be applied to all schemes that do not
provide the level of affordable workspace required
by the policy.
Clause f) has been added to the policy which reads:
Proposals that do not provide the level of
affordable workspace required by this policy will
be required to submit viability information, which
will be independently assessed. Where this
assessment determines that a greater level of
affordable workspace could viably be supported, a
higher level of affordable workspace will be
required. In addition, early and late viability
reviews will be applied to all schemes that do not
provide the level of affordable workspace required
by the policy.

As shown above, the combined CIL rate in Waterloo is expected to increase by 86%. We therefore
have major concerns about the ability of large office development in Waterloo to
absorb the very significant costs associated with providing such a high percentage of discounted
affordable workspace. We have also reviewed Lambeth’s representations (March
2018) to the draft London Plan (November 2017). In relation to Policy E3 “Affordable workspace”
we note that Lambeth stated that
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“Lambeth supports this policy and intends to introduce a local policy in response to this. However,
affordable workspace is unlikely to be viable in the CAZ given the levels of MCIL2
proposed”. Since this statement, Lambeth has additionally now published its own revised CIL
(noted above) which further compounds the increase in MCIL2 which Lambeth stated itself
would make affordable workspace unviable in the CAZ within Lambeth.

Policy/
Annex

Officer Response

Proposed Change

ED02

Noted. The respondent will be aware
that Elizabeth House has recently
been granted planning permission
(subject to S106), and this
development proposes over
11,000sqm of affordable workspace,
let as reduced cost memberships.

Clause f) has been added to the policy as follows:
Proposals that do not provide the level of
affordable workspace required by this policy will
be required to submit viability information, which
will be independently assessed. Where this
assessment determines that a greater level of
affordable workspace could viably be supported, a
higher level of affordable workspace will be
required. In addition, early and late viability
reviews will be applied to all schemes that do not
provide the level of affordable workspace required
by the policy.

The Council submitted strong representations to the Mayoral CIL2 consultation process also,
seeking justification for the significant increase in CIL rates in Vauxhall and Waterloo. It
raised particular concern about “the impact that MCIL2 will have on development coming forward
in the borough at a time of growing economic uncertainty”, and in particular “the
impact on development coming forward to drive London’s economic future in Waterloo and
Vauxhall”.
The representations further state that “The Council does not agree with these assumptions as
whilst the Council has granted planning permission for major development in Waterloo and
Vauxhall, for the most part, these permissions have yet to be implemented and there is every
indication that they may not be implemented in their current form. Adding a further charge is going
to exacerbate this difficulty and prevent the Council from bringing forward much needed jobs and
affordable homes.”

HB Reavis

164/4

Given the above, we are not confident in the viability study that has been undertaken to prepare
this policy and as such we do not think it meets the tests of soundness as currently drafted.
Elizabeth House is a prime example of a strategic site in Waterloo where redevelopment has
successively stalled due to the immensity of its constraints and challenges. These include the below
ground constraints which severely limit the potential for foundations within the north of the site
and in HB Reavis’ evolving proposals, require a bespoke engineering solution. The costs associated
with this constraint are abnormal and significantly increase the site’s construction costs, above that
of a ‘standard’ office development elsewhere in Waterloo.
Notwithstanding these abnormal costs, in recognition of the proposed increase in CIL and MCIL2,
we have significant concerns about the effect that the requirements of Policy ED2 will have on the
viability of new large office buildings in Waterloo, as sought elsewhere within the Plan. Recognising
the Council’s comments submitted to the GLA on this issue, and its own subsequent proposed CIL
increase, the Council should explain how it now considers this will be viable.
As explained above, HB Reavis’ proposals for Elizabeth House are a key strategic consideration in
their own right and the Local Plan relies upon the site to meet its objectives. A detrimental impact
on the viability of the scheme is an impact on the viability of the Local Plan itself.

LB Wandsworth

167/6

TfL Commercial
Development

172/10

The Council is supportive of the approach to secure Affordable Workspace, especially through
Affordable rent which is an approach Wandsworth Council has recently adopted.
ED2 Affordable Workspace
The policy proposes a requirement for Affordable Workspace in the area surrounding the Montford
Place site as follows:

ED02
ED02

The Local Plan and Community
Infrastructure Levy Viability Review
July 2018 has tested the viability
impacts of the proposed approach.
This testing took into account other
policy considerations, as well as CIL
and MCIL2 and found to be viable at
the locations identified within part a)
of the policy. However, in response a
new clause has been added to reflect
the consideration of viability at a site
specific level.
Support noted.
ED1 does not prevent large office
development from occurring in Oval
and Kennington and supports
appropriate development in such
locations if it has a PTAL level of 4 or

No change.
No change.
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In Oval, Kennington and Clapham major developments should provide 10 per cent of B1 floorspace
at 80 per cent of market rents for a period of 15 years.

Policy/
Annex

It is unclear as to why Affordable Workspace is required in Oval and Kennington when these areas
are not identified in Policy ED1 as locations where larger office developments are supported.

TfL Commercial
Development

172/11

Applicability to B1c Use Class

ED02

Draft Local Plan Policy ED2 does not make distinctions between the different B1 Use Classes so it
could be assumed that the policy applies to all of them. Of particular concern is whether the policy
is proposed to be applied to the B1c Use Class. If it is applicable to B1c floorspace then this would
put a significant burden on its viability. Rents for B1c floorspace are typically lower than those for
offices.
On page 4 of the Local Plan and Community Infrastructure Levy Viability Review (July 2018) it
shows that viability tests of the policy have been conducted on office development scenarios.
The Brixton Creative Enterprise Zone: Affordable Workspace Analysis (August 2018) is completed
for office development as well. This indicates that no viability testing has been
undertaken on the impact of Draft Policy ED2 on B1c floorspace.

Officer Response
above and has been subject to the
sequential test. The supporting text
and the Workspace Topic Paper set
out further justification of this
approach.
The Local Plan and Community
Infrastructure Levy Viability Review
July 2018 has tested the viability
impacts of the proposed approach.
The requirements have been assessed
to be viable in Oval and Kennington.
The policy has been amended to make
it clear that affordable workspace is
only being sought in relation to B1a
office floorspace. The supporting text
has been amended to make clear that
in most cases affordable workspace
would be provided as B1a office but
that the requirement could be
provided as B1b/c space in some
circumstances.

We recommend that the policy is amended to make it clear Affordable Workspace requirements
are not applicable to B1c floorspace.

TfL Commercial
Development

172/12

Impact of Affordable Workspace on Viability
As discussed above the Kennington and Oval area, and the Montford Place – Beefeater/Oval
Gasworks KIBA; are becoming increasingly attractive office locations. The significantly lower rents
in these locations make them attractive to SMEs and larger businesses priced out of the prime
office locations in Lambeth
The office rents achievable for the Montford Place site are considered to be circa £35 per square
foot. These rents are considered to be only marginally viable for new multi storey office
development to Category A specification. However a 20% discount to this rent over a 15 year
period for a proportion of new office space; along with increasing Mayoral CIL charges; are likely to
make office floorspace provision unviable in some locations. Considering rents can be over double
in prime office locations such as Vauxhall or Nine Elms at circa £80 per square foot these areas
should be the prime focus for Affordable Workspace (office) provision.

ED02

Proposed Change

The Local Plan and Community
Infrastructure Levy Viability Review
July 2018 has tested the viability
impacts of the proposed approach.
However, in response a new clause
has been added to reflect the
consideration of viability at a site
specific level.

All references in clause a) of the policy has been
changed from B1 to B1a.
A new supporting text (para 6.15) has been added:
The affordable workspace secured should be
provided on-site and be designed to meet a local
need within the B1 use class. In the majority of
cases affordable workspace will be provided as
affordable B1a office space. In the Creative
Enterprise Zone, and elsewhere in support of CDIs
in particular, it may be appropriate to provide the
affordable workspace as discounted B1c light
industrial and/or B1b research and development
space, where this is feasible in design terms. In
these circumstances, the proportion of affordable
workspace provided could be lower than the policy
requirement given the lower values associated
with this type of space. The proportion of
discounted floorspace in these cases will be
determined through consideration of site
characteristics and viability.
The following clause f) has been inserted:
Proposals that do not provide the level of
affordable workspace required by this policy will
be required to submit viability information, which
will be independently assessed. Where this
assessment determines that a greater level of
affordable workspace could viably be supported, a
higher level of affordable workspace will be
required. In addition, early and late viability
reviews will be applied to all schemes that do not
provide the level of affordable workspace required
by the policy.
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Representation Wording
While we appreciate the Draft Revised Local Plan proposes a more stringent Affordable Workspace
requirement in Waterloo and Vauxhall; the proposed Affordable Workspace levels for Kennington
and Oval are still significant. Based on the findings of the Local Plan and Community Infrastructure
Levy Viability Review the policy would reduce the RLV for office development in Zone B (where the
Montford Place site is located) of between 3.8% to 5.1%. In locations where office rents are only
marginally viable; this level of impact could make new commercial provision unviable. This is
counterintuitive as it will reduce the amount of commercial floorspace that will come forward in
the very locations where office rents are more affordable for SMEs and businesses priced out of
the prime Zone A office locations.
Impact of Affordable Housing provision alongside Affordable Workspace

Policy/
Annex

Officer Response

Proposed Change

ED02

The Local Plan and Community
Infrastructure Levy Viability Review
July 2018 has tested the viability
impacts of the proposed approach,
which includes impacts of CIL, MCIL
and S106 requirements. However, in
response a new clause has been
added to reflect the consideration of
viability at a site specific level.

The following clause f) has been inserted:

In accordance with London Plan policy
E3 affordable workspace can be
sought where it is currently in situ;
where cost pressures prevent
maintenance of micro, small and
medium-sized industries; and where
the provision of affordable workspace
would be necessary or desirable to
sustain a mix of business or cultural
uses which contribute to the character
of an area. The Workspace Topic
Paper sets out how these criteria are
met, provides further justification of

Paragraph 6.12 has been amended as follows:
Local evidence highlights that the borough
provides a focus for micro, small and medium-sized
enterprises, however rising rents and changes to
permitted development rights have put this
identity at risk. Brixton is a designated Creative
Enterprise Zone which supports the growth of
creative and digital industries. Lambeth therefore
needs to maintain its existing affordable workspace
and provide a new supply of affordable workspace
to ensure that the cost of space does not prevent
micro, small and medium-sized enterprises in key
business sectors (such as social enterprises, third

Developers of mixed use schemes typically use the more value-generating parts of a scheme (such
as the residential element) to subsidise the less viable elements such as workspace. However if the
residential element of the scheme is required to deliver higher levels of affordable housing in
addition to the requirement to deliver affordable workspace then overall scheme viability and
deliverability could be jeopardised.

172/13

The Draft Revised Local Plan should recognise that the imposition of affordable policies on both the
residential and office element of a scheme could have the cumulative impact of jeopardising
scheme wide viability because it limits the scope for cross subsidy. It would enhance deliverability
if there was the potential for there to be an offset between the two policies to improve the scope
for deliverability.
Impact of Affordable Housing provision alongside Affordable Workspace

ED02

Developers of mixed use schemes typically use the more value-generating parts of a scheme (such
as the residential element) to subsidise the less viable elements such as workspace.
However if the residential element of the scheme is required to deliver higher levels of affordable
housing in addition to the requirement to deliver affordable workspace then overall scheme
viability and deliverability could be jeopardised.

CLS Holdings plc

174/1

The Draft Revised Local Plan should recognise that the imposition of affordable policies on both the
residential and office element of a scheme could have the cumulative impact of jeopardising
scheme wide viability because it limits the scope for cross subsidy. It would enhance deliverability
if there was the potential for there to be an offset between the two policies to improve the scope
for deliverability.
Re: Lambeth Local Plan October, 2018 – Representations to draft Policy ED2’Affordable
workspace’ and Annex 10 [Monetary Contributions towards Affordable Workspace]
These representations are made on behalf of CLS Holdings plc. CLS Holdings objects to the premise
and current drafting of Policy ED2.
The premise of Policy ED2 ‘Affordable workspace’
Draft London Plan Policy E3 ‘Affordable workspace’ invites the boroughs to give consideration to
detailed affordable workspace policies. These policies should be prepared in the light of evidence
of local need and viability. The draft policy states that in defined circumstances planning
obligations may be used to secure affordable workspace at rents maintained below the market
rate for that space for a specific social, cultural economic development purpose.

ED02

Proposals that do not provide the level of
affordable workspace required by this policy will
be required to submit viability information, which
will be independently assessed. Where this
assessment determines that a greater level of
affordable workspace could viably be supported, a
higher level of affordable workspace will be
required. In addition, early and late viability
reviews will be applied to all schemes that do not
provide the level of affordable workspace required
by the policy.
The comment is noted. The policy has Clause f) has been added to the policy as follows:
been viability tested taking into
Proposals that do not provide the level of
account other policy considerations,
affordable workspace required by this policy will
such as affordable housing, and found be required to submit viability information, which
to be viable. Nevertheless, an
will be independently assessed. Where this
additional clause has been added to
assessment determines that a greater level of
reflect the consideration of viability on affordable workspace could viably be supported, a
a site-specific level.
higher level of affordable workspace will be
required. In addition, early and late viability
reviews will be applied to all schemes that do not
provide the level of affordable workspace required
by the policy.
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Policy/
Annex

The detailed premise of the draft policy is based on the Lambeth Creative and Digital Industries
(CDI) Study 2018 which recommends the Council brings forward and tests a new affordable
workspace policy in the Local Plan (Page 38 of the CDI Study 2018). The rationale for this approach
is that the cost of workspace has risen sharply and the lack of supply has exacerbated the cost of
renting floorspace. This has reduced the availability of affordable workspace for creative industries.
The Council, with the support of the GLA, wishes to attract clusters of affordable workspace for CDI
businesses. The Council CDI Study reports that there is demand for start-up space for SMEs, growth
companies, artists, scaled SMEs and creative institutions wishing to relocate or expand in the
borough.

Officer Response

Proposed Change

the policy approach, as well as setting
out the need for affordable workspace
across the borough. The supporting
text has been amended to highlight
that affordable workspace is required
by SMEs generally, including CDIs.

sector organisations, and in the creative and digital
industries) from continuing to operate and grow in
the borough. Further justification for the policy is
set out in the Workspace Topic Paper 2019.

The policy has been amended to allow
for three routes to making affordable
workspace available, including by
allowing owners to operate the
affordable workspace where skills and
experience have been demonstrated
and where an approved Workspace
Management Plan is secured and in
place.

In the light of this evidence base the Council has concluded that there should be an affordable
workspace policy which will require major developments that include B1 floorspace to provide a
proportion of affordable workspace in identified locations including Vauxhall and Waterloo. This
workspace should be ‘provided on site and be designed to meet a local need’.
The supporting text sets out the likely requirements of CDI businesses and requires that applicants
work with affordable workspace providers to ensure that it is designed to be fit for purpose.
Paragraph 6.15 lists the specifications. The Council intends controlling the affordable workspace
providers that could be eligible to ensure that they meet the Council’s aspirations as to which
businesses they consider the development industry should subsidise.
CLS Holdings plc

174/2

Need and viability
Need
The draft London Plan Policy E3 makes clear that development plan policies regarding affordable
workspace should be prepared in the light of need and viability considerations.
The Council has not prepared a quantitative assessment of the demand for space for CDIs, rather it
relies upon the CDI Study which does not include a quantitative assessment of need. The Council
has not prepared an Employment Land Review since 2013 and relies upon the London Office and
London Industrial Policy Review studies prepared by the GLA as an assessment of need for
employment floorspace in the borough.
Draft Policy ED2 does not provide any analysis of the amount or nature of the affordable space
needed. It describes the types of business that should benefit from affordable workspace as varied,
but that these businesses should be local to Lambeth.

ED02

In accordance with London Plan policy
E3 affordable workspace can be
sought where it is currently in situ;
where cost pressures prevent
maintenance of micro, small and
medium-sized industries; and where
the provision of affordable workspace
would be necessary or desirable to
sustain a mix of business or cultural
uses which contribute to the character
of an area. The Workspace Topic
Paper sets out how these criteria are
met, provides further justification of
the policy approach, as well as setting
out the need for affordable workspace
across the borough.

A new clause c) has been included which states
that:
Affordable workspace must be made available in
one of the following ways:
i) Leased and managed on a flexible basis by an
affordable workspace provider on the council’s
approved list in accordance with an agreed
workspace management plan.
ii) Managed directly on a flexible basis by the
owner where it is demonstrated to the satisfaction
of the council that they have the necessary skills
and experience and an agreed workspace
management plan is in place.
iii) Leased by the owner to one or more end users
on the council’s approved list of organisations that
require non-managed affordable workspace.
No change.

The Local Plan and Community
Infrastructure Levy Viability Review
July 2018 has tested the viability
impacts of the proposed approach,
which forms the viability evidence.
In addition the council have
conducted a review of its Key
Industrial Business Areas (KIBA
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174/4

Viability

Policy/
Annex

ED02

In addition to the expectation that affordable workspace policies should be based on need draft
London Plan Policy E3 requires that affordable workspace policies prepared by the boroughs is
done so in the light of viability as well as need. Draft Local Plan Policy ED2 does not make any
reference to viability testing of the provision of affordable workspace. The policy does
accommodate a scenario whereby it is not possible to deliver the amount of affordable workspace
required in the identified locations at the specified below market rents. The policy therefore fails to
be in conformity with draft London Plan policy and national planning policy contained within the
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).

174/5

CLS Holdings plc

174/6

Paragraph b) of the draft policy states that affordable workspace should be provided on site
designed to meet local need. It also states that a payment in lieu may be accepted in limited
circumstances where it can be demonstrated that a greater economic impact could be secured
through (an) off-site provision. The formula for calculating monetary contributions towards
affordable workspace is at Annex 10.
The formula at Annex 10 is a straight forward calculation of the quantum of affordable workspace
required by draft Policy ED2 and the market rent of proposed floorspace. However, the formula
does not take into account the viability of making such an off-site contribution. The Annex makes
no provision for calculating the reasonable amount of affordable workspace that is capable of
being viably achieved using the standard methodology having regard to underlying land value once
costs and developer profit are deducted from the gross development value.
Nowhere in draft Policy ED2 or its supporting text (including Annex 10) is there provision for the
viability testing of delivering affordable workspace either on or off site having regard to the
standard methodology of assessing viability. This omission has the propensity to stymie the
delivery of commercial floorspace, particularly commercial development that is not being delivered
as part of residential led mixed use scheme. The policy as currently drafted therefore fails to
comply with the requirements of paragraph 34 of the NPPF.

Review) which set out the approach to
intensifying industrial floorspace
capacity, taken forward within the
Local Plan.
The justification behind the
percentage discounts are based on the
viability testing contained in the Local
Plan and Community Infrastructure
Levy Viability Review July 2018 and
The Brixton Creative Enterprise Zone:
Affordable Workspace Analysis 2018.
An additional clause has been added
to reflect the consideration of
viability, and another clause in
relation to payments in lieu of on-site
provision.

Paragraph 34 of the NPPF states that contributions expected from development should not
undermine the deliverability of the development plan. The absence of a clause which allows for a
viability assessment related to affordable workspace has the propensity to undermine the
deliverability of the Council’s ‘need’ to protect and increase its stock of office floorspace to support
for new office floorspace in appropriate locations (Draft Local Plan, 2018 Policy ED1). The
prescriptive wording of the policy and the lack of any provision to assess if affordable workspace is
capable of being provided could undermine the delivery of commercial floorspace, particularly the
delivery of employment schemes which are needed to increase the supply of B Class floorspace in
the borough.

CLS Holdings plc

Officer Response

ED02

Comment noted.

ED02

The Local Plan and Community
Infrastructure Levy Viability Review
July 2018 has tested the viability
impacts of the proposed approach.
However, in response a new clause
has been added to reflect the
consideration of viability at a site
specific level.
A change to the policy has been made
to make clear when a payment in lieu
(PIL) will be sought and that the
calculation for PIL is contained within
Annex 10.

Proposed Change

Clause f) has been added to the policy which reads:
Proposals that do not provide the level of
affordable workspace required by this policy will
be required to submit viability information, which
will be independently assessed. Where this
assessment determines that a greater level of
affordable workspace could viably be supported, a
higher level of affordable workspace will be
required. In addition, early and late viability
reviews will be applied to all schemes that do not
provide the level of affordable workspace required
by the policy.
Clause e) has been added as follows:
e) In exceptional circumstances, a payment in lieu
may be accepted where it can be demonstrated to
the satisfaction of the council that on-site provision
is not feasible and/or that a greater economic
impact would be achieved through this route. The
payment should be calculated using the method
set out in Annex 10. Payments in lieu will be used
by the council to support the provision of
affordable workspace anywhere in Lambeth.
No change.

Clause f) has been added to the policy as follows:
Proposals that do not provide the level of
affordable workspace required by this policy will
be required to submit viability information, which
will be independently assessed. Where this
assessment determines that a greater level of
affordable workspace could viably be supported, a
higher level of affordable workspace will be
required. In addition, early and late viability
reviews will be applied to all schemes that do not
provide the level of affordable workspace required
by the policy.
An additional clause has been added as follows: e):
In exceptional circumstances, a payment in lieu
may be accepted where it can be demonstrated to
the satisfaction of the council that on-site provision
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174/7

Agency considerations
The policy as drafted does not take into consideration the practical constraints in delivering
affordable workspace as part of a development, particularly office development which is not part
of mixed use scheme. These representations are accompanied by a report prepared by Union
Street Partners, market leading office agents in SE1, including Vauxhall and Waterloo, which
identifies the significant agency (lettability) implications of introducing affordable workspace into
office development.
The policy as drafted does not take into consideration the detrimental effect of requiring the
delivery of affordable workspace on site, and fails to identify the ‘limited circumstances where it
can be demonstrated to the satisfaction of the Council that a greater economic impact could be
secured through off-site provision’.
The policy fundamentally fails to take into account that the provision of affordable workspace
within office development has the propensity to detrimentally affect the lettability of the
floorspace, particularly to a single occupier. The accompanying note prepared by Union Street
Partners explains the detrimental effect of the inclusion of affordable workspace in office
developments on potential lettings. The policy does not function to create a cluster of similar
businesses as currently drafted, particularly where office developments would be expected to
deliver a quantum of affordable workspace in traditional office locations.
The policy fails to acknowledge the commercial reality that many businesses requiring Category ‘A’
office floorspace in the CAZ (specifically at Vauxhall and Waterloo) are not compatible with the CDI
businesses that the Council intends should occupy affordable workspace. The policy would also
fundamentally undermine the ability to let an entire building to a single occupier (as a
headquarters for example). This would significantly reduce the range of office occupiers attracted
to the borough, further reducing the viability of office development in Lambeth.

Policy/
Annex

Officer Response

ED02

The need for affordable workspace
within the borough is explained in the
Workspace Topic Paper and, as set out
in the supporting text and Affordable
Workspace SPD, the council is
developing an approved list of
workspace providers and a register of
organisations requiring non-managed
workspace.
A change to the policy has been made
to make clear when a payment in lieu
(PIL) will be sought and that the
calculation for PIL is contained within
Annex 10.
The Local Plan and Community
Infrastructure Levy Viability Review
July 2018 and the Brixton Creative
Enterprise Zone: Affordable
Workspace Analysis 2018 have tested
the viability impacts of the proposed
approach across the borough and for
the Brixton CEZ. However, in response
a new clause has been added to
reflect the consideration of viability at
a site specific level.

Proposed Change
is not feasible and/or that a greater economic
impact would be achieved through this route. The
payment should be calculated using the method
set out in Annex 10. Payments in lieu will be used
by the council to support the provision of
affordable workspace anywhere in Lambeth.
The third sentence of DRLLP Policy ED2 b) has been
deleted. It has been replaced with the following
clause e):
In exceptional circumstances, a payment in lieu
may be accepted where it can be demonstrated to
the satisfaction of the council that on-site provision
is not feasible and/or that a greater economic
impact would be achieved through this route. The
payment should be calculated using the method
set out in Annex 10. Payments in lieu will be used
by the council to support the provision of
affordable workspace anywhere in Lambeth.
The following clause f) has been inserted:
Proposals that do not provide the level of
affordable workspace required by this policy will
be required to submit viability information, which
will be independently assessed. Where this
assessment determines that a greater level of
affordable workspace could viably be supported, a
higher level of affordable workspace will be
required. In addition, early and late viability
reviews will be applied to all schemes that do not
provide the level of affordable workspace required
by the policy.

The policy must contain greater flexibility in order to reflect the circumstances whereby the
provision of on-site affordable workspace is not appropriate such as office development as well as
potentially unviable. As explained a significant example whereby the provision of affordable
workspace would undermine the deliverability of development is office development in the CAZ.
The introduction of CDI businesses in office development could have the significant propensity to
undermine the lettability of office floorspace.
It is notable that the GLA has not required the provision of on-site affordable workspace in office
development elsewhere in the CAZ. The most recent example is 1-2 Broadgate (Stage 1 report
dated 3 December 2018).
It is suggested that the Council omits office development from the policy. The accompanying
evidence demonstrates the significant constraints posed by the policy to the deliverability and
commercial letting of office development with the inclusion of affordable workspace for CDI
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businesses, which are not compatible with office occupiers, particularly in the CAZ. As noted the
GLA suggests the flexible application of its draft affordable workspace policy. It is notable that the
GLA has not advocated the inclusion of affordable workspace as part of an office development in a
recent Stage 1 report (3 December 2018).
Conclusion

Policy/
Annex

Officer Response

Proposed Change

ED02

The comments are noted. In
accordance with London Plan policy
E3 affordable workspace can be
sought where it is currently in situ;
where cost pressures prevent
maintenance of micro, small and
medium-sized industries; and where
the provision of affordable workspace
would be necessary or desirable to
sustain a mix of business or cultural
uses which contribute to the character
of an area. The Workspace Topic
Paper sets out how these criteria are
met, provides further justification of
the policy approach, as well as setting
out the need for affordable workspace
across the borough.

Clause f) has been added to the policy as follows:
Proposals that do not provide the level of
affordable workspace required by this policy will
be required to submit viability information, which
will be independently assessed. Where this
assessment determines that a greater level of
affordable workspace could viably be supported, a
higher level of affordable workspace will be
required. In addition, early and late viability
reviews will be applied to all schemes that do not
provide the level of affordable workspace required
by the policy.

The premise of the affordable workspace policy is not based on a quantitive assessment of need or
reflective of commercial realties that affect the delivery of office development. The policy does not
provide any flexibility for commercial development that may not be able to either viably or
practically deliver affordable workspace either on site or through a commuted sum.
The policy does not make any provision to test whether a scheme can viably accommodate any
affordable workspace or yield a financial contribution for off-site provision. Rather the policy
expects the provision of affordable workspace in all circumstances, notwithstanding whether a
scheme can viably make such a contribution. The absence of a viability clause in the policy means
that it fails to meet the requirements of paragraph 34 of the NPPF which requires that policies
should set out the contributions expected from development and that these should not undermine
the deliverability of the plan.
Allied to the lack of a viability test the policy does not reflect the commercial reality that office
development cannot practically accommodate CDI businesses and in many circumstances needs to
be let by a single occupier. The inability to let an office development to a single occupier
significantly undermines the potential to let an office building, fatally undermining the viability of
office development within the CAZ. This would have the unintended consequence of making
Lambeth uncompetitive as an office location, undermining the Council’s policies relating to
commercial development. It would also reduce the affordability of commercial floorspace as a
result of a negative impact upon supply.

The Local Plan and Community
Infrastructure Levy Viability Review
July 2018 has tested the viability
impacts of the proposed approach.
However, in response a new clause
has been added to reflect the
consideration of viability at a site
specific level.

Closing
We trust that these representations clear set out CLS Holdings plc’s objections to Policy ED2 as
currently drafted.

CLS Holdings plc

181/6

Draft Policy ED2 requires major development that includes B1 floorspace to provide a proportion
of affordable workspace. Specifically, in Vauxhall, major developments should provide 10 per cent
of B1 floorspace at 50 per cent of market rents for a period of 15 years. As set out in
representations made to the Issues Consultation in December 2017, this obligation seems overly
onerous for developers and should be subject to a viability assessment. Affordable workspace

It is not considered that the policy
approach limits the delivery of office
accommodation across the borough.
The policy allows for potential
provision of affordable workspace as a
payment in lieu so does not prevent
large offices to be occupied by a single
occupier. An amendment has also
been made to the supporting text to
clarify that affordable workspace is
required by SMEs in general, including
those within CDI industries.
ED02

The justification behind the
percentage discount in Vauxhall is
based on the viability testing
contained in the Local Plan and
Community Infrastructure Levy

Paragraph 6.12 has been amended as follows:
Local evidence highlights that the borough
provides a focus for micro, small and medium-sized
enterprises, however rising rents and changes to
permitted development rights have put this
identity at risk. Brixton is a designated Creative
Enterprise Zone which supports the growth of
creative and digital industries. Lambeth therefore
needs to maintain its existing affordable workspace
and provide a new supply of affordable workspace
to ensure that the cost of space does not prevent
micro, small and medium-sized enterprises in key
business sectors (such as social enterprises, third
sector organisations, and in the creative and digital
industries) from continuing to operate and grow in
the borough. Further justification for the policy is
set out in the Workspace Topic Paper 2019.

Clause f) has been added to the policy which reads:
Proposals that do not provide the level of
affordable workspace required by this policy will
be required to submit viability information, which
will be independently assessed. Where this
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provided at less than market rent is not always appropriate as part of all developments and this
should be reflected within the policy. Affordable workspace requirements should be assessed on
an individual site basis and therefore a blanket requirement for all sites to provide affordable
workspace is not considered appropriate.

Policy/
Annex

Viability Review July 2018.

assessment determines that a greater level of
affordable workspace could viably be supported, a
higher level of affordable workspace will be
required. In addition, early and late viability
reviews will be applied to all schemes that do not
provide the level of affordable workspace required
by the policy.

The delivery of affordable workspace
on-site is the council's preferred
approach, but the policy does allow
for a payment in lieu of on-site
affordable workspace that can be
used to fund provision anywhere in
Lambeth.

182/8

Support revisions to:
• Policy ED2 Affordable Workspace and the percentage thresholds for floorspace

ED02

183/15

An additional policy has been included within the Lambeth Local Plan review which follows
adopted London Plan Policy E3 and requires major development that include B1 floorspace to
provide a proportion of affordable workspace. Whilst Unite support the provision of affordable
workspace in their developments and recognise the
importance of this for London’s ecosystem for creative and technology innovation, the draft policy
as included is onerous as it sets out requirements relating to discount rates applicable to certain
areas of the borough. This includes the following:
I. In Waterloo and Vauxhall major developments should provide 10 per cent of B1 floorspace at 50
per cent of market rents for a period of 15 years;
II. In Oval, Kennington and Clapham major developments should provide 10 per cent of B1
floorspace at 80 per cent of market rents for a period of 15 years; and
III. In the Brixton Creative Enterprise Zone (CEZ) all developments that include B1 floorspace should
provide 10 per cent of this as affordable workspace for a period of 25 years with the following
discounts on market rents.

ED02

There is no evidence nor planning basis to support these rental levels in these locations,

Proposed Change

An additional clause has been added
to reflect the consideration of
viability.

The option for an off-site contribution towards affordable workspace in more appropriate or viable
locations should be included within policy. It is also considered that the various forms of business
floorspace including flexible small business units and co-working space with shared facilities or
offering flexible lease terms (i.e. short leases with break clauses), should be recognised in
contributing to the supply of small and affordable business floorspace.

Waterloo
Community
Development
Group
UNITE Students

Officer Response

An additional clause e) has been included as
follows:
In exceptional circumstances, a payment in lieu
may be accepted where it can be demonstrated to
the satisfaction of the council that on-site provision
is not feasible and/or that a greater economic
impact would be achieved through this route. The
payment should be calculated using the method
set out in Annex 10. Payments in lieu will be used
by the council to support the provision of
affordable workspace anywhere in Lambeth.

The council uses the definition of
affordable workspace that is included
within London Plan Policy E3. Policy
ED1 allows for the provision and
management of flexible workspace
and the approach to affordable
workspace also supports the flexibility
in the provision of space, by
potentially allowing provision as B1b
or B1c space. However it is beyond the
scope of the planning system to
stipulate lease terms. The Affordable
Workspace SPD provides further
guidance on the application of this
policy approach.
The support for the policy is noted.
No change.

The support for the general approach
to affordable workspace provision is
noted.
The justification behind the
percentage discounts are based on the
viability testing contained in the Local
Plan and Community Infrastructure
Levy Viability Review July 2018 and
The Brixton Creative Enterprise Zone:
Affordable Workspace Analysis 2018.
The Workspace Topic Paper provides
further justification of the policy
approach but does not set specific
rental levels. The Affordable
Workspace SPD provides further

A new clause c) has been included as follows:
Affordable workspace must be made available in
one of the following ways:
i) Leased and managed on a flexible basis by an
affordable workspace provider on the council’s
approved list in accordance with an agreed
workspace management plan.
ii) Managed directly on a flexible basis by the
owner where it is demonstrated to the satisfaction
of the council that they have the necessary skills
and experience and an agreed workspace
management plan is in place.
iii) Leased by the owner to one or more end users
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ITV PLC
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Representation Wording
furthermore, the policy wording goes on to state that the affordable workspace will be managed
by a council-approved workspace provided and there is a requirement to submit evidence to
demonstrate this with any major planning application. This adds a further onerous requirement in
addition to the rental level requirements. There is clear evidence across London where affordable
workspace is provided at lower rental levels and privately managed. Whilst the provision of
affordable workspace in mixed use developments is strongly supported and in accordance with
London Plan policy E3, the additional requirements as set out in this new draft policy should be
deleted, as planning policy cannot dictate rental levels.
Recommendation: the rental levels should be removed from this policy as these cannot be dictated
by planning policy. the policy fails to have consideration to the commercial reality of office
floorspace. Furthermore, not all affordable workspace can be let and managed by a councilapproved provider and the draft policy should allow for flexibility where this is not possible.
11. A new policy (ED2) is proposed relating to Affordable Workspace. The need to provide for
affordable workspace is understood. The draft policy though includes particularly onerous
requirements in respect of the provision of such space. A reduction of 50% of market rent for a 15
year period on 10% of Bl floorspace will have significant implications for scheme viability. The
wording of the policy should be re-considered to ensure that suitable flexibility is incorporated.

Policy/
Annex

ED02

Officer Response

Proposed Change

guidance on the calculation of rental
levels which will be secured through
Section 106 agreements.

on the council’s approved list of organisations that
require non-managed affordable workspace.

The policy has been amended to allow
for three routes to making affordable
workspace available, including by
allowing owners to operate the
affordable workspace where skills and
experience have been demonstrated
and where an approved Workspace
Management Plan is secured and in
place.
The justification behind the
percentage discounts are based on the
viability testing contained in the Local
Plan and Community Infrastructure
Levy Viability Review July 2018 and
The Brixton Creative Enterprise Zone:
Affordable Workspace Analysis 2018.
An additional clause has been added
to reflect the consideration of
viability.

Berkeley Group

197/10

Affordable Workspace
Policy ED2 is a new policy which relates to affordable workspace. The council suggest that major
developments that include B1 floorspace to provide a proportion of affordable workspace in the
following locations: Waterloo, Vauxhall, Oval, Kennington, Clapham and Brixton Creative Enterprise
Zone (CEZ).
It is important to encourage and secure a prosperous economy and this is one of the cornerstones
of national planning policy. However providing workspace on long term subsidised/affordable rents
does not in itself actually create sustainable economic growth. For businesses to be viable and
successful they need to be able to cover their costs and return a profit. By providing businesses
with below market and subsidised rents there is the potential that non-viable business will be
created and supported longer term.
We consider that there is a role for affordable workspace for business start-ups as a way to
encourage local economic growth but this affordable rent support for a business must be for a predetermined period of time only and not an ongoing rental discount. When the reduced rental
period has expired the business should either move to new premises and pay a market rent and
then free up the affordable space for a new business start-up or remain in the premises and be
subject to an increase to market rent.
Expecting developers to provide and subsidise employment floorspace would have an impact upon
overall viability for employment and mixed use developments and it will be important that the
Council if they are going to bring this forward recognise in any policy made that the provision of

ED02

The comments are noted. The policy
has been amended to make it clear
that affordable workspace is only
being sought in relation to B1a office
floorspace. The supporting text has
been amended to make clear that in
most cases affordable workspace
would be provided as B1a office but
that the requirement could be
provided as B1b/c space in some
circumstances.
The justification behind Policy ED2's
percentage discount is based on the
viability testing contained in the Local
Plan and Community Infrastructure
Levy Viability Review July 2018 and
The Brixton Creative Enterprise Zone:
Affordable Workspace Analysis 2018.
This concluded that the policy
approach, alongside affordable
housing and other requirements such
as CIL and S106, is viable where set
out in part a). Further justification for

Clause f) has been added to the policy as follows:
Proposals that do not provide the level of
affordable workspace required by this policy will
be required to submit viability information, which
will be independently assessed. Where this
assessment determines that a greater level of
affordable workspace could viably be supported, a
higher level of affordable workspace will be
required. In addition, early and late viability
reviews will be applied to all schemes that do not
provide the level of affordable workspace required
by the policy.
All references in clause a) of the policy has been
changed from B1 to B1a.
New supporting text (para 6.15) has been added:
The affordable workspace secured should be
provided on-site and be designed to meet a local
need within the B1 use class. In the majority of
cases affordable workspace will be provided as
affordable B1a office space. In the Creative
Enterprise Zone, and elsewhere in support of CDIs
in particular, it may be appropriate to provide the
affordable workspace as discounted B1c light
industrial and/or B1b research and development
space, where this is feasible in design terms. In
these circumstances, the proportion of affordable
workspace provided could be lower than the policy
requirement given the lower values associated
with this type of space. The proportion of
discounted floorspace in these cases will be
determined through consideration of site
characteristics and viability.
Clause f) has been added to the policy as follows:
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affordable employment space will be taken into account when considering the requirement for
Developer Contributions.

Policy/
Annex

An alternative to on-site provision would be to accept financial contributions which are paid to a
not-for-profit company or charitable trust to set up and run affordable workspace in the Borough.
This approach would have advantages of scale and critical mass; specific affordable expertise;
business coaching; administration and management controls; and all other positive benefits of colocation of start-up businesses.

Having considered the Council’s evidence base and supporting documents relating to affordable
workspace, we consider more detailed work is required to quantify the level of need. Without an
understanding of the quantum of affordable floorspace needed it will not be possible for the
Council to plan and monitor delivery in relation to need. By having a clear understanding of the
requirement the Council can then consider the extent to which available and suitable sites in town
centres can accommodate the need before looking at the potential of other less central sites.

Proposals that do not provide the level of
affordable workspace required by this policy will
be required to submit viability information, which
will be independently assessed. Where this
assessment determines that a greater level of
affordable workspace could viably be supported, a
higher level of affordable workspace will be
required. In addition, early and late viability
reviews will be applied to all schemes that do not
provide the level of affordable workspace required
by the policy.

Policy ED1 does not preclude office
developments outside the CAZ,
Opportunity Areas or town centres,
subject to the scale of the proposal,
being in PTAL level is 4 or above and
being subject to the sequential test.
CIL Charging Zones A and B also relate
closely (but not entirely) to the
Central Activities Zone, Vauxhall and
Waterloo Opportunity Areas, and
Clapham Town Centre. In relation to
Brixton affordable workspace is only
required within the Major Centre
boundary and the Creative Enterprise
Zone.

Seeking both affordable housing and affordable workspace adds not only additional cost but also
additional complexity to the consideration of the overall viability of a proposed development.
Therefore there must be recognition of the impact that affordable workspace will have upon
viability and it will be critical that there is flexibility in the Plan to allow site by site assessment
rather than a blanket approach to securing affordable workspace.

Page 118: Policy ED2: We would like more information on how the proposal to include affordable
workspace for a period of 15 years will be enforced throughout the term.

the need for affordable workspace is
provided in the Workspace Topic
Paper.

The policy has been amended to allow
for three routes to making affordable
workspace available, including by
allowing owners to operate the
affordable workspace where skills and
experience have been demonstrated
and where an approved Workspace
Management Plan is secured and in
place.

By focusing affordable workspace into town centres it will ensure it is highly accessible, thus
encouraging public transport usage over private car trips; making a positive contribution to footfall
and spending within town centres; and taking up surplus retail floorspace.

202/21

Proposed Change

A change to the policy has been made
to make clear when a payment in lieu
(PIL) will be sought and that the
calculation for PIL is contained within
Annex 10.

We believe the priority focus should be upon publicly owned and town centre sites as they are the
most sustainable locations where co-location of uses will contribute to a sustainable and
prosperous town centre.

St John's
Church,
Waterloo

Officer Response

ED02

The Workspace Topic paper sets out
further justification of the policy
approach and the Affordable
Workspace SPD will provide further
detail and guidance on the application
of this policy.

An additional clause has been included as follows:
e): In exceptional circumstances, a payment in lieu
may be accepted where it can be demonstrated to
the satisfaction of the council that on-site provision
is not feasible and/or that a greater economic
impact would be achieved through this route. The
payment should be calculated using the method
set out in Annex 10. Payments in lieu will be used
by the council to support the provision of
affordable workspace anywhere in Lambeth.
A new clause c) has been included which states
that:
Affordable workspace must be made available in
one of the following ways:
i) Leased and managed on a flexible basis by an
affordable workspace provider on the council’s
approved list in accordance with an agreed
workspace management plan.
ii) Managed directly on a flexible basis by the
owner where it is demonstrated to the satisfaction
of the council that they have the necessary skills
and experience and an agreed workspace
management plan is in place.
iii) Leased by the owner to one or more end users
on the council’s approved list of organisations that
require non-managed affordable workspace.
No change

169

Name
London and
Quadrant
Housing Trust

Coin Street
Community
Builders

Lambeth
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Partnership
Board
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222/14
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Representation Wording
Policy ED2 – Affordable Workspace L&Q acknowledge the need for affordable workspace in the
Borough. However, we consider that on mixed use schemes providing other significant planning
benefits, such as a high proportion of affordable housing, the affordable workspace requirements
should be relaxed. The proposed policy wording should be amended to recognise this.

Policy/
Annex
ED02

Managed workspace CSCB finds the prescriptive nature of the draft Plan to managed workspace
somewhat alarming. The most creative and successful spaces are not fitted out to some theoretical
standard but take place in buildings that allow a lot of flexibility and are of sufficient size to support
communal events and facilities. ‘WeWork’ provide a great service to some parts of the market but
for others their spaces both far too expensive and very unsuitable. What is needed is diversity in
the market and this is unlikely to come by requiring “council-approved workspace providers” –
even if the requirements in Policy ED2 withstood legal challenge.

ED02

We support the requirements for major commercial developments in Waterloo, Vauxhall, Oval,
Kennington, Clapham, and the Brixton Creative Enterprise Zone to include a proportion of
affordable workspace at below market rates to help meet the needs of particular sectors including
small local businesses.

ED02

Officer Response

Proposed Change

The comment is noted. It is
acknowledged that mixed use
schemes are likely to a number of
planning benefits. Additional clauses
have been added to reflect the
consideration of viability on a site
specific basis, and also the
introduction of a clause in relation to
the potential for payments in lieu.

Clause f) has been added to the policy as follows:
Proposals that do not provide the level of
affordable workspace required by this policy will
be required to submit viability information, which
will be independently assessed. Where this
assessment determines that a greater level of
affordable workspace could viably be supported, a
higher level of affordable workspace will be
required. In addition, early and late viability
reviews will be applied to all schemes that do not
provide the level of affordable workspace required
by the policy.

The comment is noted.
The policy has been amended to allow
for three routes to making affordable
workspace available, including by
allowing owners to operate the
affordable workspace where skills and
experience have been demonstrated
and where an approved Workspace
Management Plan is secured and in
place.

An additional clause has been added as follows: e)
In exceptional circumstances, a payment in lieu
may be accepted where it can be demonstrated to
the satisfaction of the council that on-site provision
is not feasible and/or that a greater economic
impact would be achieved through this route. The
payment should be calculated using the method
set out in Annex 10. Payments in lieu will be used
by the council to support the provision of
affordable workspace anywhere in Lambeth.
A new clause c) has been included as follows:
Affordable workspace must be made available in
one of the following ways:

i) Leased and managed on a flexible basis by an
affordable workspace provider on the council’s
approved list in accordance with an agreed
workspace management plan.
ii) Managed directly on a flexible basis by the
owner where it is demonstrated to the satisfaction
of the council that they have the necessary skills
Policy ED1 allows for the provision and and experience and an agreed workspace
management of flexible workspace
management plan is in place.
and the approach to affordable
iii) Leased by the owner to one or more end users
workspace also supports the flexibility on the council’s approved list of organisations that
in the provision of space, by
require non-managed affordable workspace.
potentially allowing provision as B1b
or B1c space. The Affordable
Workspace SPD provides further
guidance on the application of this
policy approach.
Support for the policy is noted.
No change.
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London &
Continental
Railways Ltd

Rep
Code
261/1

32/7

Representation Wording
i am of the opinion that it is not as simple as providing subsidized work spaces although important i
believe that it is the provision of facilities for individuals that must be provided in the first instance
to create a level playing field i propose that amenities are created which give young people a place
to go that acts like a hub. i am keen that all visitors to the vicinity are given free street wifi access
and places to sit and use their technology in open plan environments with outdoor green space in
the summer and warmth in the winter months. i also believe that booths would help for those
who wanted to do video calling or telephone meetings the point i am making is that if the focus is
on outdated modes of tenancy and security then many will be excluded who either don't need that
permanency or cannot afford it on their own and cannot find suitable joint tenants to share the
costs i am talking about creating destinations, hubs, areas to go to be with like minded individuals
i think that the council should engineer these places without wwiting for opportunities to arise
through planning applications and that all applications should have a levy to provide contributions
towards these hubs if it required councils to requisition land in the creative and workspace zones
then i would support such an initiative west norwood would be a good place to run a trial on the
high street
Affordable workspace
Policy D4 Planning obligations; Policy ED2 Affordable workspace
Policy D4 states that planning obligations will be sought to mitigate the impact of the development
and goes on to specify a number of infrastructure items for which obligations may be sought. At
point xii the policy has been redrafted to include “small and flexible office space; affordable
workspace; affordable retail units”.
Policy ED2 requires all major developments that include B1 floorspace to provide a proportion of
affordable workspace. For Waterloo and Vauxhall, major developments that include B1 floorspace
should provide 10 per cent of B1 floorspace at 50 per cent of market rents for a period of 15 years.
It is understood that the evidence which provides justification for this policy is taken from the Local
Plan & CIL Viability Study, which states that this policy approach would equate to less than 5.5%
impact on residual land values. It is important however to note that this assessment is based on
high level assumptions regarding rental values, which, for example, does not factor in
considerations such as whether a quantum of the floorspace is to be pre-let at a lower value to
secure a key anchor tenant. In practice, on a site by site basis, and in having regard to the overall
development and letting strategy, it is possible that the impact of this policy could be significantly
higher than the 5.5% quoted in the evidence. More detailed consideration should also be given to
the compounded additional costs proposed through the proposed increases to the Lambeth CIL
and the introduction of the second Mayoral CIL which when combined may have a real impact on
development viability and thereby regeneration in Waterloo.
Consideration should also be given to the typical lead in times for development, recognising that
the investment decisions and appraisals that underpin many proposals currently in the pipeline,
but for which planning permission has not been granted, will have not factored in this policy
requirement. If LBL continue to pursue this policy, it will therefore be important to apply it flexibly
and in a phased approach over time. It will also be important to consider this policy pragmatically
on a case by case basis, as the reduced rental income for 15 years may not be viable for every
scheme.

Policy/
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Officer Response

Proposed Change

The comment is noted. The policy is
related to securing affordable
workspace in qualifying developments
and allows for a range of workspaces
to be provided.

No change.

The policy allows for the flexible
delivery of affordable workspace to
meet the needs of those who need
the space.
The Local Plan cannot commit the
council to the requisition of land to
create new employment hubs.

ED02

Local Plan Policy T10 is supportive of
digital connectivity infrastructure.
The comments are noted. The Local
Plan and Community Infrastructure
Levy Viability Review July 2018 has
tested the viability impacts of the
proposed approach, which included
assumptions for CIL and S106.
However, in response a new clause
has been added to reflect the
consideration of viability at a site
specific level.
The policy has been amended to allow
for three routes to making affordable
workspace available, including by
allowing owners to operate the
affordable workspace where skills and
experience have been demonstrated
and where an approved Workspace
Management Plan is secured and in
place. The Affordable Workspace SPD
provides additional guidance on the
application of this policy.

A new clause c) has been included as follows:
Affordable workspace must be made available in
one of the following ways:
i) Leased and managed on a flexible basis by an
affordable workspace provider on the council’s
approved list in accordance with an agreed
workspace management plan.
ii) Managed directly on a flexible basis by the
owner where it is demonstrated to the satisfaction
of the council that they have the necessary skills
and experience and an agreed workspace
management plan is in place.
iii) Leased by the owner to one or more end users
on the council’s approved list of organisations that
require non-managed affordable workspace.
Clause f) has been added to the policy which reads:
Proposals that do not provide the level of
affordable workspace required by this policy will
be required to submit viability information, which
will be independently assessed. Where this
assessment determines that a greater level of
affordable workspace could viably be supported, a
higher level of affordable workspace will be
required. In addition, early and late viability
reviews will be applied to all schemes that do not
provide the level of affordable workspace required
by the policy.
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BFI

43/4

Representation Wording
The policy also sets the requirement for the affordable workspace to be let and managed by or sold
to a council-approved workspace provider. It is not immediately clear from the Plan which
organisations would constitute an approved workspace provider, though we assume this is a
reference to the GLA’s Workspace Providers Directory. Further clarity is therefore sought on this
point as this could potentially impact upon an overall management or disposal strategy for
schemes.
test
It is also assumed that new inward investment in the form of new office development would be
welcomed by the Council in the context of Policy PN1 and the new Metropolitan town centre
designation. However it is noted that in Waterloo Policy ED2 requires major developments to
provide 10 per cent of B1 floorspace at 50 per cent of market rents for a period of 15 years.

Policy/
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Officer Response

Proposed Change

ED02

The respondent did not provide an
explanation that can be responded to.
The comment is noted. The comment
is noted. The supporting text sets out
the justification of the policy approach
and the Workspace Topic Paper
provides further detail and
justification. This approach has also
been viability tested within the Local
Plan and Community Infrastructure
Levy Viability Review July 2018 to
ensure that it does not place too
onerous a requirement on
development. This has factored in CIL
and MCIL and other S106
requirements. However, in response a
new clause has been added to reflect
the consideration of viability at a site
specific level.

No change.

The support is noted. The justification
behind the percentage discounts are
based on the viability testing
contained in the Local Plan and
Community Infrastructure Levy
Viability Review July 2018 and The
Brixton Creative Enterprise Zone:
Affordable Workspace Analysis 2018.
Nevertheless, an additional clause has
been added to reflect the
consideration of viability.

Clause f) has been added to the policy as follows:

ED02

There is no specific justification provided in terms of potential impact on office delivery in the
locations specified in the policy and no reference to potential impact on viability of office
delivery. It is noted that Draft London Plan Policy E3 does require Boroughs to consider more
detailed affordable workspace policies in light of local evidence of need and viability.
The supporting text to Policy ED2 refers to the boundary in the Waterloo area corresponding to
the CIL charging zone A. But no further justification is provided in relation to the proportion
sought by the policy (10 per cent) or potential impact on viability. Given the proposed increase in
Lambeth local CIL, as set out PDCS currently out to consultation, and the proposed new Mayoral
CIL rates, coming into force in April 2019, there is real concern about the viability of bringing
forward significant new office investment in the Waterloo area in light of these onerous
requirements.

Mayor of
London

70/21

These policy requirements and CIL charging regime will potentially be barriers to inward
investment and therefore will seriously hinder the much needed regeneration of the Waterloo /
South Bank area.
Policy ED2 Affordable workspace. The Mayor welcomes Lambeth’s draft policy on affordable
workspace in order to support, in particular, creative and digital industries. However, it should
ensure that the detailed requirements are viable and will not undermine the overall delivery of
office floorspace and affordable workspace. In addition, the policy needs to be clear as to what
type of employment space it is seeking to secure. In certain sections the approach appears to focus
on traditional office space, all be it, co-working space as opposed to wider messy space, creative
space and workshops.
In addition, a map of the proposed Brixton CEZ is required to understand the implications of the
discounts on market rents outlined. Lambeth may want to move some of the text into a
Supplementary Planning Guidance to enable more consideration to the proposed approaches and
to align these with the Mayor’s emerging Cultural Strategy.

ED02

The policy has been amended to make
it clear that affordable workspace is
only being sought in relation to B1a
office floorspace. The supporting text
has been amended to make clear that
in most cases affordable workspace
would be provided as B1a office but
that the requirement could be

Clause f) has been added to the policy as follows:
Proposals that do not provide the level of
affordable workspace required by this policy will
be required to submit viability information, which
will be independently assessed. Where this
assessment determines that a greater level of
affordable workspace could viably be supported, a
higher level of affordable workspace will be
required. In addition, early and late viability
reviews will be applied to all schemes that do not
provide the level of affordable workspace required
by the policy.

Proposals that do not provide the level of
affordable workspace required by this policy will
be required to submit viability information, which
will be independently assessed. Where this
assessment determines that a greater level of
affordable workspace could viably be supported, a
higher level of affordable workspace will be
required. In addition, early and late viability
reviews will be applied to all schemes that do not
provide the level of affordable workspace required
by the policy.
Paragraph 6.15 has been amended as follows:
The affordable workspace secured should be
provided on-site and be designed to meet a local
need within the B1 use class. In the majority of
cases affordable workspace will be provided as
affordable B1a office space. In the Creative
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Policy/
Annex

Officer Response

Proposed Change

provided as B1b/c space in some
circumstances, in particular in relation
to the CDI industries and within the
Brixton Creative Enterprise Zone. This
is anticipated to allow for the
provision of 'messier' space in support
of such industries.

Enterprise Zone, and elsewhere in support of CDIs
in particular, it may be appropriate to provide the
affordable workspace as discounted B1c light
industrial and/or B1b research and development
space, where this is feasible in design terms. In
these circumstances, the proportion of affordable
workspace provided could be lower than the policy
requirement given the lower values associated
with this type of space. The proportion of
discounted floorspace in these cases will be
determined through consideration of site
characteristics and viability.

A map will be included in the
supporting text to clearly explain
where the policy in the Brixton CEZ
will apply.

Guy's and St
Thomas' NHS
Foundation
Trust

72/5

U+I Group Plc

79/4

· Affordable workspace. We agree with the principle of the Council’s policy on affordable
workspace. Nurturing start-ups and entrepreneurs in the life sciences sector will be an important
focus for the MedTech Cluster we are looking to create at the Westminster Bridge Campus. We will
work with the Council to ensure that this is delivered in a sustainable way that also supports
healthcare provision.
ED2 – Affordable Workspace
U+I welcomes the introduction of policy support for more affordable workspace provision in LB
Lambeth and recognises that major developments can play an important role in diversifying
employment provision and providing more affordable employment opportunities.
Draft Policy ED2 requires major developments in Vauxhall and Waterloo to provide 10% of B1
floorspace at 50% of market rents for a period of 15 years. However, U+I notes that the evidence
base upon which this requirement is based (policy issues outlined in the Small Offices and Mixed
Use in the CAZ study (August 2015)) identify that:
i too much intervention can have a repressing impact on the market; and
ii encouraging small units within new developments must ensure that the right kind of provision is
made available.
U+I considers that, to be consistent with the above evidence base, a more flexible approach to
affordable office provision is necessary, together with policy recognition that the benefits of
providing a variety of high quality flexible workspace type within which local employment needs
can alternatively and/or simultaneously play an important role in supporting new businesses.
Lambeth’s Creative & Digital Industries Strategy for Growth (October 2018) seeks to enhance the
borough’s role within London’s creative and digital economy. This includes overcoming prevailing
shortages in suitable workspace, with requirements identified as varying from new grade A office
space to co-working spaces, incubators, maker spaces and studios. A more flexible policy approach
should therefore facilitate delivery of a range of unit types as an alternative to affordable
workspace, thereby better supporting Lambeth’s strategy for growth within the creative and digital
sectors.
U+I considers the suggested 50% reduction to be arbitrary and inappropriate for many sites in the
CAZ. Notably other local authorities do not set a percentage affordable workspace requirement or
set a much lower reduced rent. For example, LB Hackney considers affordable workspace to be
units where rent and service charges are at least 20% lower than comparable local market rents

ED02

Support for the principle of the policy
is noted.

ED02

The comments are noted. The
justification behind Policy ED2's
percentage discount and the length of
time it will be sought in Vauxhall and
Waterloo, is based on the viability
testing contained in the Local Plan and
Community Infrastructure Levy
Viability Review July 2018, which also
considered CIL and MCIL
requirements. This found that
schemes can support this requirement
in the locations as set out in part a).
However, in response a new clause
has been added to reflect the
consideration of viability at a site
specific level. Further justification for
the need for affordable workspace is
provided in the Workspace Topic
Paper.
The policy has been amended to allow
for three routes to making affordable
workspace available, including by
allowing owners to operate the
affordable workspace where skills and
experience have been demonstrated
and where an approved Workspace
Management Plan is secured and in
place.

A map has been added showing the area covered
by the CEZ.
No change.

Clause f) has been added to the policy as follows:
Proposals that do not provide the level of
affordable workspace required by this policy will
be required to submit viability information, which
will be independently assessed. Where this
assessment determines that a greater level of
affordable workspace could viably be supported, a
higher level of affordable workspace will be
required. In addition, early and late viability
reviews will be applied to all schemes that do not
provide the level of affordable workspace required
by the policy.
A new clause c) has been included as follows:
Affordable workspace must be made available in
one of the following ways:
i) Leased and managed on a flexible basis by an
affordable workspace provider on the council’s
approved list in accordance with an agreed
workspace management plan.
ii) Managed directly on a flexible basis by the
owner where it is demonstrated to the satisfaction
of the council that they have the necessary skills
and experience and an agreed workspace
management plan is in place.
iii) Leased by the owner to one or more end users
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(Hackney Borough Council, Development Management Local Plan (2015)). A period of 15 years
reduced rent also appears excessive and would effectively represents a permanent rent reduction.
In terms of management, Policy ED2 notes that affordable workspace should be let and managed
by a council-approved provider and let or sold to them prior to occupation. U+I disagrees
fundamentally with this requirement, noting that private providers can equally and suitably
manage affordable workspaces.
Based on the above, U+I suggests the following revisions be Policy ED2:
• Removal of the blanket requirement for 10% of B1 workspace to be affordable within Waterloo
and Vauxhall; Removal of the requirement for 50% of market rents for a period of 15 years or
inclusion of a lower percentage requirement that takes into account site specific circumstances;
and
• Introduction of a flexible policy approach which recognises that a range of types of business
floorspace types (including collaborative and shared workspace) can equally provide more
affordable workspaces.
Suggested revised wording of Policy ED2 is included at Appendix 1 [relevant part in bold below.

Policy/
Annex

Workspace
Group Plc

162/12

a) Development in KIBAs will be permitted only for business, industrial, storage and waste
management uses, including green industries and other compatible industrial and commercial uses
(excluding large scale retail) ancillary to, or providing for, the needs of the KIBA, other than where
clause (c) below applies.
Workspace Comment
We are encouraged by the recognition and acknowledgement of the insertion of additional text in
the supporting text to the contribution and compatibility of small scale cafes and restaurant uses
to the operation of KIBAs.

Proposed Change

on the council’s approved list of organisations that
Policy ED1 allows for the provision and require non-managed affordable workspace.
management of flexible workspace
and the approach to affordable
workspace also supports the flexibility
in the provision of space, by
potentially allowing provision as B1b
or B1c space. However it is beyond the
scope of the planning system to
stipulate lease terms. The Affordable
Workspace SPD provides further
guidance on the application of this
policy approach.
The Affordable Workspace SPD also
provides additional guidance on the
application of this policy approach,
including how rental levels will be
assessed.

Appendix 1: Amended Policy and Site Allocation Wording
The below sets out recommended revised wording for the relevant emerging plan policies:
• Bold text: New text inserted by Lichfields on behalf of U+I Group PLC.
• Strike-through: Deleted text.
[Add the following after table a.iii]
iv) In considering the type and nature of affordable workspace sought, the Council will take into
account:
The specific circumstances of individual sites, including development viability and the type and
range of employment opportunities proposed; and
The economic characteristics of the area, including existing and emerging sector clusters, and the
size and type of affordable workspace required to support these...
Policy ED3 Key Industrial and Business Areas (KIBAs) a

Officer Response

ED03

Amend policy wording and supporting
text in light of comment to make clear
which uses may be considered
acceptable in KIBAs.

Clause a) has been amended to read:
Development in KIBAs will be permitted only for
business, industrial, storage and waste
management uses, including green industries and
other compatible industrial and commercial uses
(excluding large scale retail) ancillary to, or
providing for, the needs of the KIBA, other than
where clause (c) below applies.
Paragraph 6.31 has been amended to read:
In some cases, uses such as small-scale cafés and
gyms intended primarily to serve the needs of
those working in and visiting the KIBA, may be
considered appropriate. Proposals for café,
restaurant or D class uses that would, by virtue of
their location or configuration, attract significant
numbers of customers with no connection to the
KIBA will not be permitted.
‘Other compatible industrial and commercial uses
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172/17

Policy Lacks Clarity on Applicability of B1a Office Uses

Policy/
Annex

Officer Response

ED03

Amend supporting text in light of
comment to make clear which uses
may be considered acceptable in
KIBAs.

Part A of the policy states:
‘Development in KIBAs will be permitted only for business, industrial, storage and waste
management uses…’
The supporting text in the policy states:
‘Business, industrial and storage’ uses include all uses in the B use class (B1, B2 and B8)..’ (Our
underlining.)
This text implies that B1a offices would be appropriate development in the KIBA. It is unclear if this
is the intention of the policy. Part B of the policy refers to the intensification of business uses in
Use Classes B1b, B1c, B2 and B8 and does not mention B1a uses.

Workspace
Group Plc

162/14

c) Areas of KIBA land with potential for both intensification and co-location with residential and
other uses (in accordance with London Plan policy E7 sections C and E) are shown on the Policies
Map. To be eligible for the Fast Track Route, a 50 per cent affordable housing threshold will
apply to proposals of this nature if there is a net loss of industrial capacity, in accordance with
London Plan policy H6.
Workspace Comments
Policy E4 of the draft London Plan seeks to ensure that in overall terms there is no net loss of
industrial floorspace capacity (including operational yard space) within Locally Significant Industrial
Site (LSIS) / (KIBAs). The plan indicates that Lambeth should seek to retain capacity of LSIS/KIBA
sites within the borough.
It is noted that emerging policy E6 of the London Plan which relates specifically to LSIS sites seeks
to differentiate the difference between business sites such as hybrid and flexible B1c/B2/B8 uses
suitable for SMEs and sites which are more industrial in nature which are suitable of
accommodating a range of business uses. Accordingly, it is noted that that the application of KIBA
policy in Lambeth should take this into consideration and acknowledge the differences in the
employment uses the KIBA seeks to protect.
Policy E7 on the emerging London Plan relates to intensification, co-location and substitution of
employment land, it seeks to ensure that employment land is more efficiently occupied. This can
be achieved through co-location of other uses, such as residential, providing there is no net loss of
floorspace and appropriate design and mitigation methods are put in place.
We note that the Examination in Public (EiP) version of the draft London Plan has removed the

ED03

As set out in the London Plan, Locally
Significant Industrial Sites (LSIS) (KIBAs
in Lambeth) are primarily designated
for industrial uses, as defined in the
London Plan. It is considered that the
wording of Draft Local Plan policy ED3
and the supporting text together set
out the range of industrial and related
uses acceptable in KIBAs. Lambeth is a
borough identified in the London Plan
required to ‘retain capacity’ of its
designated industrial floorspace
capacity. In ‘retain capacity’ boroughs,
London Plan Policy E4C applies the
principle of no net loss of industrial
floorspace capacity within designated
Locally Significant Industrial Sites
(LSIS). Overall Lambeth is proposing a
net loss of land designated as LSIS, so
the Mayor requires intensification of
the remaining stock of KIBAs for
industrial uses. Industrial
intensification and co-location with
other uses such as residential (allowed
for through a plan-led approach in

Proposed Change
ancillary to, or providing for, the needs of the KIBA’
includes non-B class uses usually associated with
industrial areas such as builders’ yards, haulage,
employment-training, bus garages and
telecommunications.
Paragraph 6.30 has been amended to read:
Some KIBAs include existing B1a office space,
usually in the form of small business units and/or
as part of a permission for flexible B1 space. These
business units are important to the Lambeth
economy and in some cases are protected by an
Article 4 direction removing permitted
development rights for change of use from B1a
office to C3 residential. However, going forward
any potential for intensification within KIBAs
should be primarily for industrial uses that meet
the definition in London Plan policy E4. Proposals
for intensification in KIBAs that affect existing B1a
floorspace should therefore ensure that the uplift
in floorspace is provided in the form of space that
falls within that London Plan definition. Proposals
for additional B1a office floorspace in KIBAs will
not generally be permitted.
No change
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requirement for such sites deliver 50% affordable housing in order to be eligible for the Fast track
route. We therefore consider that this requirement should be updated to reflect the recent
changes to the draft London Plan.

Policy/
Annex

We note the emerging London Plan affords for greater flexibility in the co-location of land uses,
such as residential in employment areas providing that the quantum and type of employment
floorspace is retained as part of the redevelopment. This approach to the redevelopment of
employment sites is commensurate with the Workspace Group’s approach to the redevelopment
of sites within their portfolio.

Norwood
Action group et
al.

196/194 c) Areas of KIBA land with potential for both intensification and co-location with residential and
other uses

Cllr Jon Davies

18/6

ED03

Can of worms.

ED3 c

ED03

KIBAs
Seems to devalue KIBAs. Can we be clearer or leave this out?

Cllr Jon Davies

18/5

6.1
KIBA

ED03

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Draft London Plan policy E7) is
therefore not a priority in Lambeth.
Lambeth does not need to rely on
KIBA land to meet and exceed its Draft
London Plan housing target. KIBA land
must be prioritised instead to achieve
the Draft London Plan requirement to
retain industrial floorspace capacity in
the borough. There are a small
number of exceptions to this
approach: three KIBAs have been
identified as appropriate for
intensification and co-location. These
KIBAs have been considered as such
owing to unique site-specific
circumstances in each case. In all
other KIBAs only intensification for
business and industrial uses is
supported to achieve the overall level
of intensification required.
Part c) of ED3 aligns with the approach
in London Plan policy H6. 50%
affordable housing is only required on
industrial land where a net loss of
industrial floorspace capacity is
proposed otherwise the policy
threshold is 35%.
Lambeth has only identified three
No change
areas (two within existing KIBAs) as
appropriate for industrial
intensification and co-location with
residential under London Plan policy
E7, in each case owing to unique sitespecific circumstances . Residential
uses will not be allowed in any other
areas designated as KIBA.
Lambeth has only identified three
No change
areas (two within existing KIBAs) as
appropriate for industrial
intensification and co-location with
residential under London Plan policy
E7, in each case owing to unique sitespecific circumstances . Residential
uses will not be allowed in any other
areas designated as KIBA.
The order of the bullet points in
No change
paragraph 6.1 was changed to reflect
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Cannot understand why bullet point deleted and re-instated
196/196 Development proposals are encouraged to include a proportion of B1b and/or B1c floorspace.

Policy/
Annex
ED03

R&D and light industry ‘encouraged’. However this would undermine purpose of the KIBA since by
definition B1 uses of any sort don’t impact on residents and so could go anywhere. Slippery slope.

196/197 6.26 ‘Other compatible industrial and commercial uses ancillary to, or providing for, the needs of
the KIBA includes non-B class uses usually associated with industrial areas such as builders’ yards,
haulage, employment-training, bus garages and telecommunications’

ED03

Wrong. These uses are actually stand-alone industrial type. Cafes and nurseries for example could
be ancillary or providing for needs. Needs clarification.

Officer Response
the changed order of the policies in
the plan.
London Plan policy E4 outlines that a
sufficient supply of land and premises
in different parts of London to meet
current and future demands for
industrial and related functions should
be maintained. This should make
provision for B1b and B1c uses. The
Lambeth Local Plan must be in general
conformity with the London Plan.
Accepted. Amend policy wording and
supporting text in light of comment to
make clear which uses may be
considered acceptable in KIBAs.

Proposed Change

No change

Clause a) has been amended to read:
Development in KIBAs will be permitted only for
business, industrial, storage and waste
management uses, including green industries and
other compatible industrial and commercial uses
(excluding large scale retail) ancillary to, or
providing for, the needs of the KIBA, other than
where clause (c) below applies.
Paragraph 6.31 has been amended to read:
In some cases, uses such as small-scale cafés and
gyms intended primarily to serve the needs of
those working in and visiting the KIBA, may be
considered appropriate. Proposals for café,
restaurant or D class uses that would, by virtue of
their location or configuration, attract significant
numbers of customers with no connection to the
KIBA will not be permitted.
The following text in paragraph 6.33 has been
deleted:

Norwood
Action group et
al.

196/198 includes non-B class uses usually associated with industrial areas such as builders’ yards, haulage,
employment-training, bus garages and telecommunications
The definition in 6.32 is much better

ED03

Noted.

‘Other compatible industrial and commercial uses
ancillary to, or providing for, the needs of the KIBA’
includes non-B class uses usually associated with
industrial areas such as builders’ yards, haulage,
employment-training, bus garages and
telecommunications.
The following text in paragraph 6.33 has been
deleted:
'Other compatible industrial and commercial uses
ancillary to, or providing for, the needs of the KIBA’
includes non-B class uses usually associated with
industrial areas such as builders’ yards, haulage,
employment-training, bus garages and
telecommunications.
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196/199 D1 and D2 uses will not normally be permitted in a KIBA.

Policy/
Annex
ED03

So not impossible. The presence of many churches in industrial spaces is not enforced against and
takes away much needed industrial floor space.

Norwood
Action group et
al.

196/200 6.28 In relation to section (c) of the policy, London Plan policy D12 relating to the Agent of Change
principle may also apply.

Cllr Jon Davies

18/7

ED03

Officer Response

Proposed Change

The Lambeth enforcement team
investigate and take appropriate
action when breaches are reported
through the Lambeth planning
enforcement webpage. The issue of
churches within the West Norwood
Commercial Area has been fully
investigated by the enforcement
team.
Accepted. Amend policy wording in
light of comment.

No change

‘May’ renders this impotent. Needs rewording for believed intended meaning.
6.29

ED03

Southbank house KIBA
I would like this re-instated as is. We need this area to remain a KIBA for our local economy to be
sustainable in the long term.
Policy ED3 Key Industrial and Business Areas (KIBAs) - 6.29. In the case of the Southbank House and
Newport Street KIBA which falls within the Vauxhall Nine Elms Battersea London Plan Opportunity
Area, KIBA policy takes priority over other policies in the plan. Keep this paragraph it protects the
KIBA, making it clear that KIBA is the primary land use and other uses secondary.

Individual

207/4

ED03

Whitgift Estate
TRA

208/4

Policy ED3 Key Industrial and Business Areas (KIBAs) - 6.29. In the case of the Southbank House and
Newport Street KIBA which falls within the Vauxhall Nine Elms Battersea London Plan Opportunity
Area, KIBA policy takes priority over other policies in the plan. Keep this paragraph it protects the
KIBA, making it clear that KIBA is the primary land use and other uses secondary.

ED03

Individual

212/5

Policy ED3 Key Industrial and Business Areas (KIBAs) - 6.29. In the case of the Southbank House and
Newport Street KIBA which falls within the Vauxhall Nine Elms Battersea London Plan Opportunity
Area, KIBA policy takes priority over other policies in the plan. Keep this paragraph it protects the
KIBA, making it clear that KIBA is the primary land use and other uses secondary.

ED03

Individual

223/4

Policy ED3 Key Industrial and Business Areas (KIBAs) - 6.29. In the case of the Southbank House and
Newport Street KIBA which falls within the Vauxhall Nine Elms Battersea London Plan Opportunity
Area, KIBA policy takes priority over other policies in the plan. Keep this paragraph it protects the
KIBA, making it clear that KIBA is the primary land use and other uses secondary.

ED03

LB Croydon

109/4b

ED03

Eco World
London
Development
Ltd.

117/11

The general approach in the DRLLP has a similar approach to the NLP to protect industrial capacity
whilst offering prospects of bringing about investments and renewal of industrial/employment
locations. The detailed policies encouraging flexible workspaces which are suitable for small and
medium business and the requirement for developments to include a proportion of affordable
workspaces is supported.
The London Plan and Co-location
As noted above, the London Plan sets out the criteria for co-location within Policy E7. This states
that industrial uses are intensified (or at least no overall net loss) of capacity in terms of industrial,
storage and warehousing floorspace with appropriate provision of yard space for servicing.

ED03

The designation of the Southbank
House KIBA is not proposed to change
and therefore Southbank House will
continue to be protected for specific
industrial uses by DRLLP PSV 2020
policy ED3.
Noted, however the area of land
designated as KIBA will continue to be
protected by ED3. Paragraph was
proposed to remove ambiguity. Site
allocation 10 policy also applies.
Noted, however the area of land
designated as KIBA will continue to be
protected by ED3. Paragraph was
proposed to remove ambiguity. Site
allocation 10 policy also applies.
Noted, however the area of land
designated as KIBA will continue to be
protected by ED3. Paragraph was
proposed to remove ambiguity. Site
allocation 10 policy also applies.
Noted, however the area of land
designated as KIBA will continue to be
protected by ED3. Paragraph was
proposed to remove ambiguity. Site
allocation 10 policy also applies.
Support noted.

DRLLP PSV 2020 policy ED3 states that
business, industrial, storage and waste
management uses, including green
industries and other compatible

Paragraph 6.35 has been amended to read:
In relation to sections (b and c) of the policy,
London Plan policy D12 relating to the Agent of
Change principle maywill also apply.
No change

No change

No change

No change

No change

No change

No change
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Policy/
Annex

Uses in B1c, B2 and B8 are specifically identified through the introduction of small units, multistorey schemes, and addition of basements. The efficient use of land through higher plot ratios is
required to have regard to operational yard space requirements including servicing.
The policy wording requires Development Plans and planning frameworks to be proactive and
consider whether certain logistics, industrial and related functions in selected parts of LSIS could be
intensified.

As noted previously, the shape of the site would dictate the configuration of any development.
Given the size and shape it would be hard to separate to a level where the amenities of residents
are not compromised. As such, any development should not be compromised to the list of ‘bad
neighbour’ uses identified as being appropriate in KIBA’s, but instead and employment uses should
considered on a site by site basis.

117/4

Eco World
London
Development
Ltd.

117/9

Local Plan Review - Key Industrial and Business Areas
The current Lambeth Local Plan seeks to protect existing business space, secure new space and
manage change. It safeguards 28 Key Industrial and Business Areas (KIBAs) solely for business use,
with no housing allowed. It is noted that KIBA land provides a stock of cheaper accommodation,
particularly for noisier, dirtier businesses, and supports the redevelopment of business space
outside KIBAs for housing providing new small business space is included in the new development.
It is noted that Lambeth is updating the Local Plan to take account of recent trends in the London
and Lambeth economy. The Council notes that there's more flexibility in the way people work, with
people taking up less space at work together with a growing demand from a range of sectors for
affordable business space.
The existing amount of KIBA land in Lambeth extends to 47.85ha of land. The Local Plan review
proposes to de-designate 4.41ha as part of the Local Plan Review, with 1.95ha of new land
identified for new KIBAs. This would result in an overall loss of 2.4ha (of which 2.2ha relates to the
partial de-designation of the Oval Gas Works site).
Policy ED3 Key Industrial and Business Area (KIBAs)
The draft Policy states:
Development in KIBAs will be permitted only for business, industrial, storage and waste
management uses, including green industries and other compatible industrial and commercial uses
(excluding large scale retail) ancillary to, or providing for, the needs of the KIBA, other than where
clause (c) below applies.
The intensification of business uses in Use Classes B1b, B1c, B2 and B8 and industrial sui generis
uses is encouraged in KIBAs, in accordance with London Plan policy E7 section A. Development

Proposed Change

industrial and commercial uses
(excluding large scale retail) are
acceptable in KIBAs. Therefore a range
of employment uses would be able to
come forward alongside residential.
London Plan policy E7(E) requires
intensification and co-location
processes to ensure agent of change
principles (see Policy D12 Agent of
Change). The Agent of Change
principle states that new noise and
other nuisance-generating
development proposed close to
residential and other noise-sensitive
uses should put in place measures to
mitigate and manage any noise
impacts for neighbouring residents
and businesses.

The text continues noting that the industrial and related activities on-site and in surrounding parts
of the site are not compromised in terms of their continued efficient function, access, service
arrangements and days/hours or operation noting that many businesses have 7-day/24-hour
access and operational requirements. The intensified industrial, storage and distribution uses are
completed and operational in advance of any residential component being occupied.

Eco World
London
Development
Ltd.

Officer Response

Lambeth is progressing a Site
Allocations DPD. This site will be
considered for inclusion in that
document.
ED03

Noted.

No change

ED03

London Plan policy E4 outlines that a
sufficient supply of land and premises
in different parts of London to meet
current and future demands for
industrial and related functions should
be maintained. This should make
provision for a range of industrial
uses. The London Plan does not allow
other types of uses within Locally
Significant Industrial Sites (LSIS) (KIBAs

No change
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proposals of this type should have regard to operational requirements (including servicing) and
mitigate impacts on the transport network where necessary.

Policy/
Annex

Officer Response

ED03

Draft London Plan policy E4 outlines
that a sufficient supply of land and
premises in different parts of London
to meet current and future demands
for industrial and related functions
should be maintained. This should
make provision for a range of
industrial uses. The London Plan does
not allow other types of uses within
Locally Significant Industrial Sites
(LSIS) (KIBAs in Lambeth).

The supporting text at paragraph 6.22 states ‘They are also a source of lower cost premises for
smaller and start-up businesses, including many in the creative, cultural and digital industries and
other sectors such as food-making and distribution’. Paragraph 6.23 goes onto state that ‘Business,
industrial and storage’ uses include all uses in the B use class (B1, B2 and B8). Development
proposals are encouraged to include a proportion of B1b and/or B1c floorspace’.

Proposed Change

in Lambeth). The London Plan also
sets out the proportion of industrial
floorspace required in co-location
situations. The Lambeth Local Plan
must be in general conformity with
the London Plan.

As set out at the start of our representations, the uses associated with a KIBA designation are too
restrictive to what can be accommodated on Knolly’s Yard.

Bizspace

121/6

The uses appropriate for the employment element of co-location should be different from those
considered acceptable in KIBAs where co-location is not considered appropriate. The policy
wording should be clear on the quantum and scope of such uses to ensure clear decision making
can be made when determining planning applications.
Within the Lambeth Local Plan 2015, Shakespeare and Lilford Business Centres are designated as a
Key Industrial and Business Areas (KIBA) and are therefore subject to the requirements of Policy
ED1 (Key Industrial and Business Areas). Policy ED1 safeguards KIBA sites for business, industrial,
storage (Use Class B1, B2 and B8) and waste management uses, including green industries and
other compatible industrial and commercial uses (excluding large scale retail) to, or providing for,
the needs of the KIBA. The policy states that development will be permitted within the KIBAs only
for these uses. The supporting text states that these uses may include builders’ yards, haulage,
employment-training, bus garages and telecommunications. As such, the current wording of Policy
ED1 is overly prescriptive and does not recognise that some existing and designated KIBA sites may
not represent a viable or efficient use of land, and that other non-employment uses (other than
and not ancillary to B1, B2 and B8), that respond positively to wider opportunities for growth and
the need for different land uses, can be introduced. This can be offered as an alternative to
continued employment use, or, as part of a mix of uses that secures ongoing employment use
more suited to modern requirements, whilst also contributing to housing or other land use
requirement.
Adopted policy provides no flexibility that can allow for the consideration of alternative uses where
it can be demonstrated there is no reasonable prospect that a site (or part) can be maintained in
employment use. This is particularly concerning given that the updated Local Plan policies will be in
place for 15 years. In the context of the above, the Council should take up the opportunity that this
review provides to re-visit the terms of policy ED1 – to ensure that, in appropriate circumstances,
the policy supports alternative uses for designated KIBA sites.
In these terms, it is noted that the revised equivalent KIBA policy (draft policy ED3) is expanded to
now include the identification of KIBA sites where there is considered to be potential for both
intensification and co-location with residential and other uses. Within London, in order to meet the
challenge of upgrading employment space to respond to changing needs and requirements and to
also support increased housing delivery, there is a need to recognise that employment use and
residential uses can be compatible in many instances and can form a key part of regeneration.
While this may not be appropriate in every case, it is certainly considered to be the case in relation
to Lilford Business Centre. Significantly, this therefore acknowledges that, in principle, KIBA sites
can support non-Class B uses in appropriate circumstances, which might be offered in addition to
the employment function of the site.

No change

The Draft London Plan policies on
industrial land have been found sound
(See EIP Panel Report 2019). Lambeth
is a borough identified in the London
Plan required to ‘retain capacity’ of its
designated industrial floorspace
capacity. In ‘retain capacity’ boroughs,
London Plan Policy E4C applies the
principle of no net loss of industrial
floorspace capacity within designated
Locally Significant Industrial Sites
(LSIS). Overall Lambeth is proposing a
net loss of land designated as LSIS, so
the Mayor requires intensification of
the remaining stock of KIBAs for
industrial uses. Industrial
intensification and co-location with
other uses such as residential (allowed
for through a plan-led approach in
Draft London Plan policy E7) is
therefore not a priority in Lambeth.
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It is also noted that as part of the Local Plan Review, the Council has updated its Evidence Base,
which includes, inter alia, the Review of Key Industrial and Business Areas (KIBAs) October 2018.
This specifically looks at opportunities for the intensification and co-location of uses and includes
assessments of Shakespeare Business Centre and Camberwell Trading Estate (incorporating Lilford
Business Centre). The assessment recommends continuing the protection of these sites as KIBAs in
their current form with no boundary changes.

Travis Perkins
Plc

124/2

Our client is the freehold owner of two sites and a leaseholder owner of a third site in the London
Borough of Lambeth, all of which are sui generis builders’ merchants within the borough. TP own
and operate a number of builders’ merchant branches throughout London. Many TP branches are
in accessible and central locations with good redevelopment potential. TP have three branches in
the London Borough of Lambeth (LBL) as shown in Table 1. TP Norwood 61-79 Norwood High St,
SE27 9JS Freehold, KIBA TP Balham, Weir Road, 2-6 Weir Road, SW12 0NA, Freehold, KIBA TP
Vauxhall, 77 South Lambeth Road, SW8 1RJ, Leasehold, Unallocated
Builders’ merchants provide an essential service to London’s construction industry, providing
access to building materials and helping London to build. Builders’ merchants operate under a sui
generis use. This means that they are often not protected to the same extent as traditional
employment uses in the B classes. Many builders’ merchants are therefore being lost or are at a
high risk of loss to residential, retail and office uses throughout the city. TP welcomes the
rewording of draft Policy ED3 which provides protection for industrial type sui generis uses in
KIBA’s and draft Policy ED4 which protects existing industrial type sui generis uses on nondesignated sites.

ED03

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Lambeth does not need to rely on
KIBA land to meet and exceed its Draft
London Plan housing target. KIBA land
must be prioritised instead to achieve
the Draft London Plan requirement to
retain industrial floorspace capacity in
the borough. There are a small
number of exceptions to this
approach: three KIBAs have been
identified as appropriate for
intensification and co-location. These
KIBAs have been considered as such
owing to unique site-specific
circumstances in each case. In all
other KIBAs only intensification for
business and industrial uses is
supported to achieve the overall level
of intensification required.
Lilford Business Centre provides a
valuable mix of B1 floorspace and
therefore we are required to continue
protecting this space by the Mayor.
Draft London Plan policy E4 outlines
that a sufficient supply of land and
premises in different parts of London
to meet current and future demands
for industrial and related functions
should be maintained. This should
make provision for a range of
industrial uses. The London Plan does
not allow other types of uses within
Locally Significant Industrial Sites
(LSIS) (KIBAs in Lambeth).

No change

The Draft London Plan policies on
industrial land have been found sound
(See EIP Panel Report 2019). Lambeth
is a borough identified in the London
Plan required to ‘retain capacity’ of its
designated industrial floorspace
capacity. In ‘retain capacity’ boroughs,
London Plan Policy E4C applies the
principle of no net loss of industrial
floorspace capacity within designated
Locally Significant Industrial Sites
(LSIS). Overall Lambeth is proposing a
net loss of land designated as LSIS, so
the Mayor requires intensification of
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Summary and Conclusions We would respectfully submit that that the existing policy on KIBAs is
overly prescriptive and that it should provide greater flexibility to allow for alternative uses. The
policy can be updated to ensure that the existing quantum of employment floorspace is retained
for employment uses, whilst also allowing for the renewal and intensification of KIBA sites with
other land uses included. This approach will support the longer-term sustainability of employment
uses on KIBA sites.
In conclusion, we consider that careful consideration of amendments to proposed Policies ED3 and
H13 of Draft Revised Lambeth Local Plan will help to facilitate a more joined-up approach in
maximising the efficiency of KIBA sites, urban regeneration and the sustainable use of urban land.
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Proposed Change

the remaining stock of KIBAs for
industrial uses. Industrial
intensification and co-location with
other uses such as residential (allowed
for through a plan-led approach in
Draft London Plan policy E7) is
therefore not a priority in Lambeth.
Lambeth does not need to rely on
KIBA land to meet and exceed its Draft
London Plan housing target. KIBA land
must be prioritised instead to achieve
the Draft London Plan requirement to
retain industrial floorspace capacity in
the borough. There are a small
number of exceptions to this
approach: three KIBAs have been
identified as appropriate for
intensification and co-location. These
KIBAs have been considered as such
owing to unique site-specific
circumstances in each case. In all
other KIBAs only intensification for
business and industrial uses is
supported to achieve the overall level
of intensification required.
Lilford Business Centre provides a
valuable mix of B1 floorspace and
therefore we are required to continue
protecting this space by the Mayor.
Draft London Plan policy E4 outlines
that a sufficient supply of land and
premises in different parts of London
to meet current and future demands
for industrial and related functions
should be maintained. This should
make provision for a range of
industrial uses. The London Plan does
not allow other types of uses within
Locally Significant Industrial Sites
(LSIS) (KIBAs in Lambeth).

No change

The Draft London Plan policies on
industrial land have been found sound
(See EIP Panel Report 2019). Lambeth
is a borough identified in the London
Plan required to ‘retain capacity’ of its
designated industrial floorspace
capacity. In ‘retain capacity’ boroughs,
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Having regards to the above considerations, we note that proposed Policy ED3 in the Draft Revised
Lambeth Local Plan provides for the intensification of business uses and industrial sui generis uses,
whilst also referring to “areas of KIBA land with potential for both intensification and co-location
with residential and other uses”. The new KIBA policy therefore acknowledges that KIBA sites can,
in principle, support non-Class B uses in appropriate circumstances, which might be offered in
addition to the employment function of the site. It is our contention that Policy ED3 should
recognise that certain KIBA sites may be suitable for mixed-use development, including residential
use and co-living opportunities, which would enable an enhancement in the quantity and quality of
employment space provided.
There is a need to recognise that employment uses and residential uses are compatible in many
instances and can form a key part of regeneration, in order to meet the challenge of upgrading

Policy/
Annex

ED03

Officer Response

Proposed Change

London Plan Policy E4C applies the
principle of no net loss of industrial
floorspace capacity within designated
Locally Significant Industrial Sites
(LSIS). Overall Lambeth is proposing a
net loss of land designated as LSIS, so
the Mayor requires intensification of
the remaining stock of KIBAs for
industrial uses. Industrial
intensification and co-location with
other uses such as residential (allowed
for through a plan-led approach in
Draft London Plan policy E7) is
therefore not a priority in Lambeth.
Lambeth does not need to rely on
KIBA land to meet and exceed its Draft
London Plan housing target. KIBA land
must be prioritised instead to achieve
the Draft London Plan requirement to
retain industrial floorspace capacity in
the borough. There are a small
number of exceptions to this
approach: three KIBAs have been
identified as appropriate for
intensification and co-location. These
KIBAs have been considered as such
owing to unique site-specific
circumstances in each case. In all
other KIBAs only intensification for
business and industrial uses is
supported to achieve the overall level
of intensification required.
Lilford Business Centre provides a
valuable mix of B1 floorspace and
therefore we are required to continue
protecting this space by the Mayor.
Draft London Plan policy E4 outlines
that a sufficient supply of land and
premises in different parts of London
to meet current and future demands
for industrial and related functions
should be maintained. This should
make provision for a range of
industrial uses. The London Plan does
not allow other types of uses within
Locally Significant Industrial Sites
(LSIS) (KIBAs in Lambeth).

No change
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employment space to respond to changing needs and requirements, as well as supporting
increased housing delivery. While this may not be appropriate in every case, it is certainly the case
in relation to the BizSpace site at Lilford Road.

Whilst as drafted the revised Policy ED3 would provide some flexibility for alternative uses and use
classes, the policy stated is too restrictive in respect of the scope of alternative uses -solely
employment or sui generis employment-type uses.
Moreover, the blanket approach of the KIBA policy to the Acre Lane site is not underpinned by any
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Proposed Change

The Draft London Plan policies on
industrial land have been found sound
(See EIP Panel Report 2019). Lambeth
is a borough identified in the London
Plan required to ‘retain capacity’ of its
designated industrial floorspace
capacity. In ‘retain capacity’ boroughs,
London Plan Policy E4C applies the
principle of no net loss of industrial
floorspace capacity within designated
Locally Significant Industrial Sites
(LSIS). Overall Lambeth is proposing a
net loss of land designated as LSIS, so
the Mayor requires intensification of
the remaining stock of KIBAs for
industrial uses. Industrial
intensification and co-location with
other uses such as residential (allowed
for through a plan-led approach in
Draft London Plan policy E7) is
therefore not a priority in Lambeth.
Lambeth does not need to rely on
KIBA land to meet and exceed its Draft
London Plan housing target. KIBA land
must be prioritised instead to achieve
the Draft London Plan requirement to
retain industrial floorspace capacity in
the borough. There are a small
number of exceptions to this
approach: three KIBAs have been
identified as appropriate for
intensification and co-location. These
KIBAs have been considered as such
owing to unique site-specific
circumstances in each case. In all
other KIBAs only intensification for
business and industrial uses is
supported to achieve the overall level
of intensification required.
Lilford Business Centre provides a
valuable mix of B1 floorspace and
therefore we are required to continue
protecting this space by the Mayor.
London Plan policy E4 outlines the
range of uses that are suitable within
Locally Significant Industrial Sites
(LSIS) (KIBAs in Lambeth). The
Lambeth Local Plan must be in general

No change
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obvious assessment or understanding of the particular physical attributes and limitations of the
site and its location and therefore affords no consideration of the appropriateness of a continued
or alternative employment uses, particularly in respect of the residential surroundings, the
principal building being a Grade II Listed Building and the access arrangements. Intensification of
the employment use at 57 Acre Lane is not realistically deliverable without transport and other
land use implications and the KIBA is not one identified where this would be possible and thus
where the policy would otherwise provide for some alternative use such as residential. The draft
policy is therefore absolute in terms of its resistance to alternative uses at 57 Acre Lane.
This is unduly restrictive and fails to acknowledge the sensitivities of the Acre Lane site. Several of
the permissible uses sought by the draft KIBA policy - including general industrial and waste
management - would be incompatible land uses on the site that borders residential properties and
is located within a wider and extensive area of established and new residential premises.
Moreover, the reuse of the existing premises or their redevelopment for any other of the uses
sought by the policy are likely to introduce transport profiles different to those of the existing
operation's with implications for the use of the access that may not be acceptable to the highway
authority (the potential for the improvement of which in terms of widening and turning areas is
limited by the listed building).
The potential range of alternative uses of the site is therefore arguably more limited than for other
KIBA sites. In the event of the current occupiers vacating the premises - and in the event of a
change in economic circumstances - including a lack of demand - the absence of viable occupancy
for the site has implications for the continued investment in and stewardship of the heritage asset.
In this context and in such circumstances, the policy could reasonably adopt greater flexibility and
recognise that the most appropriate use of an historic building will often be that for which it was
designed and that a residential or other compatible use for the historic building can be permissible
where a viable employment use cannot reasonably be expected to be secured and where the
integrity of the built fabric is otherwise under threat.
For sound land use planning reasons it is difficult to see how the restricted and prescriptive
application of draft revised Policy ED3 can deliver employment uses and continue to protect the
amenities of the neighbouring residential occupiers and maintain the integrity of the listed
building. The policy may be appropriate for other industrial locations with different physical
conditions but is far too prescriptive for the 57 Acre Lane site. The policy is insufficiently flexible to
allow for changes in circumstances and the consideration of proposals for the reuse and or
redevelopment of part of the site for other sustainable land uses which are appropriate to the
particular location of 57 Acre Lane. In this context the proposed application of the KIBA designation
to the site is inconsistent with the prevailing national policy presumption in favour of sustainable
development and the requirement for flexibility in order to be able to respond rapidly to changes
in circumstances.
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conformity with the London Plan and
therefore cannot allow a wider range
of uses. However DRLLP PSV 2020
policy ED3 states that business,
industrial, storage and waste
management uses, including green
industries and other compatible
industrial and commercial uses
(excluding large scale retail) are
acceptable in KIBAs. Therefore a range
of uses would be able to come
forward.
57 Acre Lane is a Listed Building
occupied by Orbital Sound, a supplier
of audio and theatre equipment. The
Business Rates valuation website
states that the premises is comprised
primarily of workshop space, with
some internal storage and office space
therefore Lambeth understands the
building to be in B1c use with some
ancillary spaces. Existing heritage
designations on site are noted
however they do not prevent the site
from successfully operating as a B1c
use.
Many of the listed buildings in
Lambeth in commercial / industrial
use were built as villas but have been
in that use from the pre-war period
and even before. Indeed some have
been in their commercial uses for
almost as long as they were
residential. The commercial uses, and
their associated alterations are
evidence of the changing fortunes of
Lambeth’s middle class housing –
especially on busy main roads – which
became undesirable for residential
use with the advent of wide-scale
motor car use in the 1930s.
Often the domestic interiors weren’t
altered. The commercial use simply
moved in and occupied the spaces. It
is therefore common to find
staircases, cornices, chimney pieces,
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Proposed Change

shutters and other joinery in these
properties. Indeed, compared to
many properties that remained in
domestic use, they have often not
been subject to the change domestic
tastes and are often more intact as a
result.
In the past we had a policy approach
that allowed listed buildings to revert
back to the use for which they were
built. This seems like a good idea
when first considered but the
practicalities of such an approach with
Lambeth’s historic buildings stock has
proven very problematic. There is no
demand for large singe family villas
along Lambeth’s main roads. This
means that a return to residential use
invariably means a conversion into
flats. A flat conversion requires the
provision of toilets and bathrooms
which necessitates unsatisfactory subdivision of historic layouts. It also
triggers building control requirements
in terms of accessibility, sound
attenuation and fire separation.
Upgrading for fire separation often
necessitates the removal of lath and
plaster walls and ceiling finishes and
the destruction of decorative plaster.
The lifting and re-laying of floor
boards to accommodate sound
attenuation and fire separation leads
to damage and loss to the historic
floorboards, skirting and other
associated joinery. It is also
necessitates the invasive upgrade and
or replacement of historic internal
doors, the installation of partitioning
to create lobbies. Residential use also
seeks upgrade in thermal performance
which can be challenging too. The
sum of alterations, even when
approached with the best of
intentions, often results in the
wholesale gutting and significant
remodelling of the historic interior to
a harmful level. There may be a
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modest improvement in the
immediate setting (removal of parking
forecourts etc.) but the significance of
the heritage assets itself is diminished
through these changes.
Such damaging loss to the significance
of the historic building can be avoided
by maintaining the premises in their
existing use.

Acoustic Group
Ltd

134/21

In the event that the local authority does not remove the proposed KIBA designation greater
flexibility needs to be introduced to the draft Policy ED3 to recognise the heritage sensitivities of
the Acre Lane site and its proximity to residential environments.
The policy should at least be amended - or a site specific narrative be introduced - to make
provision for a wider range of alternative uses, including residential, to be permissible on the site in
the event that alternative employment use through re-use or redevelopment is demonstrably not
viable and/or would be incompatible with surrounding uses. Reasonable exception tests to
'release' the site for alternative use(s) - compatible to both the listed building and the amenities of
the area - should be introduced along the lines of those suggested above in respect of Policy ED1.

ED03

If the proposal on this site is taken
forward, any applications would be
assessed against policy ED3. All
transport aspects of the scheme
would also be carefully assessed
through the decision making process.
London Plan policy E4 outlines the
range of industrial and employment
uses that are suitable for London’s
Locally Significant Industrial Sites
(LSIS) (KIBAs in Lambeth). This
includes B1(c) uses. Alternative uses
including residential are not listed as
acceptable in these areas. The
Lambeth Local Plan must be in general
conformity with the London Plan
therefore it cannot allow a wider
range of uses.

No change

DRLLP PSV 2020 policy ED3 states that
business, industrial, storage and waste
management uses, including green
industries and other compatible
industrial and commercial uses
(excluding large scale retail) are
acceptable in KIBAs. Therefore a range
of uses would be able to come
forward in the area proposed to be
designated as KIBA.
KIBA protection helps to maintain
lower land values, by removing hope
value for residential development.
This helps to support the viability of
employment-only development in
KIBAs and maintain lower rental
levels.
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137/2

We are also pleased to see reference made to the London Policy D12 “Agent of Change” principle
and that this may also apply to future development within the KIBAs

Cascho

138/5

TfL Commercial
Development

172/16

Norwood
Action Group et
al

196/33

In the event that it is not, to be considered 'sound' the Policy ED3 would at the very least require
an amended narrative for this site to introduce some flexibility to the otherwise restrictive and
prescriptive policy to permit alternative uses where it can be demonstrated that economic and/or
physical circumstances are such that there is no reasonable prospect of alternative employment
use(s) being realised on the site.

As you are aware from recent and ongoing third party planning applications, new residential
development adjacent to our existing bus garages does cause us significant concern and has the
potential to jeopardise ongoing bus operations.
In response to the Issues consultation, the draft revised Lambeth Local Plan has amended Policy
ED3 regarding KIBAs. Clauses b) and c) below have been added.
Policy ED3 Key Industrial and Business Areas (KIBAs)
a) Development in KIBAs will be permitted only for business, industrial, storage and waste
management uses, including green industries and other compatible industrial and commercial uses
(excluding large scale retail) ancillary to, or providing for, the needs of the KIBA, other than where
clause (c) below applies.
b) The intensification of business uses in Use Classes B1b, B1c, B2 and B8 and industrial sui generis
uses is encouraged in KIBAs, in accordance with London Plan policy E7 section A. Development
proposals of this type should have regard to operational requirements (including servicing) and
mitigate impacts on the transport network where necessary.
c) Areas of KIBA land with potential for both intensification and co-location with residential and
other uses (in accordance with London Plan policy E7 sections C and E) are shown on the Policies
Map. To be eligible for the Fast Track Route, a 50 per cent affordable housing threshold will apply
to proposals of this nature if there is a net loss of industrial capacity, in accordance with London
Plan policy H6.
Under clause c) two sites have been identified as suitable for industrial intensification and colocation with residential and/or social infrastructure:
• Beefeater/Oval Gasworks site (plot owned by Transport for London)
The site is an existing KIBA and is part of the wider Oval and Kennington Development Area
(OAKDA) Masterplan being led by Berkeley Homes.
• Knolly’s Yard, Knollys Road, West Norwood
The site is a proposed new KIBA. There is a current proposal to develop a mixed-use scheme with
spaces for independent small businesses and homes, for rent and sale. Minor applications have
already been made on site relating to highways and access.
However, industrial capacity judged at 65% plot ration (sic) is extremely difficult to achieve on
small sites such as Montford Place which is only 0.4ha in size based on access and servicing
requirements for industrial uses and the surrounding residential amenity.

The only topic that has been identified as not unanimous is the use of KIBAs as waste processing
sites. Norwood Planning Assembly states that it does not support such use.
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Proposed Change

London Plan Policy E4 sets out the
range of uses which are acceptable
across all of London’s Locally
Significant Industrial Sites (KIBAs in
Lambeth) in order to preserve the
industrial integrity of these protected
areas. Local Plan policy must conform
with London Plan policy.
Support noted. Lambeth is proposing
to amend the wording of the text to
make clear that the Agent of Change
principle will be taken into account
when assessing all schemes relating to
KIBA land.
Noted

No change

The London Plan sets out relevant plot
ratios which should be achieved on
this type of site. There is scope to take
account of site specific circumstances
as material considerations on a case
by case basis.
London Plan policy E4 outlines that a
sufficient supply of land and premises
in different parts of London to meet
current and future demands for

No change

Paragraph 6.35 has been amended to read:
In relation to sections (b and c) of the policy,
London Plan policy D12 relating to the Agent of
Change principle maywill also apply.
No change

No change
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197/11

Key Industrial and Business Areas (KIBAs)
Policy ED3 concerns KIBAs. Berkeley are encouraged that areas of KIBA land are identified with
potential for both intensification and co-location with residential and other uses (in accordance
with London Plan policy E7 sections C and E). It is also noted that to be eligible for the Fast Track
Route, a 50 per cent affordable housing threshold will apply to proposals of this nature if there is a
net loss of industrial capacity, in accordance with London Plan policy H6.
However, we believe that the proposed changes to the Montford Place KIBA which comprise a
partial de-designation do not go far enough to facilitate the comprehensive and co-ordinated
mixed use redevelopment of this KIBA.
Berkeley was encouraged by the Council to prepare a comprehensive Masterplan (the OAKDA
Masterplan) to guide the redevelopment of this KIBA and surrounding sites to deliver more
employment floorspace and jobs than there is currently at this KIBA, whilst also providing housing
development (including affordable homes) and environmental improvements including greater
permeability and high quality public realm.
The Masterplan is now being brought forward in phases and planning permission has been granted
for the redevelopment of the Oval Gas Works site for approximately 10,000sqm of employment
space and 738 homes of which 35% are affordable.
The proposed changes to the KIBA are to remove the Oval Gas Works, Gas Works Gallery (155
Vauxhall Street) and 249-259 Kennington Lane (predominately residential). Whilst this is welcomed
it stops short of the OAKDA Masterplan’s ambitions. There are uses/site parcels proposed to be
retained which are identified for redevelopment in the overarching Masterplan for the KIBA and
wider area. These parcels include:
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industrial and related functions should
be maintained. This should make
provision for secondary materials, and
waste management and aggregates.
The Lambeth Local Plan must be in
general conformity with the London
Plan.
Lambeth is a borough identified in the
London Plan required to ‘retain
capacity’ of its designated industrial
floorspace capacity. In ‘retain
capacity’ boroughs, London Plan
Policy E4C applies the principle of no
net loss of industrial floorspace
capacity within designated Locally
Significant Industrial Sites (known as
KIBAs in Lambeth). 289 Kennington
Lane, 17 Oval Way and the Beefeater
Gin Distillery continue to provide
valuable industrial floorspace capacity
therefore Lambeth is required to
continue protecting this use by the
Mayor. Lambeth understands that the
Mayor supports the council’s
proposed approach in this KIBA.

Proposed Change

No change

The OAKDA masterplan predated the
Draft London Plan approach to
industrial land.

Big Yellow (289 Kennington Lane)
TfL Depot Site
Other parcels within the KIBA which are being retained will also be retained as part of the
Masterplan, these include the Gin Factory and Electrical Sub-station.
In terms of both purpose and economic output of the KIBA, all of these sites make only a modest
contribution in terms of jobs and this should be contrasted with the Masterplan which proposes
comprehensive and job dense redevelopment.
It is considered that in light of the commitment to bring forward the Masterplan and the significant
economic contribution that will result from its phased implementation that the KIBA designation is
no longer required and full de-designation is justified.
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Policy ED3 & ED4 – Key Industrial and Business Areas & Non-designated industrial sites L&Q
support the identification of areas in KIBAs which could support co-location with residential uses.
Draft policies ED3 and ED4 currently seek 50% affordable housing at most industrial sites.
However, other policies in the draft Revised Local and draft London Plan present other challenges
to delivering viable schemes at such sites (including the requirements to re-provide or uplift Class
B2 and/or B8 floorspace). In practice, such developments will generally be subsidised by the
market housing provided. As such seeking 50% affordable housing from such developments will
disincentivise, if not preclude, such development being brought forward, especially given other
viability considerations such as the cost of bringing such land into use (e.g. remediating
contaminated land).
Parade Mews in Tulse Hill has been included as an area to become a KIBA. I support this change in
status. The artist's studios and workshops at Parade Mews need to become a protected
workspace, to help ensure changes in building use do not stop this area functioning as a light
industrial workspace. I am aware of a recent application to Lambeth by Unit 2a Parade Mews, to
change the use to a residential space - this development would have made it very problematic for
adjacent businesses to continue running. The lack of permanent parking space is equally a concern,
if residential developments start being approved. Very soon the community of artists would be
threatened, and across London workspace is increasingly threatened. Additionally, the artistic and
creative community at Parade Mews adds variety to the local community in Tulse Hill / West
Norwood, with many open studios running with members of the public attending, along with
public workshop activities in areas such as ceramics. A number of small local businesses are based
here, which need to be supported and encouraged.

3.1 Having regard to paragraph 35 of the National Planning Policy Framework July 2018 (NPPF),
Plans are ‘sound’ if they are:
a) Positively prepared – providing a strategy which, as a minimum, seeks to meet the area’s
objectively assessed needs; and is informed by agreements with other authorities, so that unmet
need from neighbouring areas is accommodated where it is practical to do so and is consistent with
achieving sustainable development;
b) Justified – an appropriate strategy, taking into account the reasonable alternatives, and based
on proportionate evidence;
c) Effective – deliverable over the plan period, and based on effective joint working on crossboundary strategic matters that have been dealt with rather than deferred, as evidenced by the
statement of common ground; and
d) Consistent with national policy – enabling the delivery of sustainable development in accordance
with the policies in this Framework.
3.2 In London, development plans should also be consistent with the Spatial Development Strategy
for London, which is the Adopted London Plan 2016.
Policy ED3 KIBA

Policy/
Annex
ED03

Officer Response

Proposed Change

The Lambeth affordable housing
requirement aligns with London Plan
policy H6. 50% affordable housing is
only required on industrial land where
a net loss of industrial floorspace
capacity is proposed otherwise the
policy threshold is 35%.

No change

ED03

Support noted. Parade Mews has
strong potential to continue to meet
the needs of small businesses in the
area, particularly in the B1c use class.
Residential development would
undermine the employment status of
the Mews.

No change

ED03

The B1(c) to C3 permitted
development right includes added
protection of industrial areas in the
prior approval process (local planning
authorities are able to take into
account the location of the site). KIBA
designation will significantly reinforce
Lambeth’s ability to resist change of
use to residential through the prior
approval process.
Draft London Plan policy E4 outlines
that a sufficient supply of land and
premises in different parts of London
to meet current and future demands
for industrial and related functions
should be maintained. This should
make provision for a range of
industrial uses. The London Plan does
not allow other types of uses within
Locally Significant Industrial Sites
(LSIS) (KIBAs in Lambeth).

No change

The DRLLP PSV 2020 is intending to be
in general conformity with the new
London Plan not the 2016 London
Plan. The Draft London Plan policies
on industrial land have been found
sound (See EIP Panel Report 2019).
Lambeth is a borough identified in the
London Plan required to ‘retain
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3.3 It is clear that Lambeth’s Draft Local Plan Review has been prepared in the context of the Draft
London Plan that has been submitted for Examination. Assuming that the Draft London Plan
Policies are found sound in their current form, or amended form, the Lambeth Local Plan Review
will need to comply with its provisions.
3.4 The Draft London Plan Policy E4 sets the provision that policy should provide a sufficient supply
of land and premises in different parts of London to meet current and future demands for
industrial and related functions. It confirms the approach to industrial floorspace capacity with the
general principle being no net loss of industrial floorspace capacity. Lambeth falls within the
Central Services Area and a categorisation of ‘Retain Capacity’ (Table 6.2).
3.5 Lambeth’s KIBA designations are the equivalent to a London Plan designated Locally significant
Industrial Site (LSIS). Draft Policy E6 LSIS provides that boroughs should designate and define
boundaries and policies for LSIS justified by evidence in local employment land reviews taking into
account the scope for intensification, co-location and substitution set out at Draft Policy E7. In turn
Draft Policy Part C highlights the following:
“Development Plans and planning frameworks should be proactive and consider whether certain
logistics, industrial and related functions in selected parts of LSIS could be intensified to provide
additional industrial capacity and/or colocated with residential and other uses such as social
infrastructure, or to contribute to town centre renewal. This process should meet the criteria set
out in part E below. This approach should only be considered as part of a plan-led process of LSIS
intensification and consolidation (and clearly defined in Development Plan policy maps) or as
part of a coordinated masterplanning process in collaboration with the GLA and relevant
borough, and not through ad hoc planning applications.”
3.6 Draft London Plan policies are clear that it is incumbent on local planning authorities to plan
positively and to be proactive in considering LSIS suitable for co-location and intensification. Whilst
the Local Plan Review seeks to identify some existing and new KIBAS for co-location and
intensification, in our view it is not clear from the evidence base as to what criteria or method of
assessment that LB Lambeth employed in determining those KIBA appropriate for co-location /
intensification.
3.7 It appears that the evidence base comprises the Review of Key Industrial and Business Areas
(KIBAs) October 2018. This sets out a proforma based review of each KIBA, with a recommendation
at the end. The proforma considers the potential to meet future demand for employment land /
business floorspace (i.e. industrial intensification) and concludes in respect of Kennington Business
Park:
This KIBA continues to be well occupied and to provide a significant quantity of space for small
businesses. The configuration of the KIBA does not provide scope for expansion but there may be
potential for intensification of industrial/employment uses in some parts of the KIBA.

Policy/
Annex

Officer Response

Proposed Change

capacity’ of its designated industrial
floorspace capacity. In ‘retain
capacity’ boroughs, London Plan
Policy E4C applies the principle of no
net loss of industrial floorspace
capacity within designated Locally
Significant Industrial Sites (LSIS).
Overall Lambeth is proposing a net
loss of land designated as LSIS, so the
Mayor requires intensification of the
remaining stock of KIBAs for industrial
uses. Industrial intensification and colocation with other uses such as
residential (allowed for through a
plan-led approach in Draft London
Plan policy E7) is therefore not a
priority in Lambeth. Lambeth does
not need to rely on KIBA land to meet
and exceed its Draft London Plan
housing target. KIBA land must be
prioritised instead to achieve the Draft
London Plan requirement to retain
industrial floorspace capacity in the
borough. There are a small number of
exceptions to this approach: three
KIBAs have been identified as
appropriate for intensification and colocation. These KIBAs have been
considered as such owing to unique
site-specific circumstances in each
case. In all other KIBAs only
intensification for business and
industrial uses is supported to achieve
the overall level of intensification
required.
The Kennington Park KIBA provides a
mix of B1 spaces therefore Lambeth is
required to continue protecting these
by the Mayor.

3.8 In short, whilst the above concludes that there is scope for intensification within some parts of
the KIBA, it is not clear what considerations have informed the above conclusion. Moreover, the
proforma does not then have a section considering the potential for co-location with residential or
the role of complementary uses. In short, in the case of Kennington, the assumption appears to be
that as the space is well occupied, it is successful and therefore no changes are proposed. In our
view the approach is not justified, and the evidence base is insufficient satisfy the provisions of
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Draft Policy E7.

Policy/
Annex

Officer Response

Proposed Change

ED03

Comments noted. Lambeth has reevaluated all KIBAs and consequently
proposes to change the approach to
the Waterworks Road KIBA in Brixton

See updated wording and supporting text for policy
ED3.

3.9 In respect of the above, the GLA has recently published ‘industrial intensification and colocation through plan-led and masterplan approaches Practice Note November 2018’. Whilst
acknowledging the publication followed the preparation of the Council’s evidence base, it sets out
at Section 3 guidelines for boroughs to inform Local Plan Reviews. In respect of the potential for
industrial intensification and co-location, it states:
Scope for intensifying industrial sites to free up land for other uses: This element should assess
the potential of individual sites/subareas within SIL and LSIS that could be viably intensified and
enable land to be freed up for alternative uses such as housing, social infrastructure and other nonindustrial uses in line with new draft London Plan policy E7 parts B, C and E. This assessment could
inform local plan site allocations and detailed masterplans.
3.10 The above evidence base does not satisfy the above. There is no test or review having regard
to the provisions of Draft Policy E7 parts B, C and E.
3.11 The approach is also not proactive in terms of delivering new housing and affordable housing.
3.12 It is Workspace’s position that the Local Plan’s approach of not identifying Kennington
Business Park as a KIBA suitable for intensification and co-location is not justified by the evidence
base and not in conformity with the approach set out in the Draft London Plan policies. The
approach fails soundness test (b) in that it is not justified. Moreover, it fails to comply with the
provisions of the emerging London Plan Draft Policy E7 as the approach has not been proactive.
3.13 As set out below in Section 4 and 5, Kennington Business Park is not only suitable for
intensification and co-location, but this is necessary to ensure the future success of the site. The
KIBA designation does not enable Kennington Business Park to evolve over the 15 year plan period
or enable it to respond to changing market conditions and the needs of businesses as identified in
Section 2. This is a requirement of the NPPF, with Chapter 6 Building a strong, competitive
economy, stating at paragraph 80:
“80. Planning policies and decisions should help create the conditions in which businesses can
invest, expand and adapt. Significant weight should be placed on the need to support economic
growth and productivity, taking into account both local business needs and wider opportunities
for development. The approach taken should allow each area to build on its strengths, counter
any weaknesses and address the challenges of the future. This is particularly important where
Britain can be a global leader in driving innovation, and in areas with high levels of productivity,
which should be able to capitalise on their performance and potential.”

Mayor of
London

70/22

3.14 In this respect the approach of the Draft Revised Local Plan October 2018 is not consistent
with national policy as set out in the NPPF (soundness text (d)) as it does not enable it to build on
its strengths, counter its weaknesses and address the challenges of the future. Rather as set out in
these representations, Kennington Business Park should be identified as a KIBA appropriate for
intensification and colocation, or other such mixed use area.
Policy ED3 Key Industrial Business Areas (KIBAs). This policy sets out that KIBAs are Lambeth’s
Locally Significant Industrial Sites (LSIS). A list of acceptable uses within the KIBAs is set out in
paragraph 6.22 of the draft Local Plan and includes new office space. Draft New London Plan Policy
E4 sets out the uses which are acceptable in all of London’s industrial areas and excludes B1a office
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uses in order to preserve the industrial integrity of these protected areas.
Lambeth is a borough identified in the Draft New London Plan (Table 6.2) required to ‘retain
capacity’ of its designated industrial floorspace capacity, and as such, whilst it is acknowledged
there are existing B1a uses in the KIBAs, proposals for additional B1a uses in protected industrial
areas should be resisted. Furthermore, new office development should be directed to the CAZ, OAs
and town centres in line with London Plan policy 4.2 and Annex 2 and draft London Plan policies
SD1, SD4, SD5, E1 and Annex 1 and Lambeth Policy ED1.
In ‘retain capacity’ boroughs, Draft New London Plan Policy E4C applies the principle of no net loss
of industrial floorspace capacity within designated LSIS. The Lambeth Local Plan proposes to dedesignate 9.3ha of LSIS which has either been redeveloped or is in the pipeline to be redeveloped.
In turn, through the draft Local Plan, Lambeth proposes to designate new LSIS to provide 4.7ha of
industrial land. While the designation of additional LSIS at Acre Lane, Belinda Road, Knolly’s Yard
and Parade Mews set out in Lambeth’s Review of Key Industrial and Business Areas (2018) are
welcome in affording a greater level of protection, it is noted that they are currently in industrial
use and are considered to be non-designated industrial land. This means that there would be no
net gain of industrial land or capacity secured through the newly proposed designations. The
proposed strategy could result in the net loss of 9.3ha of industrial land. The loss of this quantum
of industrial land will only be considered acceptable where it is evidenced through a process of
intensification, the overall approach would lead to no overall net loss of industrial capacity
including storage and warehousing and other uses set out in Draft New London Plan Policy E4, with
the appropriate provision of yard space for servicing as set out in Draft New London Plan Policy E7.
The Mayor supports Lambeth’s approach to the intensification of industrial uses; however, it
should develop a more detailed approach to identify industrial capacity. Some of the KIBAs have no
industrial uses for example Abbeville Mews, which also includes residential uses. Lambeth should
clearly set out which sites contain industrial activities and this capacity should clearly be protected.
Lambeth should then review the KIBAs to identify the potential to increase industrial floorspace
capacity, not just site coverage. This approach should demonstrate no net loss of industrial
capacity.

Policy/
Annex

Officer Response

Proposed Change

from de-designation as KIBA (as a
result of the residential uses already
within it) to identification as a KIBA
appropriate for industrial
intensification and co-location with
residential under London Plan policy
E7. This would be the third KIBA
proposed for this approach, along
with Montford Place and Knolly’s Yard
– in each case as a result of sitespecific circumstances.
Support for designation of additional
Locally Significant Industrial Sites
(LSIS) is noted. These designations will
help to offset the proposed loss of
existing KIBA land and overall would
result in a total net loss of 0.7ha.
Whilst this is not additional industrial
land, the difference in policy approach
in the Draft London Plan between
designated and non-designated
industrial land means designation as
KIBA (LSIS) affords significantly
stronger protections to the existing
industrial capacity and a stronger basis
to require intensification. The land
proposed for designation as KIBA is
existing non-designated land. The
Review of KIBAs 2019 identifies
existing levels of B-class floorspace in
existing KIBAs. It outlines where there
is potential to increase industrial
floorspace capacity in existing KIBAs.
A detailed quantification of the
potential for industrial intensification
in each KIBA would be an extremely
resource intensive exercise. Further
clarification has been added to the
policy wording and supporting text of
DRLLP PSV policy ED3 to make clear
Lambeth's position as a 'retain'
capacity borough and the resulting
priority given to intensification of
industrial floorspace capacity. This
clarification also specifically addresses
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79/5a

Whilst U+I is disappointed that the Southbank House and Newport Street KIBA is still not proposed
to be amended, U+I welcomes the expansion of Policy ED3 to identify locations where the colocation of residential and other uses is considered suitable.
196/201 New B2 uses should generally locate in KIBAs, away from neighbouring residential uses

Policy/
Annex

Officer Response

ED03

Support noted.

No change

ED04

In light of comments made, amend
policy wording to also include B8 uses.

Clause c) has been amended to read:

Include large B8 and sui generis uses which can attract a lot of traffic, cause late night noise and
disturbance, smell, etc

Norwood
Action group et
al.

196/202 6.30

Travis Perkins
Plc

124/10

Aldmarch Ltd

154/8

Mayor of
London

70/24

Non-designated industrial sites are defined in the London Plan as sites containing industrial and
related functions that are not formally designated as Locally Significant Industrial Sites in the Local
Plan. In Lambeth, this means industrial sites outside of KIBAs.
South Lambeth Road, Vauxhall - The site is South Lambeth Road, Vauxhall is an unallocated sui
generis builders’ merchant. Travis Perkins are satisfied that proposed policy ED4 (Non-designated
Industrial Sites) which protects industrial sui generis uses provides sufficient protection for the
existing use on the site if it remains an unallocated.
Policy ED4 Non-designated industrial sites Policy ED4 states that the intensification of business
uses in Use Class B1b, B1c, B2 and B8 or of sui generis industrial uses on non-designated industrial
sites is encouraged. Policy ED4 states that: “Development proposals for change of use, mixed-use or
residential development on non-designated industrial sites will be assessed under London Plan
policy E7 sections D and E. Where marketing is required by the policy, this should be for at least one
year and the site should be vacant during this period. To be eligible for the Fast Track Route, a 50
per cent affordable housing threshold will apply to proposals of this nature if there is a net loss of
industrial capacity, in accordance with London Plan policy H6”
We support this intensification of business uses, and also that in line with the emerging London
Plan Policy E7 sections D and E that mixed use or residential development proposals on NonDesignated Industrial Sites will be supported subject to the proposals addressing a number of set
criteria.
Policy ED4 Non-designated industrial sites. Non-designated industrial sites make up 36% of
London’s overall industrial capacity and therefore makes a significant contribution to the
functioning of London. The introduction of mezzanines is no longer considered to be a form of
industrial intensification in the Draft New London Plan (suggested minor changes) Policy E7 and
should be removed from part a) of the Lambeth draft policy.

Proposed Change

KIBAs where some of the existing
floorspace is B1a office.

Development proposals involving the provision of
new industrial floorspace and/or operational yard
space outside of KIBAs will be assessed under
London Plan policy E4. New B2 and B8 uses should
generally locate in KIBAs, away from neighbouring
residential uses. For new waste management uses,
see Local Plan policy EN7.
No change

ED04

The DRLLP text appears to have been
incorrectly struckthrough by the
respondent.

ED04

Support noted.

No change

ED04

Support noted.

No change

ED04

In light of the Mayor’s comments
amend wording of the policy to
remove reference to mezzanines.

Clause a) has been amended to read:
The intensification of business uses in Use Classes
B1b, B1c, B2 and B8 or of sui generis industrial uses
on non-designated industrial sites is encouraged
through development of mezzanines, introduction
of small units, development of multi-storey
schemes or more efficient use of land through
higher plot ratios. Development proposals of this
nature should have regard to operational
requirements (including servicing) and mitigate
impacts on the transport network where
necessary.
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196/203 on sites formerly used for employment-generating uses non-designated industrial land and in
Creative Enterprise Zones, provided it does not result in the loss of a site which is suitable for
continued business use and it meets the provisions set out within this policy.
Yep so where is it acceptable? Remainder all strike-through.
196/204 The residential element should aim to meet the standards for housing development in policy H5
wherever practical
63/1

SURELY IT SHOULD COMPLY!!
The section of the plan Lambeth Local Plan covering Work - Live spaces (ED5) shows no
understanding of the needs of those who run businesses from home, whether or not their
workshop/studio/shop is physically separate from the living accommodation.

Policy/
Annex
ED05

Officer Response

Proposed Change

The DRLLP text setting out where
work-live development is acceptable
appears to have been incorrectly
struckthrough by the respondent.

No change.

ED05

The policy offers flexibility in
accordance with the National Planning
Policy Framework.

No change.

ED05

Work-live units are distinct from
working at home. In accordance with
the London Plan, the co-location of
residential and industrial units on
KIBAs will only be permitted in defined
circumstances and only in those
locations identified in the DRLLP.
Work-live development is unlikely to
achieve the required level of industrial
intensification unless it is part of a
very large redevelopment proposal in
one of the areas already identified as
appropriate for the co-location
approach. It should be noted that the
West Norwood Creative Enterprise is
no longer proposed and instead it is
proposed to designate it as the West
Norwood Creative Business Cluster ED5 has been amended to clarify that
live-work will be permitted in the
Creative Business Cluster.
B1 includes all business uses including
offices (B1a), research and
development of products and
processes (B1b) and light industry
appropriate in a residential area (B1c).
Support noted.

ED5 a) has been amended to state:

The DRLLP text appears to have been
incorrectly struckthrough by the
respondent. Policy ED6b) applies to
locations outside London Plan
Opportunity Areas, major, district and
local centres.
This is a reasonable requirement that
is consistent with making
development acceptable. Planning
obligations will be subject to the
Regulation 122 test in each case.

No change.

While many professional home-based workers (artists, authors, architects, IT works etc.) have a
separate workshop/office from living accommodation these are usually linked to the living
accommodation which is used for client meetings.
The growth of on-line digital multi-media capabilities means that the number and type of
businesses falling into this category is rising rapidly.
Forced physical separation makes Lambeth a less attractive location for those in the creative
industries sector. The failure to allow for new work-live units with the West Norwood Creative
Enterprise Zone and KIBA make successful economic regeneration less likely.
It should also be noted that home based workers also require parking for visitors, deliveries and
collections – especially if they are working from home because of physical disability.

Norwood
Action group et
al.

196/205 a) The use of railway arches within London Plan Opportunity Areas and major, district and local
centres for A, D, B1

Hondo
Enterprises

150/11

Norwood
Action group et
al.

Network Rail

ED06

Industry as well as offices?
Policy ED6 Railway Arches We strongly support the continuation of Policy ED6, formally ED5, ‘The
use of railway arches within London Plan Opportunity Areas and major, district and local centres
for A, D, B1 and appropriate sui generis uses will be supported.’
196/206 Change of use of railway arches from commercial B2, B8, B1 and appropriate sui generis uses will
not be permitted.

ED06
ED06

Need to say this is outside town centres etc.
163/13a Network Rail acknowledges points set out in part d) of the Policy, however, due consideration will
need to be given so that they do not have a detrimental impact on the viability and feasibility of
schemes.

ED06

Work-live development will not be supported
permitted in Key Industrial and Business Areas. It
may be acceptable on other sites formerly used for
employment-generating uses non-designated
industrial land and in the Brixton Creative
Enterprise Zone and the West Norwood Creative
Business Cluster, provided it does not result in the
loss of a site which is suitable for continued
business use and it meets the provisions set out
within this policy.

No change.

No change.

No change.
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163/13

Detailed comments
Railway Arches

Policy/
Annex

ED06

Network Rail owns and manages a significant number of railway arches within the borough of
Lambeth, and has significantly invested in areas such as Brixton and Herne Hill. It is acknowledged
that the railway arches, which form a spine running through the borough, provide a mixed
contribution to the area. It is evident that the railway viaduct can act as both a visual and physical
barrier to permeability. However, that said, the arches within the viaduct provide employment
space for a wide variety of tenants throughout Lambeth.

Officer Response

Proposed Change

There is scope to take account of
other material considerations in
decision-making on a case by case
basis.
The approach is consistent with the
town centre first principle in the NPPF
and ensures that railway arches in
industrial uses are protected for
employment and industrial uses.

No change.

Furthermore, in respect of railway arches within industrial areas, it is considered that provision
should be allowed for flexibility in the use, providing that the proposed use does not impact
negatively on the Industrial nature of the designated area. It is our experience that arches within
industrial locations can provide complimentary alternative uses which can support the other
businesses in the area.
Therefore, it is considered that the new Plan should include support to allow for a mix of uses
which are suitable and appropriate to the specific locations, and should not be restrictive in terms
of uses nor occupiers.
Network Rail is concerned that the draft Policy ED6 Railway Arches is currently too restrictive in
relation to potential changes of use of arch units located outside of London Plan Opportunity Areas
and major, district and local centres.
Part b) of the Policy states that ‘Change of use of railway arches from commercial B2, B8, B1 and
appropriate sui generis uses will not be permitted.’ Network Rail considers that is a broad-brush
approach and could restrict appropriate uses and investment coming forward within these
locations.
Individual

340/2

WeAreWaterloo 75/16

Enhance arches and provide affordable spaces for companies

ED06

2.6. Policy ED6 – The BID supports the policy encouraging the use of railway arches. In some cases
it may be beneficial to encourage clusters of businesses coming forward for particular areas and
the Council should consider including this in guidance. This would encourage developers to
consider interventions which bring forward the aspirations of the Low Line project or Waterloo
West-style destination development.

ED06

Applications affecting railway arches
will be required to improve the
immediate environment the arches,
including the public realm. The council
agrees that railway arches can or do
often provider lower cost business
space and policy ED6 aims to maintain
these spaces.
Support noted. Reference to the Low
Line project has been added policy
ED6c) and the supporting text.

No change.

ED6c) has been amended to read:
Applications affecting railway arches will be
required to improve the immediate environment
around the arches, including the public realm. This
will include accessibility, safety, servicing and
lighting appropriate to the location and the
opening up of routes that contribute to the 'Low
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Proposed Change
Line' project. In some circumstances the loss of
useable railway arch floorspace may be supported
as part of major development proposals where it is
demonstrated this is necessary to increase site
permeability and/or achieve public realm
improvements.
Paragraph 6.53 has been amended to read:

SBEG and SBBID

Norwood
Action group et
al.

Maven Plan

198/13

We have similar concerns with Policy ED7 E, which requires major redevelopment proposals to reprovide, on “affordable terms”, any small shop premises that would be lost, and to ensure that
these are delivered alongside the main development proposals, subject to viability. Whilst this
policy may prove effective in parts of Waterloo, specifically Lower Marsh, it is not an appropriate
policy to apply to major development in South Bank, as it will introduce further costs alongside
others, like Policy ED2, which threaten development viability. It is also a policy that may run
counter to the achievement of PN1 a) iii) – enhancing the area’s role as a pre-eminent
international, domestic and local tourist, leisure, retail and entertainment area.
196/207 Development within centres will be encouraged in accordance with national policy to provide
between 1,600 and 6,800m2 gross additional convenience and 4,200m2 gross additional
comparison up to 800sqm net additional comparison retail floorspace across the borough by 2020
2041.
321/7

To provide… What?? Both strike-through and underscore. Needs sorting out.
We would like to comment on b) that the retail market should be regularly reviewed and assessed
in order to assess the retail demand during the plan period.

ED07

The policy makes clear that the
provision of affordable retail is subject
to viability. Definition of affordable
rent is considered on a case by case
basis, based on local market evidence.
The approach is consistent with the
London Plan.

ED07

The DRLLP text setting out the
requirements for comparison retail
floorspace appears to have been
incorrectly struckthrough by the
respondent.

No change.

ED07

The amount of retail required across
London is monitored through the GLA
Town Centre Health Check and the
GLA's evidence base on consumer
expenditure and comparison goods
floorspace need in London.
Active frontages include all A and D
class uses and appropriate sui generis
uses such as beauty salons or nail
bars, launderettes, nightclubs and
theatres. This allows for a range of
potential uses to come forward. The
Places and Neighbourhood policies set
out where B class uses at ground floor
will be supported.
Support noted.

No change.

The policy makes clear that the
provision of affordable retail is subject
to viability. Definition of affordable
rent is considered on a case by case
basis, based on local market evidence.

No change.

WeAreWaterloo 75/17

2.7. Policy ED7 - The BID supports the Town Centres policy, and would add that the requirement
for active frontage at ground floor level in Town Centre areas should be flexible enough to allow
for a range of use-classes, according to local need and in consultation with local people.

ED07

Maven Plan

321/8

ED07

HB Reavis

164/6

We support c) appropriate scale and form which integrated with the surrounding area. Active
frontage should be provided. Tall, higher density buildings may be appropriate in town centres
where they are in a sustainable location and accord with Policy Q26
however we object to Part E of draft Policy ED7 which states that major redevelopment proposals
will be required to re-provide on affordable terms any small shop premises that would be lost and
ensure that these are available at the same time as the main elements of the development, subject
to viability, to be secured by conditions or obligations.
HB Reavis objects to Part E which introduces a requirement to provide affordable retail space

See the Places and Neighbourhoods Policies for
potential locations of the Low Line project
No change.

ED07

No change.

No change.
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within major redevelopment schemes. We object on the principle that existing small retail
units, such as those at Elizabeth House, are occupied by commercial businesses paying the open
market rate for that retail unit, based on various factors such as its size and location.
Retailers are not social infrastructure uses or charitable organisations that require special planning
protection, or further to this, direct landlord subsidy as proposed by the draft policy.

It is also not practical, given the construction timeframes for major development schemes such as
Elizabeth House, to require relocation of a retail business for circa 5 years. A small retail business is
unlikely to be able to afford to go through this exercise in order to move back to premises at the
new scheme.
196/208 The conversion or change of use of the storage

Policy/
Annex

Officer Response

ED07

An amendment has been made to
ED7f) to create new clause to ensure
the conversion or change of use of
storage does not compromise viability
or future use of the remaining retail
unit applies to all retail units rather
than only those larger than 250sqm.
The conversion of the upper floors will
only be supported subject to this
requirement being met.

Unless on upper floors??? Conflict with flat over shop policy above.

Proposed Change

The approach is consistent with the
London Plan.

Policy ED7g) has been amended to read:
The subdivision of larger units of over 250 m2 gross
floor area within primary shopping areas will not
be permitted unless it is demonstrated, though
marketing evidence, that there is a lack of demand
for larger units. The conversion or change of use of
the storage and yard facilities of existing retail
units will not be supported where this would
compromise the viability or future use of the
remaining retail unit.
ED7h) has been amended to read:

Norwood
Action group et
al.
Norwood
Action group et
al.
Norwood
Action group et
al.
Norwood
Action group et
al.

196/209 Future comparison retail capacity is taken from the Greater London Authority’s report on
Consumer Expenditure and Comparison Goods Floorspace Need in London (Experian, October
2017)

ED07

Is this the document which says demand for retail space is dropping and will continue to do so?
196/211 Re-provision of small shop premises ‘on affordable terms’ means at less than market rents

ED07

How much less? How assessed?
196/212 by an agent that specialises in commercial land sales.

ED07

Defined appropriately?
196/213 and the Town and Country Planning (General Permitted Development) (England) Order 2015 (as
amended) establish use classes and permitted development rights for some changes of use
between classes

ED07

And …..includes retail to resi!
Hondo
Enterprises

150/12

Policy ED7 Town centres
HE is strongly supportive of Lambeth’s policy ED7 that supports the vitality and viability of
Lambeth’s hierarchy of major, district and local centres. Brixton has developed an international
reputation based on its markets, cultural and creative energy and diversity. It is therefore crucial

ED07

The GLA's report on Consumer
Expenditure and Comparison Goods
Floorspace Need in London sets out
the need for comparison goods up to
2041.
The provision of small shops on
affordable terms is considered on a
case by case basis, subject to viability.
Further information on marketing will
be provided in an update to the
council's Marketing Guidance.
The paragraph does not list all
relevant permitted development
rights as these may be superseded. It
is sufficient to reference the General
Permitted Development Order 2015
(as amended).
Support noted.

The conversion or change of use of the storage and
yard facilities of existing retail units will not be
permitted where this would compromise the
viability or future use of the remaining retail unit. "
No change.

No change.
No change.
No change.

No change.
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UNITE Students

183/13

St John's
Church,
Waterloo

202/22

Individual

351/12

Individual

351/13

Norwood
Action group et
al.

Knight's Hill
Councillors
St John's
Church,
Waterloo

Representation Wording
that retail, service, leisure, recreation and other appropriate uses are continued to be provided in
these areas and that the predominant retail function of Brixton is maintained.
Economy (CAZ, town centres, offices, affordable workspace): Town Centres
General comments: Wandsworth effectively shares centres at Vauxhall, Clapham South and
Lavender Hill/Queenstown Road, as well as many non-designated parades running along main
roads on either side of the borough boundary. As such officers look forward to working through
the details of policy development relating to town centre uses and the evening economy to ensure
that the policy approach is supportive and mutually compatible.
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ED07

The council will continue to engage
with the London Borough of
Wandsworth as part of Duty to
Cooperate.

No change.

The approach to the sequential test
and impact assessment are consistent
with the National Planning Policy
Framework. An extant permission can
in some instances be considered a
material consideration in decisionmaking.

No change.

No change.

No change.

The Council looks forward to working together on future policy development.
Policy ED7 states that the Council will support the vitality and viability of Lambeth’s hierarchy of
ED07
major, district and local centres, and central Activities Zone frontage. Whilst the policy remains
largely unchanged to that adopted, part d states that proposal for town centre uses in edge of
centre and out of centre locations will be assessed against the sequential test and impact
assessment set out in the NPPF. The latter part of the policy has been amended and added, and
whilst this is supported as it is a requirement set out in the NPPF, it is proposed that this policy
requirement is widened to allow more flexibility. This is recommended on the basis to exclude
consented schemes where precedent for these uses has already been established at edge of centre
or out of centre locations and established by an extant planning permission. This will ensure that
where an extant permission has not been implemented that a subsequent scheme can be brought
forward with these uses where it is demonstrated that there has not been a sequential preference.
Recommendation: This policy should be relaxed and have an allowance to permitted town centre
uses at edge of centre and out of centre locations.
Page 131: Policy ED7: We are concerned at the amount of retail space proposed for Waterloo,
ED07
both within the station and coming onstream at South Bank Place and other locations. Pressures
on the retail market from online shopping and changes in shopping habits could well result in an
overprovision of retail and locally empty shops. There appear to be insufficient guidelines to ensure
a variety of shops rather than the same recurring national outlets.

84/4

The limitation on more hot food takeaways near schools is supported.

ED08

The approach to retail in Waterloo is
dealt with in PN1 Waterloo and South
Bank which proposes to identify a
Lower Marsh/The Cut/Leake Street
Special Policy Area to help protect the
small and independent retail offer in
Waterloo.
Managing rent increases for existing
business is outside of the scope of
planning policy.
The cost of parking is outside of the
scope of planning policy.
The approach to uses in the Creative
Business Cluster is dealt with in PN7
West Norwood/Tulse Hill. It should be
noted that the West Norwood
Creative Enterprise Zone will now be
known as the West Norwood Creative
Business Cluster.
Support noted.

202/29

Page 136 Para e: We welcome the restriction of hot food outlets within 400m of a primary or
secondary school.

ED08

Support noted.

Stop rent increases to businesses that have been in the area for long.

Allow for free 30-60 min free parking. I don't shop in Brixton any more as I can't find any parking
space and the traffic is a nightmare
196/215 a) Evening and food and drink uses should be primarily located in town centres and Central
Activities Zone frontage

ED07
ED07
ED08

Consider whether proposed West Norwood CEZ near SLT and Picturehouse is also
allowed/encouraged to have these uses

No change.
No change.
No change.

No change.
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196/216 In areas of high footfall or where there are highway safety or amenity issues, the council will not
support home delivery services.
No means of prevention as A5 covers both types of operation – or will it be assumed all A5 uses
can have deliveries? Is this restricting home delivery operations in town centres and residential
areas in effect? So where can such operations go?
196/217 6.54
However, this can have negative impacts on local residents and the local environment and needs to
be carefully managed.
143/11 As per comment above, opposition of drive-through takeaways is strongly supported, and is fully in
line with DLP and MTS policies to reduce car use in favour of walking, cycling and public transport.
143/6
Paragraph 6.56, page 137
As per comment above, opposition of drive-through takeaways is strongly supported, and is fully in
line with DLP and MTS policies to reduce car use in favour of walking, cycling and public transport.
196/218 The restriction of hot food takeaway shops within 400 metres from a school equates to a walking
time of 10 minutes
No 400 metres is 5 minutes’ walk, unless young child or person with mobility issues. This has
already caused problems at planning with KFC at West Norwood winning on appeal.
196/219 400 metres will be calculated on the basis of the shortest walking distance curtilage to curtilage
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No change.

ED08

The policy sets out that home delivery
services will not be permitted in areas
of high footfall or where there are
highway or amenity issues. This will be
assessed through a delivery and
servicing plan.
The DRLLP text appears to have been
incorrectly struckthrough by the
respondent.
Support noted.

ED08

Support noted.

No change.

ED08

For the purposes of planning policy
400m is considered to equate to a 10
minutes’ walk.

No change.

ED08

Change to the supporting text to
clarify how 400m is calculated based
on entrance to entrance which is also
consistent with London Plan.

The third sentence in paragraph 6.66 has been
amended to read:

ED08

Surely it should be entrance to entrance – schools have big sites often. One of the inspector’s
issues.

110/1

1.1 We have considered proposed Policy ED8 – Evening Economy and food and drink uses– with
regard to the principles set out within the Framework. We fully support the policy’s aim of
promoting healthier living and tackling obesity. However, the proposed policy approach is unsound
and fails to provide an evidence-based way of achieving the policy’s objective. It has also been
found unsound by several planning inspectors. It is too restrictive and prevents local planning
authorities from pursuing more positive policy approaches. The London Borough of Waltham
Forest has had such a policy in place for over a decade and its application has proven ineffective in
tackling obesity to date.
1.2 Within these broad points we have the following policy objections to draft Policy ED8:
A. The ban of drive through takeaways in any location is unjustified
B. The 400m exclusion zone is inconsistent with national planning policy
C. The policy is inconsistent, discriminatory and disproportionate
D. Examination of other plans has found similar policy approaches to be unsound.
E. There needs to be further exploration into policies that are more positive, have a reputable
evidence base and that comply with the Framework.

ED08

The policy is consistent with both
national and regional policy and seeks
to help ensure young people in
Lambeth have access to healthy food
options. It is supported by Lambethspecific evidence which demonstrates
the impact A5 uses can have on the
health of Lambeth’s population and
part of a wide range of measures
being implemented to safeguard the
health and wellbeing of children and
young people in Lambeth. See Topic
Paper 4: Town Centres.

No change.
No change.

400m will be calculated on the basis of the shortest
walking distance from the entrances and exits of
an existing or proposed primary or secondary
school
No change.

1.3 In summary, Planware Ltd consider there is no sound justification for a policy such as Policy
ED8, Point E, which imposes a blanket ban on restaurants that include an element of A5 use
“within 400 metres of the boundary of a primary or secondary school”, and bans drive-through
takeaways in any location. Point E is unsound it should be deleted from the plan.
1.4 However, as stated in the opening paragraph, Planware Ltd supports the aim of promoting
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healthier living and tackling the obesity crisis. We acknowledge that planning can have a role in
furthering these objectives. We would therefore welcome and support any studies between
obesity and their relationship with development proposals, including examination of how new
development can best support healthier lifestyles and tackling the obesity crisis. When a cogent
evidence base has been assembled, this can then inform an any appropriate policy response. This
has still not emerged.
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1.5 Given the lack of any clear agreement between experts on the indices of obesity or poor health,
analysing the evidence is a necessary part of this objection by way of background. This will all be
highlighted in the below text.
This section of the objection sets out some background context relating to McDonald’s own
business, its contribution to United Kingdom, and information on the nutritional value and healthy
options of the food that it offers in its restaurants. This evidence is relevant to understanding the
adverse and unjustified impacts of the blanket ban approach proposed under draft Policy ED8.
Economic and Environmental Benefits
2.2 The first store in the United Kingdom was first opened in 1974 in Woolwich, London. The store
is still opened and was interestingly the 3,000th store across the world.
2.3 With over 36,000 McDonald’s worldwide, it operates in over 100 countries and territories.
Approximately 120,000 people are employed by McDonald’s UK, compared to just over 1 million
employees worldwide.
2.4 McDonald’s and its franchisees have become important members of communities in the United
Kingdom: investing in skills and developing our people, supporting local causes and getting kids
into football.
2.5 Nationally, the company operates from over 1,300 restaurants in the UK. Over 80% of
restaurants are operated as local businesses by franchisees, that’s around 1,100 franchised
restaurants.
2.6 McDonald’s is one of few global businesses that continues to anchor itself in high streets and
town centres across the United Kingdom. Not just serving the general public but creating jobs and
seeking to improve the communities around them.
2.7 All McDonald’s restaurants conduct litter picks covering an area of at least 100 metres around
the site, at least three times a day, picking up all litter, not just McDonald’s packaging.
2.8 McDonald’s is a founding member of the anti-littering campaign, Love Where You Live. As part
of this, our restaurants regularly organise local community litter picks. The campaign has grown
and in 2017, 430 events took place across the UK with around 10,000 volunteers involved. Since
the campaign started, 2,600 events have taken place with around 80,000 volunteers involved.
2.9 McDonald’s restaurants are operated sustainably. For example, their non-franchised
restaurants use 100% renewable energy, combining wind and solar and use 100% LED lighting
which means we use 50% less energy than fluorescent lighting. All of their used cooking oil is
converted into biodiesel for use by delivery lorries. Their entire fleet of lorries runs on biodiesel,
40% of which comes from McDonald’s cooking oil. This creates over 7,500 tonnes fewer CO2
emissions than ultra-low sulphur diesel.
2.10 All new McDonald’s restaurants in the United Kingdom are fully accessible and we are working
toward delivering this same standard for all existing restaurants.
2.11 McDonald’s restaurants provide a safe, warm and brightly lit space for people, especially
those who may feel vulnerable or threatened waiting for a taxi or outside.
2.12 Many of their toilets are open to all members of the public. They are one of few night time
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premises that offer this service and given the fact restaurants are located in some of the busiest
parts of the country, McDonald’s are helping to keep the United Kingdom cleaner.
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Nutritional Value of Food and Healthy Options
2.13 McDonald’s offers a wide range of different food at its restaurants.
2.14 Nutritional information is easy to access and made available online, and at the point of sale on
advertising boards, as well as in tray inserts. Information is given on calorie content and key
nutritional aspects such as salt, fat and sugar content. This enables an individual is able to identify
and purchase food items and combinations that fit in with their individualised calorie or nutritional
requirements.
2.15 The menu offer includes a range of lower calorie options, some of which are set out on the
next page.
2.16 The restaurants now suggest meal bundles to assist customers in making informed, healthier
choices. McDonald’s have suggested “favourites” meal bundles, across the breakfast and main
menu that enable the choice of low-calorie options to be made even more easily. These 3-piece
meal combinations will all be under 400kcals on the breakfast menu, and all under 600kcals on the
main menu (with many options under 400kcals on the main menu also), and all individual items on
these menu bundles with be either green (low) or amber (medium) on the Food Standards Agency
traffic light system for food labelling.
2.17 Examples of low calorie (less than 400kcals) breakfast options (where no single item is red for
FSA) include any combination of the following:
• Egg & Cheese McMuffin / Egg & cheese snack wrap / bagel with Philadelphia / porridge; with fruit
bag; and a medium black coffee, or espresso or regular tea or water.
2.18 Examples of low calorie (less than 600kcals) main menu options (where no single item is red
for FSA) are included in the table below. Some 90% of our standard menu is under 500 calories.

2.19 Those specifically wanting a meal low in either fat, salt, or sugar, can tailor their choices
accordingly. Any combination of menu items sold at McDonald’s can be eaten as part of a calorie
controlled nutritionally balanced diet. Customers alternatively eat anything from the menu
allowing for this within their overall daily, or weekly nutritional requirements.
Quality of Ingredients and Cooking Methods
2.20 McDonald’s are always transparent about both their ingredients and their processes and
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strive to achieve quality. Their chicken nuggets are made from 100% chicken breast meat, burgers
are made from whole cuts of British and Irish beef. Coffee is fair trade and their milk is organic.
McDonald’s want their customers to be assured about what they are consuming. The ‘Good to
Know’ section on our website - https://www.mcdonalds.com/gb/en-gb/good-to-know/about-ourfood.html - provides a range of information about their processes and where produce is sourced
from.
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Menu Improvement and Reformulation
2.21 McDonald’s is actively and continuously engaged in menu reformulation to give customers a
range of healthier options. Louise Hickmott, Head of Nutrition, at McDonald’s UK, has provided a
letter giving examples of the steps that have been taken in recent years. The information is
summarised below.
2.22 In recent years McDonald’s has made great efforts to reduce fat, salt and sugar content across
their menu.
• 89% of their core food and drink menu now contains less than 500 kcals.
• Supersize options were removed from their menu in 2004;
• 72% of the Happy Meal menus are classified as not high in fat, salt or sugar according to the
Government’s nutrient profile model;
• Since October 2015, 50% of the options on the drinks fountain have been no added sugar (Diet
Coke, Coke Zero and Sprite Z);
• Recent years have seen the introduction of new items, offering more choice that has included
porridge, salads, grilled chicken wraps, carrot sticks, fruit bags including apple and grape, pineapple
sticks, and melon chunks, as well as orange juice, mineral water and organic semi-skimmed milk;
• Customers can swap fries for fruit bags, carrot sticks or shake salad on the main menu, or the
hashbrown for a fruit bag or carrot sticks on the breakfast menu, at no additional cost;
• In 2014, McDonald’s introduced “Free Fruit Fridays” resulting in 3.7 million portions of fruit being
handed out. Since then, discounted fruit is now available with every Happy Meal.
Fat
2.23 A recent meta-analysis and systematic review of 72 studies (45 cohort studies and 27
controlled trials) demonstrated that with the exception of Trans Fatty Acids (TFA), which are
associated with increased coronary disease risk, there was no evidence to suggest that saturated
fat increases the risk of coronary disease, or that polyunsaturated fats have a cardio-protective
effect, which is in contrast to current dietary recommendations (Chowdrey et al, 2014).
2.24 However, UK guidelines currently remain unchanged; men should consume no more than 30g
of saturated fat per day, and women no more than 20g per day (NHS Choices, 2013). It should be
remembered that all fats are calorie dense (9kcal/g) and that eating too much of it will increase the
likelihood of weight gain and therefore obesity, indirectly increasing the risk of coronary heart
disease, among other co-morbidities.
2.25 What have McDonald’s done?
• Reduced the saturated fat content of the cooking oil by 83%;
• Signed up to the Trans Fats pledge as part of the Government’s “Responsibility Deal”;
• The cooking oil has been formulated to form a blend of rapeseed and sunflower oils to reduce
levels of TFA to the lowest level possible;
• They have completely removed hydrogenated fats from the vegetable oils;
• Reduced the total fat in the milkshakes by 32% per serving since 2010;
• Organic semi-skimmed milk is used in tea/coffee beverages and in Happy Meal milk bottles, with
lower saturated fat levels compared with full fat variants.
Sugar
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2.26 Dietary carbohydrates include sugars, starches and fibre, and each has approximately
4kcals/g.
2.27 The Scientific Advisory Commission on Nutrition (SACN) currently recommends that
approximately 50% of total dietary energy intake should be from carbohydrates (SACN Report,
2015). In 2015 SACN recommended that the dietary reference value for fibre intake in adults be
increased to 30g/day (proportionally lower in children) and that the average intake of “free sugars”
(what used to be referred to as non-milk extrinsic sugars) should not exceed 5% of total dietary
energy, which was in keeping with the World Health Organisation (WHO) recommendations.
2.28 Current average intake of free sugars far exceeds current recommendations, and excess
intake is associated with dental issues and excess calorie intake which can lead to weight gain and
obesity.
2.29 Over the last 10 years our reformulation work has resulted in 787 tonnes less sugar across our
menu in 2017 versus 2007. What have McDonald’s done?
• Reducing the sugar in our promotional buns, this removed 0.6 tonnes of sugar
• Their Sweet Chilli Sauce has been reformulated to reduce sugar by 14% this equates to 155
tonnes of sugar removed
• Their Festive Dip has removed 4 tonnes of sugar
• Their famous McChicken Sandwich Sauce has reduced in sugar 45%
• Their Tomato Ketchup has reduced in sugar by 20% which equates to 544 tonnes of sugar
removed from the system
• Their Chucky Salsa has reduced in sugar by 28%
• Since 2016 they have reduced the sugar content of Fanta by 54%
• The Toffee Syrup in their Toffee Latte has been reformulated to remove 20% of the sugar
• McDonald’s have also reformulated their Frozen Strawberry Lemonade this has led to 8% sugar
reduction per drink
Salt
2.30 A number of health-related conditions are caused by, or exacerbated by, a high salt diet. The
strongest evidence links high salt intake to hypertension, stroke and heart disease, although it is
also linked with kidney disease, obesity and stomach cancer (Action on Salt website).
2.31 Salt is often added to food for either taste or as a preservative, and in small quantities it can
be useful. Adults in the UK are advised not to exceed 6g of salt per day, but the average intake at a
population level is consistently higher than this.
2.32 Salt does not directly lead to obesity; however, it does lead to increased thirst, and not
everyone drinks water or calorie-free “diet” beverages. If our thirst increases and leads to
increased consumption of calories from extra fluid intake, then this may lead to increased weight
and obesity. 31% of fluid drunk by 4-18-year-old children is sugary soft drinks (He FJ et al, 2008),
which has been shown to be related to childhood obesity (Ludwig DS et al, 2001).
2.33 What have McDonald’s done?
• The salt content across the UK menu has been reduced by nearly 35% since 2005;
• Customers can ask for their fries to be unsalted;
• The salt added to a medium portion of fries has been reduced by 17% since 2003;
• The average Happy Meal now contains 19% less salt than in 2006
• Chicken McNuggets contain 52% less salt than in 2003.
2.34 The process continues. McDonald’s have recently made the following changes to further
improve their menu
• Making water the default drink in the Happy Meals;
• Making it easier for people to understand the existence of a wide range of under 400 and 600
calorie meal options that are available.
Third Party Opinions of McDonald’s
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2.35 McDonald’s regularly receive supportive comments from independent third parties.
2.36 Professor Chris Elliott, of the Department for Environment, Food & Rural Affairs’ independent
Elliott Review into the integrity and assurance of food supply networks: interim report, December
2013:
“Each supply chain is unique, showing that there is no single approach to assuring supply chain
integrity. The review has seen many examples of good industry practice that give cause for
optimism. There is not space within this final report to reference all the good industry practices but
those that have stood out include McDonald’s and Morrisons.”
2.37 Jamie Oliver, the TV chef, food writer and campaigner speaking in January 2016 at the Andre
Simon Food & Drink Book Awards to the Press Association:
“Everyone always liked to poke at McDonald's. McDonald's has been doing more than most mid
and small-sized businesses for the last 10 years. Fact. But no one wants to talk about it. And I don't
work for them. I'm just saying they've been doing it - 100% organic milk, free range eggs, looking at
their British and Irish beef.”
2.38 Raymond Blanc, the TV chef and food writer, speaking in 2014, after having presented
McDonald’s UK with the Sustainable Restaurant Association’s Sustainability Hero award:
“I was amazed. All their eggs are free-range; all their pork is free-range; all their beef is free-range.
“[They show that] the fast-food business could change for the better. They’re supporting
thousands of British farms and saving energy and waste by doing so.
“I was as excited as if you had told me there were 20 new three-star Michelin restaurants in
London or Manchester.”
2.39 Marco Pierre White, TV chef and food writer, speaking in 2007:
“McDonald's offers better food than most restaurants and the general criticism of the company is
very unfair.
"Their eggs are free range and the beef is from Ireland, but you never hear about that. You have to
look at whether restaurants offer value for money, and they offer excellent value.”
These comments below represent independent opinions
Supporting Active and Healthy Lifestyles among Employees and Local Communities
2.40 McDonald’s is focused on its people and is proud to have been recognised for being a great
employer. For example:
Great Place to Work 2017 ‘Best Workplaces’ – McDonald’s are ranked 4th on the Great Place to
Work 2017 ‘Best Workplaces’ list (large organisation). This is our 11th year on the list.
• The Sunday Times Best Company to Work for List 2017 - we have made The Sunday Times 30 Best
Big Companies to Work for list for the seventh consecutive year, achieving 6th position.
• Workingmums.co.uk Employer Awards 2017- Innovation in Flexible Working - in November 2017,
we were awarded the Top Employer for Innovation in Flexible Working by workingmums.co.uk. The
judges specifically recognised our approach to Guaranteed Hours contracts.
• The Times Top 100 Graduate Employers - the Times Top 100 Graduate Employers is the definitive
annual guide to Britain’s most sought after employers of graduates.
• Investors in People Gold - Investors in People accreditation means we join a community of over
15,000 organisations across 75 countries worldwide and it is recognised as the sign of a great
employer.
• School leavers Top 100 Employees - McDonald's UK has been certified as one of Britain’s most
popular employers for school leavers in 2017, for the third consecutive year. An award voted for by
15-18 year olds in the UK.
2.41 In April 2017, McDonald’s began to offer employees the choice between flexible or fixed
contracts with minimum guaranteed hours. This followed trials in 23 restaurants across the country
in a combination of company owned and franchised restaurants. All of their employees have been
offered this choice and around 80% have selected to stay on flexible contracts.
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2.42 Over the past 15 years, McDonald’s has been proud partners with the four UK football
associations: The English Football Association; The Scottish Football Association; The Football
Association of Wales; and The Irish Football Association.
2.43 This partnership has seen them support over one million players and volunteers. In London
since 2014, more than 1,000 people have attended their Community Football Days and have
distributed 3,328 kits to accredited teams in the Capital. Of the 171 McDonald’s restaurants within
the M25, approximately 88 are twinned and actively supporting a local football club. This serves as
an example of the company’s willingness to confront the obesity crisis by a multitude of different
approaches.
2.44 McDonald’s do this work because increasing standards will ultimately create a better
experience for young footballers, leading to increased participation and retention of children and
young people in sport.
2.45 Their Community Football programme helps to increase participation at all levels. McDonald’s
remain absolutely committed to it and are in the final stages of planning a new programme for
future years.
Marketing
2.46 As a business, McDonald’s are committed to ensuring their marketing will continue to be
responsible and will be used as a positive influence to help our customers make more informed
choices.
2.47 McDonald’s recognise that marketing has a part to play in influencing customers’ choices.
They comply, and go beyond, the UK’s stringent regulations on marketing to children and use their
marketing to help families understand more about the range of food options they have to offer.
2.48 McDonald’s never market products classified as high in fat, salt or sugar to children in any
media channel, at any time of the day. They are committed to ensuring that marketing is always
responsible as well as informative, and that it reinforces positive food messages.
2.49 In addition, they go beyond the regulations in a lot of cases. For example, when advertising a
Happy Meal, they only ever do so with items such as carrot sticks, a fruit bag, milk or water to
ensure McDonald’s are not marketing HFSS food to children. This has been done voluntarily since
2007.
Summary
2.50 In the light of the above it is clear that McDonald’s restaurants offer the district considerable
and substantial economic benefits, are supportive of active and healthy lifestyles. They also enable
customers to make informed, healthy decisions from the wide-ranging menu options available. It is
important that this is acknowledged, given the assumption in proposed Policy ED8 that all A5 uses
should fall under a blanket ban if within 400 metres of the boundary of a primary or secondary
school, and all drive through takeaways should not be permitted at any location. Given the policy
aim – which McDonald’s supports – of promoting healthier lifestyles and tackling obesity, other
alternatives would be more effective than allowing blanket bans in school areas and complete bans
on drive through restaurants in any location, which in turn will have negative land use
consequences.
2.51 We turn now to the main points of the objection.
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The 400m Exclusion Zone and Ban of Drive through Takeaways in any location is Inconsistent
with National Policy
Introduction
3.1 This section of the objection considers the proposed policy against national policy. The lack of
evidence to support the policy is also discussed in the next section.
3.2 National policy contains no support for a policy approach containing a blanket ban or exclusion
zone for A5 (or indeed any other) uses and a complete ban of drive through takeaways in any
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location. Such an approach conflicts sharply with central planks of Government policy such as the
need to plan positively and support economic development, and the sequential approach that
seeks to steer town centre uses – which include A5 uses - to town centres.
3.3 Planware Ltd feel that restricting hot food takeaways within 400 metres of the boundary of a
primary or secondary school and banning drive through takeaways in any location is in direct
conflict with the framework as the approach is not positive, justified, effective or consistent. The
policy, as currently worded, provides no flexibility in accordance with town centre sites, thus
conflicting with the sequential approach. These points are further explained in this objection.
Practical Impacts
3.4 The practical impacts on a 400m exclusion zone around the boundary of a primary or secondary
school and the banning of drive through takeaways in any location would have unacceptable
negative land use consequences.
3.5 Consideration should be given to school rules in terms of allowing children outside of the
school grounds at lunch times. This is overly restrictive on secondary schools, where some of the
pupils will be legally classed as an adult. Additionally, some sixth form pupils will have access to a
car, making such a restriction unsound.
3.6 No consideration is given to how the 400m is measured from the boundary. Guidance should
be provided as to whether this is a straight line or walking distance, as this can vary greatly.
3.7 The Framework does not support the use of planning as a tool to limit people’s dietary choices.
In addition to this, other A class uses can provide unhealthy products, therefore, there is limited
justification for the proposed Policy ED8 to focus exclusively upon hot food takeaways (A5) and
drive through takeaways.
Conflict with National Policy
3.8 The local policy team do not appear to have fully assessed the potential impact of the policy. It
essentially creates a moratorium against A5 uses leaving limited reasonable space for them to
locate.
3.9 Restricting the location of new A5 proposals through a 400m exclusion zone around the
boundary of a primary or secondary school within the district of Lambeth is not a positive approach
to planning, thus failing to comply with the Framework.
3.10 The suggested restriction within proposed Policy ED8, takes an ambiguous view of A5 uses in
relation to the proximity to all primary and secondary schools. The policy would apply an overgeneric approach to restrict A5 development with little sound planning reasoning or planning
justification. This is contrary to paragraph 11 of the Framework that advises authorities to
positively seek opportunities to meet development needs of their area.
3.11 Thus, is consistent with paragraph 80-81 of the Framework.
3.12 Para 80 states:
“Planning policies and decisions should help create the conditions in which businesses can invest,
expand and adapt. Significant weight should be placed on the need to support economic growth
and productivity, taking into account both local business needs and wider opportunities for
development. The approach taken should allow each area to build on its strengths, counter any
weaknesses and address the challenges of the future.”
3.13 Para 81 states:
Planning policies should:
“a) set out a clear economic vision and strategy which positively and proactively encourages
sustainable economic growth, having regard to Local Industrial Strategies and other local policies
for economic development and regeneration;
b) set criteria, or identify strategic sites, for local and inward investment to match the strategy and
to meet anticipated needs over the plan period;
c) seek to address potential barriers to investment, such as inadequate infrastructure, services or

Policy/
Annex

Officer Response

Proposed Change

207

Name

Rep
Code

Representation Wording
housing, or a poor environment; and
d) be flexible enough to accommodate needs not anticipated in the plan, allow for new and flexible
working practices (such as live-work accommodation), and to enable a rapid response to changes in
economic circumstances.”
3.14 As explained in this objection, there is a lack of evidence to demonstrate the link between fast
food, school proximity and obesity. The need for evidence is emphasised in paragraph 31 of the
Framework that states that each local plan should be based on adequate, up-to-date and relevant
evidence. Neither the policy nor the supporting text address this point. Policy needs to be based on
evidence and the lack of evidence should highlight a red flag concerning the draft policy.
3.15 Points 6.56 describes a way of calculating the 400m exclusion zone however, it fails to provide
robust evidence as to how restricting A5 uses and banning them in any location will reduce pupil’s
access to unhealthy food options. No evidence is provided of figures for both, primary and
secondary school pupils.
3.16 The policy is likely to be damaging to the district’s economy due to the fact that it is restricting
hot food takeaways to an unprecedented level without regard to the local area or the economy.
3.17 The Framework cannot be interpreted to provide generic restrictions on a particular use class.
There is no basis for such a blanket ban approach in the Framework or Planning Practice Guidance.
In fact, the Planning Practice Guidance emphasises that planning authorities should look at the
specifics of a particular proposal and seek to promote opportunity rather than impose blanket
restrictions on particular kinds of development. In the section on “Health and Wellbeing”:
3.18 Paragraph: 002 (Reference ID: 53-002-20140306) states that in making plans local planning
authorities should ensure that:

Policy/
Annex

Officer Response

Proposed Change

“opportunities for healthy lifestyles have been considered (eg. planning for an environment that
supports people of all ages in making healthy choices, helps to promote active travel and physical
activity, and promotes access to healthier food, high quality open spaces, green infrastructure and
opportunities for play, sport and recreation);”
3.19 Paragraph: 006 (Reference ID: 53-006-20170728) says that a range of criteria should be
considered, including not just proximity to schools but also wider impacts. It does not support a
blanket exclusion zone. Importantly, the criteria listed are introduced by the earlier text which
states:
“Local planning authorities can have a role in enabling a healthier environment by supporting
opportunities for communities to access a wide range of healthier food production and
consumption choices.”
3.19 The above guidance serves to emphasise why it is important to look at particular proposals as
a whole, rather than adopting a blunt approach that treats all proposals that include an A5 use as
being identical.
The Policy is Inconsistent, Discriminatory and Disproportionate
4.1 The policy aims to address obesity and unhealthy eating, but instead simply restricts new
development that comprises an element of A5 use and bans drive through takeaways in any
location. It fails to provide evidence as to how banning drive through restaurants in any location
will improve health. In addition, A1 retail outlets and A3 food and drink uses can also sell food that
is high in calories, fat, salt and sugar, and low in fibre, fruit and vegetables, and hot food from an
A3 unit can be delivered to a wide range of locations, including schools. This means that the policy
takes an inconsistent approach towards new development that sells food and discriminates against
operations with an A5 use. It also means that the policy has a disproportionate effect on
operations with an A5 use.
4.2 The test of soundness requires that the policy approach is “justified”, which in turn means that
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it should be the most appropriate strategy when considered against the reasonable alternatives
and based on proportionate evidence (paragraph 35 of the Framework).
4.3 Given the objectives of the policy, it ought to apply equally to all relevant food retailers. It is
unclear how the policy would be implemented and work in a real life scenario.
4.4 The table below shows the kind of high calorie, low nutritional value food that can be
purchased from a typical A1 high street retailer at relatively low cost. It is contrasted with the kind
of purchase that could be made at a McDonald’s. The evidence provided at Appendix 1 confirms
that 70% of purchases by students in the school fringe are purchased in non-A5 shop.
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ED08

The policy is consistent with both
national and regional policy and seeks
to help ensure young people in
Lambeth have access to healthy food
options. It is supported by Lambethspecific evidence which demonstrates
the impact A5 uses can have on the
health of Lambeth’s population and
part of a wide range of measures
being implemented to safeguard the
health and wellbeing of children and
young people in Lambeth. See Topic
Paper 4: Town Centres.

No change.

4.5 If the policy is to be based on Use Classes, then the proposed policy should place restrictions on
other use classes in addition to class A5. In fact, by restricting A5 uses only, the policy would
encourage food purchases at other locations and allows for the overarching objectives to be
compromised.
4.6 Finally, it is important that for the majority of days in the year (weekends and school holidays
combined) schools are not open at all. Research by Professor Peter Dolton of Royal Holloway
College states that “At least 50% of the days in a year kids don’t go to school if we count weekends
and holidays and absence. They are only there for 6 hours and all but 1 are lessons. So only around
2-3% of the time can [children] get fast food at school.”
4.7 For the minority of the year when schools are open, it is important to recognise that many
schools have rules preventing children from leaving the school grounds during the school day, and
in any event proximity to schools has no conceivable relevance outside of the particular times
when children are travelling to or from school in circumstances where their route takes them past
the development proposal.
4.8 The policy’s blanket approach fails to acknowledge that the opportunity for children to access
A5 development, as part of a school day, is extremely limited. The complete ban is wholly
disproportionate to the circumstances when the concern underlying the policy might become a
more prominent matter. Only limited purchases of food are made at A5 restaurants on journeys to
and from school. Further details are set out in Appendix 2.
McDonald’s
Restaurants Ltd

110/12

Appendix 1 – Food in the School Fringe Tends to be Purchased in Non-A5 Properties
1. Research by Professor Jack Winkler (London Metropolitan University) into the ‘school fringe’ –
found just 3/10 purchases by students in a 400m school fringe were made in A5 properties.
2. 70% of purchases in the school fringe were made in non-fast food outlets, and the same
research concluded ‘the most popular shop near Urban was the supermarket, with more visits than
all takeaways put together’.
3. Professor Winkler’s findings are not an isolated case. A report by Public Health England and the
LGA states that fast food school proximity restrictions do ‘not address sweets and other highcalorie food that children can buy in shops near schools.’
4. Research by Brighton and Hove found that ‘Newsagents were the most popular premises [in the
school fringe], with more pupils visiting newsagents than any A5 premises’.
5. Likewise, research for the Food Standards Agency on purchasing habits in Scotland found that
‘Supermarkets were the place that children reported they most frequently bought food or drinks

209

Name

McDonald’s
Restaurants Ltd

McDonald’s
Restaurants Ltd

Rep
Code

110/13

110/8

Representation Wording
from at lunchtime’.
6. Indeed, there are several more researchers who have found no evidence to support the
hypothesis that less exposure to fast food, or better access to supermarkets are related to higher
diet quality or lower BMI in children.
Appendix 2 – Food Purchases made on School Journeys
Only a limited number of journeys to and from school involve a purchase at a food outlet.
1. This has been confirmed in research by the Children’s Food Trust, which found that only 8% of all
journeys to and from school included a purchasing visit to a food outlet.

2. Of the food purchases made on school journeys, confectionary was the most popular item sold –
which McDonald’s does not offer on its menu.
3. Likewise, research by Ashelsha Datar concluded that children ‘may not purchase significant
amounts of junk food in school’ – partly due to ‘fewer discretionary resources to purchase them’.
4. Indeed, even where purchases were made, ‘children may not change their overall consumption
of junk food because junk food purchased in school simply substitutes for junk food brought from
home.’
5. Similarly, research by Fleischhacker highlighted the need for future school-based studies to
‘gather information on whether or not the students attending the studied schools actually eat at
the restaurants near their schools.’
6. This was also highlighted in the systematic review by Oxford University, which states ‘future
work should also incorporate a child’s usual mode of travel to and from school into decisions about
appropriate buffer distances.’ The review added that age should also be taken into consideration,
as this can impact on travel time and the availability of pocket change.
The Policy is not Justified because of a Lack of an Evidence Base
5.1 The test of soundness requires policy to be evidence based. There is no evidence of any causal
link between the presence of A5 uses within 400 metres of the boundary of a primary or secondary
school. Also, with no basis to indicate over-concentrated areas gives rise to obesity or poor health
outcomes, justification is evidently incomplete. In fact, the studies that have considered whether
such a causal connection exists [between proximity of a hot food takeaway and poor health
outcomes], have found none.
5.2 Public Health England (PHE), which is part of the Department of Health and Social Case,
expressly accept that the argument for the value of restricting the growth in fast food outlets is
only “theoretical” based on the “unavoidable lack of evidence that can demonstrate a causal link
between actions and outcomes.”
5.3 A systematic review of the existing evidence base by Oxford University (December 2013),
funded by the NHS and the British Heart Foundation ‘did not find strong evidence at this time to
justify policies related to regulating the food environments around schools.’ It instead highlighted
the need to ‘develop a higher quality evidence base’.
5.4 The range of US and UK studies used to support many beliefs about obesity, including the belief
that the availability of fast food outlets increased obesity, was comprehensively reviewed in papers
co-written by 19 leading scientists in the field of nutrition, public health, obesity and medicine.
Their paper “Weighing the Evidence of Common Beliefs in Obesity Research” (published in the
Critical Review of Food, Science and Nutrition (Crit Rev Food Sci Nutr. 2015 December 6; 55(14)
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ED08

The policy is consistent with both
national and regional policy and seeks
to help ensure young people in
Lambeth have access to healthy food
options. It is supported by Lambethspecific evidence which demonstrates
the impact A5 uses can have on the
health of Lambeth’s population and
part of a wide range of measures
being implemented to safeguard the
health and wellbeing of children and
young people in Lambeth. See Topic
Paper 4: Town Centres.

No change.

ED08

The policy is consistent with both
national and regional policy and seeks
to help ensure young people in
Lambeth have access to healthy food
options. It is supported by Lambethspecific evidence which demonstrates
the impact A5 uses can have on the
health of Lambeth’s population and
part of a wide range of measures
being implemented to safeguard the
health and wellbeing of children and
young people in Lambeth. See Topic
Paper 4: Town Centres.

No change.
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2014-2053) found that the current scientific evidence did not support the contention that the lack
of fresh food outlets or the increased number of takeaway outlets caused increase obesity (see
pp16-17 of the report).
5.5 There appears to have been no critical assessment of whether the underlying evidence
supports the proposed policy approach.
5.6 In this context, it is important to consider the evidence from the Borough of Waltham Forest,
which introduced a school proximity policy in 2008 – about a decade ago. Over that period, the
Public Health England data for the borough shows that there has been no discernible impact on
childhood obesity rates – with these worsening in recent years. The borough’s Health Profile for
2017 records childhood obesity (year 6) at 26.1% up from 20.3% in 2012, the year London hosted
the Olympic Games.
5.7 While it is accepted that the causes of obesity are complex, it is clear that the school exclusion
zone policy had no discernible effect in Waltham Forest. More research and investigation is needed
before such a policy approach can be justified by evidence.
5.8 Point E of the policy, the banning of drive through takeaways in any location, must be
supported statistically to determine such a ban will produce the desired results. There is no
justification and the draft policy is inconsistent and will likely cause negative land use implications.
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Similar Policies Have Been Found Unsound When Promoted in Other Plans
6.1 The lack of evidence between proximity of takeaways to local schools and its impact on obesity
has been confirmed in a number of planning decisions.
6.2 In South Ribble the Planning Inspectorate raised concerns about a similar 400m school
proximity restriction on fast food, stating ‘the evidence base does not adequately justify the need
for such a policy’, and due to the lack of information, it is impossible to ‘assess their likely impact
on the town, district or local centres’.
6.3 Similarly, research by Brighton & Hove concluded that ‘the greatest influence over whether
students choose to access unhealthy food is the policy of the individual schools regarding allowing
students to leave school premises during the day’.
6.4 The recent Inspectors response to the London Borough of Croydon (January 2018) regarding a
similar prohibition on A5 uses, (where a similar campaign to persuade takeaway proprietors to
adopt healthy food options existed) confirmed that the councils own ‘healthy’ plans would be
stymied by the proposed policy, as would purveyors of less healthy food. The policy failed to
distinguish between healthy and unhealthy takeaway food, and “confounds its own efforts to
improve healthiness of the food provided by takeaway outlets” and failed to “address the demand
for the provision of convenience food”. The Inspector concluded that because the reasons for the
policy do not withstand scrutiny, they must be regarded as unsound.
6.5 The proposed 400m school exclusion zone and the ban on drive through takeaways in any
location are two policies that we cannot agree to. The proposed approach is in direct conflict with
the Framework. As mentioned in the above text, there is enough reputable information to
demonstrate a current evidence base that fails to demonstrate the link between fast food and
school proximity, and the ban of drive through takeaways causing congestion and air quality. There
is also a clear absence of evidence to suggest banning drive through restaurants will reduce
congestion and improve air quality in the area.
Alternative Approaches
7.1 Planware Ltd considers there is no sound justification for Point E of the proposed Policy ED8
which imposes commercial restrictions on restaurants that include an element of A5 use within a
400m radius from a secondary school or college and bans drive through takeaways in any location.
Point E should therefore be removed to provide consistency and to abide by the Framework.
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7.2 Planware Ltd would welcome and support proposals for a wider study of the causes of obesity
and their relationship with development proposals, including examination of how new
development can best support healthy lifestyles and the tackling of obesity. When a cogent
evidence base has been assembled, this can then inform an appropriate policy response. That time
has not yet been reached.
7.3 It is considered until such a time has been reached, Point E should be removed.
Conclusion
8.1 McDonald’s supports the policy objective of promoting healthier lifestyles and tackling obesity.
It does not consider that the proposed Policy ED8 is a sound way of achieving those objectives. The
underlying assumption in the policy is that all A5 uses (and any restaurants with an element of A5
use) are inherently harmful to health. In fact, this is not supported by evidence. McDonald’s own
business is an example of a restaurant operation which includes A5 use but which offers healthy
meal options, transparent nutritional information to allow healthy choices, and quality food and
food preparation. The business itself supports healthy life styles through the support given to its
staff and support given to football in the communities which the restaurants serve.
8.2 In addition, the policy fails to acknowledge the wider benefits that restaurants can have,
including benefits relevant to community health and wellbeing. McDonald’s own business is an
example of a restaurant operation that supports sustainable development through the use of
renewable energy, the promotion of recycling, the use of energy and water saving devices. The
economic benefits of its restaurants in supporting town centres and providing employment
opportunities and training are substantial, and important given that improved economic
circumstances can support improved health.
8.3 The policy fails to acknowledge that food choices which are high in calories and low in
nutritional value are made at premises trading with A1 and A3 consents and can be delivered from
the latter. The policy makes no attempt to control these uses.
8.4 For the reasons given in this objection the proposed policy is very clearly inconsistent with
government policy on positive planning, on supporting economic development and the needs of
businesses, on supporting town centres, and on the sequential approach. There is no justification
in national policy for such restrictions to be applied to A5 uses. The effect of the policy had it
existed in the past would have been to exclude restaurants such as McDonald’s from major
commercial and tourist areas.
8.5 For the reasons given in this objection the proposed policy lacks a credible evidence base, and
similar policies have been found to be unsound by inspectors who have examined other plans. In
the one London Borough that has had a similar policy, concerning a school exclusion zone, for
around a decade (LB Waltham Forest). It has had no discernible effect on obesity levels, which have
in fact increased since its introduction.
8.6 Given the overall objective of improving lifestyles and lowering obesity levels, restrictive policy
regarding A5 development is a narrow-sighted approach. There is no mention of other possible
reasons behind the national high levels of obesity. To discriminate against hot food takeaways
alone is worrying and using the planning system to influence people’s daily lifestyle choices is not
acceptable.
Restrictions on drive-through takeaways and ‘home delivery of food’ applications are strongly
supported. These uses can often cause traffic congestion and road safety issues, and impact on
pedestrian and cycle movement on the Transport for London Road Network (TLRN) where TfL is
the highway authority, so borough support in opposing them in inappropriate locations is
welcomed.
Policy ED8 Evening economy and food and drink uses e) and f), page 136
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ED08

Support noted.

No change.

ED08

Support noted.

No change.
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Restrictions on drive-through takeaways and ‘home delivery of food’ applications are strongly
supported. These uses can often cause traffic congestion and road safety issues, and impact on
pedestrian and cycle movement on the Transport for London Road Network (TLRN) where TfL is
the highway authority, so borough support in opposing them in inappropriate locations is
welcomed.
Policy ED8 Evening Economy and Food and Drink Uses We strongly support the continuation of
Policy ED8, formally ED7. The councils’ ambition to continue to encourage the growth of the
evening economy whilst minimising negative impacts upon the local residents is in line with Hondo
Enterprises aspirations for the markets.
ED8 Evening Economy: The proposed changes are welcome.
Whilst we object to part (e) of the policy, we support policies aimed at achieving a healthy retail
balance, as we consider that this can have positive public health effects, not least by maintaining
walkable neighbourhoods in which a choice of facilities is available on foot. This can be achieved
by setting town centre thresholds that aim to achieve a balance of all uses rather than focussing
solely on hot food takeaways or food and drink uses generally. Consideration might be given to
making thresholds area-wide. We do not support zone-based bans on on hot food takeaways or
food and drink uses generally, as the evidence for any influence of the proximity of these on the
incidence of obesity or overweight is limited and conflicting. Finally, whilst Health Impact
Assessment is a good idea in principle, in practice it can be a very subjective exercise. We find
formats vary considerably from area to area, but a nationally-agreed format may offer a way
forward. We trust that these comments are of use. Our client would be pleased to engage further
on this or any healthy catering scheme that you may wish to develop as part of your wider policy
response.
Pay attention to licensing when close to residential properties and also revisit licences already
granted that are causing ASB
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ED08

Support noted.

No change.

ED08
ED08

Support noted.
The policy is consistent with both
national and regional policy and seeks
to help ensure young people in
Lambeth have access to healthy food
options. It is supported by Lambethspecific evidence which demonstrates
the impact A5 uses can have on the
health of Lambeth’s population and
part of a wide range of measures
being implemented to safeguard the
health and wellbeing of children and
young people in Lambeth. See Topic
Paper 4: Town Centres.
The licensing of premises is covered
by a separate regime to the planning
system. However the approach to
evening economy uses seeks to align
with the council's licensing policy as
far as possible.
The policy has been updated to ensure
consistency with the London Plan and
to include cross reference to Places
and Neighbourhood policies which set
out place-specific policies for these
uses.
Reference to the London Plan night
time economy classifications are made
in paragraph 6.64. References have
been strengthened in the supporting
text to the relevant Places and
Neighbourhoods policies.

No change.
No change.

The policy seeks to strike the correct
balance between recognising the role
of the evening economy and food and
drink uses and protecting community
safety/residential amenity.

No change.

Individual

340/3

Individual

351/14

Leave as it is

Mayor of
London

70/25

Policy ED8 Evening economy and food and drink uses. Policy HC6A of the Draft New London Plan
ED08
states that boroughs should develop a vision for the night time economy, supporting its growth
and diversification, in particular within strategic areas of night-time activity as set out in Table A1.1.
Table A1.1 identifies six areas of night time activity in Lambeth. The South Bank is classified as an
area of international or national significance, while Brixton, Streatham, Lower Marsh/The Cut and
Vauxhall are all classified as areas of regional or sub-regional significance. As such these
designations should be recognised in Lambeth’s policy or supporting text.
2.8. Policy ED9 – Food and beverage uses are appropriate in town centre locations, and this policy
ED08
must strike the right balance between the needs of the resident and the needs of the business. In
too many cases local residents are able to successfully object to applications on the basis of a
prospective loss of amenity and there is insufficient requirement for them to demonstrate the
impact.

WeAreWaterloo 75/18

ED08

ED08

No change.

No change.

References have been strengthened in the
supporting text to the relevant Places and
Neighbourhoods policies.
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Policy ED8 – Evening Economy and Food and Drink Uses
U+I welcomes the continued support for the evening economy in LB Lambeth and agrees that
evening and food and drink uses should primarily be located in town centres and the CAZ frontage.
Evening economy and food and drink uses play an important role in re-animating underused high
streets, alongside development of cultural clusters (such as Newport Street’s growth as a
destination for arts and cultural uses) and complementing employment destinations.
U+I requests that Policy ED8 be expanded to acknowledge the substantial benefits of the evening
economy to the productivity and vibrancy of the CAZ in order to align with Draft London Plan Policy
SD4.E. The emerging policy states that “the unique concentration and diversity of cultural, arts,
entertainment, night-time economy and tourism functions should be promoted and enhanced”. This
policy direction is informed by the CAZ SPG (2016), which recognises the important contribution
London’s evening economy makes to London’s position as a major visitor destination (para 2.2.14).
Suggested revised wording of Policy ED8 is included at Appendix 1
Appendix 1: Amended Policy and Site Allocation Wording
The below sets out recommended revised wording for the relevant emerging plan policies:
• Bold text: New text inserted by Lichfields on behalf of U+I Group PLC.
• Strike-through: Deleted text.
In recognition of the significant benefits of the evening economy to the productivity and vibrancy
of both Lambeth’s town centres and the Central Activities Zone, Tthe Council wishes to support
the evening economy in these locations whilst making sure that any adverse impact on local
amenity is minimised…
196/220 e) Proposals for new public houses will be supported within Lambeth’s town centres
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The policy and supporting text
recognise the benefits and importance
of the evening economy.

No change.

ED09

Public houses are a town centre use
and the approach is therefore
consistent with the NPPF town centre
first principle. Microbreweries are a
B2 use rather than a public house and
would be considered under other
Local Plan policies.
Further information on marketing will
be provided in an update to the
council's Marketing Guidance.

No change.

The supporting text recognises the
role public houses play in providing
space for community groups.
The approach to uses in the West
Norwood Creative Business Cluster
(previously the West Norwood CEZ) is
set out in PN7 West Norwood/Tulse
Hill.
Support noted.

No change.

But nowhere else? Fit with micro-breweries policy?

196/221 and using an agreed realistic independent valuation of the premises

ED09

This is so complex. So much depends on whether tied, and the contract for supply of drink etc is
with a pubco. Rent could be doubled, for a free house. So much cheaper to purchase drinks on
open market (like half!)
196/222 o the role the public house plays in the provision of space for community groups to meet

ED09

A bit unfair given that this may be yet another attempt to keep pub viable.
196/223 Outside of town centres, appropriate A or D class

ED09

What about if in CEZ? B1 too?
149/11

Policy ED9 Public houses We support the continued protection given to public houses through this
policy, and welcome further revisions which enhance protection of Lambeth’s pubs such as the
extension of marketing requirements from 12 to 24 months alongside detailed guidance as to how
pubs should be marketed. This should help ensure there is more adequate demonstration that
pubs are genuinely surplus to requirements which will prevent unnecessary loss in line with
paragraph 92 of the NPPF (2018). As well as providing vital meeting spaces for local communities
and opportunities for people to come together, they can also be important venues for supporting
and facilitating cultural activities and the performing arts at a community and grass-roots level.

ED09

No change.

No change.

No change.
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Lambeth’s collection of fringe theatres includes some within pubs; The Royal Vauxhall Tavern, The
Bread and Roses, and the Landor Space.
Public Houses
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ED09

The policy is clear in the circumstances No change.
in which it will be apply and the tests
that will apply if a development
proposes the loss of a public house or
facilities associated with a public
house.

ED09

Further information on marketing will
be provided in an update to the
council's Marketing Guidance.

No change.

ED09

Change. Reference has been made to
using CAMRA's definition of a public
house which has been added to the
Local Plan glossary.

Amendments to policy to state:

It is noted that draft Policy ED9 (Public Houses) now includes a 24-month marketing requirement
and viability report for proposals for the change of use, redevelopment and/or demolition of a
public house, to establish if the Public house is economically viable. This should explicitly state that
where development proposals include the retention of the public house, this would not apply.
Furthermore, the policy should recognise the benefits that proposed extensions and
enhancements can deliver in relation to the viability of existing public houses.

Campaign for
Real Ale

348/1

Cllr Jackie
Meldrum

53/1

The policy sets out that there should be no loss of cellarage, staff accommodation or other features
within the curtilage of the public house which might render the public house use unviable.
However, it should be acknowledge within the policy that where it can be demonstrated that the
loss of these facilities would not result in any impact on the operation of the public house, this
would not apply.
I welcome the proposals to strengthen the pub protection policy, and in particular the lengthening
of the period during which pub use has to be marketed, and the need for evidence of non-viability.
I would go a bit further with the first, and also require evidence that the sale or rental price had
been reduced to a reasonable or fair level during the marketing period.
Policy ED9
Please provide the definition of a public house. Presumably bars & wine bars are not protected
under this policy?

Proposed Change

This policy applies to lawful public houses and sites
previously in lawful pub use, where the last lawful
use of the premises was a permitted A class use,
whether currently in use as a public house or
vacant not. The council will have regard to
CAMRA's definition of a public house when
applying this policy.
The following definition has been added to the
glossary:

Lambeth
Staying Healthy

225/4

We are aware that the pubs can serve as a hub for communities and generally support protecting
them when there is community support and it is in an area which is not heavily concentrated with
alcohol outlets

ED09

Support noted.

The licensed premises must be open to and
welcome the public without requiring membership
or residency, allow free entry (1), serve at least one
draught beer or cider (2), allow drinking without
requiring food to be consumed, have at least one
indoor area not laid out for meals, and permit
drinks to be purchased in person at a bar (3),
without relying on table service.’
1) Except when entertainment is provided on
limited occasions
2) Includes cask or keg beer or cider. References to
'cider' should be read as 'cider and perry'
3) Includes also a hatch or specific service point
No change.
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196/224 a) The council will seek positively to enhance the vitality and viability of its town centres by
refusing planning permission for Applications for A2 uses will not be supported where:
Must need rewriting – see below.
196/225 a) The council will seek positively to enhance the vitality and viability of its town centres by
refusing planning permission for Applications for A2 uses will not be supported where:
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ED10

The DRLLP text appears to have been
incorrectly struckthrough by the
respondent.

No change.

ED10

The DRLLP text appears to have been
incorrectly struckthrough by the
respondent.

No change.

ED10

ED10 states that the approach to A2
uses, betting shops and payday loan
shops in Waterloo, Brixton, Streatham
and West Norwood is set out in their
respective Places and Neighbourhoods
policies. PN7(b) states that no more
betting shops will be supported in the
town centre.
ED10 states that the approach to A2
uses, betting shops and payday loan
shops in Waterloo, Brixton, Streatham
and West Norwood is set out in their
respective Places and Neighbourhoods
policies. PN7(b) states that no more
betting shops will be supported in the
town centre.
Paragraph 6.77 states that 'overconcentrations of betting shops and
payday loan shops can also have both
direct and indirect impacts on health
and wellbeing.' See also Appendix 1 to
Evidence on A2 Uses, Betting Shops
and Payday Loan Shops in Lambeth.
The 400m consideration equates to a
walking time of around 10 minutes.
The Lambeth Local Plan 2015
successfully adopted this standard
walking distance in relation to its
restriction of hot food takeaway
shops.
Support noted. The council will
continue to engage with the London

No change.

i) this would lead to an over-concentration of such uses in the centre, defined as being 15 per cent
or more of total ground floor units or more than 2 in 5 consecutive premises; or
ii) it would lead to an increased perception or likelihood of reduced vitality and commercial viability
in the area;

Norwood
Action group et
al.

Err, no opening paragraph!
196/226 i) in district centres, other than West Norwood,
Why West Norwood excluded? This could bring back more to WN. Suspect its (sic) because WN
already has according to Lambeth 5 such premises ( in reality only 3). Remove reference to WN to
avoid inference betting shops can locate in town centre regardless and in event existing close.

Norwood
Action group et
al.

196/227 The approach to A2 uses, betting shops and payday loan shops in Waterloo, Brixton, Streatham and ED10
West Norwood

Norwood
Action group et
al.

196/229 Proposals for betting shops, in particular, are unlikely to receive favourable consideration if located ED10
near a predominantly residential area. In such locations noise, litter, general disturbance and the
generation of additional traffic, both vehicular and pedestrian, would be likely to give rise to
conditions which would have an adverse effect on amenity and cause inconvenience to neighbours.

Norwood
Action group et
al.

So is this different to above

Very overblown and fanciful. A convenience store is likely to have similar effects, a school or PoW.
More an issue about discouraging gambling for health/financial reasons.
196/230 When assessing whether a betting shop is likely to give rise to anti-social behaviour, disturbance to
local residents and town centre users and risk to the level of crime, consideration will be given to
whether the proposed betting shop is within walking distance of a public house. This equates to
400 metres measured on the basis of the shortest walking distance curtilage to curtilage.

ED10

What a linkage! If it were real, a 5 minute walk is too short.
LB Wandsworth

167/7

A2 uses/betting shops/payday loans: Introduce new policy to prevent concentrations and
clustering of betting shops and payday loan shops in town centres
The Council is in overall agreement with the identification of issues, particularly the negative

ED10

No change.

No change.

No change.

No change.
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Code

Waterloo
Community
Development
Group
Norwood
Action group et
al.

182/9

St John's
Church,
Waterloo
InStreatham
BID

202/23

Lambeth
Staying Healthy
Partnership
Board
Norwood
Action group et
al.

225/3

Norwood
Action group et
al.
Norwood
Action group et
al.

Representation Wording
effects on vitality and viability of identified town and local centres and the smaller parades. Your
updated evidence on these uses and how these uses can adversely affect public health is noted.
The policies do acknowledge impact on health and well-being and amenity of ‘neighbouring areas’
and officers would like to work jointly with you on this matter so that both the updated Lambeth
and Wandsworth Local Plans once adopted, will support each other in achieving a shared, desired
outcome.
Support revisions to:
• Policy ED10 A2 uses, betting shops and payday loan shops

196/228 Supporting text

Policy/
Annex

Officer Response

ED10

Support noted.

ED10

ED10

DRLLP PSV 2020 policy ED10 states
No change.
that the approach to A2 uses, betting
shops and payday loan shops in
Waterloo, Brixton, Streatham and
West Norwood is set out in their
respective Places and Neighbourhoods
policies. PN7(b) states that no more
betting shops will be supported in the
town centre. See Topic Paper 4: Town
Centres.
There are no powers through the
No change.
planning system to require levies on
rents from this type of use.
Support noted.
No change.

No justification for singling out WN

Proposed Change

Borough of Wandsworth as part of
Duty to Cooperate.

No change.

Page 142: Policy EC10: Betting shops and payday loan shops: We would welcome consideration of
a levy on the rents paid by betting shops and payday loan shops, similar to CIL, for the benefit of
local residents.
We agree that the number of betting shops, cashino's (sic) and loan shops needs to be reduced or
at least limited. The impact of these types of businesses is incredibly negative on the feel of the
high street and certainly in the primary shopping area any change of use to this should be rejected.
Town Centres We strongly support the Introduction of a new policy to prevent concentrations and
clustering of betting shops and payday loan shops in town centres.

ED10

ED10

Support noted.

No change.

196/232 However, the council can prevent the loss of retail (A1) shops to non-retail uses and seek to ensure
that local centres provide a good mix of appropriate A and D D1 class uses.

ED11

This is not a matter for planning
policy. The comment has been passed
on to the Council's Business, Culture
and Investment team for their
consideration.
Changes of use will be managed
through the development
management process taking into
account the requirements of Local
Plan policy ED11.
DRLLP PSV 2020 ED10 states that
betting shops will not be supported in
local centres where this would lead to
an over concentration defined as
being more than one betting shop per
centre. In turn, as betting shops are
no longer classified as an A2 use,
Lambeth could consider that they are

No change.

282/4

Worth noting the positive management by Dulwich Estate in this respect. Does the Council do
likewise?
196/233 Changes of use will be managed to promote a good quality retail offer within local centres and a
variety of local shops and services that meet local needs

ED11

How?
196/234 Nevertheless, the council would need to be satisfied that every effort has been made to let
premises for an active-frontage use (A class, excluding A5 uses in close proximity to schools, or D
D1 class or appropriate sui generis uses, as defined under Local Plan policy ED6 ED7) before
accepting the loss of units to other uses such as residential
So a betting shop better than resi?

ED11

No change.

No change.
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Norwood
Action group et
al.

196/235 by supporting the community and businesses to occupy empty premises, including on a temporary
basis

Norwood
Action group et
al.

196/236 proposals affecting ground floor shops should retain or provide a shop-front with a window display

Norwood
Action group et
al.

196/231 Policy ED11 Local centres and dispersed local shops

Norwood
Action group et
al.

196/237 a) Proposals for new off-street permanent, indoor or street markets, car boot sales and temporary
markets will be supported provided that:

Norwood
Action group et
al.

Hondo
Enterprises

Policy/
Annex
ED11

How? Is this a planning issue?

ED11

Even if the use is inappropriate for this?

ED11

All pointless with prior approval PD. Article 4?

Really? Unsustainable like drive through takeaway
196/238 iii) adequate provision is made for customers’ and traders’ parking

ED12

ED12

Surely there should be no parking additional to town centre?

150/13

WeAreWaterloo 75/19

Policy ED12 Markets We strongly support the continuation of Policy ED12, formally ED13,
‘proposals for new off-street permanent, indoor or street markets, car boot sales and temporary
markets will be supported’. As outlined above, Brixton has an international reputation based on its
markets and these should continue to be provided and supported where possible.
2.9. Policy ED12 – We are grateful to the Council for including protections for existing street
markets in the Local Plan. Recent experience has demonstrated however that the dialogue
between the Council, developers and in our case WeAreWaterloo as operators of Lower Marsh
Market is vital to understand the impact development, particularly during the construction phase,
can have. The impact is different from other businesses – dust, noise, vehicle movements and
access issues can easily close a market if not properly thought through. For this reason we would
request that developers are required to discuss and agree the following with market operators

Officer Response
not an appropriate sui generis use in
accordance with the policy.
The occupation and type of uses that
occupy units within town centres is a
planning issue. The NPPF states that
planning policies and decisions should
support the role that town centres
play at the heart of local communities,
by taking a positive approach to their
growth, management and adaptation.
Lambeth will support the community
and businesses by granting planning
permission for temporary uses where
the scheme accords with the policies
of the development plan.
This paragraph has been amended for
clarity.

Noted. The council will continue to
monitor the impact of permitted
development rights on town centres
and retail units which will inform
consideration of future Article 4
Directions.
The policy seeks to mitigate any
impacts that car boot sales may have.
Amend wording of policy in light of
comment.

ED12

Support noted.

ED12

Amend wording of policy in light of
comment.

Proposed Change

No change.

Amend wording of supporting text, paragraph
6.85:
With reference to Local Plan policy ED6,
proposals Proposals affecting ground floor shops
should retain or provide a shop-front with a
window display.
No change.

No change.

Amend wording of policy of part a):
iii) adequate provision is made for customers’ and
traders’ parking, deliveries and servicing, set-up
and storage of stalls, power supply and storage and
disposal of refuse; and
No change.

Include additional text to part b of the policy:
b) The council will seek to maintain, and support
the enhancement of, existing indoor and street
markets within the borough. Developments that
would adversely affect existing indoor or street
markets will not be supported. Where construction
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before submitting the application:
2.9.1. Construction management plan
2.9.2. Traffic movement and waste removal plan
2.9.3. Ground floor uses, access and servicing arrangements
We have some concern at part a. in relation to how the policy could compromise efforts to bring
the former Streatham Hill Theatre back to active community or cultural use by introducing
additional costs and obligations. The Council recently listed the building as an Asset of Community
Value. The proposed revisions to the policy introduce requirements; a Visitor Management Plan is
acceptable, but obligations to address public service provision and maintenance and for
improvements to the public realm on routes to and from transport nodes could render efforts to
restore the theatre unviable. Bringing the theatre back to use would have tremendous benefits for
the wider town centre and the cultural well-being of local people. We recognise the impact high
footfall venues can have on local residents but suggest such a policy is more appropriate when
focussed on areas of high concentration of these venues. We would suggest that additional
burdens on restoration efforts are counter-productive, and that a solution might be to remove
Streatham major town centre from the policy.

Theatres Trust

149/13

Norwood
Action group et
al.

196/239 a) Visitor attractions and major leisure and cultural activities located in the Central Activities Zone,
Vauxhall and Waterloo London Plan Opportunity Areas and Brixton and Streatham major town
centres will be supported
What about West Norwood with Culture and CEZ?

Theatres Trust

149/12

South Bank
Centre

152/24

Jubilee Gardens
Trust

192/7

Policy ED13 Visitor attractions, leisure, arts and cultural uses We welcome that this policy and in
particular part b. will be carried forward, and support the alteration of the title to refer to ‘cultural
uses’ rather than ‘culture’. We consider that this places greater emphasis on the need to support,
promote and protect physical facilities and buildings
such as theatres which contribute so much to Lambeth’s attractiveness as a place in which to live,
work, visit and invest.
c) Commercial development related to cultural facilities on the South Bank and in Waterloo will be
supported where it is associated with arts and cultural uses or is ancillary and complementary to
the arts and cultural uses and where it can be demonstrated that the commercial development:
i) it is essential to the development and/or the retention of arts and cultural facilities and
programming;
ii) it would not undermine the primary character and function of the South Bank as an arts and
cultural quarter; and
iii) any is an enabling development which supports and enhances the function and role of the arts
or cultural facility or programming that is proposing the development.
The Trust also notes in policy ED13 para c (p148) the criteria for commercial development
supporting arts and cultural activities and the further wording on this subject in para 6.83 (p149).
However, in the case of the de-designated part of Hungerford Car Park it should be noted that such
development should also be expected to support the management and maintenance of the Jubilee
Gardens extension.

Policy/
Annex

Officer Response

ED13

Policies have been subject to whole
plan viability testing. Site specific
issues will be considered in
accordance with the NPPF and PPG.
The PPG states: "Where up-to-date
policies have set out the contributions
expected from development, planning
applications that fully comply with
them should be assumed to be viable.
It is up to the applicant to
demonstrate whether particular
circumstances justify the need for a
viability assessment at the application
stage."
The focus of CEZs is to provide
workspace for creative and digital
industries rather than visitor
attractions, leisure, arts and cultural
uses. It should be noted that it is now
propsoed to designate a West
Norwood Creative Business Cluster
rather than a CEZ. The uses permitted
in the Creative Business Cluster is set
out in PN7 West Norwood/Tulse Hill.
Support noted.

No change.

ED13

A cross reference to Q4 has been
added. Supporting text to Q4 states
the council will encourage investment
in cultural programming and the
production of new work and events
that support, celebrate and reflect our
diverse communities.

Cross reference to Q4 added to supporting text.

ED13

The extension of Jubilee Gardens is
listed in the Infrastructure Delivery
Plan as a project to be delivered in the
first five years of the plan period; and
the requirement for increased

See PN1.

ED13

ED13

Proposed Change
of a development could adversely affect a street
market, applicants should assess this impact and
propose mitigation measures to ensure the street
market can continue to operate.

No change.

No change.
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London Parks &
Gardens Trust
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64/2

Policy ED13 Visitor attractions, leisure, arts and culture cultural uses
insert into Policy ED13(d) “and complete reinstatement.”
We wish to ensure that any damage to parks following an event is repaired and paid for by the
event organiser and not be a liability for the council.

Norwood
Action group et
al.

Policy/
Annex

ED13

196/240 6.81
ED13
An indicative charging benchmark as regards any monetary contributions is set out in Annex
10. Planning obligations will be sought to mitigate any negative impacts identified. Financial
contributions towards management and maintenance arrangements will be calculated in
accordance with the charging approach set out in Annex 10.
WeAreWaterloo 75/20
2.10. 6.82. We recognize that the designation of the South Bank/Bankside area as a Strategic
ED13
Cultural Area is made at Mayoral level. However, WeAreWaterloo would seek the Council’s support
to encourage a widening of this designation to include Lower Marsh and the Cut, given the wide
range of cultural uses between the South Bank and that location, including:
• Old Vic
• Young Vic
• Vaults
• Network Theatre
• Waterloo East Theatre
• Calder Theatre Bookshop
• 1901 Arts Club
• Old Cello Factory
• House of Vans
• 26 Leake Street

Officer Response
management and maintenance is
acknowledged. Planning obligations
on new development must meet the
statutory tests for their use (necessary
to make the development acceptable
in planning terms; directly related to
the development; and fairly and
reasonably related in scale and kind to
the development). References to the
role of the Jubilee Gardens Trust in
maintaining Jubilee Gardens have
been added to the introductory text to
policy PN1.
An amendment has been made to the
support text to require that open
space should be returned to previous
use and improvements made to the
quality of open space.

The DRLLP text appears to have been
incorrectly struckthrough by the
respondent.
Lower Marsh/The Cut/Leake Street is
proposed to be designated Special
Policy Area. This approach is been
agreed with the Mayor of London.
The approach to the Special Policy
Area is set out in PN1. The South Bank
and Waterloo neighbourhood plan
policy P15 supports cultural uses in
units adjoining Leake Street and under
Waterloo station.

Proposed Change

Amendment to ED13e) to read:
Temporary use of vacant commercial premises,
open space and public realm for performance and
creative work will be supported, subject to the
nature of the proposed activity and the
requirements of other policies. Open space will be
expected to be returned to its previous use and
improvements made to the quality of the open
space.
No change.

No change.

We make this request because many of these uses – and particularly those under Waterloo Station
- are vulnerable to particular pressures from which planning policy can protect them. We would
welcome dialogue with the council on this issue.
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Cllr Jon Davies

Rep
Code
18/8

Theatres Trust

149/1

The Theatres Trust is the national advisory public body for theatres. We were established through
the Theatres Trust Act 1976 'to promote the better protection of theatres' and provide statutory
planning advice on theatre buildings and theatre use in England through The Town and Country
Planning (Development Management Procedure) (England) Order 2015, requiring the Trust to be
consulted by local authorities on planning applications which include 'development involving any
land on which there is a theatre'.

South Bank
Centre

152/10

South Bank
Centre

152/23

Sport England

156/3

St John's
Church,
Waterloo

202/24

BFI

43/5

ED13
Visitor Attractions
Add Cinema Museum

Lambeth is home to a number of theatres of various scales, as well as other arts, cultural and
performance venues. This includes internationally renowned theatres such as National Theatre, the
Grade I listed Southbank Centre and the Grade II* listed Old Vic; an active fringe theatre
community including the Clapham Omnibus, Above the Stag and Waterloo East; the former
Streatham Hill Theatre which is on the Trust’s ‘Theatres at Risk’ list; notable music and
performance venues such as Royal Festival Hall and Brixton Academy; and many more besides.
Therefore the Trust has a significant interest in the new Local Plan.
Policy ED13 (Visitor attractions, leisure, arts and cultural uses) - Southbank Centre support the
retention of Policy ED13 and have suggested amendments which provide support the arts and
cultural programming at the South Bank, in addition to the facilities;
Policy ED13 – Visitor attractions, leisure, arts and cultural uses Southbank Centre support the
retention of Policy ED13 and suggest the following changes to refine the policy and allow it to be
more effective in its objective. Importantly, it is considered that the policy should support the arts
and cultural programming at the South Bank, in addition to the facilities.
Policy ED13 Sport England supports the Council’s intention to resist the loss of existing leisure uses
(including its leisure centres).
Page 148: Policy ED13: The South Bank is already under huge pressure from footfall. We
experience at St John’s the challenges related to high footfall in terms of maintenance and
management of our churchyard. Very careful consideration should be given to whether more
visitor attractions in this area are viable or whether attention should be given to attracting higherquality and higher-value visitor attractions alongside those already here.
Cultural Uses
Policy ED13 states that the Council seeks to promote, safeguard and improve leisure, recreation,
arts and cultural facilities especially in the Waterloo Opportunity Area and in town centres. Major
cultural facilities will be supported. Reference is made to the need for visitor management plans to
deal with high volumes of visitors, and planning obligations will be required to address additional
public service provision and maintenance.
Part c) states that commercial development related to cultural facilities on the South Bank and in
Waterloo will be supported where it is associated with arts and cultural uses or is ancillary and
complementary to the arts and cultural uses. It is necessary to demonstrate that:
· It is essential to the development and or retention of the arts and cultural facilities
· it would not undermine the primary character and function of the South Bank as an arts and
cultural quarter; and
· any enabling development supports and enhances the function and role of the arts or cultural
facility that is proposing the development.
BFI Comments:

Policy/
Annex
ED13

Officer Response

Proposed Change
No change.

ED13

The policy does not make reference to
specific facilities/venues. The Cinema
Museum will be included in the
evidence base on cultural facilities in
Lambeth.
Comment noted.

ED13

Support noted.

No change.

ED13

Support noted. A cross reference to
Q4 has been added which considers
arts and cultural programming in
paragraph 6.81 (now 6.91).

Penultimate sentence in paragraph 6.91 has been
added to read:

ED13

Support noted.

ED13

Planning obligations will be sought to
mitigate any negative impacts
identified as a result of visitor
attractions, including management
and maintenance arrangements.
The policy supports proposals for
cultural uses. See also ED2 which sets
out the council's policy approach for
affordable workspace and the focus
on creative and digital industries. The
South Bank is designated as part of
the Strategic Cultural Area - see PN1.
See PN3 for the council's approach to
Creative Enterprise Zones.

ED13

No change.

Proposals for arts and cultural programming will be
considered against Local Plan policy Q4
No change.
No change.

No change.
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79/7
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Policy/
Annex

Whilst the adopted Lambeth Local Plan supports the South Bank as an international centre for
culture and arts, by “supporting the development of arts and cultural facilities, associated and
supporting uses as well as improvements to the public realm and visitor related facilities”, it is
considered that the Local Plan could go further in including positive proposals and policies aimed
at securing opportunities for culture and creative industries within multi use developments and
as stand-alone projects. Such policies would re-emphasise the contribution of this sector to the
economy of Lambeth and to its role as a tourist destination and centre for local creative
industries and attractions, as now fully recognised in the emerging new London Plan.
For the first time the emerging new London Plan seeks to prioritise the contribution of culture
into the capital. The emerging new London Plan emphasises the need for London Boroughs to
positively plan for culture and creative industries and sets out key policies which include
encouraging the designation of Creative Enterprise Zones, Cultural Quarters and the
development of a Cultural Infrastructure Plan. BFI supports such an approach as a positive
intervention in seeking to create opportunities for the development of this important sector. The
new Lambeth Local Plan should consider positive policies reflecting the approach of the
emerging new London Plan in this respect.
Policy ED13: Visitor attractions, leisure, arts and cultural uses
ED13
U+I supports the overarching principle of Policy ED13 that seeks to promote, safeguard and
improve leisure, recreation, arts and cultural facilities and agrees that such uses should be directed
towards the CAZ, Vauxhall and Waterloo Opportunity Areas and town centres. This is in line with
the Mayor’s emerging Draft Culture Strategy (March 2018) which seeks to prioritise culture and the
creative industries across London and includes a commitment to supporting the delivery of the
new London Fire Brigade Museum (Policy 3). U+I notes that proposed minor revisions to the
supporting text specify that planning obligations will be sought to address any additional public
service provision and maintenance required as a result of a development. Whilst U+I acknowledges
the principle of contributions towards public service provision to ensure that new visitor
attractions, leisure, arts and cultural uses do not result in additional maintenance and public
service requirements. However, it objects to the suggested approach set out within annex 10 which
identifies that the contributions will be “based on impact in relation to 1% of turnover, or another
sum agreed.” Instead, we consider that impact should be considered and assessed on a site by site
basis and with contributions only being sought where the Council can demonstrate that there will
otherwise be an adverse impact on public service provision and maintenance. This approach will
ensure that requirements are not onerous or undermine development viability. It would also then
be in accordance with the Draft London Plan, which states that boroughs should consider
circumstances in which it may be acceptable to review development viability on a site-specific basis
when forming policies related to planning obligations (para 11.1.4). (Appendix)
Appendix 1: Amended Policy and Site Allocation Wording
The below sets out recommended revised wording for the relevant emerging plan policies:
• Bold text: New text inserted by Lichfields on behalf of U+I Group PLC.
• Strike-through: Deleted text.
Policy ED13 Visitor attractions, leisure, arts and cultural uses
…
a Visitor attractions and major leisure and cultural activities located in the Central Activities Zone,
Vauxhall and Waterloo London Plan Opportunity Areas and Brixton and Streatham major town
centres will be supported. Proposals should demonstrate in a visitor management plan how the
potential impacts of high volumes of visitors would be managed, including appropriate provision
for short term coach parking and, if appropriate, long term coach parking on site. Planning
obligations will be sought where there is a direct adverse impact on to address any additional
public service provision and maintenance required as a result of the development and will be

Officer Response

Proposed Change

No change. Policies have been subject
to whole plan viability testing. Site
specific issues will be considered in
accordance with the NPPF and PPG.
The PPG states: "Where up-to-date
policies have set out the contributions
expected from development, planning
applications that fully comply with
them should be assumed to be viable.
It is up to the applicant to
demonstrate whether particular
circumstances justify the need for a
viability assessment at the application
stage."

No change.
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Cllr Kevin Craig

185/13

London Hotel
Group

62/7

London Hotel
Group

62/8

Representation Wording
assessed on a site by site basis in accordance with the approach set out in Annex 10. Planning
obligations may also be sought for include improvements to the public realm, especially on routes
to and from public transport nodes.
In considering the planning obligations to be sought, the Council will take into account:
i The specific circumstances of individual sites, including development viability; and
ii The characteristics of the area, including existing public service provision.
also note in policy ED13 para c (p148) the criteria for commercial development supporting arts and
cultural activities and the further wording on this subject in para 6.83 (p149). However, in the case
of the de-designated part of Hungerford Car Park it should be noted that such development should
also be expected to support the management and maintenance of the Jubilee Gardens extension.

e) New visitor accommodation should be of high quality design so that it may be accredited by
the National Quality Assessment Scheme.

Policy/
Annex

Officer Response

ED13

The extension of Jubilee Gardens is
See PN1.
listed in the Infrastructure Delivery
Plan as a project to be delivered in the
first five years of the plan period; and
the requirement for increased
management and maintenance is
acknowledged. Planning obligations
on new development must meet the
statutory tests for their use (necessary
to make the development acceptable
in planning terms; directly related to
the development; and fairly and
reasonably related in scale and kind to
the development). References to the
role of the Jubilee Gardens Trust in
maintaining Jubilee Gardens have
been added to the introductory text to
policy PN1.
Comment noted.
No change.

ED14

3.16 We have no comment on this requirement.
f) Hotel bedrooms should be designed to ensure they all benefit from natural daylight.
ED14
3.17 The insistence that all hotel bedrooms should be designed to ensure they benefit from natural
light is not evidenced and is not a positive, justified or effective approach. Furthermore, it would
artificially limit visitor accommodation, contrary to the principles of sustainable development as set
out in the NPPF (2018).
3.18 Our client, like many other hotel owners and operators throughout London, operate some
hotel rooms that do not benefit from natural light and expect to continue to promote such
accommodation in the borough and elsewhere in the London. This includes basement
accommodation. We have attached at Appendix 1 some photographs of such accommodation.
There are many measures which can be incorporated into the room design of windowless and
subterranean guestrooms to ensure a high quality of accommodation, including the proposed use
of mechanical ventilation, and innovative artificial lighting schemes.
3.19 The evidence to support a ban on hotel rooms without natural light is non-existent. Topic
Paper 2 states in paragraph 5.10 that ‘New visitor accommodation is often developed on
prominent sites in the borough. It is therefore particularly important for visitor accommodation to
make a positive contribution to the townscape and to ensure that all hotel bedrooms benefit from
natural daylight.’ There is no connection between making a contribution to townscape and
ensuring hotel bedrooms have natural light. For the most part, those bedrooms without natural
light will either be internal or at basement level and thus would have no impact on townscape
whatsoever.
3.20 As a point of principle, without evidence to the contrary, we can see no legitimate planning

The policy has been amended to
remove the requirement for all hotel
rooms to benefit from natural
daylight.

Proposed Change

Clause f) has been deleted from ED14 of the Draft
Revised Lambeth Local Plan Proposed Submission
Version.
Instead, ED14i) states:
All new visitor accommodation should make a
positive contribution to townscape, should be of a
high quality design and be designed to meet
relevant quality standards so that it may be
accredited by the National Quality Assessment
Scheme.
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London Hotel
Group

London Hotel
Group

Rep
Code

62/9

62/10

Representation Wording
reasons why a hotel rooms without light should be precluded in the manner proposed by the
Council. For example, we have attached an appeal decision at Appendix 2 and the Inspector stated
at paragraph 19 stated “Visitors to London have a wide choice of hotel accommodation. Perhaps
some would choose not to sleep in an underground room. However, others may well decide that
the benefits of a highly accessible location, close to numerous visitor attractions, would outweigh
the absence of a window. I can see no land use planning reason why that choice should be
precluded.”
3.21 The key issue highlighted by the Inspector is that there is no good land use planning reason to
prevent hotel rooms without natural light. Indeed, our client has also secured a series of
permissions across London that include subterranean hotel rooms, often without natural light. The
following hotels are operational:
§ Valiant House, 365 High Road, Wembley in LB Brent
§ Queens Hotel, 122 Church Road in LB Croydon
3.22 The planning documents for the following hotels explain demonstrate permission being
granted for hotels with windowless rooms:
§ 585 - 603 London Road in LB Croydon (LPA Ref: 16/05526/FUL); planning permission and
committee report attached at Appendix 3.
§ 1 – 11 Elm Road, Wembley in LB Brent (LPA Ref: 18/1592): planning permission and committee
report attached at Appendix 4.
3.23 In addition, we note the proposed Premier Inn in Victoria (including the Hub concept) benefits
from approximately 90 windowless rooms. We have attached the committee report Westminster
at Appendix 5 which states ‘The concept is to provide affordable, high quality accommodation and
achieve a feeling of comfort within a limited floor area. The hotel bedrooms are of a compact size
with approximately half of rooms without windows.’
3.24 There is no evidence or justification for Lambeth to adopt such a highly restrictive alternative
approach and would appear out of step with other London boroughs. High demand for visitor
accommodation in London, as well as the constraints to achieve this in central and urban locations,
means hotel operators have identified subterranean accommodation as the most effective means
to respond to high demand. Examples of open hotels include the following:
§ Z Hotel, Victoria - www.thezhotels.com
§ Easy Hotel, Old Street - https://www.easyhotel.com/hotels/united-kingdom/london/101870
§ Point A Hotel, Kings Cross St Pancras - www.pointahotels.com
§ Britannia International Hotel Canary Wharf - www.britanniahotels.com
§ Best Western Plus Vauxhall Hotel - http://www.vauxhallhotel.co.uk/
3.25 Overall, the insistence that all hotel rooms benefit from natural light is an onerous
requirement not supported by any objective evidence, thus is not justified or effective. Therefore,
this requirement ought to be deleted.
g) Proposals to extend existing visitor accommodation will only be supported in the locations set
out above subject to the other requirements of this policy being met.
3.26 For the reasons explained above, we consider the locational limits set out on visitor
accommodation are not sound. Accordingly, this element of the policy is redundant and not
necessary.
h) Proposals for new or extended visitor accommodation should include an assessment of impact
on neighbouring residential amenity, including cumulative impact taking account of existing
hotels nearby. Where necessary, measures to mitigate harm to residential amenity will be
secured through planning obligations.
3.27 Residential amenity is protected through Policy Q2 of the Lambeth Local Plan. We do not
disagree with the requirement to assess the impact on residential amenity from a planning
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ED14

See Topic Paper 5: Visitor
accommodation for further
justification of the policy approach.

No change.

ED14

The approach ensures that any
mitigation measures are informed by
an assessment of the impact on
neighbouring residential amenity,
including the cumulative impact of
hotels in the nearby area.

No change.
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application for a hotel, much like the same would be expected for any other land use.
3.28 However, any approach that insists on considering the cumulative impact of each new hotel
has numerous practical challenges. It would be impossible for a planning application for one hotel
to mitigate the impact of another hotel, particularly if the existing hotel was causing a much
greater impact on amenity. Therefore, any consideration of the impact on residential amenity
ought to be focused only on an application proposal.
i) Proposals for new or extended visitor accommodation should include a visitor management
plan that assesses the impact of additional visitor numbers on the local area and sets out how
this impact will be managed. Planning obligations will be sought to mitigate any negative
impacts, including increased demand on local transport facilities and on public services to
manage and maintain the public realm. Financial contributions towards management and
maintenance will be calculated in accordance with the charging approach set out in Annex 10.
3.29 We have no comment on this requirement.
j) Where it is demonstrated, through at least one year’s marketing evidence, that there is no
longer demand for existing visitor accommodation, change of use will be supported subject to
the requirements of other development plan policies.
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ED14

Comment noted.

No change.

ED14

Comment noted.

No change.

The policy approach has been revised
to no longer include a cap on hotel
rooms in Vauxhall. The justification for
the policy approach is set out in Topic
Paper 5: Visitor accommodation.

See ED14b for the revised approach to visitor
accommodation in Vauxhall.

The policy approach has been revised
to no longer include a cap on hotel
rooms in Vauxhall. The justification for
the policy approach is set out in Topic
Paper 5: Visitor accommodation.

See ED14b for the revised approach to visitor
accommodation in Vauxhall.

3.30 We have no comment on this requirement.
We object, however, to the policy cap restricting hotel growth beyond 1,282 net additional bed
ED14
spaces between 2019/20 and 2034/35. Although paragraph 6.85 sets out that LBL has a healthy
pipeline of bed spaces to be delivered, there is a significant local and strategic need for tourist
accommodation. Draft London Plan paragraph 6.10.2 estimates that London will need to build an
additional 58,000 bedrooms of serviced accommodation by 2041, equating to an annual average of
2,230, and paragraph 6.10.3 states that boroughs in the CAZ are encouraged to direct strategicallysignificant serviced accommodation (defined as more than 20,000 sqm in the CAZ) towards the CAZ
Opportunity Areas with smaller-scale provision in other commercial core areas of the CAZ.
Lambeth’s 2017/2018 Hotels and Other Visitor Accommodation Annual Monitoring report
recognises that GLA Working Paper 58 sets out indicative demand estimates at borough level, and
that the estimate for Lambeth is up to 2,000 net additional serviced rooms between 2015 and 2036
(GLA Working Paper 2013, table S2-2). Table 6 of the AMR sets out 1,009 rooms have been
completed between April 2015 and March 2018 and a further 909 rooms comprise the
development pipeline for serviced accommodation coming forward. This shows a moderate
shortfall (-82) against the GLA working paper target, but nonetheless indicates that further serviced
accommodation is necessary. In 2017 the GLA published Working Paper 88 relating to visitor
accommodation to inform the draft London Plan, which concludes that London will need to add an
additional 58,140 rooms to the services accommodation supply by 2041. Consequentially, the need
for each borough is increasing, including a total change in net room demand in Lambeth of 3,051,
as set out Working Paper 88 (2017). VCI’s proposed development at Vauxhall Cross will provide a
strategic-level hotel in the VNEB Opportunity Area and will make a significant contribution to
London’s and LBL’s provision of serviced accommodation.
3 Detailed representations on policy ED14
ED14
3.1 In this Section, we have reviewed each component of policy ED14 and our representations are
set out below. The text of the draft policy is emboldened (with deleted elements of the previous
policy removed). Our comments are set out below each policy extract.
a) In accordance with London Plan policy E10, strategically-significant serviced visitor
accommodation (C1) will be supported in the Vauxhall Opportunity Area, and smaller scale
provision will be supported in those parts of Vauxhall outside the Opportunity Area but within
the Central Activities Zone, so long as the proposal would not:
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i) result in the intensification of the provision of serviced accommodation;
ii) result in the loss of office space;
iii) be located in a wholly residential street or predominantly residential neighbourhood; and
iv) result in provision of more than 1282 net additional serviced bedspaces between 2019/20 and
2034/35.
3.2 In our view, this policy does not reflect policy E10 of the emerging London Plan, and is also
inconsistent with the NPPF (2018).
3.3 At (i) the caveat that the proposal would not result in the intensification of the provision of
serviced accommodation is not consistent with draft policy E10 of the emerging London Plan (with
minor suggested changes). The policy itself only states that intensification should be resisted in
circumstances where the proposal ‘compromises local amenity or the balance of local land uses.’
Subject to satisfying such tests, the intensification of hotel would be acceptable and there is no
justification to include such a blanket restriction.
3.4 At (ii) the caveat that the proposal would not result in the loss of office space is also
inconsistent with draft policy E10, which concerns the impact on ‘office space and other strategic
functions’ rather than its loss. Indeed, the loss of office space would be a matter to be considered
separately under draft Policy ED1c of the Lambeth Local Plan and therefore having a blanket
restriction is neither justified or effective in the circumstances.
3.5 At (iii), whilst it is appreciated the language is consistent with the current version of policy E10,
we are concerned at the practical implications, in particular for smaller hotels which are more likely
to be attracted to areas of the CAZ with residential characteristics and are unlikely to cause any
impact on amenity. There is also the question of how an area of ‘predominantly residential
character’ measured or judged, particularly in areas where there are surrounding mixed uses.
3.6 In respect of (iv), it appears that the figure of 1,282 hotel room cap is effectively the balance
between what has been built and in the pipeline since 2015 and the overall demand figure for
Lambeth (although our calculations was that this was slightly different at 1,133, albeit this might be
due to dates of data). Either way, this approach would be wholly inconsistent with the NPPF (2018)
and would introduce an artificial barrier to the delivery of economic growth in the borough.
3.7 As we have explained at Section 2, the GLA’s demand figures should be treated with a degree
of caution. Notwithstanding this point, (iv) is essentially introducing a needs test for hotels in the
CAZ. Need has not been a national planning policy test for main town centre uses in development
management decisions for almost 10 years. This was because of its recognised failing that it
presented a barrier to the entry of local markets from new operators, thus restricting competition.
Introducing a cap on hotel accommodation in this manner is not effective, justified nor consistent
with national policy.
It is acknowledged that new hotel provision is to be supported in Opportunity Areas through Policy ED14
ED14 (a),
Objection is raised to part iii, which prevents hotel development in residential areas. It is
ED14
considered that wellmanaged hotels and well-managed residential uses can sit side-by-side
successfully and have done so within Lambeth for several years. Premier Inn Clapham is testament
to this.
The representation specifically concerns draft Policy ED14 Hotels and other visitor accommodation. ED14
The draft policy supports visitor accommodation within the CAZ and, more specifically,
strategically-significant visitor accommodation (in excess of 20,000 sqm) within both the Vauxhall
OA and the CAZ. The suggestion is that smaller scale accommodation may also be located outside
the CAZ in major and district town centres that are well served by public transport. With a freeze
on all new hotels in Waterloo, the only location in the Borough suitable of accommodating
strategically-significant visitor accommodation is therefore Vauxhall. Vauxhall is a location well
served by public transport and is within sufficient proximity of central London to be attractive to
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Comment noted.

No change.

This approach is consistent with Draft
London Plan policy E10 F.

No change.

The policy approach has been revised
to no longer include a cap on hotel
rooms in Vauxhall. The justification for
the policy approach is set out in Topic
Paper 5: Visitor accommodation.

See ED14b for the revised approach to visitor
accommodation in Vauxhall.
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both tourist and business visitors. The principle of locating large hotel development to Vauxhall is
therefore supported. A cap in Vauxhall of 1,282 net additional serviced bed spaces during 20192035 is proposed by the draft plan. The supporting text to draft Policy ED14 states that annual
reports will be published by the Council to monitor
delivery against this figure. We note that the evidence base to the Draft Plan includes:
· Topic Paper 2 – Hotels and other visitor accommodation October 2018;
· Hotels and Other Visitor Accommodation 2017/18; and
· GLAECONOMICS Working Paper 88 April 2017.
The Topic Paper cites the London wide need for 58,000 bedrooms of serviced visitor
accommodation 20152041. It does not, however, cite the identified need specifically identified for the Borough of 3,051
net
additional rooms within the 2017 GLA Working Paper. Strangely, the Council’s Hotels and Other
Visitor
Accommodation 2017/18 document refers to an earlier GLA Working Paper (Paper 58) from 2013,
which
identified a need in Lambeth for 2,000 net additional rooms 2015-2036.
We appreciate that the Working Papers cover slightly different time periods, however, within the
additional 5
years Working Paper 88 identifies a need for over 1,000 additional rooms.
The Council’s Topic Paper does not appear to provide any justification for the proposed cap figure
of 1,282.
The reduction from 2,000 rooms does not appear to relate to the number of completions. It
therefore appears
that the cap of 1,282 rooms has been derived from an outdated needs assessment, cannot be
substantiated
and should be updated to reflect Working Paper 88.
The imposition of a cap figure is in itself flawed and cannot be substantiated by either published
evidence or
need itself. The risk of imposing this cap is that increased need within the plan period will be
resisted within
Vauxhall, which is best placed to accommodate development of this scale, or operators will choose
to locate
outside the Borough, which is not in the interest of Lambeth’s economy. The draft Policy
(paragraph 6.85) also
seeks to take into account anticipated pipeline rather than actual completions. There is a huge
discrepancy
between the number of approved visitor rooms and the number of visitor rooms actually under
construction.
If a cap is to be set then it should only be based on the latter as the former is unreliable.
We propose that new strategically-significant visitor accommodation should be encouraged within
the CAZ
and opportunity areas in accordance with emerging London Plan Policy E10. We also propose that
the tests
set out within Policy E10 and draft Local Plan Policy ED14 should be applied on a site by site basis
to
determine whether such visitor accommodation is appropriate in that location. Namely, to avoid
the
intensification of serviced accommodation where this compromises local amenity or the balance of
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Proposed Change

ED14

The policy approach has been revised
to no longer include a cap on hotel
rooms in Vauxhall. The justification for
the policy approach is set out in Topic
Paper 5: Visitor accommodation.

See ED14b for the revised approach to visitor
accommodation in Vauxhall.

We therefore request that the proposed cap on additional hotel bedspaces in Policy ED14 is
removed.
196/241 iv) result in provision of more than 1282 net additional serviced bedspaces between 2019/20 and
2034/35.
Seems modest.

ED14

See ED14b for the revised approach to visitor
accommodation in Vauxhall.

176/5

ED14

The policy approach has been revised
to no longer include a cap on hotel
rooms in Vauxhall. The justification for
the policy approach is set out in Topic
Paper 5: Visitor accommodation.
See Topic Paper 5: Visitor
accommodation for further
justification of the policy approach to
visitor accommodation in Waterloo

179/2

Representation Wording
local land
uses. This is a more appropriate way to determine the acceptability of additional accommodation
rather than
the imposition of a random and inflexible cap.
To include the unsubstantiated cap figure within the wording of the policy and for this to remain
during the
entire plan period would prejudice the ability of the plan to adapt to changing need and to support
the
evolving needs of London’s visitor economy at a time where projections suggest this will continue
to
experience significant growth.
If there is to be a cap figure for Vauxhall, we suggest that this should be removed from the wording
of the
policy and reviewed as part of the proposed annual monitoring report. The assessment of new
strategically
significant visitor accommodation within Vauxhall can therefore be assessed against the
appropriate locational
criteria (to determine whether it constitutes intensification or impacts upon residential amenity)
and an up to
date assessment of need and delivery.
We strongly suggest that paragraph a) iv) of Policy ED14 is deleted.
Hotels
Policy ED14 relates to hotels and other visitor accommodation, and supports ‘strategically
significant serviced visitor accommodation’ in the Vauxhall Opportunity Area. The policy then
continues that proposals should not result in the intensification of the provision of serviced
accommodation, and should not result in the provision of more than 1,282 net additional serviced
bedspaces between 2019/20 and 2034/35.
Para. 6.85 clarifies that in Vauxhall, the policy cap on net additional serviced bedspaces is based on
the current anticipated pipeline of net additional serviced bedspaces expected to be delivered
between 2019/20 and 2034/35, and that the Council will publish annual reports on the approval
and completion of net additional bedspaces in Vauxhall to monitor delivery against this figure.
On the basis that Vauxhall is identified as an appropriate area for hotel development, we do not
consider that the proposed cap on bedspaces should be imposed. The cap potentially stifles future
investment in this important growth area and is not justified or necessary.

Norwood
Action group et
al.
Gold Diamond
D County Hall
2013 Ltd

However, the Hotel consider that the Councils approach to new visitor accommodation in the
Waterloo area is not appropriate. Specifically, the policy approach to New Visitor accommodation
within the waterloo area is set out within Parts (b) and (g) of Policy ED14:
b) No additional visitor accommodation will be supported in Waterloo within the boundary of the

No change.
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Whitbread Plc
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b) No additional visitor accommodation will be supported in Waterloo within the boundary of
ED14
the Central Activities Zone.
3.8 In our view, introducing a blanket ban on hotels in the Waterloo CAZ boundary would introduce
a wholly inappropriate barrier to the market and would constrain economic growth. Inevitably in
areas of tourist activity near to transport hubs, there will be demand for hotel accommodation and
any proposals for additional hotels should be judged on their own merits taking into account the
specific policy requirements of the site.
3.9 The justification given for this ban is explained within Topic Paper 2 at paragraph 5.4. The
primary concern appears to be the concentration of hotels in the pipeline in the area, and the
Council state that ‘Respondents to the Issues consultation suggested that the character of
Waterloo, particularly on Lower Marsh, is changing due to the concentration of hotels in this area
and is negatively impacting on local services for residents’. This is a rather limited evidence base on
which to justify such a wholesale ban on new hotels.
3.10 The Council also seek to justify their position by reference to draft Policy E10 which states that
‘intensification of the provision of serviced accommodation should be resisted where this
compromises local amenity or the balance of local land uses’.
However, this draft policy does not help the Council justify its policy position. The key issue is that
draft policy E10 would also be used for decision making and does not preclude hotels in the CAZ
unless they compromise local amenity or the balance of land uses. In our view, a judgement on
whether this requirement is satisfied can only be reached on a site by site basis.
3.11 Furthermore, when interpreting the policy E10 and the balance of land uses test, paragraph
6.10.3 of the draft London Plan states ‘Concentrations of serviced accommodation within parts of
the CAZ that might constrain other important strategic activities and land uses (for example offices
and other commercial, cultural and leisure uses) or erode the mixed-use character of an area
should be avoided.’ In our view, the Council’s evidence falls well short of justifying that the
concerns expressed would constrain important strategic activities and land uses to such an extent
that all new hotels should be banned from the Waterloo CAZ area.
3.12 Therefore, simply because there is a strong pipeline of hotels in the Waterloo area is not a
justified reason to resist further hotels, particularly if they introduce choice to the market and
create economic growth.
Objection is raised to preventing the development of visitor accommodation within Waterloo.
ED14
Policy ED14 (b) is unduly restrictive in focusing on the intensification of Vauxhall and Town Centre
sites within Lambeth, without regard for Waterloo and the South Bank area. South Bank (including
Waterloo) contributes over £3.9bn GVA per year to London’s economy and welcomes over 30
million visitors4. Waterloo is also the UK’s busiest station. As such, any restriction upon hotel
development within Waterloo could impede upon the future socio-economic development of the
area, particularly given that forecasts predict increasing visitor numbers and over 20,000 new jobs
for the area in the coming years.

Central Activities Zone.
Specifically, the policy approach to New Visitor accommodation within the waterloo area is set out
within Parts (b) and (g) of Policy ED14:
(g) Proposals to extend existing visitor accommodation will only be supported in the locations set
out above subject to the other requirements of this policy being met.

Policy/
Annex

Officer Response
which is consistent with the London
Plan which states that the
intensification of the provision of
serviced accommodation should be
resisted where this compromises local
amenity or the balance of local land
uses.
See Topic Paper 5: Visitor
accommodation for further
justification of the policy approach to
visitor accommodation in Waterloo
which is consistent with the London
Plan which states that the
intensification of the provision of
serviced accommodation should be
resisted where this compromises local
amenity or the balance of local land
uses.

See Topic Paper 5: Visitor
accommodation for further
justification of the policy approach to
visitor accommodation in Waterloo
which is consistent with the London
Plan which states that the
intensification of the provision of
serviced accommodation should be
resisted where this compromises local
amenity or the balance of local land
uses.
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No change.

No change.
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Additional text has been introduced to policy ED14 (Hotels and other visitor accommodation)
stating that no additional visitor accommodation will be supported in Waterloo within the
boundary of the CAZ. The supporting text states that this is due to the existing numbers and
concentrations of hotels in Waterloo. We suggest that this should be subject to a demand study as
the requirement may change during the demand period; the introduction of a demand study as a
policy requirement would allow greater flexibility, particularly give the London Plan targets for
visitor accommodation within the CAZ.

Norwood
Action group et
al.

196/242 c) Other visitor accommodation (C1) should be located in major and district town centres

Whitbread Plc
London Hotel
Group

120/15
62/5

So TH Hotel would not have been be supported as not in town centre! May be better to relate to
good transport location? Boutique or small hotels. Need to refer to Air BNB and 90 day rule on
lettings. Position on B&B proper? Mentioned later but should be here?
Support is expressed in respect of Policy ED14 c)
c) Other visitor accommodation (C1) should be located in major and district town centres where
they are well connected by public transport. In these locations visitor accommodation should be
of an appropriate scale, make a positive contribution to townscape and should not unacceptably
harm the balance and mix of uses in the area, including services for the local residential
community. Visitor accommodation outside town centres will not be supported.
3.13 This requirement of the policy is entirely inconsistent with the NPPF (2018), is not in
conformity with the London Plan (either draft or emerging) and is also inconsistent with the
remainder of the draft Lambeth Local Plan. Our concerns are set out below.
§ Firstly, the text of the policy appears to suggest that support will only be given to visitor
accommodation in major and district town centres where they are well connected by public
transport. If the centres are not well connected by public transport (which is likely to be a
subjective test in itself), the support is not forthcoming in the policy. We cannot see how that is a
justified or effective approach.
§ Secondly, there is no justification to limit any support to major and district centres only and
exclude local centres. Annex 2 of the NPPF states that references to town centres would also
include local centres but not centres of a purely neighbourhood significance. There is no evidence
to support a position that visitor accommodation should be directed to higher order centres only
such as major or district centres and to ignore local centres.
§ Thirdly, there is a suggestion that visitor accommodation should be of an appropriate scale. Scale
has not been a national policy test for main town centre uses since 2009. Re-introducing the scale
test for a specific main town centre use is not justified and there is no evidence that supports such
a proposition.
§ Fourthly, there is a complete failure to recognise the sequential test in decision making by stating
that ‘Visitor accommodation outside town centres will not be supported’. NPPF (2018) allows for
the development of main town centre uses (including visitor accommodation such as hotels)
outside of town centres if a sequential test is applied and sequentially superior suitable sites are
not available (or expected to become available within a reasonable period). Indeed, policy ED7d of
the draft Lambeth Local Plan sets out a sequential test for main town centre uses.
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Proposed Change

See Topic Paper 5: Visitor
accommodation for further
justification of the policy approach to
visitor accommodation in Waterloo
which is consistent with the London
Plan which states that the
intensification of the provision of
serviced accommodation should be
resisted where this compromises local
amenity or the balance of local land
uses.
The approach to visitor
accommodation outside of town
centres is consistent with the London
Plan. See paragraph 6.109 for
reference to short-term lets.
Support noted.
See Topic Paper 5: Visitor
accommodation for further
justification of the policy approach.
Reference to major and district
centres has been removed from the
policy.

No change.

No change.

No change.
ED14c) has been amended to remove reference to
access to public transport to state:
c) Outside of the Waterloo CAZ boundary and
Vauxhall Opportunity Area and CAZ boundaries
visitor accommodation (C1) will be supported in
major and district town centres. In these locations
visitor accommodation should be of an appropriate
scale for the proposed location and should not
unacceptably harm the balance and mix of uses in
the area, including services for the local residential
community. Additional visitor accommodation
outside town centres will not be permitted.

3.14 We have no concern above the Council promoting a town centre first approach in policy.
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However, the approach taken is for a town centre only approach where in fact those town centres
need to of a major and district level in the hierarchy, be ‘well connected by public transport’ with
the development of an appropriate scale. Such a highly restrictive approach finds no support in the
NPPF (2018) and would not conform with the London Plan. Therefore, the policy as worded is not
sound.
62/6
d) All new visitor accommodation should meet the highest standards of accessibility and
inclusion, in accordance with the requirements set out in the London Plan policy E10. Applicants
should submit an Inclusive Design Statement with their proposals.
3.15 We have no comment on this requirement.
196/243 g) Where development proposes to modify existing visitor accommodation, the proposal will be
supported only if it provides standards of accessibility and design expected of new build
accommodation, subject to feasibility and viability. Proposals to extend existing visitor
accommodation will only be supported in the locations set out above subject to the other
requirements of this policy being met.
196/244 j) The loss of existing visitor accommodation will not be supported in the locations set out in this
policy (the Central Activities Zone, Vauxhall and Waterloo London Plan Opportunity Areas, and
Brixton and Streatham town centres). Where it is demonstrated, through at least one year’s
marketing evidence, that there is no longer demand for existing visitor accommodation, change of
use will be supported subject to the requirements of other development plan policies.
107/2
The wording of paragraph 6.85 should be
amended (in bold) to read: Given the significance of tourism to London’s economy it is important
that Lambeth contributes to meeting the accommodation needs of tourists and business visitors.
However, Lambeth has a very strong pipeline and stock of new hotel rooms, with the majority of
this concentrated in the north of the borough. There is also a good supply of other forms of visitor
accommodation including short-term lets and the use of student halls during university holiday
periods that supplement the supply of traditional serviced visitor accommodation. Concentrations
of visitor accommodation can constrain other important uses and change the character of an area.
Given the existing numbers and concentration of hotels in Waterloo, additional visitor
accommodation in this area will not be supported. In Vauxhall, a cap on net additional serviced
bedspaces will be identified based on up to date projections for visitor accommodation within
the Borough and the actual pipeline of net additional serviced bedspaces
to be delivered between 2019/20 and 2034/35. This will be reviewed annually. The council will
publish annual reports on the changing need for accommodation and the completion of net
additional bedspaces in Vauxhall to monitor delivery against this figure.
120/13 Objection is raised to supporting paragraph 6.85 which states that hotels can lead to negative
changes in the character of an area in which they’re located. Hotels provide regeneration, active
frontages and jobs to the local area which they serve. They also generate significant spending in
the local economy and enable those travelling on business to stay in close proximity to places of
work.
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ED14

Comment noted.

No change.

ED14

The DRLLP text appears to have been
incorrectly struckthrough by the
respondent

No change.

ED14

The DRLLP text appears to have been
incorrectly struckthrough by the
respondent

No change.

ED14

The policy approach has been revised
to no longer include a cap on hotel
rooms in Vauxhall. The justification for
the policy approach is set out in Topic
Paper 5: Visitor accommodation.

See ED14b for the revised approach to visitor
accommodation in Vauxhall.

ED14

The supporting text has been
Paragraph 6.98 of the supporting text states:
amended to further recognise the
benefits of the visitor accommodation. Given the significance of tourism to London’s and
Lambeth’s economy it is important that Lambeth
contributes to meeting the accommodation needs
of tourists and business visitors. There are many
benefits of the visitor economy including training
and employment opportunities and local spending
within the area, particularly for local businesses. In
recent years, Lambeth has made a strong
contribution to London’s supply of new hotel
rooms. The borough’s pipeline and stock of new
hotel rooms is largely concentrated in the north of
the borough. There is also a good supply of other
forms of visitor accommodation including short-
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Whitbread Plc

120/9

We recommend the borough does not overlook the positives of hotel development. This is
currently the case in paragraph 6.85 of the Plan which states that hotels can have a negative
impact on the character of an area. Rather, hotels can contribute positively to the diversity and
vibrancy of Lambeth and stimulate regeneration. Investment by Whitbread into new hotel
accommodation therefore has a positive role to play to ensuring that this objective of the Revised
Local Plan can be met.

Norwood
Action group et
al.
Norwood
Action group et
al.

196/245 6.88. Proposals for short-stay apartments intended for people visiting London will be considered as
C1 visitor accommodation
So only in town centres – see comments above
196/246 6.91 The Mayor is preparing guidance on accessible hotel accommodation and on the
implementation of accessibility management plans. An Inclusive Design Statement should
demonstrate new visitor accommodation is meeting the requirements of London Plan policies E10
and D3. The needs of those requiring additional access features and assistance should be
considered alongside the requirements for wheelchair accessible rooms.
107/3
We reserve the right to provide additional evidence in due course in relation to the need and
delivery of visitor accommodation within Vauxhall.
120/1
Whitbread is a well-established and highly reputable hotel, restaurant and coffee shop operator
and FTSE 100 company. Whitbread is the owner of brands such as Premier Inn and Costa, as well as
restaurant brands Bar + Block, Beefeater, Brewers Fayre and Table Table. Whitbread currently
operates four Premier Inn hotels within Lambeth including locations at Brixton, Clapham, County
Hall and Waterloo (Westminster Bridge) – a total of 731 bedrooms.
The average occupancy of the four hotels is approximately 84%, equating to more than 223,000
rooms sold last year. This is higher than the London average for Premier Inn hotel occupancy,
which currently resides at 80%. Cumulatively, the four hotels also receive 11.5 million web
searches per year on the www.premierinn.com website. Such significant demand for visitor
accommodation coupled with the company’s ambitious growth plans means Lambeth is a key
location for future investment by Whitbread. Ensuring Whitbread’s views are represented in the
Revised Local Plan is vital to ensuring the ambitions of the company can be met.
120/14 Adopting the approach outlined in Policy ED14 would be overly restrictive, would unduly hinder
regeneration and job creation and would prevent the targets for new hotel bedrooms within
London, as outlined within Policies 4.5 (b) of the London Plan (40,000 net additional bedrooms by

Premcor Estates
Ltd
Whitbread Plc

Whitbread Plc
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ED14

The supporting text has been
amended to further recognise the
benefits of the visitor accommodation. Given the significance of tourism to London’s and
Lambeth’s economy it is important that Lambeth
contributes to meeting the accommodation needs
of tourists and business visitors. There are many
benefits of the visitor economy including training
and employment opportunities and local spending
within the area, particularly for local businesses. In
recent years, Lambeth has made a strong
contribution to London’s supply of new hotel
rooms. The borough’s pipeline and stock of new
hotel rooms is largely concentrated in the north of
the borough. There is also a good supply of other
forms of visitor accommodation including shortterm lets and the use of student halls during
university holiday periods that supplements the
supply of traditional serviced visitor
accommodation.
Paragraph 6.109 sets out how
No change.
proposals for short-term lets will be
considered.
The DRLLP text appears to have been
No change.
incorrectly struckthrough by the
respondent.

ED14
ED14

Proposed Change
term lets and the use of student halls during
university holiday periods that supplements the
supply of traditional serviced visitor
accommodation.
Paragraph 6.98 of the supporting text states:

ED14

Comment noted.

No change.

ED14

Comment noted.

No change.

ED14

See Topic Paper 5: Visitor
accommodation for further
justification of the policy approach,
including evidence on the supply and

No change.
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Whitbread Plc

120/2

Whitbread Plc

120/3

Whitbread Plc

120/4

Representation Wording
2036) and E10 (c) of the Draft New London Plan (58,000 net additional bedrooms by 2041) being
met.
Executive Summary
On behalf of Whitbread, we wish to highlight the following key points as part of our submission to
the Revised
Lambeth Local Plan:
• Hotels helps to achieve the Plan’s policy goal of creating training and employment opportunities
through development.
• New hotels will make significant contributions to the 23,000 new jobs required in Waterloo and
Vauxhall over the plan period.
• Hotels generate significant income for the Lambeth economy through guest spending, facilitating
the
night-time economy and enabling local businesses to operate effectively through provision for
business guests.
• Preventing new hotel development in Waterloo is overly restrictive and would hinder job
creation,
regeneration and local spending within the area.

Whitbread owns more than 790 Premier Inn hotels across the UK (74,000+ bedrooms) and employs
36,000 people in the hotel chain. In 2018, Premier Inn was named the UK’s top-rated large hotel
chain in the 2018 Which? Hotel Report and winner of the best midscale hotel brand in the Business
Travel Awards 2018. More widely, Whitbread was recognised as a Top Employer by the Top
Employers Institute, and as a sustainability winner at the Lotus Awards. Whitbread’s commitment
to the Lambeth community Whitbread recruits locally at all Premier Inn hotels. Job opportunities at
new hotels are advertised through the local branch of Job Centre Plus and on the Premier Inn
website and the company offers industry leading training programmes, including a number of
apprenticeship schemes, to all site staff. Whitbread employs 190 people at the four Premier Inn
hotels in Lambeth, with many of the roles being taken up by residents of the borough. Looking
forward, at a corporate level Whitbread has set ambitious targets to deliver 7,500 Work Experience
placements, 6,500 structured Work Placements and 5,000 Apprenticeships by 2020. This includes
offering such opportunities to those living within Lambeth.
The benefits of tourism and the hotel sector to Lambeth
The tourism industry makes a vital contribution to the London and Lambeth economy.
• London remains the most visited city within the UK and the second most visited globally.
Lambeth is
home to key attractions including the South Bank and Imperial War Museum.
• 31.9 million trips were made to the capital in 2017, generating £2.7bn worth of spending within
the
London economy. This accounts for over 11% of the capitals GDP, with 1 in 7 of London’s
workforce
employed in the tourism industry.
• Internationally, 19.8 million visitors came to London in 2017, a year-on-year growth of 4 per cent.
• London is ranked second in Europe for occupancy, above Paris, Berlin and Rome.
• 40.4 million visits to London are projected by 2025, 27% more than in 2017 and contributing
£22.6bn
to the London economy.
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ED14

ED14

ED14

Officer Response

Proposed Change

demand for additional visitor
accommodation in Lambeth.
The supporting text has been
Paragraph 6.98 of the supporting text states:
amended to further recognise the
benefits of the visitor accommodation. Given the significance of tourism to London’s and
Lambeth’s economy it is important that Lambeth
contributes to meeting the accommodation needs
of tourists and business visitors. There are many
benefits of the visitor economy including training
and employment opportunities and local spending
within the area, particularly for local businesses. In
recent years, Lambeth has made a strong
contribution to London’s supply of new hotel
rooms. The borough’s pipeline and stock of new
hotel rooms is largely concentrated in the north of
the borough. There is also a good supply of other
forms of visitor accommodation including shortterm lets and the use of student halls during
university holiday periods that supplements the
supply of traditional serviced visitor
accommodation.
Comment noted.
No change.

The supporting text has been
Paragraph 6.98 of the supporting text states:
amended to further recognise the
benefits of the visitor accommodation. Given the significance of tourism to London’s and
Lambeth’s economy it is important that Lambeth
contributes to meeting the accommodation needs
of tourists and business visitors. There are many
benefits of the visitor economy including training
and employment opportunities and local spending
within the area, particularly for local businesses. In
recent years, Lambeth has made a strong
contribution to London’s supply of new hotel
rooms. The borough’s pipeline and stock of new
hotel rooms is largely concentrated in the north of
the borough. There is also a good supply of other
forms of visitor accommodation including short-
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Whitbread Plc

120/5

Whitbread Plc

Whitbread Plc

Proposed Change

Economic aims of the Revised Local Plan
The Plan states Lambeth is an integral part of London’s Central Activities Zone as an area of
significant employment and cultural and tourism assets. Hotels help ensure Lambeth remains a
vibrant economic hub through generating both direct and indirect spending in the local economy.
Figures from the Great British Tourism survey (May 2016) found that the average spend per night
in London of guests on goods and services was £106. Hotels act as catalysts, helping to facilitate
additional spending within Lambeth’s economy and helping to facilitate the night time economy,
through providing 24-hour concierge and access. Going forward, the Plan outlines that Lambeth
will seek to accommodate 23,000 jobs by 2040 in Waterloo and Vauxhall. Given that 1 in 7 of
London’s workforce are employed within the tourist industry, hotels offer an important provision
of employment opportunities to local communities.

ED14

120/6

Hotels not only offer direct employment and training opportunities, but indirectly they provide
accommodation to business visitors. A little over 30% of those staying in Premier Inn hotels in
Lambeth are business guests – 67,000 guests per year. Maintaining a healthy supply of hotel
accommodation is crucial to ensuring that businesses within Lambeth have access to flexible and
good-value hotel accommodation.

ED14

120/7

The Plan also states that Lambeth benefits from a number of significant economic assets including
internationally recognised locations such as Waterloo and the South Bank, an agglomeration of
cultural facilities at the South Bank and easy access to London’s West End. These assets rely on the
hotel industry to provide suitable and accessible accommodation for their visitors.

ED14

The supporting text has been
amended to further recognise the
benefits of the visitor accommodation. Given the significance of tourism to London’s and
Lambeth’s economy it is important that Lambeth
contributes to meeting the accommodation needs
of tourists and business visitors. There are many
benefits of the visitor economy including training
and employment opportunities and local spending
within the area, particularly for local businesses. In
recent years, Lambeth has made a strong
contribution to London’s supply of new hotel
rooms. The borough’s pipeline and stock of new
hotel rooms is largely concentrated in the north of
the borough. There is also a good supply of other
forms of visitor accommodation including shortterm lets and the use of student halls during
university holiday periods that supplements the
supply of traditional serviced visitor
accommodation.
The supporting text has been
Paragraph 6.98 of the supporting text states:
amended to further recognise the
benefits of the visitor accommodation. Given the significance of tourism to London’s and
Lambeth’s economy it is important that Lambeth
contributes to meeting the accommodation needs
of tourists and business visitors. There are many
benefits of the visitor economy including training
and employment opportunities and local spending
within the area, particularly for local businesses. In
recent years, Lambeth has made a strong
contribution to London’s supply of new hotel
rooms. The borough’s pipeline and stock of new
hotel rooms is largely concentrated in the north of
the borough. There is also a good supply of other
forms of visitor accommodation including shortterm lets and the use of student halls during
university holiday periods that supplements the
supply of traditional serviced visitor
accommodation.
The supporting text has been
Paragraph 6.98 of the supporting text states:
amended to further recognise the
benefits of the visitor accommodation. Given the significance of tourism to London’s and
Lambeth’s economy it is important that Lambeth
contributes to meeting the accommodation needs
of tourists and business visitors. There are many
benefits of the visitor economy including training

term lets and the use of student halls during
university holiday periods that supplements the
supply of traditional serviced visitor
accommodation.
Paragraph 6.98 of the supporting text states:
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Whitbread Plc

120/8

VCI Holding Ltd

126/10

Aldmarch Ltd

154/15

Through the Plan, Lambeth also seeks to create and maintain attractive, distinctive places. New
hotel development can help the borough to achieve this objective. Hotel developments create
active frontages, with communal areas that residents can use alongside guests, within welldesigned buildings. Hotel uses are also an effective way of bringing historic buildings back into use.
For example, Westminster Bridge Premier Inn has enabled the enhancement, and continued use,
of the Grade II listed building within which it sits. The successful 316-bedroom County Hall Premier
Inn is also a conversion of the former historic office building.

ED14

VCI supports LBL’s position set out in policy ED14 Hotels and other visitor accommodation, which
supports new hotel uses in the Vauxhall Opportunity Area, specifically “significant-strategically
serviced visitor accommodation”.
Policy ED14 Hotels and other visitor accommodation The emerging Local Plan adds further
restriction to the potential location of hotels stating that “visitor accommodation outside town
centres will not be supported.” The Emerging London Plan Policy E10 Visitor Infrastructure states
that London’s visitor economy and associated employment should be strengthened. As such, we
suggest that a variety of hotel types in different locations will need to come forward to provide a
full offer of visitor accommodation to cater for all needs and budgets across the borough.
Therefore, we suggest that as currently drafted Policy ED14 is overly restrictive for sites which are
located outside of a town centre, and the policy fails to take into account the benefits which could
arise from the potential provision of a hotel use in a highly accessible location close to established
visitor attractions and existing and proposed employment floorspace, We therefore suggest that
the above text in relation to not supporting visitor accommodation outside of town centres is
deleted from the draft Local Plan.
ED14 Hotels: As a minimum, hotel proposals should provide pick-up/ set-down points for taxis, and
ideally for coaches.

ED14

The supporting text has been
amended to further recognise the
benefits of the visitor accommodation. Given the significance of tourism to London’s and
Lambeth’s economy it is important that Lambeth
contributes to meeting the accommodation needs
of tourists and business visitors. There are many
benefits of the visitor economy including training
and employment opportunities and local spending
within the area, particularly for local businesses. In
recent years, Lambeth has made a strong
contribution to London’s supply of new hotel
rooms. The borough’s pipeline and stock of new
hotel rooms is largely concentrated in the north of
the borough. There is also a good supply of other
forms of visitor accommodation including shortterm lets and the use of student halls during
university holiday periods that supplements the
supply of traditional serviced visitor
accommodation.
Support noted.
No change.

Brixton Society

155/12

ED14

ED14

Proposed Change
and employment opportunities and local spending
within the area, particularly for local businesses. In
recent years, Lambeth has made a strong
contribution to London’s supply of new hotel
rooms. The borough’s pipeline and stock of new
hotel rooms is largely concentrated in the north of
the borough. There is also a good supply of other
forms of visitor accommodation including shortterm lets and the use of student halls during
university holiday periods that supplements the
supply of traditional serviced visitor
accommodation.
Paragraph 6.98 of the supporting text states:

The approach to visitor
accommodation outside of town
centres is consistent with the London
Plan. The supporting text sets out that
the provision of a range of types of
visitor accommodation in Lambeth is
supported, including budget and midrange accommodation and
accommodation for business
travellers. See Topic Paper 5: Visitor
accommodation for further
justification of the policy approach.
Change to require the provision of
pick-up and set-down points for taxis

No change.

ED14k) states:
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Brixton Society
LB Wandsworth

155/13
167/9

Gold Diamond
D County Hall
2013 Ltd

176/10

Otherwise the policy changes are welcome.
ED14
Hotel and visitor accommodation: the general approach is supported. Lambeth’s preferred policy
ED14
position controlling short stay accommodation is noted, and this, and the evidence base will be
taken into account and discussed further as necessary and through the Duty to Cooperate
meetings regarding Wandsworth updated policy options.
It is acknowledged that the policy wording and supporting text does include a test for new visitor
ED14
accommodation outside the Waterloo area. Further, the supporting text also sets out that
proposals will be assessed on a site by site basis. However, it is considered that the policy wording
(Parts B & G) which relate to Lambeth’s most sustainable and well connected part of the borough,
Waterloo, should also be capable of making a case against the tests in the wider policy. The
alternative, would be a policy provision which does not allow any flexibility over the life of the plan.
It is considered that this test should make provision for existing well managed, serviced and located
Hotels only, and set out that on this basis an assessment against the other provisions of the policy
could be made and found acceptable subject to officers being content with the findings of these
assessments.

Officer Response

Proposed Change

and coaches appropriate to the site
and development.

Provision of pick-up and set down points for taxis
and coaches should be appropriate to the site and
development, as demonstrated through a
transport assessment, and preferably provided on
site.
No change.
No change.

Support noted.
Support noted. Lambeth will continue
to work with Wandsworth under Duty
to Cooperate.
See Topic Paper 5: Visitor
accommodation for further
justification of the policy approach to
visitor accommodation in Waterloo
which is consistent with the London
Plan which states that the
intensification of the provision of
serviced accommodation should be
resisted where this compromises local
amenity or the balance of local land
uses.

No change.

See Topic Paper 5: Visitor
accommodation for further
justification of the policy approach.

No change.

To assist officers, we have suggested some policy wording amendments below. We would be
happy to discuss the application of the policy further with officers as part of this consultation.

Gold Diamond
D County Hall
2013 Ltd

176/11

Proposed Amendment
ba) No new visitor accommodation operations will be supported in Waterloo within the boundary
of the Central Activities Zone;
bb) Proposals to extend visitor accommodation within Waterloo and the boundary of the Central
Activities Zone will not be supported, unless the other provisions and tests within this policy have
been
met to the satisfaction of the LPA;
(g) Proposals to extend existing visitor accommodation will only be supported in the locations set
out above subject to the other requirements of this policy being met. (it is considered that no
change is
required due to the provisions above)
Summary
In summary, the Hotel are broadly supportive of the aims and objectives of the draft local plan.
However, where we consider that policy wording is not appropriate and sound, we have sought to
provide clarification and suggestions for alternative policy wording.
These amendments are proposed as we consider a number of the policies to be inflexible,
unrealistic and ineffective, and place significant burden on existing operations within the borough
which could render them uncompetitive. On this basis we consider the plan as drafted to fail to
meet the tests of the NPPF and are unsound.
We thank you again for considering these representations and we would welcome a broader
dialogue with officers to ensure that the ongoing operation and future potential of both the
Marriott Hotel, and the wider Waterloo area are captured appropriately in the emerging plan.

ED14
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Gold Diamond
D County Hall
2013 Ltd

176/7

Gold Diamond
D County Hall
2013 Ltd

176/8

Gold Diamond
D County Hall
2013 Ltd

176/9

Representation Wording
Policy ED14 Hotels and other Visitor Accommodation
The Hotel are in support of the Councils aim set out with the Draft Policy wording of Policy ED14
“Hotels and other Visitor Accommodation” to continue to address London’s growing need for
visitor accommodation as set out in the London Plan and to ensure that new visitor
accommodation delivered in the borough is of the highest quality and appropriately managed.
Whilst we acknowledge that the Council have explained their reasoning for the policy approach
and understand that a significant pipeline for new Hotel Accommodation has been forecasted, it is
considered that the policy is not appropriate for implementation over the 15 year period which the
plan will cover.
To assist the Council to considering this policy, the Hotel have reviewed their own supply pipeline
for the borough and consider that the below table represents the current pipeline of hotel
bedrooms which are under construction, permitted, under consideration at present.
Hotel Type
Number of Rooms
Budget/Midscale
701
Luxury
618
4 star
272
Overall, this table illustrates that the bulk of the new rooms coming into Lambeth are either Luxury
(618 rooms) or Budget/Midscale (701 rooms). There is only a limited supply pipeline of 4-star hotel
rooms (272 rooms) within the predicted pipeline. As such, it is considered that the emerging plan
could seek to consider the type of Hotel product which is being proposed as part of assessing
proposals.
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Support noted.

No change.

ED14

See Topic Paper 5: Visitor
accommodation for further
justification of the policy approach.

No change.

ED14

See Topic Paper 5: Visitor
accommodation for evidence on the
supply and demand for additional
visitor accommodation in Lambeth.

No change.

ED14

Supporting text is sets out that the
provision of a range of types of visitor
accommodation in Lambeth is
supported, including budget and midrange accommodation and
accommodation for business
travellers.

No change.

ED14

The policy approach has been revised
to no longer include a cap on hotel
rooms in Vauxhall. The justification for
the policy approach is set out in Topic
Paper 5: Visitor accommodation.

See ED14b for the revised approach to visitor
accommodation in Vauxhall.

Whilst it is clear from the policy wording that the Council will be publishing monitoring information
regarding the pipeline of visitor accommodation, the policy does not make provision for the
approach to change were the monitoring information indicate that the supply of accommodation
will not address demand.
In addition to normal market fluctuations, officers will be aware of the current uncertainty which is
present within the market following our decision to leave the European Union. Specifically, whilst
the evidence base sets out a range of new Hotel projects and extensions to existing Hotels within
the borough, it could be entirely possible that a majority of these projects do not proceed due to
economic conditions. This would be particularly relevant to new build speculative development
rather than planned extensions to established and well-respected hotel operations.

CLS Holdings plc

181/2

It is also possible that following this period of uncertainty, the UK economy could experience a
greater level of business and tourism-based visitors as the economy diversifies and adapts to new
market conditions and economic policy.
Hotels and Visitor accommodation
Draft Policy ED14 (Hotels and other visitor accommodation) supports strategically-significant
serviced visitor accommodation (C1) in the Vauxhall Opportunity Area with smaller scale provision
supported in those parts of Vauxhall outside the OA but within the CAZ. This is considered
appropriate and is supported in this location.
However the draft policy sets out that proposals should not result in the intensification of the
provision of serviced accommodation. With regard to the cumulative impact of new hotels, it
should be recognised that there are areas where hotels will be concentrated closer to tourist
destinations or transport hubs such as Vauxhall.
The policy also notes that hotels should not be located in wholly residential streets or
predominantly residential neighbourhoods. It should be noted within the policy that hotel and
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residential accommodation are considered to be broadly compatible uses and therefore
appropriate alongside each other in dense urban environments. Furthermore, the provision of
commercial floorspace such as hotels within residential neighbourhoods has the ability to
contribute to the balance and mix of uses in an area and can offer public benefits. Therefore, a
blanket restriction of hotels in existing residential areas is not supported by our client.
The draft policy sets out that proposals for new hotels should not result in provision of more than
1282 net additional serviced bedspaces between 2019/20 and 2034/35. This does not align with
the Mayor’s strategic target of 3,051 net additional serviced rooms in Lambeth between 2015 and
2041 and is therefore not considered to be sound.
As previously identified, GLA data projects that 58,140 net additional hotel bedrooms will be
required across London by 2041 which increases from the target of 40,000 net additional hotel
bedrooms by 2036 set in the London Plan 2016. The Future Visitor Accommodation Projections
document, sets an ‘Indicative benchmark’ required for Lambeth of 3,051 net additional serviced
rooms between 2015 and 2041, which would be an increase of about 1,000 over the current
Lambeth figure identified in the London Plan 2016 (2000 net additional serviced rooms by 2036).
Hotel delivery should be in line with demand and the London Plan evidence base should inform
new local targets for hotel floorspace and should increase as a result. The suggestion that Lambeth
has sufficient visitor accommodation to meet future demand does not follow the GLA data
projections and is therefore not supported.
Where it can be demonstrated that there is demand for new hotels in an area, proposals should be
supported. The provision of demand evidence to demonstrate hotel need in an area should
therefore be a factor in determining proposals and this should be recognised in policy.
Support revisions to:
• Policy ED14 Hotels and other visitor accommodation, particularly part (b), (c), (h), (i) and
supporting text
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ED14

Support noted.

No change.

No change.

ED14

See Topic Paper 5: Visitor
accommodation for further
justification of the policy approach to
visitor accommodation in Waterloo
which is consistent with the London
Plan which states that the
intensification of the provision of
serviced accommodation should be
resisted where this compromises local
amenity or the balance of local land
uses.
Support noted. The approach to shortterm lets is set out in the supporting
text.
Support noted.

ED14

Support noted.

No change.

Waterloo
Community
Development
Group
ITV PLC

182/10

188/14

12. Policy ED14 Hotels and other visitor accommodation states that no additional visitor
accommodation will be supported in Waterloo within the CAZ boundary. This isjustified on the
basis of a "strong pipeline" and stock of hotel rooms. As worded the policy is unduly inflexible and
fails to reflect the London Plan (Policy ElO) which emphasises the importance of hotels and other
visitor accommodation and encourages boroughs to direct such uses to CAZ opportunity Areas.
There may be instances where such a use either in isolation or as part of a mixed-use scheme
might be appropriate and the wording of the policy would preclude this.

ED14

St John's
Church,
Waterloo
Lambeth
Staying Healthy
Partnership
Board
Lambeth
Staying Healthy
Partnership
Board

202/25

Page 150: Policy ED14: We welcome the recognition that there are sufficient hotels in Waterloo.
We believe there should be recognition of the increase and impact in temporary lets through
Airbnb and proposals be made to manage that.
Hotels and Visitor Accommodation We would like to encourage visitors and tourists coming to
Lambeth, however this should not be at the detriment of local people. We therefore support your
proposals relating to limitations of further hotel developments and bedspaces and in the north of
the borough.
Our support also applies to the assessment of any new hotels in relation to not restricting the
supply of land needed for new housing and not having a negative impact on local services and the
local community

ED14

225/14

225/15

No change.
No change.
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61/1

Draft Policy ED14
ED14
Draft Policy ED14 has been amended based upon the consultation responses received in 2017 and
the evidence base, including Topic Paper 2 – Hotels and other visitor accommodation paper
prepared by LB Lambeth (October 2018).
The Hotels and Visitor Accommodation Summary notes that the key points taken forward in the
revised policy are:
· Not allow further hotel developments in Waterloo and set a cap on new hotel bedspaces in
Vauxhall.
· Encourage new hotels to locate in appropriate town centre locations elsewhere in Lambeth, so
long as they make a positive contribution to the centre and do not restrict the supply of land
needed for new housing.
· Require hotel developers to assess the impact of their proposal on local services and neighbours,
and to mitigate any harm that might result.
· Prevent the loss of permanent residential accommodation to short-term holiday lets.
The proposed policy wording has been amended to read as follows:
a) In accordance with London Plan policy E10, strategically-significant serviced visitor
accommodation (C1) will be supported in the Vauxhall Opportunity Area, and smaller scale
provision will be supported in those parts of Vauxhall outside the Opportunity Area but within the
Central Activities Zone, so long as the proposal would not:
i. result in the intensification of the provision of serviced accommodation;
ii. result in the loss of office space;
iii. be located in a wholly residential street or predominantly residential neighbourhood; and
iv. result in provision of more than 1282 net additional serviced bedspaces between 2019/20 and
2034/35.
b) No additional visitor accommodation will be supported in Waterloo within the boundary of the
Central Activities Zone.
c) Other visitor accommodation (C1) should be located in major and district town centres where
they are well connected by public transport. In these locations visitor accommodation should be of
an appropriate scale, make a positive contribution to townscape and should not unacceptably harm
the balance and mix of uses in the area, including services for the local residential community.
Visitor accommodation outside town centres will not be supported.
d) All new visitor accommodation should meet the highest standards of accessibility and inclusion,
in accordance with the requirements set out in the London Plan policy E10. Applicants should
submit an Inclusive Design Statement with their proposals.
e) New visitor accommodation should be of high quality design so that it may be accredited by the
National Quality Assessment Scheme.
f) Hotel bedrooms should be designed to ensure they all benefit from natural daylight.
g) Proposals to extend existing visitor accommodation will only be supported in the locations set out
above subject to the other requirements of this policy being met.
h) Proposals for new or extended visitor accommodation should include an assessment of impact on
neighbouring residential amenity, including cumulative impact taking account of existing hotels
nearby. Where necessary, measures to mitigate harm to residential amenity will be secured
through planning obligations.
i) Proposals for new or extended visitor accommodation should include a visitor management plan

Restrict the amount of hotel rooms in Vauxhall as there are sufficient already. Follow the Waterloo
plan

Policy/
Annex
ED14

Officer Response

Proposed Change

See Topic Paper 5: Visitor
accommodation for further
justification of the policy approach
and the area-specific requirements for
Vauxhall.
The policy approach has been revised
to no longer include a cap on hotel
rooms in Vauxhall. The justification for
the policy approach is set out in Topic
Paper 5: Visitor accommodation.

No change.

See ED14b for the revised approach to visitor
accommodation in Vauxhall.
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that assesses the impact of additional visitor numbers on the local area and sets out how this
impact will be managed. Planning obligations will be sought to mitigate any negative impacts,
including increased demand on local transport facilities and on public services to manage and
maintain the public realm. Financial contributions towards management and maintenance will be
calculated in accordance with the charging approach set out in Annex 10.
j) Where it is demonstrated, through at least one year’s marketing evidence, that there is no longer
demand for existing visitor accommodation, change of use will be supported subject to the
requirements of other development plan policies.
It is clear that the intention of Policy ED14 is to restrict new hotel development, both in terms of
location and number of bedrooms. These are addressed in further detail below:
Location
Hotel development is directed to Vauxhall and town centres, but restricted within Waterloo and all
other areas. Para 6.85 states ‘Given the existing numbers and concentration of hotels in Waterloo,
additional visitor accommodation in this area will not be supported’. Within the evidence base,
Topic Paper 2 states that the decision to restrict hotels in Waterloo is based upon the responses
received to the issues consultation. The Topic Paper states that respondents suggested that the
character of Waterloo is changing due to the concentration of hotels in this area. However, there is
no acknowledgement that this view was only held by a total of 9 respondents (out of 131) and that
other respondents highlighted the ongoing demand for hotel bedrooms and the need to attract
more tourists to the Borough.
There is no mention in the Topic Paper of the benefits of hotel development outlined by several of
the respondents, including the economic benefits and the creation of jobs. Nor is there any
mention of the ongoing development within Waterloo, including the development of Elizabeth
House and the Shell Centre, which will provide nearly 1,000 new homes and a substantial quantum
of office accommodation. This development is anticipated to increase demand for hotel
accommodation within the area, a fact which is not acknowledged within the evidence base.
While we understand that the Council must ensure that the balance and mix of uses in the area is
appropriate, there is no data or factual evidence (other than the view of 9 respondents to the
Issues consultation) to suggest that the number of existing hotels is having any detrimental impact
upon Waterloo. On the contrary, we would suggest that they are meeting an identified demand for
visitor accommodation due to its highly accessible location in proximity to central London,
supporting both the tourist and business functions of the area.
Number of bedrooms
The proposed policy restricts the number of additional bedrooms to no more than 1,282 rooms
between 2019/20 and 2034/35 within Vauxhall. Paragraph 6.85 states that ‘in Vauxhall, the policy
cap on net additional serviced bedspaces is based on the current anticipated pipeline of net
additional serviced bedspaces expected to be delivered between 2019/20 and 2034/35’. If this
number is based upon hotels already in the pipeline, then this does not provide any opportunity
for additional hotel capacity to be brought forward.
Within the evidence base, Topic Paper 2 confirms that as of March 2018, there are 5,479 serviced
rooms in Lambeth, with another 1,001 room in the pipeline. While the evidence base provides
details of the number of hotel bedrooms coming forward, it doesn’t provide any detail on
occupancy rates or expected levels of demand. Data from VisitEngland confirms that London has
recorded an increase in occupancy from 79% in 2007 to 80% in 2016, which is one of the highest
rates in Europe. LB Lambeth has an occupancy rate of 80% (which increases to over 90% during
weekends and during the summer), indicating the need for additional hotel supply within the
Borough.
London Plan Policy 4.5 sets a target of 40,000 net additional hotel rooms by 2036 (a requirement
for 2,000 rooms for LB Lambeth), which is increased to 58,000 by 2041 under Policy E10 in the
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draft London Plan. This figure of 58,000 is based upon the evidence within the GLA Working Paper
88: Projections of demand and supply for visitor accommodation in London to 2050 (2017). This
paper identifies a net room demand of 3,051 rooms within LB Lambeth between 2015-2041.
Contrary to the evidence presented within the GLA Working Paper 88, the proposed policy seeks to
actively restrict the number of hotel bedrooms coming forward to a figure well below the
recommended 3,051 rooms identified in the Working Paper. This is clearly contrary to the strategic
aims of the London Plan, which identifies a need for additional hotel rooms.
The introduction of a cap is also contrary to the Council’s previous position, which acknowledged
that, regardless of the agreed hotel room target, there is nothing in current policy which states that
the London Plan targets are a maximum figure which should not be exceeded. This fact was
recognised by LB Lambeth officers when considering the recent application for 54 Kennington Road
(16/06317/FUL), and the officer’s report states ‘…the fact that the indicative target for the borough
may be exceeded were all of these schemes to be built out is not considered to be a concern of
Officers, given the existing hotel use of the site and as the borough wide target is only an indicative
target for a London-wide policy target, of which this scheme would contribute towards.’ We would
strongly agree with this conclusion, and disagree with the approach taken within the draft policy
wording.
Summary
The wording within Draft Policy ED14 should be reviewed to remove the restriction of hotels within
Waterloo, and the cap on bedroom numbers, both of which are contrary to the strategic aims of
the Draft London Plan to provide additional hotel bedrooms, and neither of which is supported by
any data on supply and demand for hotel bedrooms. The proposed restriction on hotels within
Waterloo does not appear to be supported by robust evidence demonstrating an ‘overconcentration’ of hotels, rather it is based upon the views of a small number of respondents to the
Issues consultant. In additional the policy does not take into consideration the substantial
employment opportunities associated with hotels, with the provision of job opportunities,
significant local expenditure from visitors in local shops, restaurants and tourist facilities.
We would therefore raise a concern about the wording of Policy ED14 and the justification for this
restrictive policy. We trust that our representations will be fully considered.
Q+A Planning Ltd act on behalf of the London Hotel Group (LHG), who own and operate hotels
ED14
within Lambeth and have several other property interests in the Borough. On behalf of our client,
we wish to object to the wording of ‘Policy ED14 Hotels and other visitor accommodation’ on the
basis that it is not a sound approach.
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See Topic Paper 5: Visitor
accommodation for further
justification of the policy approach.

No change.

The timetable on the Council’s website indicates that the Plan will not be submitted to the
Secretary of State for examination until Winter 2019, thus after 24th January 2019. Therefore, the
Plan falls to be examined under the new National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) published in
July 2018.
In addition, given the timetable, it is expected that the Plan will need to be in general conformity
with the new London Plan, which is due for examination in early 2019.
Overall, we consider that policy ED14, as worded, is not sound and would fail all four of the
soundness tests as set out in paragraph 35 of the NPPF (2018). The outline of our position on
soundness is as follows:
§ a) Positively prepared – policy ED14 is not positively prepared on the basis it limits the
development of hotel accommodation in the Borough and so is consistent with achieving
sustainable development;
§ b) Justified – policy ED14 is not justified as an appropriate strategy since it is not supported by
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proportionate evidence;
§ c) Effective – the policy is not effective since it ignores strategic policy issues in respect of hotel
accommodation across London; and
§ d) Consistent with national policy – as we explain in the remainder of this document, policy ED14
is plainly inconsistent with national policy
In the remainder of our document, we first set out in Section 2 how the Council have misapplied
the evidence on need and demand for hotel uses, and then in Section 3 provide more detailed
representations on the text adopted by the Council. In Section 4, we summarise our main concerns
on the policy as drafted.
4. Conclusions
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ED14

The policy approach has been revised
to no longer include a cap on hotel
rooms in Vauxhall. The requirement
for all hotel rooms to have access to
natural daylight has been removed.
The justification for the policy
approach is set out in Topic Paper 5:
Visitor accommodation.

See ED14b for the revised approach to visitor
accommodation in Vauxhall.

ED14

See Topic Paper 5: Visitor
accommodation for further
justification of the supply and demand
for additional visitor accommodation
in Lambeth.

No change.

4.1 In these representations, we have set out detailed reasons why the Council’s approach to draft
Policy ED14 Hotels and other visitor accommodation on the basis that it is not a sound approach
taking into account paragraph 35 of the NPPF (2018). Our concerns can be summarised as follows:
§ The Council have awarded too much weight to the GLA’s demand calculations, which are
necessarily only estimates and should not be used as a cap
§ The GLA’s demand calculations also do not reflect qualitative considerations, particularly in
respect of the distribution of hotel facilities throughout the borough
§ The policy as worded is not sound; in particular, we believe following elements of the policy
require amending: o The approach to the Vauxhall Opportunity Area and the CAZ and the four
policy caveats applied to proposals, none of which are sound o The ban on new hotel
accommodation in the Waterloo CAZ area, which is not supported by policy or evidence o The
introduction of out of date policy tests for hotel uses, such as need and scale, and the omission of
the sequential test, which would allow for the development of hotel accommodation outside of
centres should the sequential test be satisfied o The ban on hotel rooms without daylight, which is
not supported by evidence and would run contrary to the principles of sustainable development.
62/2

4.2 Therefore, we request the Council reword the policy.
Evidence base
2.1 The evidence for the Council’s approach to policy ED14 is set out in Topic Paper 2 - Hotels and
other visitor accommodation (October 2018). This document references policy ED10 of the draft
London Plan (2017), as amended in August 2018. It also refers to the following documents:
§ GLA Working Paper 88 – Projections of demand and supply for visitor accommodation in London
to 2050 (2017)
§ Lambeth Hotels and Other Visitor Accommodation in Lambeth 2018
2.2 Overall, as we explain in the remainder of this section, we are concerned that the Council have
applied too much weight to their quantitative requirements for hotel accommodation, which in
turn has led to an unsound approach to policy, which artificially limit hotel accommodation coming
forward in the Borough, contrary to the principles of sustainable development.
2.3 As a starting point, the NPPF (2018) sets out a presumption in favour of sustainable
development where it states in paragraph 11 that ‘plans should positively seek opportunities to
meet the development needs of their area, and be sufficiently flexible to adapt to rapid change’.
2.4 Hotel accommodation is a main town centre use as defined in Annex 2 of the NPPF (2018) and
falls within the broader culture and tourism sub-category. When considering need for land uses,
the NPPF (2018) in paragraph 85d states that planning policies should: ‘allocate a range of suitable
sites in town centres to meet the scale and type of development likely to be needed, looking at
least ten years ahead. Meeting anticipated needs for retail, leisure, office and other main town
centre uses over this period should not be compromised by limited site availability, so town centre

242

Name

Rep
Code

Representation Wording
boundaries should be kept under review where necessary’
2.5 Paragraph 120 also states that ‘Planning policies and decisions need to reflect changes in the
demand for land’.
2.6 The planning practice guidance also sets out advice on tourism (and hotel development would
form part of the tourism use), explaining as follows: ‘Tourism is extremely diverse and covers all
activities of visitors. Local planning authorities, where appropriate, should articulate a vision for
tourism in the Local Plan, including identifying optimal locations for tourism. When planning for
tourism, local planning authorities should:
§ consider the specific needs of the tourist industry, including particular locational or operational
requirements;
§ engage with representatives of the tourism industry;
§ examine the broader social, economic, and environmental impacts of tourism;
§ analyse the opportunities for tourism to support local services, vibrancy and enhance the built
environment; and
§ have regard to non-planning guidance produced by other government departments.’
2.7 The starting point therefore is to consider the need for visitor accommodation, specifically
considering the locational and operational requirements of the tourism industry (which ought to
include hotel owners and operators, such as our client).
2.8 Our primary concern over the Council’s approach is that it focuses on a rather narrow
calculation of demand and supply. Firstly, a demand for a use is not necessarily equivalent to need.
Secondly, focusing solely on quantitative calculation means that qualitative matters, such as
distribution of facilities and consumer choice are inevitably not taken into account.
2.9 Our understanding of the quantitative position on need for hotel accommodation is as follows:
§ Paragraph 6.10.2 of the draft London Plan states that ‘It is estimated that London will need to
build an additional 58,000 bedrooms of serviced accommodation by 2041, which is an average of
2,230 bedrooms per annum’
§ The origin of the 58,000 figure is the GLA Working Paper 88 – Projections of demand and supply
for visitor accommodation in London to 2050 (2017), which in Table 13 finds that between 2015
and 2041 the net additional number of rooms required in London is 58,140. Based on an expected
close rate of 0.4% per annum of stock, the gross figure in the same period is 77,019.
§ Table 14 of the GLA Working Paper 18 divides the need by borough and for Lambeth the net
number of rooms required is 3,051 and the gross figure is 4,042 rooms between 2015 and 2041
2.10 In terms of the supply, the Council have undertaken calculations in their Topic Paper 2 - Hotels
and other visitor accommodation (October 2018) and find the following:
§ In March 2015 there were 4,434 serviced rooms in Lambeth, and since April 2015, 1,009 net
additional serviced rooms have been completed in Lambeth.
§ In March 2018, there were 5,479 serviced rooms in the borough and another 909 rooms in the
development pipeline (under construction or unimplemented planning permissions).
§ If all of the hotels with planning permission are built, 1,918 net additional services rooms will
have been provided in Lambeth since April 2015.
2.11 This means that compared to the demand figure, there is a quantitative need for
approximately 1,133 additional hotel rooms within Lambeth until 2041.
2.12 When considering the quantitative evidence, this is just part of the picture when planning for
future hotel needs. We make the following further observations on the evidence and the situation
in Lambeth:
§ The GLA calculations on demand are based on the share of change in net room demand and for
Lambeth this is 5.2%. If this share increases, which is entirely possible given the investment at
Vauxhall and Waterloo, then in turn the demand will increase. For example, Lambeth’s share of the
pipeline of hotel accommodation is 6.7% and if this was applied to the need then the overall
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requirement would increase to 3,895 – an additional 844 rooms. This shows the sensitivity of the
calculations.
§ The GLA calculations on demand do not reflect differences in quality within each Borough.
§ The GLA calculations, nor the Council’s assessment of supply do not consider the implications of
the distribution of hotel facilities within the Borough. The Council state ‘As of March 2018, Bishop’s
ward, which includes the whole of the Waterloo Opportunity Area, contains the highest number of
serviced rooms in the borough, with 3518 rooms (68% of total serviced rooms in the borough).’
This suggests a strong qualitative indicator that additional hotel accommodation should be
encouraged elsewhere in the borough.
2.13 The purpose of the demand evidence is to assist plan making to give a broad indication of the
level of additional hotel accommodation likely to be required in each borough. It should not be
used as a cap when determining planning applications or draft policies and the NPPF states that
policies should be flexible.
2.14 The pipeline of hotel accommodation in Lambeth is simply a corollary of the wider investment
attracted to Lambeth and in the Waterloo area, given its accessibility and strategic function. It is
not a reason to limit further hotel accommodation in the area, as we explain in further in the
following section.
2.15 However, most of our client’s interests in the borough are outside of the Waterloo area. There
is a clear opportunity for Lambeth to provide further choice of hotel accommodation elsewhere in
the borough. However, as we explain in the following Section, the wording of the policy would
frustrate further hotel accommodation elsewhere in the borough.
Consideration should be given to how student housing developments, if they come forward can
ED14
contribute to the local economy, including through restricting the amount of on-site facilities which
reduce the likelihood that residents frequent local facilities. This principle should also be applied to
hotel developments
Policy ED14 – Hotels and other visitor accommodation
ED14
U+I notes that Policy ED14 has been revised to accord with Draft London Plan Policy E10,
recognising the Vauxhall Opportunity Area as a suitable location to deliver strategically significant
serviced visitor accommodation.
It is noted that draft Policy ED14 states that new visitor accommodation provision should not result
in more than 1,282 net additional serviced bedspaces between 2019/20 and 2034/5. This cap does
not align with the Draft London Plan (Policy E10) and we can see no evidence to justify this
arbitrary number
Possible introduction of the proposed policy cap could limit development within the Opportunity
Area and the substantial cross-benefits of providing hotels alongside employment space. As a
result, this arbitrary restriction would run counter to the policy’s proposed alignment with the
London Plan, which requires boroughs to promote strategically important serviced accommodation
in Opportunity Areas.
It is therefore requested that flexibility be added to the number of bedspaces to ensure that a
sufficient supply of serviced accommodation is maintained. Suggested revised wording to Policy
ED14 is included at Appendix 1 [relevant wording below].
Appendix 1: Amended Policy and Site Allocation Wording
The below sets out recommended revised wording for the relevant emerging plan policies:
• Bold text: New text inserted by Lichfields on behalf of U+I Group PLC.
• Strike-through: Deleted text.
Policy ED14: Hotels and other visitor accommodation
…
a In accordance with London Plan policy E10, strategically-significant serviced visitor
accommodation (C1) will be supported in the Vauxhall Opportunity Area, and smaller scale
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Proposed Change

No change. Some on-site hotel
facilities are ancillary uses. Nonancillary uses will be considered under
relevant development plan policies.
The policy approach has been revised
to no longer include a cap on hotel
rooms in Vauxhall. The justification for
the policy approach is set out in Topic
Paper 5: Visitor accommodation.

No change.

See ED14b for the revised approach to visitor
accommodation in Vauxhall.
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provision will be supported in those parts of Vauxhall outside the Opportunity Area but within the
Central Activities Zone, so long as the proposal would not:
i Result in the intensification of the provision of serviced accommodation;
ii Result in the loss of office space; and
iii Be located in a wholly residential street or predominantly residential neighbourhood.; and
iv) result in provision of more than 1282 net additional serviced bedspaces between 2019/20 and
2034/35.
Draft Policy ED15 - Employment and Training
Whilst the concept of improving the employment prospects of local people is aligned with
Grainger’s wider thinking and is broadly supported, the requirement for a minimum of 25% of all
jobs created, during both the construction and operational phase, to be for local residents is not
achievable and should therefore not be set out within Policy. Lambeth forms part of the London
metropolitan area where labour flows are much more fluid and it simply would not be possible for
a construction company to hire a quarter of its staff from one particular borough. Nor would it be
appropriate for a new headquarter office building for its London wide staff, to have to have a
minimum of 25% from Lambeth. This would in effect stop such development from coming forward,
which would actually harm the economic base of the borough.
Likewise, it is not realistic to expect every developer who implements a major planning permission
to engage with local schools to promote young people aged 12-19 for the first two years of the
development.
Policy ED15 Employment and Training The Charity supports the aim of the draft policy to support
employment and training schemes within Lambeth and to maximise local employment
opportunities to help address skills deficits in the local population. However, we are concerned
that the requirement of part b) i) as we consider it to be an extremely onerous obligation on new
development and in conflict with aims of the Draft London Plan and the position of London as a
global city which attracts talent from all over the world. The relevant parts of the policy state:
“b) Applications for major development must include a site-specific Employment and Skills Plan
(ESP) and the developer will be expected to agree to deliver the commitments secured in the ESP.
The ESP should as a minimum address, in detail, how the developer intends to deliver the following
requirements:
i) A minimum of 25 per cent of all jobs created by the development (in both the construction phase
and for the first two years of end-use occupation of the development) to be secured by the council
for local residents.” As noted in the draft London Plan, London is a Global City and as result the
City’s workforce is made up from people not just from London and the South East but from all over
the UK and internationally. The requirement for a minimum of 25% of end-use jobs for the first two
years conflicts with the reality of London’s position as a Global City. The Royal Street site is located
in the CAZ and it is therefore expected that the businesses that will occupy the floorspace will
attract multicultural and geographic workforce. The Royal Street site is also extremely close to the
boundaries of other London boroughs such as Southwark and Westminster. As such, it should be
expected that the site should deliver benefits for the whole of London as a global city. We consider
the draft policy to be onerous and unrealistic. If such a burden were placed on sites such as Royal
Street this would make the development much less attractive to the market and would dilute the
opportunity currently open to the borough.
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ED15

The comment is noted but the council
wishes that development benefits
local residents. There is already
sufficient flexibility in criteria iii) to
take into account site specific
circumstances when determining
qualifying applications, for instance if
it’s not realistic to seek 25 per cent
local employment.

No change.

ED15

The comment is noted but the council
wishes that development benefits
local residents. There is already
sufficient flexibility in criteria iii) to
take into account site specific
circumstances when determining
qualifying applications, for instance if
it’s not realistic to seek 25 per cent
local employment.

No change.

In order to demonstrate the onerous and unrealistic nature of the proposed policy we have sought
to provide you with a worked example. This is based on the Wilkinson Eyre Architect (WEA)
proposals are discussed through the pre-application engagement for the re-development of the
Royal Street site. The WEA proposals contained the following employment land uses: · 86,514 sq.
m of Office Floorspace (B1a) · 5,804 sq. m of Retail Floorspace (A1-A5). Based on this indicative
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scheme using the Employment Density Matrix outlined in the Homes & Communities Agency
Employment Density Guide 2015 approximately 5,931 people would be employed onsite as part of
this new development. This doesn’t take into account those employed in the outpatients. In order
to comply with part b) i), this would mean that c.1,407 employees for the first two years of the
development would have to be residents of the London Borough of Lambeth. This policy
requirement will no doubt place a burden on employers and impact on recruitment abilities. This
could in turn have an unintended consequence on the viability of the employment space and in
turn the viability of the wider development. It should be noted that this is just one indicative
example. The Charity’s eventual development partner could seek to deliver an even greater
proportion of employment space than the WEA paces an even greater burden on itself in this
regard.
In addition to the above, the policy wording is considered to be in conflict with the NPPF which
notes that local plans should be prepared positively and are instructed to not be onerous or place
restrictive requirements that could stifle investment and regeneration opportunities. As written,
the policy could impact on investment and regeneration opportunities in the Borough.
We would therefore request that the policy is amended to only apply to construction jobs and
therefore reads as:
“b) Applications for major development must include a site-specific Employment and Skills Plan
(ESP) and the developer will be expected to agree to deliver the commitments secured in the ESP.
The ESP should as a
minimum address, in detail, how the developer intends to deliver the following requirements:
i) A minimum of 25 per cent of all jobs created by the development (in both the construction
phase and for the first two years of end-use occupation of the development) to be secured by the
council for local residents.”
Policy ED15 Employment and Training
The draft policy states that a minimum of 25% of all jobs created by the development (in both the
construction phase and for the first two years of end-use occupation of the development)
should be secured for local residents.
Whilst HB Reavis supports the principle and objective of policy ED15, we have concerns that in
relation to very large office developments such as that proposed at Elizabeth House, the Council’s
proposed target may not be realistic to achieve. Office jobs are less likely to be newly created than
retail or restaurant jobs. Given that a very high proportion of end-use jobs created by the proposals
at Elizabeth House will be office occupiers, it is very likely that most of these employers will be
relocating their existing office from elsewhere and bringing an existing workforce, in order to
enable expansion of an existing business or to new premises, rather than setting up a new business
and creating 100% of these new jobs.
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ED15

The comment is noted. It is not
considered appropriate to limit the
first criterion so that it just applies to
construction jobs. There is already
sufficient flexibility in criteria iii) to
take into account site specific
circumstances when determining
qualifying applications.

No change.

ED15

The comment is noted but the council
wishes that development benefits
local residents. There is already
sufficient flexibility in criteria iii) to
take into account site specific
circumstances when determining
qualifying applications, for instance if
it’s not realistic to seek 25 per cent
local employment.

No change.

It is therefore likely that the end-use occupiers will already have existing numbers of staff with
existing residential locations, and therefore applying the Council’s target to all jobs, rather than
new jobs, created by the development, is unlikely to be achievable. Applying this target to
Elizabeth House would require an estimated 2,700 jobs to be secured for existing Lambeth
residents, which is an estimated 1,000 jobs more than would be expected to occur naturally based
on established data for commuting patterns.
HB Reavis considers therefore that in the case of very large developments, draft Policy ED15 should
recognise that a more tailored, flexible approach to meeting the Council’s employment and
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training objectives may be necessary in order to be realistically achievable. This should recognise
that the industry in which the jobs are being created has direct implications for this.
ED15 Employment and Training
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ED15

The comment is noted but the council
wishes that development benefits
local residents. There is already
sufficient flexibility in criteria iii) to
take into account site specific
circumstances when determining
qualifying applications, for instance if
it’s not realistic to seek 25 per cent
local employment.

No change.

ED15

The comment is noted but the council
wishes that development benefits
local residents. There is already
sufficient flexibility in criteria iii) to
take into account site specific
circumstances when determining
qualifying applications, for instance if
it’s not realistic to seek 25 per cent
local employment.

No change.

We support this policy in principle. It accords with draft London Plan Policy E11.
We believe that a minimum of 25% all jobs created by the development (in both the construction
phase and for the first two years of end-use occupation of the development) is a worthwhile policy
aspiration but is still likely to be difficult to achieve.
The unemployment rates in Lambeth and Greater London is currently 5.5% and 5.1% respectively
These low unemployment rates could make it difficult for new development to achieve the 25%
target. London’s workforce is highly mobile and it is quite common for workers to be employed
outside of the local authority where they live. With regard to the construction sector, the Annual
Population Survey (July 2017 to June 2018) shows that about 10,700 Lambeth residents work in the
construction sector. However, according to the Business
Register and Employment Survey there are only approximately 4,500 construction jobs in the
Borough. This suggests that most Lambeth residents in the construction sector are employed
outside of the Borough.

Stanhope PLC

175/4

Whilst likely that some of the workers would prefer to work locally, it may be difficult to recruit
them if they are already employed elsewhere. There is currently an acute shortage of
construction workers in London which is being further exacerbated by Brexit negotiations. While
labour supply in the Borough for the construction sector is high, construction workers
often have little control over the location of their workplace. It is doubtful that construction
workers who are currently employed outside the Borough would choose to relocate their job to
Lambeth if it required a change of employer. The benefit of an easier commute is likely to be
temporary and would probably be outweighed by the risk of changing to a new employer. A
similar dynamic is likely to be found in other sectors of the economy.
Policy ED15 - Employment and training. The principle of encouraging the promotion of local jobs
and apprenticeships through Section 106 agreements is supported. However, we are concerned
about the wording of the draft policy. Part b) of the policy references:
"the provision of a minimum of 25% of all jobs created by the development in both the
construction phase and for the first two years of end-use occupation of the development) to be
secured by the council for local residents." The draft London Plan Policy (ED15) Part b) is more
flexible and states that " Development proposals should seek to support employment, skills
development, apprenticeships, and other education and training opportunities in both the
construction and end-use phases, including through Section 106 obligations where appropriate."
(Emphasis added). It is considered that the Lambeth policy should accord with the emerging
London Plan and should not prescribe the percentage of employment, apprenticeship and training
opportunities to be secured through a Section 106. Given the length of the plan term, it is
important that all the policies provide sufficient flexibility to respond to changes in the economic
position and job market. Accordingly it is proposed that the wording is relaxed as follows: "the
agreement of a percentage of all jobs created by the development in both the construction phase
and for the first two years of end-use occupation of the development) to be secured by the council
for local residents where appropriate."
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Applications for major development must include a site-specific Employment and Skills Plan (ESP)
and the developer will be expected to agree to deliver the commitments secured in the ESP. The
ESP should as a minimum address, in detail, how the developer intends to deliver the following
requirements:
Employment and Training
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ED15

The DRLLP text appears to have been
incorrectly struckthrough by the
respondent

No change.

ED15

The comment is noted. There is
already sufficient flexibility in criteria
iii) to take into account site specific
circumstances when determining
qualifying applications.

No change.

ED15

The comment is noted but the council
wishes that development benefits
local residents. There is already
sufficient flexibility in criteria iii) to
take into account site specific
circumstances when determining
qualifying applications, for instance if
it’s not realistic to seek 25 per cent
local employment.

No change.

Policy ED15 states that applications for major development must include a site-specific
Employment and Skills Plan (ESP) and the developer will be expected to agree to deliver the
commitments secured in the ESP. The policy sets out requirements that a minimum of 25 per cent
of all jobs created by the development are to be secured by the council for local residents and that
developers to engage with local schools and colleges and support them to promote amongst young
people aged 11 to 19 the achievement of the skills and qualifications needed for employment.
Berkeley support the provision of employment and skills for local residents, it is agreed that in
order to improve the prospects for young people in Lambeth, and ensure that local businesses are
able to attract an appropriately qualified workforce, there is a need to better integrate the
education system with the labour market.
However, monetary contributions are also sought within the Employment and Skills SPD to help
support those sections of the Lambeth workforce that are furthest from employment, having been
out of work for a long period of time and/or having low levels of skills.

SBEG and SBBID

198/16

The contribution is calculated according to a formula set out in the draft SPD. However, Berkeley
have established employment programmes and the capacity to deliver on some objectives using
their in house programmes rather than contribute financially towards the council doing so. As such
a degree of flexibility should be given so that in instances where this is the case some of the
employment and skills plan would be delivered by in-house by the developer as an in-kind
contribution.
Employment and Training
Relevant sections of Policy ED15 states applications for major development must include a sitespecific Employment and Skills Plan (ESP) and the developer will be expected to agree to deliver
the commitments secured in the ESP. The ESP should as a minimum address how the developer
will deliver a minimum of 25% of all jobs created by the development (in both the construction
phase and for the first two years of end-use occupation of the development) to be secured for local
residents.
Whilst supporting the principle and objective of ED15, we ask that LB Lambeth reconsiders this
policy. It is restrictive, and will be undeliverable for some developments, especially given the South
Bank’s inclusion in the Central Activities Zone, and its global city status. As it stands, the policy
could make certain development sites less attractive to potential tenants, especially those that
operate with and attract global talent.
With large developments, the Council’s proposed targets may not be achievable given that a very
high proportion of end-use jobs created are likely to be office occupiers. Given the status and
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location of South Bank and Waterloo, it is likely that many employers will be relocating their teams
from elsewhere, in order to enable expansion of an existing business or to new premises, rather
than setting up a new business and creating entirely new jobs.

Policy/
Annex

Officer Response

Proposed Change

ED15

The support for b) iii) is noted.

No change.

ED15

The comment is noted but the council
wishes that development benefits
local residents. There is already
sufficient flexibility in criteria iii) to
take into account site specific
circumstances when determining
qualifying applications, for instance if
it’s not realistic to seek 25 per cent
local employment.

No change.

In the case of very large developments, Policy ED15 should recognise that a more tailored
approach to meeting the Council’s employment and training objectives will be necessary in order
to be achievable. Paragraph 11.12 recognises Waterloo’s location within the Central Activities Zone
and its status as an Opportunity Area. It states that in 2007 “an Opportunity Area Planning
Framework was jointly prepared by the Greater London Authority and the Council and as a result,
the area has emerged as one of Lambeth’s key economic growth areas. Waterloo is home to a
resident population of around 15,600 people and the London Plan identifies potential for an
additional 1,500 homes”.
In recognition that South Bank and Waterloo is one of Lambeth’s key economic growth areas,
paragraph should include reference to the indicative number of new jobs identified within the draft
London Plan for the Opportunity Area.
This would help to frame a more considered and creative approach to delivering employment and
training outcomes through the Local Plan, and we recommend that LB Lambeth looks at the
commitments made regarding Employment, Skills and Learning in the 2018 South Bank Manifesto,
referenced below (see also footnote 2, above).
We want to support businesses and employers to access the skills and talent that they need from
within Lambeth and Southwark, and to help residents from both boroughs benefit from South
Bank’s evolving and growing economy, with employment and career progression opportunities
available for all. South Bank Partnership supports an employer and business led approach that
promotes the wide range of career opportunities available, motivates and offers young people a
range of work experience and apprenticeship opportunities, and assists residents to secure good
jobs.
Workspace
Group Plc

Aldmarch Ltd

162/16

154/13

Policy ED15 Employment and training
a. A minimum of 25 per cent of all jobs created by the development (in both the construction
phase and for the first two years of end-use occupation of the development) to be secured by
the council for local residents.
Workspace Comment
Whilst we note the council aspiration for local employment, we note Kennington Business Park is a
major contributor to employment within the borough and whilst a number of businesses with the
site are ‘local’ to Lambeth, we note that such restriction is overly onerous and thus we welcome
the insertion of (iii) relating to reasonable endeavours.
Policy ED15 Employment and Training We support the aim of the draft policy to support
employment and training schemes within Lambeth and to maximise local employment
opportunities to help address skills deficits in the local population.
However, we are concerned that the requirement of part b) i) is in conflict with aims of the Draft
London Plan and the position of London as a global city. The relevant parts of the policy state:
“b) Applications for major development must include a site-specific Employment and Skills Plan
(ESP) and the developer will be expected to agree to deliver the commitments secured in the ESP.
The ESP should as a minimum address, in detail, how the developer intends to deliver the following
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requirements:
i) A minimum of 25 per cent of all jobs created by the development (in both the construction phase
and for the first two years of end-use occupation of the development) to be secured by the council
for local residents.” As noted in the draft London Plan, London is a Global City and as result the
City’s workforce is made up from people not just from London and the South East but from all over
the UK and internationally. The requirement for a minimum of 25% of end-use jobs for the first two
years conflicts with the reality of London’s position as a Global City.

Policy/
Annex

Officer Response

Proposed Change

ED15

The point on difficulties in liaising with
schools is noted but the obligation is
on the developer (as stated in iii)) to
make all reasonable endeavours to
engage with schools.
ED15 will apply across the borough,
including in West Norwood if
qualifying development is
forthcoming. It is not clear why the
representor views this as an unfair
policy.

No change.

The DRLLP text appears to have been
incorrectly struckthrough by the
respondent
The DRLLP text appears to have been
incorrectly struckthrough by the
respondent

No change.

The apprenticeship levy is a different
mechanism and not directly related to
the planning process. The
apprenticeship levy is available to any

No change.

This policy requirement will no doubt place a burden on employers and impact on recruitment
abilities, this could in turn have an unintended consequence on the viability of employment space
and in turn the viability of wider development.
In addition to the above, the policy wording is considered to be in conflict with the NPPF which
notes that local plans should be prepared positively and are instructed to not be onerous or place
restrictive requirements that could stifle investment and regeneration opportunities. As written,
the policy could impact on investment and regeneration opportunities in the Borough.
We would therefore request that the policy is amended to only apply to construction jobs and
therefore reads as:
“b) Applications for major development must include a site-specific Employment and Skills Plan
(ESP) and the developer will be expected to agree to deliver the commitments secured in the ESP.
The ESP should as a minimum address, in detail, how the developer intends to deliver the following
requirements: i) A minimum of 25 per cent of all jobs created by the development (in both the
construction phase and for the first two years of end-use occupation of the development) to be
secured by the council for local residents.”
Page 154: Policy ED15: b.ii: Our experience of liaising with schools is that pressure on time and
resources makes this very difficult. Arrangements should be put in place to enable schools to liaise
and work effectively with developers and local voluntary organisations doing complementary work.

St John's
Church,
Waterloo

202/27

Norwood
Action group et
al.

196/248 However, if the developer can demonstrate to the satisfaction of the council that there are
circumstances specific to the scheme such that either direct provision is not operationally feasible,
or that an alternative means of delivery would result in a more effective outcome, then the council
may consider a financial contribution in lieu. In these circumstances, the amount of the
contribution will be based on the calculation set out in Annex 10

Norwood
Action group et
al.
Norwood
Action group et
al.
Norwood
Action group et
al.

ED15

You can bring a horse to water but can’t make it drink. Unfair policy. Does West Norwood have any
prospect of major development?
196/249 In addition to

ED15

No strike-through.
196/250 d)

ED15

Applicants will be required to provide monitoring reports on the implementation of their ESP at
agreed regular intervals to enable the council to fulfil its monitoring obligations.
196/254 These apprenticeships will need to be open to candidates nominated by the council (or another
agency as agreed by the council) who are seeking recognised Level 2 or above NVQ qualifications
What about the apprentice levy now does this policy relate?

ED15

No change.

No change.
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St John's
Church,
Waterloo

202/28

Page 157, para 6.100 – NVQ level 2 – We are concerned that the plan is insufficiently aspirational
for people not in Employment Education or Training. The target of at least NVQ level 2 is low: if the
Borough is to achieve its potential the educational aims should be higher.

ED15

Norwood
Action group et
al.

196/255 2 Aiming to encourage more young people into apprenticeships, in response to relatively high
rates of youth unemployment in the borough.
3 The Government has set a target of 3 million apprenticeships in England by 2020, which spread
evenly would mean 750,000 apprenticeship starts per year. This equates to 2.6% of the total
number of jobs. Based on standard employment densities, 2.6% would represent 1 or 2 people per
1,000sqm, depending on the use class and sector.
4 This can also be referred to as “supported employment”. Supported employment refers to a
personalised approach to working with people with complex needs, including individuals with
disabilities, to access and retain open employment.
196/251 6.93. Promoting employment and training opportunities for local people will generate local
employment opportunities and reduce the need to travel

ED15

Norwood
Action group et
al.

Given the geography of the borough maybe not! Consider also seeking sites which are easy to
access by public transport especially bus and by walking and cycling by residents of the borough.
Support revisions to:
• Policy ED15 Employment and Training

Waterloo
Community
Development
Group
ITV PLC

182/11

Norwood
Action group et
al.

196/252 1 Whether the requirements at (b) (i) are satisfied by only one of the measures set out at 6.92, or
by a combination of more than one of these, will be addressed as part of the process of preparing
and approving the ESP. The same approach will be taken to the example measures set out at 6.93
for b (ii).

Guy's and St
Thomas' NHS
Foundation
Trust

72/9

188/15

13. In relation to Employment and training Policy ED15 now includes large parts of the text from
the Council SPD. The wording is very specific and could prove to be a deterrent to new
employment providers being attracted to the borough. It should be made clear that the
requirements set out will be sought in a pragmatic manner and will not be rigidly applied.

Section 4 (Delivering the Vision and Objectives)
Policies ED15 b(i) and (ii) (Employment & Improved Social Infrastructure) propose that all major
developments must include a site-specific Employment & Skills Plan (ESP), with a commitment to
“a minimum of 25% of all jobs created by the development (in both the construction phase and for
the first two years of end-use occupation of the development) to be secured by the council for
local residents” and for engagement with local schools and colleges to promote skills. We note that
in certain circumstances the council allows for a payment in lieu.
Guy’s and St Thomas’ NHS Foundation Trust supports this ambition where practical as one of the
largest employers in the borough. However, there is a risk of unintended consequences in the

Policy/
Annex

Officer Response
employer to help support the delivery
of apprenticeships, so this should
assist developers meet the policy
requirements.
It is not considered that the
attainment target is too low for all
who would benefit from
qualifications.
The DRLLP text appears to have been
incorrectly struckthrough by the
respondent

Proposed Change

No change.

No change.

ED15

The comment is noted, but the desire
to promote employment
opportunities for local people is
considered appropriate.

No change.

ED15

The support is noted.

No change.

ED15

The council will apply this policy to all
qualifying developments. There is
already sufficient flexibility in criteria
iii) to take into account site specific
circumstances when determining
qualifying applications.
The DRLLP text appears to have been
incorrectly struckthrough by the
respondent

No change.

The comment is noted but the council
wishes that development benefits
local residents. There is already
sufficient flexibility in criteria iii) to
take into account site specific
circumstances when determining
qualifying applications, for instance if
it’s not realistic to seek 25 per cent
local employment.

No change.

ED15

ED15

No change.
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healthcare sector.

Policy/
Annex

Officer Response

Proposed Change

There are already significant challenges to recruitment of healthcare professionals across the NHS.
The latest figures from NHS Improvement suggest that in England alone there are almost 42,000
nursing vacancies in the NHS. This policy would add a further hurdle to recruitment and would
directly impact on the Trust’s ability to serve the local population.
We expect that the payment in lieu policy would be engaged where buildings are intended for
healthcare sector end users. However, where the Trust is the developer or a joint venture partner,
this would either: (a) be a direct cost to the Trust’s capital budget and at the expense of providing
healthcare facilities; or (b) where a development partner is involved it would result in higher costs
being passed on to the Trust.
We would therefore recommend that this policy is not applied within the defined area of the
proposed St Thomas’ Hospital MedTech Cluster.
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Policy/Issue

8. Policy for sport is very weak, despite its health and wellbeing benefits.

No change.

St John's
Church,
Waterloo

202/31

Bankside Open
Spaces Trust

296/4

Introduction The council recognises the importance of social
infrastructure in this section of the plan and describes
the services that they provide as essential. The council
does not accept that its policy is weak and seeks to
ensure that new social infrastructure is supported and
that existing facilities are safeguarded.

No change.

Friends of
Lambeth
Libraries

238/6

St Johns’ is well positioned to co-produce the delivery of the objectives of
Section 7 especially in terms of the provision of affordable meeting spaces,
shared community use of premises, shared worship spaces and employment
training.
Social infrastructure exists for the benefit of local people. In this plan, when
talking about social infrastructure, no mention is made of people using it, of the
local residents or their being consulted in any way about the services that want
or need. This should be a core principle of the plan in general, and in this
section and therefore the policy is not effective. Community facilities are
mentioned but nothing of the people who use these services and the impact of
moving or changing them might have or the knock-on effects on health, crime,
community cohesion. The added value that social infrastructure brings - in
supporting safer neighbourhoods, in promoting health, in assisting families and
young people in crisis, for example, are not recognised and therefore given no
values - in social or monetary terms in this plan but should be. In this plan, Social
Infrastructure due to the lack of recognition of its monetary value is treated as
of secondary importance to other areas of policy. The policy is therefore weak
as it doesn't place local peoples needs on the same footing as external needs
such as transport or commerce.
7.1: Libraries should be among the institutions listed in the list of social
infrastructure.

Introduction The council supports the retention of existing social
infrastructure in S1 and the provision of new facilities
for sport is supported in S2. New and upgraded sports
facilities are also covered in the Infrastructure Delivery
Plan.
Introduction Noted

Introduction It is agreed that libraries can be referenced in this
paragraph.

The wording of the supporting
text has been amended to read:

Friends of
Lambeth
Libraries
Black Prince
Trust

238/7

Norwood
Action Group
et al

112/5

7.3: This section signposts to the IDP with regard to the strategy for the
provision of social infrastructure. However, as noted above, the IDP contains no
plans for new library infrastructure in the period to 2034/35.
Policy S1 Safeguarding existing social infrastructure/ Policy S2 New or
improved social infrastructure
The desire to protect existing social infrastructure is supported and it should be
noted that the delivery of meaningful social outcomes in the Borough is
dependent on a high quality and sustainable social infrastructure. It is important
that existing social infrastructure, such as the Black Prince Trust Community

Officer Response

Introduction The IDP reflects the latest known position on the
delivery of libraries and community hubs.
S01

The support is noted.

Proposed Change

No change.

7.1. Social infrastructure
includes community meeting
spaces, places of worship,
libraries and premises for the
delivery of essential services
including education, youth
services, childcare and early
years; health and social care;
sport, recreation and play;
policing and the emergency
services.
No change.
No change.

The policy ensures the safeguarding of existing
infrastructure unless tests are met. Taken together, the
policies of the DRLLP provide sufficient flexibility to
support enabling development in certain
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Avenbury
Properties Ltd

113/5

NHS Lambeth
Clinical
Commissioning
Group
Sport England

151/1

156/6

Representation Wording
Hub, which meets a local and identified need, can adapt and change to meet the
needs of its user groups. This may necessitate enhancement or replacement of
existing facilities to improve the quality or type of available facilities and in turn
improve the range and quality of social outcomes to help the local communities
most in need. In the absence of grant, or other forms of funding, this may
necessitate enabling development as the only means available that providers
can deliver enhancements or alterations to facilities and provide long term
sustainable delivery of social outcomes. Both policies need to acknowledge the
financial constraints that providers face and allow innovative and should seek to
allow innovative means to deliver this through enabling commercial
development. The policies as worded do not acknowledge or enable this. It
should also be noted that the provision of social infrastructure could have
implications for the potential of schemes to meet other policy requirements (ie
affordable housing). A balanced rather than a rigid approach to the
interpretation of these policies needs to be taken in the context of delivering
sustainable enhancements of social infrastructure.
Policy S1 Safeguarding existing social infrastructure/ Policy S2 New or
improved social infrastructure
The desire to protect existing social infrastructure is supported and it should be
noted that the delivery of meaningful social outcomes in the Borough is
dependent on a high quality and sustainable social infrastructure. It is important
that existing social infrastructure, such as the Black Prince Trust Community
Hub, which meets a local and identified need, can adapt and change to meet the
needs of its user groups. This may necessitate enhancement or replacement of
existing facilities to improve the quality or type of available facilities and in turn
improve the range and quality of social outcomes to help the local communities
most in need. In the absence of grant, or other forms of funding, this may
necessitate enabling development as the only means available that providers
can deliver enhancements or alterations to facilities and provide long term
sustainable delivery of social outcomes. Both policies need to acknowledge the
financial constraints that providers face and allow innovative and should seek to
allow innovative means to deliver this through enabling commercial
development. The policies as worded do not acknowledge or enable this. It
should also be noted that the provision of social infrastructure could have
implications for the potential of schemes to meet other policy requirements (ie
affordable housing). A balanced rather than a rigid approach to the
interpretation of these policies needs to be taken in the context of delivering
sustainable enhancements of social infrastructure.
The CCG supports the draft revised Plan, in particular Policy D3 on infrastructure
and Policies S1 and S2 on social infrastructure.
Sport England further objects to part (d) of Policy S1 as it relates to sports
facilities. Sport England is concerned that this text could result in sports
facilities (including playing fields) being lost to education uses. Paragraph 97 of
the NPPF does not allow for this and states that; existing open space, sports and
recreational buildings and land, including playing fields, should not be built on.
Sport England suggests that the above comments are addressed through an

Policy/Issue

Officer Response

Proposed Change

circumstances. The planning decision making process
takes account of other material considerations, on a
case by case basis.

S01

The support is noted.

No change.

The policy ensures the safeguarding of existing
infrastructure unless tests are met. Taken together, the
policies of the DRLLP provide sufficient flexibility to
support enabling development in certain
circumstances. The planning decision making process
takes account of other material considerations, on a
case by case basis.

S01

Noted

No change.

S01

Loss of sports provision would only be acceptable if the
previous policy tests are met, which is consistent with
the NPPF. Playing fields are not a D2 use class – they
are open space and protected by EN1. The changes
proposed by the DRLLP in d) ensure that b) will be
applied in every case and this gives added protection to
covered sports facilities in accordance with NPPF

An additional sentence to
paragraph 7.7 has been added
that reads:
Sports facilities in particular
should also be tested against
paragraph 97 of the NPPF.
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Sport England

156/4

Sport England

156/5

Loughborough 16/2
Junction
Neighbourhood
Forum

Stockwell
Group Practice
Norwood
Action group et
al.

Representation Wording
additional paragraph that explains that any proposals affecting sports facilities
will be assessed against the national planning policy tests set out in the NPPF.
Sport England further objects to paragraphs 7.8 and 7.11 for the reasons set out
above.
Policy S1 – Safeguarding existing social infrastructure – Sport England supports
the Council’s intention to protect sports facilities (where they are considered
social infrastructure) from development.
However, Sport England objects to part (b) and (c) where they apply to sports
facilities. Paragraph 93 of the national planning policy framework (NPPF) sets
out 3 bullet points which sets out the exceptions that apply to sports and
recreational buildings and land which should not be built on. The bullet points
do not include the provision of a ‘payment in lieu’ as suggested could be
accepted by the Council in paragraph (c). Replacement facilities are also
required to be of equivalent or better provision in terms of quantity and quality.

2. Safeguarding existing social infrastructure community premises; Section 7
Social Infrastructure.

In recent years the Loughborough Junction community has become adept at
rescuing and putting to good use derelict or underused community assets for
the benefit of the community. Examples include the establishment of the
Loughborough Farm, a community food growing project on land which had lain
derelict for 25 years; running a community café in a former toilet block in Wyck
Gardens; and reopening the Grove Adventure Playground.
The LJ Neighbourhood Forum would like to be in a position to safeguard these
assets. Under Section 7: Social Infrastructure we welcome the fact that the
council “… will support and encourage the most effective use of community
premises to address different and changing priorities and needs in the borough,
in accordance with agreed strategies where relevant” and that “Existing
community premises, and land formerly in use as community premises, will be
safeguarded…” However, we consider that the three “exception” clauses give
the council exceptionally wide powers to override the safeguarding of
community assets.
We regret the watering down of exception ii) with the original version stating
“replacement facilities are proposed on or off site of the same or better size and
quality to serve the needs of the community” replaced by “replacement facilities
of equivalent or better functionality to serve the needs of the area”. We are also
unhappy that “payment in lieu” has been introduced for first time.
177/2
In particular, the Group supports proposed Policy S1 which seeks to safeguard
existing social infrastructure (including healthcare) unless replacement facilities
are proposed on or off site of the same or better size equivalent or better
functionality and quality to serve the needs of the area.
196/256 it may be necessary to maximise the development value of some existing sites

Policy/Issue

Officer Response

Proposed Change

paragraph 97. However and to add further clarity, an
additional sentence has been added to the end of
paragraph 7.7
S01

Noted.

No change.

S01

(b) The policy fully addresses and is consistent with the
provisions in NPPF para 97. Outdoor sports facilities
that meet the definition of open space are listed in
paragraph 9.5 and therefore covered by policy EN1. In
addition to policy S1, the tests in NPPF paragraph 97
are addressed in EN1.

No change.

(c) The policy is consistent with the provisions in NPPF
para 97. PIL allows for replacement provision. It is
reasonable, in exceptional circumstances, for this to be
provided by PIL and part c) of the policy sets this out.
S01

The considerable contribution of the LJ Forum is
acknowledged and the support for the wording is
noted.

No change.

In relation to the comment on b) ii), the council does
not consider that the policy has been watered down as
the intent of the policy is to ensure that the
replacement social infrastructure facilities provided is
equivalent or better than the functionality of that
which currently exists. Functionality is considered a
more effective test than size alone. In practice,
requiring replacement floorspace does not always
result in the optimum outcome.
In relation to PIL, part c) of the policy is consistent with
the provisions in NPPF para 97. PIL allows for
replacement provision. It is reasonable, in exceptional
circumstances, for this to be provided by PIL and part c)
of the policy sets this out.

S01

Noted.

No change.

S01

Noted.

No change.

This could negate the policy in some situations.
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Waterloo
Bankside Open
Spaces Trust
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Code
202/30
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Policy/Issue

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Page 160: Policy S1: Social infrastructure - we welcome the replacement of
‘community premises’ with ‘social infrastructure’.

S01

Noted.

No change.

296/5

This policy is not fully effective as it does not safeguard infrastructure rather it
describes a mechanism for loss and removal of services. The policy frames
protection in the context of how a facility can be shut down, moved or changed
rather than how it can be strengthened or given special protection.
Additionally, if the community feel that the changes proposed are wrong they
are significantly disadvantaged in trying to fight such a proposal as often it is
small, extremely stretched voluntary groups looking after such spaces and do
not have time or resources to make such representations. The policy actively
allows a loss of the provision - 7.8" A smaller quantity of floor space may be
acceptable where it is demonstrated to the satisfaction of the council that the
new accommodation can be used more effectively." this is an erosion of
provision. once gone space is unlikely to be replaced.
None of the publications in the Local Plan review evidence deal directly with
libraries. While libraries are mentioned in passing in a number of the
documents, no dedicated reports are included. FoLL is concerned that this
oversight means that libraries cannot be considered properly as part of the plan.

S01

The council does not consider that the policy describes
a process for loss and removal of services. Part b)
explains that existing community premises and land will
be safeguarded. The policy allows for replacement
facilities as long provided that the functionality is
equivalent or better than what already exists.
Therefore, the policy is not a vehicle for the loss of
social infrastructure.

No change.

S01

The need for libraries is considered as part of the
Lambeth Infrastructure Delivery Plan. Community
facilities are addressed in policies S1 and S2.

No change.

Clause d) of Policy S2 notes that where is not possible or effective to meet the
additional need through provision of new social infrastructure on site, a
payment in lieu will be sought to contribute towards additional service provision
in existing facilities in Lambeth. This statement is welcome as it acknowledges
the importance of making best use of existing facilities through greater
utilisation, or by refurbishing or extending existing premises to provide
additional capacity.
Linked to this, Policy S2, which relates to the provision of new or improved
social infrastructure, is also supported insofar as it supports new health care
facilities which are designed to be flexible, adaptable and sited to maximise
shared community use of premises, where practical.
S2

S02

Noted.

No change.

S02

Noted.

No change.

S02

Adult education is already covered by the reference to
further education in the policy.

No change.

S02

Noted.

No change.

To the occupiers!
196/258 places of worship can attract large numbers of visitors for services and
ceremonies and this can have an impact on highways and on residential

S02

Noted.

No change.

If only all behave with consideration.
196/259 Places of worship should therefore be located whenever possible in areas of
high public transport accessibility, such as town centres

S02

The comment is noted. Policy D5 sets out the council's
approach to enforcement. Paragraph 6.32 of the
supporting text of ED3 Key Industrial and Business
Areas explains that D1 uses (including places of
worship) will not normally be permitted in a KIBA.

No change.

Friends of
Lambeth
Libraries

238/2

NHS Lambeth
Clinical
Commissioning
Group

151/4

Stockwell
Group Practice

177/3

Cllr Jon Davies

18/9

Social infrastructure
Norwood
Action group et
al.
Norwood
Action group et
al.
Norwood
Action group et
al.

Include Adult Education cf Morley College
196/257 should be made available for community access during off-peak hours

Illegal use in KIBA and other industrial locations is blocking-out industrial users,
often those most useful to the local community such as car repairers and body
shops. These businesses are being displaced by redevelopment and have no
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Department for
Education

Rep
Code
145/1

Department for
Education

145/3

Department for
Education

145/4

Representation Wording
where local and affordable to relocate. There should be a policy of prompt
enforcement against all illegal uses.
The Department for Education (DfE) welcomes the opportunity to contribute to
the development of planning policy at the local level. 2. Under the provisions of
the Education Act 2011 and the Academies Act 2010, all new state schools are
now academies/free schools and the DfE is the delivery body for many of these,
rather than local education authorities. However, local education authorities still
retain the statutory responsibility to ensure sufficient schools, including sixth
form places, and have a key role in securing contributions from development to
new education infrastructure. In this context, we aim to work closely with local
authority education departments and planning authorities to meet the demand
for new school places and new schools. We do this through a variety of means,
including by supporting the adoption of sound local plan policies, site allocations
and guidance (all based on robust evidence) that facilitate the delivery of
education infrastructure where and when it is needed and maximise developer
contributions for schools. In this capacity, we would like to offer the following
comments in response to the proposals outlined in the above consultation
document.
The DfE notes that significant growth in housing stock is expected in the
borough; the draft Local Plan confirms the annual housing target of 1589 homes
per year to 2028/29. This will place significant pressure on social infrastructure
such as education facilities. The Local Plan will need to be ‘positively prepared’
to meet the objectively assessed development needs and infrastructure
requirements.
The DfE welcomes Policy S3 to support the development of appropriate social
and community infrastructure and to safeguard sites for schools, and also note
within para 2.102 and Strategic Priority D9 (p56) specific reference to the need
to deliver secondary school places as an immediate priority.
In light of the requirement for all Local Plans to be consistent with national
policy, you will have no doubt taken account of key national policies relating to
the provision of new school places, but it would be helpful if they were explicitly
referenced or signposted within the document.
In particular:
The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) advises that local planning
authorities (LPAs) should take a proactive, positive and collaborative approach
to ensuring that a sufficient choice of school places is available to meet the
needs of communities and that LPAs should give great weight to the need to
create, expand or alter schools to widen choice in education (para 94).

Policy/Issue

Officer Response

Proposed Change

S03

Noted. The council recognises the role of the DfE as
No change.
the delivery body for some academies/ free schools and
the IDP identifies school places required to meet
growth and these are being provided by the DfE.
The position in the DRLLP and IDP is based on the
council's annual pupil place planning process, which
takes in anticipated housing growth.

S03

Noted.

No change.

S03

Noted. Government policy and guidance and permitted No change.
development rights are subject to change, so
references to specific documents and rights are
proposed to be replaced by a general reference to the
need to have regard to government guidance.
Permitted development rights will always apply (unless
they have been removed through an Article 4 direction)
and therefore reference to them is not necessary.

The DfE supports the principle of Lambeth safeguarding land for the provision of
new schools to meet government planning policy objectives as set out in
paragraph 94 of the NPPF. When new schools are developed, local authorities
should also seek to safeguard land for any future expansion of new schools
where demand indicates this might be necessary.
Lambeth should also have regard to the Joint Policy Statement from the
Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government and the Secretary of
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Name

Rep
Code

Department for
Education

145/9

Department for
Education

145/10

Department for
Education

145/11

Department for
Education

145/13

Department for
Education

145/14

Representation Wording

Policy/Issue

State for Education on ‘Planning for Schools Development’ (2011) which sets
out the Government’s commitment to support the development of state-funded
schools and their delivery through the planning system.
In this respect, the DfE commends, for example, the approach taken by the
S03
London Borough of Ealing in producing a Planning for Schools Development Plan
Document (DPD, 2016) . We are not suggesting that Lambeth produces a
separate DPD as Ealing have done, but we do believe that the systematic
approach they have taken is informative for local plans. The DPD provides policy
direction, establishes the Council’s approach to providing primary and
secondary school places and helps to identify sites which may be suitable for
providing them (including, where necessary and justified, on MOL), whether by
extension to existing schools or on new sites. It includes site allocations as well
as policies to safeguard the sites and assist implementation and was adopted in
May 2016 as part of the Local Plan. The DPD may provide useful guidance with
respect to an evidence based approach to planning for new schools in Lambeth’s
emerging Local Plan, securing site allocations for schools as well as providing
example policies to aid delivery through Development Management policies.
Ensuring there is an adequate supply of sites for schools is essential and will
S03
ensure that Lambeth can swiftly and flexibly respond to the existing and future
need for school places to meet the needs of the borough over the plan period.
Site Allocations The Local Plan should seek to identify specific sites (existing or
new) which can deliver the school places needed to support growth, based on
the latest evidence of identified need and demand in the revised Infrastructure
Delivery Plan (2018).

S03

The site allocations or associated safeguarding policies should also seek to clarify
requirements for the delivery of new schools, including when they should be
delivered to support housing growth, the minimum site area required, any
preferred site characteristics, and any requirements for safeguarding additional
land for future expansion of schools where need and demand indicates this
might be necessary. For an example of the latter, see draft policy CC7 in Milton
Keynes’s Plan:MK Preferred Option draft from March 2017 .
While it is important to provide clarity and certainty to developers, retaining a
S03
degree of flexibility about site specific requirements for schools is also necessary
given that the need for school places can vary over time due to the many
variables affecting it. The DfE therefore recommend the Council consider
highlighting in the next version of the Local Plan that: specific requirements for
developer contributions to enlargements to existing schools and the provision of
new schools for any particular site will be confirmed at application stage to
ensure the latest data on identified need informs delivery; and that
- requirements to deliver schools on some sites could change in future if it were
demonstrated and agreed that the site had become surplus to requirements,
and is therefore no longer required for school use.
The DfE would like to be included as early as possible in discussions on potential S03
site allocations. Whilst there are currently no central wave pipeline free school
projects in Lambeth, we would welcome the opportunity to meet with the
council in the near future to discuss how you propose to meet the significant
secondary deficit.

Officer Response

Proposed Change

The DfE’s views are noted but the council already plans
for schools in a systemic way through the annual Pupil
Place Planning Report and Resultant Capital
Programmes, reflected in the IDP. The DRLLP includes
two site allocations for schools.

No change.

The IDP identifies that there is a need for school place
provision, reflecting that identified in the latest Pupil
Place Planning and Resultant Capital Programmes
Report.
Two site allocations for schools are included in the
DRLLP. This is consistent with the infrastructure
identified in the IDP.

No change.

The points made are noted, however these are already
addressed in paragraphs 7.21 , 7.22 and Policy S3(c).

No change.

The supporting data has been updated. There is no
longer a secondary deficit in Lambeth.

No change.

No change.
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Name
Department for
Education

Department for
Education
Brixton Society

Norwood
Action group et
al.

Rep
Code
145/16

Representation Wording

Emerging DfE proposals for forward funding schools as part of large residential
developments may be relevant, for example if viability becomes an issue. The
DfE aims to be able to clarify forward funding options for schools in 2018. We
would be happy to meet to discuss this opportunity further once the options
have been finalised and if/when relevant. Any offer of forward funding would
seek to maximise developer contributions to education infrastructure provision
while supporting delivery of schools where and when they are needed.
145/22 Finally, I hope the above comments are helpful in shaping Lambeth’s Local Plan,
with specific regard to the provision of land for schools. Please advise the DfE of
any proposed changes to the emerging Local Plan policies, supporting text, site
allocations and/or evidence base arising from these comments.
155/14 S3 Schools: Since the demise of ILEA in 1990, Central Government has tended
to allow schools more autonomy while reducing the involvement of the local
authority, making borough-wide planning for changes in pupil numbers more
difficult. Nevertheless, if the Council’s aspirations for increased housing density
are realised, particularly if a significant proportion of family dwellings is
maintained, demand for school provision can only increase. Recent years have
seen an expansion of existing schools, within their old sites or by adding annexes
on separate sites, but few such opportunities remain.
196/260 it may be necessary to maximise the development value of some existing sites
This often results in replacement sites with long travel times. Conflict with
reduce the need to travel.

Policy/Issue

Officer Response

Proposed Change

S03

Noted.

No change.

S03

Noted.

No change.

S03

Noted. The IDP identifies that planned additional
school place provision, reflecting that identified in the
latest Pupil Place Planning and Resultant Capital
Programmes Report.

No change.

S03

Travel patterns to schools are considered as part of the
planning application process and this addressed in part
(e) of the policy.

No change.

259

Section 8: Transport and Communications
Name
Individual

Rep
Code
349/1

WeAreWaterloo 75/22

LB Croydon

109/6

Norwood
Action Group et
al

196/12

Lambeth Green
Party

215/29

Individual

343/1

Representation Wording
is there sufficient funding to fulfil our transport aspirations?

Policy/
General
General

The Local plan should not refer to walking and cycling
interchangeably, or to represent a single mode of ‘sustainable
transport’. This encourages applications which combine walking
and cycling infrastructure provision (e.g. shared surface
treatments) and increases the risk of modal conflict between
the two. See also Policy Q6 x.
Transport issues are similar for our boroughs and the DRLLP, like
the CLP18, introduces changes that seek to achieve sustainable
forms of transport. The detailed policies reflect the sustainable
location of Lambeth as an inner London borough and are
therefore supported. As with all London authorities Croydon
and Lambeth are producing Transport Plans setting out how
local authorities will deliver the London Mayors Transport
Strategy, which will inform the delivery of the required
transport infrastructure to support the development proposed
in the Local Plans. Detailed discussions about transport
infrastructure will continue through this process.
12. Transport policy does not seem to have factored in the
effect of 2021 ULEZ extension.

General

TRANSPORT The Green Group have submitted our response to
Lambeth’s Draft Transport strategy and many of our comments
in relation to Policies T1 to T10 of the draft Local Plan are
reflected in there. Our key message here is that Lambeth must
set out much more ambitious targets in terms of reducing traffic
levels on Lambeth’s roads and in turn reducing air pollution.

General

The borough is very hostile to cars and car owners. Its parking
charges and fines are a tax on one section of the community.
Parking restrictions/charges were introduced as a way of
reducing congestion but are now being used as a revenue
earner. the ;policy is very cynical.

General

General

General

Officer Response

Proposed Change

The third Local Implementation Plan gives further detail
on how our transport objectives will be delivered, and
the Infrastructure Delivery Plan also identifies priority
transport projects which will support growth.

No change

Development has a major role to play in delivering our
transport aspirations. New developments will help to
improve our transport network for everyone, for
example developer contributions help deliver our
highways delivery programme.
The Local Plan includes separate walking and cycling
policies; policies T2 and T3 respectively. The modes
have certain similarities in terms of how their
conditions can be improved e.g. low traffic, reduced
pollution; but development is also assessed taking into
account their differing specific needs.
LB Croydon's support is noted and we expect
discussions between our boroughs on the delivery of
Mayor's Transport Strategy to continue.

The London Plan includes a commitment to the further
rollout of the ULEZ, and the parking standards to which
the Local Plan refers include provision for Ultra-Low
Emission vehicles
Noted, the new Local Plan policies will minimise traffic
and pollution associated with new development,
through more stringent car parking standards for
example.
The council will also implement the Low Traffic
Neighbourhood programme and Brixton Liveable
Neighbourhood, which will significantly improve local
conditions for walking and cycling.
The Local Plan seeks to encourage sustainable travel
patterns and address congestion, by controlling and
managing the availability of parking.

No change

No change

No change

No change

No change
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Name
Individual

Rep
Code
350/1

Representation Wording
Transport policy is a disgrace - there will be 3 active hotels close
to the Fire Brigade HQ (at 8 Albert Embankment) very soon and
the transport needs of local residents and the incredible amount
of pollution caused by the diesel taxis serving those hotels are
being ignored. Anyone who tries to drive down Black Prince
Road in the morning when rubbish is being collected can expect
very long waits and these will increase when the hotels become
active. The bin vans completely ignore double yellow lines and
block the road to all other traffic users. The road should be a no
parking at any time zone.

Policy/
General
General

Officer Response

Proposed Change

The view on the council’s transport policy is
noted. However, the council believes it has a strong set
of policies which will be further strengthened by
proposed changes to the Local Plan, publication of the
third Local Implementation Plan and the Transport
Strategy.

No change.

A core aim of the council’s policy is to reduce pollution
from transport sources and improvements to public
transport and encouragement of sustainable transport
modes will help achieve this.
Policy T8 addresses the issues of servicing in nonresidential development such as hotels and officers will
use this policy to ensure that issues such as that
described are assessed during the determination of a
planning application and any problems overcome.

Individual

TfL

TfL

356/1

Servicing, including refuse collection, can take place on
double yellow lines for a limited amount of time,
subject to local loading restrictions.
The council will work with TfL to complete Quietway 5,
and deliver Quietway 7 as well as the new Peckham to
Streatham Quietway, and Cycling Future Routes 15
Streatham to Oval.

I have seen desperately little action from Lambeth to promote
cycling and make it safer. This is the single focus for action that
would improve health, reduce pollution and act on climate
change. I see nothing specific in these proposals that the
authority has any new willingness to make substantial
improvements.

General

143/7

Policy T1 Sustainable travel e), page 177

T01

143/8

‘Access’ could be better/more specifically defined here and/or
in the supporting text – it could be construed as meaning
‘access to and from the site’ or ‘access for people with mobility
impairment’. In reality, the policy is probably aimed at both.
Policy T1 Sustainable travel g), page 177

T01

Suggestion accepted, the wording of clause (g) has been
amended.

The wording of clause (g) has been amended to: "All development
should reduce road danger, to help meet the Mayor’s ‘Vision Zero’
target, at source…"

T01

Support for the policy is noted.

No change

T01

Noted. Freight transport has been removed from the
hierarchy, and the wording of clause (c) has been
amended.

The wording of clause (c) has been amended to:

This is strongly supported, however to strengthen further, the
Mayor’s ‘Vision Zero’ target (no KSIs on London’s roads by 2041)
could be specifically cited here or in the supporting text.
WeAreWaterloo 75/21
2.11. Policy T1. WeAreWaterloo supports the road used
hierarchy, noting in particular the benefits to local economies of
walking and cycling.
Norwood
196/262 vi) freight transport;
Action group et
al.
This ought to get higher priority in an increasingly car free
world.

The council will also implement the Low Traffic
Neighbourhood programme and Brixton Liveable
Neighbourhood, which will significantly improve local
conditions for cycling.
‘Access’ refers to both ‘access to and from the site’ and
‘access for people with mobility impairment’.

Freight is recognised as having a key role to play in

No change

No change

In managing the road network, Lambeth will give priority to the
movement of people traffic according to the following hierarchy
and this should be reflected in development proposals:
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Name

Norwood
Action group et
al.

Rep
Code

Representation Wording

196/263 e) Development should contribute towards the improvement of
access to public transport and the improvement and delivery of
walking and cycling routes that serve the site

Policy/
General

T01

But no requirement to contribute towards stations
improvement unless capacity issue on trains/buses

Norwood
Action group et
al.

Norwood
Action group et
al.

Norwood
Action group et
al.
Norwood
Action group et
al.
Norwood
Action group et
al.
Norwood
Action group et
al.

196/264 g)

T01

All development should reduce road danger at source by
identifying and delivering highway safety measures at and
around the development site, including temporary measures
during the construction phase.
Hope this addressed elsewhere
196/265 ○ Make our transport network more inclusive and accessible.

T01

How?

196/266 ○ The vast majority of new trips in the borough
Should be ‘all’, not ‘new’.

T01

196/267 ○ Lambeth’s major town centres and opportunity areas benefit
from the highest quality public realm

T01

Not district centres?
196/268 benefit from the highest quality public realm, driving investment T01
and attracting business and visitors from all over the world.
What does this have to do with transport?
196/269 the proposal
No strike through

T01

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Lambeth's economy, but is also a major contributor to
congestion and air pollution within the borough. Policy
T8 includes freight policies to address these issues.

i) walking; ii) cycling; iii) buses; iv) taxis and minicabs; v)
motorcycles/scooters; vi) freight transport; vi) private cars.

The supporting text of this policy notes that "planning
obligations will be sought where new development is
demonstrated to have a negative impact on the
operation or safety of the highway network, requires
additional/improved public transport capacity, services
or infrastructure".
In addition, the wording of clause (e) has been
amended to make reference to the requirement for
developers to make financial contributions to
improvements off site.
The DRLLP text appears to have been incorrectly
struckthrough by the respondent

Making the transport network more inclusive and
accessible means ensuring it is accessible to all,
regardless of any disability or particular mobility need,
for example ensuring that all options are available to
wheelchair users.
In addition, a minor amendment has been made to para
8.1 to add clarity
Noted. The word 'new' has been removed from the
text.

The council will also promote and prioritise sustainable freight.
(see policy T8)
The wording of clause (e) has been amended to:
(e) Development should contribute towards the improvement of
access to public transport and the improvement and delivery of
walking and cycling routes that serve the site. This could be
achieved through the design itself, and/or through financial
contributions, appropriate to the scale and impact of the
development.

No change

Amendment made to para 8.1 add clarity:
Make our transport network more inclusive and accessible to
all and ensure the benefits of improved transport provision are
shared across the whole community.

The wording of para 8.1 has been changed to "The vast majority
of new trips in the borough…"

Suggestion accepted, the wording of paragraph 8.1 has
been amended.

The wording of para 8.1 has been changed to: "Lambeth’s major
town centres, district centres and opportunity areas benefit from
the highest quality public realm…"

Delivering high quality public realm is an important
means of encouraging greater levels of active transport,
i.e. walking and cycling

No change

The DRLLP text appears to have been incorrectly
struckthrough by the respondent

No change
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Name
Norwood
Action group et
al.

Norwood
Action group et
al.

TfL

Norwood
Action group et
al.
Norwood
Action group et
al.

U+I Group Plc

Rep
Representation Wording
Policy/
Code
General
196/270 development schemes will be required to submit a travel plan to T01
ensure that occupants/users of the development benefit from
sustainable travel options and reduce car trips
Its now as much about getting active travel rather than public
transport together with spreading reducing demand generally.
Car ownership in Lambeth low and reducing.
196/271 Transport assessments/statements should identify and address
transport problems

143/9

Also identify opportunities to promote sustainable travel e.g.
improved walking and cycling routes, more permeability in
design and layout,
Paragraph 8.8, page 180

This clear statement of intent with regards to planning
obligations is welcomed. However, it could be strengthened
further by specifically mentioning that improvements in physical
access to the public transport and street network will be sought.
196/272 The council may require a bond to ensure trip generation does
not exceed predicted levels
Bond won’t necessarily ensure trip gen not excessive as paid out
if level exceeded. So deterrent.
196/273 Any transport infrastructure affected by development proposals
must be replaced at the expense of the developer.

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Noted. New London Plan Policy T2 Healthy Streets and
Lambeth Local Plan Policy T1 focus particularly on
walking and cycling, active forms of travel.

No change

T01

Noted. Para 8.5 states that "the form of development is
expected to promote sustainable travel. New London
Plan Policy T4 makes reference to mitigation, either
through direct provision of public transport, walking
and cycling facilities"

No change

T01

Noted. Policy T1 clause (e) states that: "Development
should contribute towards the improvement of access
to public transport and the improvement and delivery
of walking and cycling routes that serve the site".

No change

T01

In addition to acting a deterrent, a bond could generate
valuable finances to fund sustainable travel measures

No change

T01

Noted.

No change

T01

As with all other development impacts, the need for
mitigation would be agreed on a site-by-site basis,
having regard to the scale and nature of development,
and the level of impact.

No change

Not what said earlier re contributions but correct.
79/23

Unless redundant.
Transport
Policy T1 – Sustainable Travel
U+I recognises the aims of the updates to Policy T1 which
require development to contribute towards improved access to
public transport alongside improvement to and delivery of
walking and cycling routes. U+I welcomes the revisions, in line
with Draft London Plan Policy T2.
The proposed requirement for all development to reduce road
danger at source and deliver suitable highway safety measures,
including temporary measures during construction, is also
supported. Nevertheless, U+I wishes to highlight that this
requirement may not be appropriate in all circumstances and
suggests that potential measures be considered on a site by site
basis and in a way that is proportionate to the impacts that a
proposed development will have. Suggested revised wording to
Policy T1 is included at Appendix 1.
Appendix
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Name

Rep
Code

Cllr Kevin Craig

185/14

Jubilee Gardens
Trust

192/8

Lambeth Green
Party

215/30

Lambeth
Staying Healthy
Partnership
Board

225/16

Lambeth
Staying Healthy
Partnership
Board

225/17

Representation Wording
• Bold text: New text inserted by Lichfields on behalf of U+I
Group PLC.
• Strike-through: Deleted text.
Policy T1: Sustainable travel
…
g All development should not increase reduce road danger at
source by identifying and delivering highway safety measures at
and around the development site, including temporary
measures during the construction phase. Measures will be
agreed on a site-by-site basis, having regard to the scale and
nature of development and the existing level of danger on roads
in the vicinity of the site…
I note and support the strategic outcome relating to Policy T1
(p178) that Lambeth's major town centres and opportunity
areas benefit from the highest quality public realm, driving
investment and attracting business and visitors from all over the
world. This reflects the approach which should be adopted in
the design, delivery and management and maintenance of the
Gardens extension and any associated works to the existing
Gardens.
The Trust notes and supports the strategic outcome relating to
Policy T1 (p178) that Lambeth’s major town centres and
opportunity areas benefit from the highest quality public realm,
driving investment and attracting business and visitors from all
over the world. This reflects the approach which should be
adopted in the design, delivery and management and
maintenance of the Gardens extension and any associated
works to the existing Gardens.
We are very pleased to see the commitment to prioritising
walking and cycling on Lambeth’s road network under the road
user hierarchy however, in order to put this prioritisation into
practice, there needs to be a stronger commitment to liveable
neighbourhoods in the borough.
Transport We have been involved in the development of the
Lambeth Transport Strategy and understand its role in
promoting health and wellbeing and welcome the adjustment of
the Local Plan policies to promote sustainable means of
transport and discourage trips made by private vehicles. We
support the proposals being put forward however we would
want to re-iterate the importance of transport being accessible
to the more vulnerable in the borough, the reduction of air
pollution and action to protect children, older people and those
with long term conditions from poor air quality.
We welcome the contribution of new development in some
parts of the borough to the delivery of our Healthy Routes
Network but would want to ensure that wherever possible
developments take into consideration the London Healthy
Streets approach.

Policy/
General

Officer Response

Proposed Change

T01

The support is noted.

No change

T01

The support is noted.

No change

T01

Lambeth is committed to delivering liveable
neighbourhoods in the borough, and has successfully
bid for funding from TfL to deliver transformative
changes to Brixton town centre to become a Liveable
Neighbourhood.
Noted.

No change

Noted. Clause (b) states that: "The council will apply
London Plan policy T2, Healthy Streets, to facilitate trips
by walking and cycling in order to reduce health
inequalities".

No change

T01

T01

No change
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Name
Individual

Rep
Code
326/6

Individual

356/2

Norwood
Action group et
al.
Norwood
Action group et
al.

TfL

Representation Wording
Private car use should be absolutely discouraged. Street parking
provision should be capped or even reduced with no further
parking permits issued to new developments. In an inner city
Borough there should be almost no need for local private car
use.

I really saw nothing specific in the document (which felt like an
excercise in burying those with some interest in largely
bureaucratic, formulaic wordage).
196/274 b) Lambeth will promote walking through improvements to
pedestrian routes, streets and public spaces,
Why deleted?????
196/275 c)

143/10

WeAreWaterloo 75/23

Policy/
General
T01

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Policy T7 states that all development should be "be
permit free where the development falls within an
existing or planned controlled parking zone", and the
Transport Strategy includes a commitment to consult
on new Controlled Parking Zones and review existing
CPZs, and implement parking controls as appropriate
Noted. The policies contained within T1 Sustainable
Travel are considered effective and robust.

No change

T02

The text was not considered necessary to the meaning
of the policy.

No change

T02

The DRLLP text appears to have been incorrectly
struckthrough by the respondent

No change

Suggestion accepted, the wording of clause (c) has been
changed.

The wording of clause (c) has been changed: "They should provide
safe, direct, and attractive routes that accommodate these flows
and will be expected to provide improvements that will encourage
additional walking trips, including, where appropriate, Legible
London signage…."

T01

Development proposals should deliver an improved
environment for pedestrians, appropriate to the scale and
nature of the proposal each development, with particular regard
to their accessibility, safety, convenience and directness of
movements, including footway widening, provision of new
routes and desire lines, and enhancement of existing routes.
Major development proposals should identify key routes and
destinations and assess existing and predicted pedestrian flows
to, through and from the site. They should provide safe, direct,
and attractive routes that accommodate these flows and will be
expected to provide improvements that will encourage
additional walking trips instead of trips by car. Development
proposals should facilitate the improvement of footways to
minimum standards where these are not currently met,
including through the provision of land for adoption as highway,
and enable footway widening where increased footfall is
expected. Reductions in footway space should normally be
maintained and where possible increased will not be supported.
Policy T2 Walking page 182
T02
The policy could cite Legible London signage provision/refresh
of existing signs will be sought through new development.
The Mayor’s Healthy Streets Approach could be cited/briefly
summarised in the supporting text, as Policy T2 helps deliver the
Healthy Streets objectives directly.
WeAreWaterloo is supporting the delivery of a network of low
air-pollution walking routes across the area, named as
Greenways in the South Bank and Waterloo Neighbourhood
Plan. Greenways provide pedestrians with routes which allow
them to reduce their exposure to pollution.

It is not considered necessary to cite the Mayor’s
Healthy Streets Approach because it's already cited
under Policy T1 b).
T02

The network of routes suitable for pedestrians which
WeAreWaterloo request is already contained within the
Transport Strategy and supporting papers.

No change

No change

The neighbourhood plan identifies a range of issues that
development along such routes should incrorporate, including
matters of design, additional measures such as green
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Name

U+I Group Plc

Rep
Code

79/24

Representation Wording
infrastructure, benches and wayfinding, and the use of S278.
We have noted in the strategic outcomes for the Lambeth Draft
Transport Strategy that the Borough are considering this
approach Lambeth-wide and support this, but believe that
Policy T2 should go further in seeking to identify a specific
network of routes suitable for pedestrians.
Policy T2 – Walking
Policy T2 supports the delivery of public realm improvements
designed to encourage economic and social activity alongside
the requirement for development to deliver an improved
pedestrian environment. This is supported.
The proposed wording updates are generally aligned with both
national and London-wide policies, which encourage the
creation of high-quality inclusive public spaces that enable and
support healthy lifestyles. However, the requirement for
development proposals to facilitate the improvement of
footways to minimum standards and provide “land for adoption
as highway” may not be practical, possible or desirable in all

Policy/
General

Officer Response

Proposed Change

T02

As with all other development impacts, the need for
public realm improvements would be agreed on a siteby-site basis, having regard to the scale and nature of
development, the feasibility and practicality of such
improvements.

Minor amendment to the wording of clause (c ):
(c ) ...Reductions in footway space should normally be maintained
and where possible increased will not be permitted.

Note that the wording of clause (c) has been amended
slightly to clarify that reductions in footway space will
not be permitted.

Appendix
Policy T2: Walking
…
c Development proposals should deliver an improved
environment for pedestrians, appropriate to the scale and
nature of the proposal, with particular regard to their
accessibility, safety, convenience and directness of movements,
including footway widening, provision of new routes and desire
lines, and enhancement of existing routes. Major development
proposals should identify key routes and destinations and assess
existing and predicted pedestrian flows to, through and from
the site. They should provide safe, direct, and attractive routes
that accommodate these flows and will be expected to provide
improvements that will encourage additional walking trips.
Development proposals should seek to facilitate the
improvement of footways to minimum standards where these
are not currently met, including through the provision of land
for adoption as highway where appropriate, feasible and
viable, and enable footway widening where increased footfall is
expected to materially affect pedestrian capacity or comfort.
Reductions in footway space should normally be maintained and
where possible increased will not be supported…
d Pedestrian routes should normally be provided at street level,
and Lambeth will seek opportunities to replace existing subways
and footbridges with safe routes at street level. Planning
applications must ensure that existing pedestrian routes and
public rights of way are retained and where appropriate
improved. Where new routes that will improve permeability are
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Name

HB Reavis

Rep
Code
164/8

Lambeth Green
Party

215/31

Individual

326/7

Individual

350/2

Individual

354/3

Individual

356/3

TfL

143/11

Norwood
Action group et
al.

Representation Wording
identified, appropriate access rights of way should be secured
for these.
Policy T2 Walking
HB Reavis supports draft Policy T2 which aims to promote, and
prioritise, walking through support for public realm
enhancements and an improved environment for pedestrians.
HB
Reavis supports policy text at Part D which provides that
pedestrian routes should normally be provided at street level,
and that opportunities to replace existing subways and
footbridges with safe routes at street level will be sought.
Walking and cycling in Lambeth will not be truly safe and
pleasant until popular routes become car-free; Lambeth should
use examples such as Waltham Forest’s Mini Holland in order to
achieve this.
Walking must be encouraged and provision budgeted for in the
same way as cycling has been in previous years. Infrastructure
changes at street level must prioritise provision of safe and
efficient pedestrian routes
Pollution, pollution, pollution. We need to stop the coaches
from parking along Albert Embankment. We need to compel
cyclists to stop at red lights and get off the pavement where
they speed along at 20mph completely ignoring the rights of
pedestrians.
Local infrastructure has not been improved for many years - the
lower end of Glenelg Road is subsiding - the pavements are in
dire need of paving.
My experience has been that many recent road changes have
widened pavements that really needed no widening when real
improvements could have been made by introducing bike lanes
and bike parking. I see literally NO thinking about what trips
people make on foot, how those could be increased, made
longer, connected up, and made more pleasant by reducing
internal combustion enging traffic and pollution.
Policy T3 Cycling h) and paragraph 8.20 page 184/186

Initial free membership of the Cycle Hire scheme, ideally for 3
years, for each dwelling in new residential developments should
be included here. The Council are already securing such a
provision in some recent developments, via the s106
agreement. Encouragement of business accounts
(https://tfl.gov.uk/modes/cycling/santander-cycles/businessaccounts) for commercial occupiers could also be mentioned
here.
196/276 e)
The council will require the provision of appropriate secure and
covered cycle parking facilities in accordance with the minimum

Policy/
General

Officer Response

Proposed Change

T02

The support is noted.

No change

T02

Noted. The council will implement the Low Traffic
Neighbourhood programme and Brixton Liveable
Neighbourhood, which will significantly improve
conditions for walking and cycling
Local Plan Policy T2 and London Plan policy T2 Healthy
Streets focus on improving conditions for pedestrians,
through public realm improvements and by reducing
the impact of vehicular traffic.
Local Plan Policy T2 and London Plan policy T2 Healthy
Streets focus on improving conditions for pedestrians,
through public realm improvements and by reducing
the impact of vehicular traffic.

No change

T02

The Local Plan is unable to resolve road maintenance
issues

No change

T02

Local Plan Policy T2 and London Plan policy T2 Healthy
Streets focus on improving conditions for pedestrians,
through public realm improvements and by reducing
the impact of vehicular traffic. Local Plan policy T3
focuses on cycling, including the provision of improved
cycle infrastructure and parking.

No change

T03

Suggestion accepted, the wording of clause (h) has been The wording of clause (h) has been amended to include: "A
amended.
minimum of 3 years free membership of the Cycle Hire scheme for
each dwelling, should be provided in new residential
developments"

T03

The DRLLP text appears to have been incorrectly
struckthrough by the respondent

T02

T02

No change

No change

No change
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standards set out in the London Plan policy T5 and with Local
Plan policy Q13 and will expect these standards to be
exceeded. When designing building layouts sufficient space
should be allocated at the outset to meet these requirements.
Development proposals for non-residential employment and
education uses will should include provision of showers,
changing facilities, drying rooms and lockers for cyclists
appropriate to the number of cycle parking spaces provided.
196/277 10 per cent of overall provision should be designed and
designated for disabled use

Policy/
General

Officer Response

Proposed Change

T03

A cycle space for disabled use is larger than a standard
cycle parking space. These are spaces designed and
designated for larger and adapted cycles, spaced
further apart and close to access points, to cater for
both disabled users and cargo bikes.

The wording of clause (f) has been amended to: "In all
developments at least 25 per cent of the total cycle parking
provision should be of the most accessible type, such as ‘Sheffield’
stands, of which 5 per cent of the total cycle parking provision and
10 per cent of overall provision should be designed and designated
for disabled use larger and adapted cycles. These stands should be
spaced further apart and close to access points, to cater for users
with disabilities and cargo bikes. For a development requiring 100
cycle parking spaces, this would equate to 20 spaces with standard
Sheffield stands and a further 5 in stands spaced further apart and
close to access points. In all cases at least one Sheffield stand
should be provided, close to the access point.".
The wording of clause (f) has been amended to: "In all
developments at least 25 per cent of the total cycle parking
provision should be of the most accessible type, such as ‘Sheffield’
stands, of which 5 per cent of the total cycle parking provision
should be designed and designated for larger and adapted cycles.
These stands should be spaced further apart and close to access
points, to cater for users with disabilities and cargo bikes. For a
development requiring 100 cycle parking spaces, this would equate
to 20 spaces with standard Sheffield stands and a further 5 in
stands spaced further apart and close to access points. In all cases
at least one Sheffield stand should be provided, close to the access
point.".
The wording of clause (f) has been amended to: "In all
developments at least 25 per cent of the total cycle parking
provision should be of the most accessible type, such as ‘Sheffield’
stands, of which 5 per cent of the total cycle parking provision
should be designed and designated for larger and adapted cycles.
These stands should be spaced further apart and close to access
points, to cater for users with disabilities and cargo bikes. For a
development requiring 100 cycle parking spaces, this would equate
to 20 spaces with standard Sheffield stands and a further 5 in
stands spaced further apart and close to access points. In all cases
at least one Sheffield stand should be provided, close to the access
point.".
No

How does one distinguish a cycle for disabled use? This could
be rather onerous. Also may mean disabled spaces standing
empty. If a larger rack at ground/street level also good for cargo
bikes, trailer bikes.

London and
Quadrant
Housing Trust

205/24

London and
Quadrant
Housing Trust

London and
Quadrant
Housing Trust

Note the disabled cycle parking standard has been
amended to be clearer and less onerous.

Moreover, we object to the part (f) requirements for 25 per cent T03
of cycle parking provision to be Sheffield stands. We also
consider the requirement for 10% to be designed for disabled
use at the outset to be overly prescriptive. Both these
requirements will put significant further pressure on ground
floor space and are likely to result in additional costs.

Noted, the disabled cycle parking standard has been
amended to be clearer and less onerous.

205/25

We consider the draft New London Plan approach on disabled
car parking (Policy T6.1), which requires only 3% from the
outset, to be a more appropriate position that could also be
applied to cycles. In order to justify a higher 10% provision, an
evidence base should be prepared to demonstrate that there is
demand for disabled cycle parking.

T03

Noted, the disabled cycle parking standard has been
amended to be clearer and less onerous.

205/26

L&Q also consider any requirements for electric cycle parking
points should respond to an identified need in the Borough.

T03

This policy is designed to future proof cycle parking to
meet the growing demand for electric cycles

However, the 25% Sheffield stand standard is required
to ensure cycle parking is usable and of a high quality.
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196/278 h)

143/12

In appropriate locations, developers will be required to
contribute land and/or finance towards the delivery of new
cycle hire docking locations and other public facilities ancillary
to cycling, such as cycle pumps/servicing facilities.
Paragraph 8.18, page 185

This paragraph seeks flexibility in applying DLP cycle parking
standards. The standards have for some time been minimum
standards, which means that they are a requirement. The DLP is
clear that meeting the spirit of the standards is the aim, so
flexibility should be about site constraints and innovation in
delivery rather than reducing numbers, for example delivering
more cycle parking in the public realm or on mezzanines and
higher up floors if basement space is highly constrained. We are
concerned with the proposal for reduced quantums of cycle
parking linked to ‘first occupation’ as there is no tested
mechanism for monitoring and delivering increases should
demand exceed supply. Therefore TfL objects to this proposal.
The TfL London Plan team would be happy to meet with
Lambeth transport officers to discuss this.
196/279 In these cases a reduced quantum of spaces may be accepted at
first occupation of the development, accompanied by an agreed
plan and mechanism to introduce more space efficient products
as and when measured demand requires this. A monitoring fee
may be sought for this purpose.

Policy/
General
T03

Officer Response

Proposed Change

The DRLLP text appears to have been incorrectly
struckthrough by the respondent

No

T03

Objection recognised. Paragraph 8.18 deleted.

The following paragraph has been deleted:
8.18 The council will consider a flexible approach to the
implementation of cycle parking where available space is limited
and this approach is demonstrated to deliver parking layouts and
types of stands/racks that are easy to access and use for all users,
but particularly those with specific mobility needs. In these cases a
reduced quantum of spaces may be accepted at first occupation of
the development, accompanied by an agreed plan and mechanism
to introduce more space efficient products as and when measured
demand requires this. A monitoring fee may be sought for this
purpose.

T03

Objection recognised. Paragraph 8.18 deleted.

Sends message that cycle parking standards too high? Needs to
be well enforced so monitoring fee essential and also a bond to
ensure more provision later. Less provision could deter cycle
ownership and use at outset.
Norwood
Action group et
al.

Mayor of
London

196/280 Residents’ cycle parking should normally be within the curtilage
of the dwelling or, where this is not possible, in a secure,
covered area where only a few (usually a maximum of 10) have
access
70/27

Sounds unlikely in big developments
Section 8 Transport and communications.
TfL broadly support the Lambeth Local Plan. However, the
Mayor objects to two key points. The first being the proposed
flexibility in the application of minimum cycle parking standards
and the second being the proposed parking requirements for
commercial development. TfL have provided more detailed
comments which are set out in Annex 1. TfL officers would be
pleased to meet with Lambeth transport officers to discuss
these points.

T03

There is no reason this cannot be provided if cycle
parking is considered from the outset when designing
buildings

T03

Objection recognised. Paragraph 8.18 deleted.

The following paragraph has been deleted:
8.18 The council will consider a flexible approach to the
implementation of cycle parking where available space is limited
and this approach is demonstrated to deliver parking layouts and
types of stands/racks that are easy to access and use for all users,
but particularly those with specific mobility needs. In these cases a
reduced quantum of spaces may be accepted at first occupation of
the development, accompanied by an agreed plan and mechanism
to introduce more space efficient products as and when measured
demand requires this. A monitoring fee may be sought for this
purpose.
No change

The following paragraph has been deleted:
8.18 The council will consider a flexible approach to the
implementation of cycle parking where available space is limited
and this approach is demonstrated to deliver parking layouts and
types of stands/racks that are easy to access and use for all users,
but particularly those with specific mobility needs. In these cases a
reduced quantum of spaces may be accepted at first occupation of
the development, accompanied by an agreed plan and mechanism
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79/25

Policy T3 – Cycling
U+I notes and supports revised Policy T3, which introduces an
extended requirement for the provision of cycle facilities from
employment and education uses to cover all non-residential
uses. The requirements for appropriate and secure cycle parking
facilities are also supported, and the proposed alignment with
London Plan Policy T5 is welcomed.
The requirement for developers to contribute land and/or
finance towards new cycle hire docking locations and other
ancillary facilities is also supported providing this occurs in
appropriate locations and subject to viability.
The policy specifically references 25% of spaces should be the
most accessible type, such as Sheffield stands. It is considered
that this reference should be deleted, particularly given that
cycle design and cycle storage products are rapidly changing and
evolving. Specifically referencing stand types would inhibit other
innovative methods of cycle storage and the appropriateness of
solutions should be addressed on a site by site basis.
The policy states that 10 per cent of overall cycle parking
provision should be designed and designated for disabled use.
U+I supports inclusive cycling and cycle parking that allows easy
access and provides facilities for disabled cyclists. The Draft
London Plan Policy T5, and the London Cycling Design Standards
referred to therein, do not contain any specific requirement for
10 per cent of cycle parking to be provided for disabled users. It
is considered that this reference should be amended to
introduce similar flexibility to that afforded to other disabled
parking provisions. New development should provide at least 3
per cent of cycle parking provision suitable for larger types of
cycle and various models used by disabled people from the
outset, and demonstrate how remaining cycle parking, to a total
of 10 percent of provision, can be requested and provided when
required as designated disabled persons cycle parking.
Suggested revised wording to Policy T3 is included at Appendix
1.

Policy/
General

Officer Response

T03

Noted, the disabled cycle parking standard has been
amended to be clearer and less onerous.
However, the 25% Sheffield stand standard is required
to ensure cycle parking is usable and of a high quality.

Proposed Change
to introduce more space efficient products as and when measured
demand requires this. A monitoring fee may be sought for this
purpose.
The wording of clause (f) has been amended to: "In all
developments at least 25 per cent of the total cycle parking
provision should be of the most accessible type, such as ‘Sheffield’
stands, of which 5 per cent of the total cycle parking provision
should be designed and designated for larger and adapted cycles.
These stands should be spaced further apart and close to access
points, to cater for users with disabilities and cargo bikes. For a
development requiring 100 cycle parking spaces, this would equate
to 20 spaces with standard Sheffield stands and a further 5 in
stands spaced further apart and close to access points. In all cases
at least one Sheffield stand should be provided, close to the access
point.".

Policy T3: Cycling
…
• Bold text: New text inserted by Lichfields on behalf of U+I
Group PLC.
• Strike-through: Deleted text.
f In all developments at least 25 per cent of cycle parking
provision should be of the most accessible type, such as
‘Sheffield’ stands, and 10 3 per cent of overall cycle parking
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164/9

Representation Wording
provision should be designed and designated for disabled use
from the outset, with remaining bays up to a total of 10 percent
of provision capable of being adapted for disabled cyclists if
required.
…
h Development proposals will be expected to enable and
contribute towards improvements to cycle access, including the
delivery and improvement of local and strategic routes and
links, as identified in the Lambeth Transport Strategy. In
appropriate locations only, developers will be required to
contribute land and/or finance towards the delivery of new
cycle hire docking locations and other public facilities ancillary
to cycling, such as cycle pumps/servicing facilities. Appropriate
contributions will be subject to development viability…
Policy T3 Cycling
HB Reavis supports draft Policy T3 which requires the provision
of appropriate cycle storage facilities within new development,
however we believe that Policy T3 should also recognise that
there are scenarios where providing cycle storage in accordance
with the minimum standards contained within Policy T5 of the
London Plan may be difficult to achieve, and that therefore a
flexible approach being considered on a case by case basis is
also warranted.
For example, due to the presence of four tube lines and other
associated tube and railway infrastructure located beneath the
Elizabeth House site, both the existing and proposed basement
space is severely limited. Meeting the current draft London Plan
standards is therefore likely to result in a reduction in the
quality of the associated cycle storage facilities, such as
showers, lockers etc. appropriate to the number of spaces
provided.

Policy/
General

Officer Response

Proposed Change

T03

The levels of cycle parking contained within the London
Plan cycle parking standards are considered essential to
promote and keep pace with future increased levels of
cycling. It would not be appropriate for policy to allow
for a flexible approach to cycle parking provision.

The following paragraph has been deleted:

Policy T3 has been amended to reflect the London Plan,
and all new development should provide levels of cycle
parking to meet London Plan standards.
Para 8.18 has therefore been deleted.

8.18 The council will consider a flexible approach to the
implementation of cycle parking where available space is limited
and this approach is demonstrated to deliver parking layouts and
types of stands/racks that are easy to access and use for all users,
but particularly those with specific mobility needs. In these cases a
reduced quantum of spaces may be accepted at first occupation of
the development, accompanied by an agreed plan and mechanism
to introduce more space efficient products as and when measured
demand requires this. A monitoring fee may be sought for this
purpose.

In addition, there are sites where a flexible approach may also
be warranted due to the public transport accessibility level, such
as Elizabeth House which has an exceptional PTAL rating due to
its location adjacent to Waterloo Station. On such sites, we
believe policy should recognise the popularity of folding cycle
usage. Supporting text to Draft London Plan Policy T5 recognises
that an exception may be applied to the minimum standards, for
office developments within the CAZ which are adjacent to rail
termini. The supporting text states that this could be applied for
up to 10 percent of long stay spaces, and where the full
provision could not otherwise be provided.
Accordingly, HB Reavis considers that draft Policy T3 should
include such an exception, in conformity with the London Plan.
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262/3

Individual

343/2

Individual

350/3

Individual

TfL

Representation Wording
Policy T3 – Cycling L&Q consider the current Local and London
Plan cycle space standards are excessive and experience
demonstrates there is much surplus capacity across
developments delivered across London. We have objected to
the draft New London Plan’s (Policy T5) which seeks to increase
the long-stay cycle parking provision for C3, as this increase
may:
· Occupy ground floor space (resulting in less commercial /
active frontage);
· Result in more cycle parking space that will not be used by the
occupiers of the development because of a lack of demand; and
· Result in additional cost that could be better spent elsewhere
(e.g. Healthy Streets improvements).
The same points apply to the draft Revised Local Plan Policy T3.
Sticking cycle lanes won't solve all problems. In fact, they cause
more problems and I have seen the traffic and pollution
increase since so many cycle lanes were put in place. Some
people need to use a car - that's just a fact. A cycle lane doesn't
need to take up half of the road, and if they are going to, open
them up to traffic at certain times.
Cycle routes should be enclosed entirely

Policy/
General
T03

Officer Response

Proposed Change

The levels of cycle parking contained within the London
Plan cycle parking standards (and therefore applicable
in Lambeth) are considered essential to promote and
keep pace with future increased levels of cycling.

No change

T03

Cycle lanes do not generally take up half the road space
and are only used where they can safely be
accommodated alongside other road users.

No change

T03

It is not always possible to accommodate segregated
cycle lanes on, given the demands of all road users on
the borough's road network.
The police already have appropriate powers to deal
with any road users' driver behaviour.

No change

West Norwood High Street has been designated as part
of the council’s planned Healthy Route Network in the
Draft Transport Strategy 2018. An Implementation Plan
for the Strategy is currently under development and
this will include a programme for delivery of the
Network. The Consultation Draft Local Plan Review
2018 also proposes that development in the borough
will be expected to enable the implementation of the
Network as appropriate.
Suggestions accepted, the wording of clause (a) has
been amended.

No change

T03

356/4

As above - We need to compel cyclists to stop at red lights and
get off the pavement where they speed along at 20mph
completely ignoring the rights of pedestrians. We need special
police to track the behaviour of cyclists on the road. It is very
RARE for a cyclist to stop at a red light and resist the temptation
of moving through it on red.
I think the changes in West Norwood High Street have reached
genius levels in spending money and making things worse for
cycling in what was already a seriously bike hostile road. There
was real opportunity to do something there and it has been
squandered. Bike parking around tube and rail hubs has not
improved that I've seen and most cycle provision remains
tokenistic. Do we have vote green en masse to change things?

143/13

Policy T4 Public transport infrastructure, page 187

T04

Specific mention of the need for development to
facilitate/deliver step-free access to the Bakerloo line
northbound platform and Northern line at Waterloo should be
included in the policy wording here (e.g. either in sub paragraph
ii) or vi).
Crossrail 2, more specifically support for the proposal, should be
cited here. Although there are no planned stations in the
borough, it will have a transformational impact on public

T03

The proposals which are not actively being pursued by
TfL have been retained. For example the enabling of
new station stops on the Overground at Brixton and/or
Loughborough Junction are key to the regeneration of
these areas and should not be abandoned.
The Local Plan is not considered to be the correct forum

No change

The wording of clause (a) has been amended:
clause ii): ‘improvements to capacity, access (including the
facilitation / delivery of step-free access) and interchange at
Waterloo and Vauxhall rail and underground stations;
new clause xiv): the delivery of Crossrail 2 is supported by
Lambeth. Although there are no planned stations in the borough, it
will have a beneficial impact on public transport capacity in
Lambeth, by relieving NR services between Clapham Junction,
Vauxhall and Waterloo, the NR/LU interchange at Vauxhall, Jubilee
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transport capacity in Lambeth, by relieving NR services between
Clapham Junction, Vauxhall and Waterloo, the NR/LU
interchange at Vauxhall, Jubilee line at Waterloo and the
Victoria and Northern lines through the borough.

Policy/
General

Officer Response

Proposed Change

to include Lambeth's support for TfL to take over
suburban NR services.

line at Waterloo and the Victoria and Northern lines through the
borough.

T04

Noted, the Local Plan is unable to determine the
location of bus stops
Noted - we will conduct a bus service review as part of
the Transport Strategy Implementation Plan

No change

This is not considered necessary as the step-free
interchange relates to level changes (rail above ground
and underground below ground)
A 'such as' is not considered necessary to the
understanding of this policy

No change

T04

TfL is leading on the proposed metroisation of rail
services, Lambeth supports the Mayor's aims.

No change

T04

The interchange relates to the interchange between rail
and bus services

No change

T04

Noted. Clause (a) (vi) now amended to include
reference to other priority locations.

Clause (a) (vi) now amended to read:

Support for the MTS proposal for TfL to take over suburban NR
services could be included in the supporting text.

Brixton Society
Brixton Society

Norwood
Action group et
al.
Norwood
Action group et
al.
Norwood
Action group et
al.

Norwood
Action group et
al.
Norwood
Action group et
al.

Brixton Society

Certain proposals in the policy ‘list’ are not actively being
pursued by TfL e.g. new Overground station stops.
155/19 Bus route P5 needs more stops to be provided between
Loughborough Road and Camberwell New Road.
155/18 T4a Public Transport: In para (v), bus service improvements
should include a continuous route along at least Lambeth’s
section of the South Circular Road, and despite the deletion of
para (xiii), more services along the length of Clapham Road, to
relieve overcrowding on the Northern Line.
196/281 and Vauxhall rail
And bus
196/282 iii) improved interchanges and east-west orbital links
Nothing in PN7.
A such as would also help clarify e.g. along the South Circular
196/283 iv) an increase in the quality and frequency of train services to
Lambeth stations through investment in station capacity, track
layouts and signalling improvements as part of the
‘metroisation’ of rail services in the borough
Suggest that emphasis of improvements to Thameslink services
to address capacity issues and thus get more frequent trains.
Southern and South Eastern services less bad.
196/286 ix) new interchange at Streatham Common station;
Bus to/from rail or what?
196/284 including delivery of the Access for All scheme at Streatham
station

T04

T04
T04

Policy T2 (e) outlines the Council's commitment to
making the borough fully accessible to all, including its
stations.

This a committed project I believe. Better to focus on pressing
for others which are not committed.
Should use the Plan to push for SFA at TH, West Dulwich and
other stations.

155/20

In para (vii), previous investigations have shown the difficulty of
an Overground connection at the existing Brixton station, while
opportunities have been missed for introducing new platforms
at Loughborough Junction in association with redevelopment of
industrial sites. Therefore the preferred option should be the

T04

Policy T4 (a) (ii) has also been amended to refer to the
facilitation/delivery of step-free access at Waterloo
station and Vauxhall rail and underground stations.
Noted. Para (a) (vii) has been deleted from the list of
projects, because of the difficulty in delivering these
stations.

No change

No change

(a) (vi) improvements to facilities and the provision of step free
access at railway and underground stations, including delivery of
the Access for All scheme at Streatham station and other priority
locations;

The following paragraph has been deleted:
(a) (vii) new station stops on the Overground at Brixton and
Loughborough Junction as part of improved rail interchanges;
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re-opening of East Brixton station, which would offer
comparable interchange to that between Clapham North
(Northern Line) and Clapham High Street (Overground).
196/285 and/or Loughborough Junction
Will this ever happen – it’s been rejected several times before.
Better to focus on improvements which are more likely to be
deliverable..
196/287 x) platform lengthening at Clapham High Street and
Wandsworth Road to permit Victoria trains to call at these
stations;
Add need at West Norwood so can accommodate full length
trains. Add also to PN7.
196/291 b) Lambeth will work in partnership with Transport for London,
Network Rail and other public transport providers to bring
forward improvements to public transport infrastructure and
services in the borough, including the strategic interchanges at
Waterloo, Vauxhall and Brixton
Interesting interchange! Needs improvement to links given that
rail and LU separate and buses are all on street.
196/288 c)
The council will apply London Plan policy T3 to support and
safeguard improvements to public transport.
163/3
8.25 - It is important to consider these rail networks regionally
and that they serve multiple markets. Any changes to service
would need to be objectively assessed through costs / benefits
to all users of the whole rail system.
196/292 Rail services currently tend to favour longer distance commuter
routes and more frequent services and better connections are
required to Victoria, Clapham Junction, south London and
London’s airports

WeAreWaterloo 75/24

Better orbital links would help too.
2.12. Policy T4. Lambeth should encourage Network Rail, in any
proposal brought forward, to consider the following issues:
2.13.1 Improvements to the public realm including wayfinding,
lighting, maintenance and design in the areas surrounding
Waterloo Station
2.13.2 Reduction of taxi queuing / idling space and provision of
priority facilities and ranks for electric taxis. Measures to
improve air quality.
2.13.3 Provision and maintenance of green infrastructure in
areas surrounding Waterloo Station

Policy/
General

Officer Response

Proposed Change

T04

Noted. Para (a) (vii) has been deleted from the list of
projects, because of the difficulty in delivering these
stations.

The following paragraph has been deleted:
(a) (vii) new station stops on the Overground at Brixton and
Loughborough Junction as part of improved rail interchanges;

T04

The existing platforms at West Norwood allows for 10
car trains to call there, using selective door operation.
Platform lengthening at West Norwood is therefore not
a priority

T04

Noted.

No change

T04

The DRLLP text appears to have been incorrectly
struckthrough by the respondent

No change

T04

Noted.

No change

T04

Noted. Agreed, Policy T4 (a) (iii) refers to improved
east-west orbital links;

No change

T04

Noted. In line with other policy objectives, these
measures would be addressed as part of any local
development proposal.

No change
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Appendix

Policy/
General
T04

Officer Response

Proposed Change

All development proposals, and the need for any
mitigation, are assessed on their level of impact, having
regard to the scale and nature of development.

No change

T04

The support is noted.

No change

T04

The Transport Strategy Implementation Plan sets out
priorities for service and infrastructure improvements.

No change

T04

We are committed to supporting metroisation and will
work with TfL and industry partners to promote this.

No change

• Bold text: New text inserted by Lichfields on behalf of U+I
Group PLC.
• Strike-through: Deleted text.

HB Reavis

164/10

Policy T4: Public transport infrastructure
d Development proposals should provide, or contribute to the
provision of new and/or improved public transport
infrastructure and services proportionate to the projected
impact number of additional trips arising from the development
and considering cumulative impacts of other approved
developments in the area.
Policy T4 Public Transport Infrastructure
HB Reavis supports draft Policy T4 which seeks better
connectivity, quality and capacity in public transport, and the
recognition that development should support and enable the
identified projects, including improvements to capacity, access
and interchange at Waterloo rail and underground stations, and
improvements to facilities and the provision of step free access
at railway and underground stations.
The Plan recognises elsewhere that Waterloo station is the UK’s
busiest railway terminus and is a strategic transport hub and
interchange, and that during peak periods rail services in
Lambeth are currently at or over capacity, particularly services
from Clapham Junction to Waterloo, and that investment is
needed to improve conditions for passengers, to provide full
access to stations and to enable the planning increases in
resident and working population. The redevelopment of
Elizabeth House is critical to achieving these strategic objectives.

Individual

Individual

173/8

173/9

Recognising these factors and the significant complexities of
development adjacent to major public transport hubs and
interchanges, HB Reavis supports draft policy text which states
that proposals to improve or provide new public transport
infrastructure and interchange facilities will be supported,
subject to being acceptable in other ways.
Public transport
A focus on prioritising the improvement of public transport in
the south of the Borough is omitted. Improved through services
from West Norwood mean less pressure on more central
London stations, e.g. Brixton tube. The development of West
Norwood is being held back by the relatively poor public service
and reliance on cars.
The train service from West Norwood and Gipsy Hill stations
needs improvement to an absolute minimum of a 15 minute
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196/4

Individual

313/2
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356/5

Port of London
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17/5

Individual
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service to London Victoria and London Bridge seven days a
week. Bus services have been cut (e.g. no. 468/68).

Policy/
General

The Local Plan and draft Transport Strategy should be promising
lobbying to achieve a TfL Overground service to Tulse Hill, West
Norwood and Gipsy Hill stations, and a focus on reinstating bus
services from the area all the way to central London.
4. The importance of developing orbital bus and rail is given high T04
status but delivery absent. This is important, particularly to
literally widen the area of employment opportunities and
connections across the borough.
Work with TFL to bring the Victoria line down the high road to
T04
Streatham Hill.
I really don't think I have seen any significant changes and
improvements in this despite using buses, the tube and trains in
Lambeth (as well as cycling whenever, wherever I can and
walking the distances that don't need the bike). The local train
services have been some of the worst in the country in the
recent farcical timetable change and remain laughably bad.
SURELY something can be done to improve all this?
Policy T5 River Transport

T04

T05

It is noted that this policy has not undergone any changes from
the 2015 version of the Local Plan. Whilst the PLA broadly
supports the principles of this policy, particularly with regard to
the setting out of requirements for proposals for new piers or
improvements to existing piers. It is considered that either as
part of this policy or within the new Transport Strategy,
consideration must be given to the promotion, where
appropriate to existing piers (St George Wharf, Lambeth Pier,
Festival Pier) with regard to their use as part of the delivery of
small scale freight as well as the maximisation of use for
passengers. If viable, the dual use of these facilities can further
help to achieve the boroughs sustainable travel goals with
regard to improving air quality and decreasing road congestion.

343/3

With regard to the use of the River Thames for the
transportation of freight which is supported under part A of the
policy. Whilst the PLA broadly supports this, and recognises that
there are no Safeguarded Wharves within the borough,
encouragement should be given within the supporting text of
the policy to the need for future developments in proximity to
the Thames to consider utilising the river for the transportation
of construction materials and waste, particularly through the
supply chain, including through the use of nearby Safeguarded
Wharves in the neighbouring London Borough of Wandsworth.
There is virtually no river transport. A scandal for a major city.

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Noted, the Local Plan outlines the council's position on
planning matters but does not include detailed delivery
plans

No change

The Local Plan focuses those public transport
improvements which would be both the most
deliverable, and have the greatest impacts
Noted, the Local Plan supports improvements to public
transport in the borough and Policy T4 (a) (iv) supports
the delivery of "an increase in the quality and frequency
of train services to Lambeth stations through
investment in station capacity, track layouts and
signalling improvements as part of the ‘metroisation’ of
rail services in the borough;"
Suggestion accepted, a new paragraph 8.29 was added
to the supporting text of this policy:

No change
No change

A new paragraph 8.29 was added to the supporting text of this
policy:
"Developments in proximity to the Thames should consider
utilising the river for the transportation of construction materials
and waste, including through the use of nearby Safeguarded
Wharves in the neighbouring London Borough of Wandsworth".

T05

Noted. The Local Plan supports greater use of the river
for transportation.

No change
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Individual

Individual
Individual

Individual
Norwood
Action group et
al.

St John's
Church,
Waterloo
HB Reavis

HB Reavis

Rep
Code
350/4

356/6
350/5

Representation Wording
Pollution, pollution, pollution. We need to prevent diesel
motors from using the river.

I can't comment as I don't use it.
Hotel development ALWAYS gets approved. It will soon start to
clog the transport system in parts of Lambeth. Residents will
then react and maybe clog roads even more and slow traffic a
complete halt. Lambeth Planning Department simply waves
development through with out question.

Policy/
General
T05

T05
T06

356/7

I see little more than tokenistic work on this with no appetite for T06
real change.
196/293 where the following Lambeth specific maximum standards will
T07
apply

202/32
164/11

164/12

These are lower than the London Plan. Why? Need to justify.
Also need to consider how to improve PTAL in these areas given
low car parking allowed.
Page 194: Policy T7: para b – the residential parking standards
should be firmly enforced for Lambeth-owned properties.
Policy T7 Parking
Draft Policy T7 seeks to promote a reduction in car ownership
and private car trips. In relation to Elizabeth House, HB Reavis
welcomes Part C of the policy text which states that the
Council will apply the maximum non-residential parking
standards contained within Policy T6.2 of the London Plan. The
standards contained within Table 10.2 of the Draft London Plan
provide that within the CAZ, development should be car free.
However, HB Reavis strongly objects to Part D of Policy T7 which
states that In Lambeth, non-residential disabled persons parking
should be provided for 5 per cent of the workforce in all nonresidential development proposals, including where no general
parking is provided.
In accordance with the objectives of the Waterloo OA

Officer Response

Proposed Change

The Local Plan is unable to ban diesel motors from the
river.

No change

However Policy T5 (c) ensures that any proposals for
new piers or improvements to existing piers will only be
permitted if they do not have an unacceptable impact
on the hydrology, environment or biodiversity of the
river.
Noted
New hotels are assessed in the same way as all
development in the borough, and all applications must
include a thorough transport assessment.
Policy ED14 relates specifically to hotels. Part (f) of the
policy requires that an assessment of impact on
neighbouring residential amenity must be made,
including cumulative impact taking account of existing
hotels nearby. Part (g) requires a visitor management
plan to assess the impacts of additional visitor numbers
on the local area, such as increased demand on local
transport facilities and states that planning obligations
will be sought to mitigate any identified impacts.
It is unclear what the respondent meant and therefore
no changes have been made.
The London Plan supports boroughs wishing to apply
more restrictive parking standards. Lower parking
standards are considered appropriate to Lambeth given
it is an inner London borough, with generally better
access to public transport than outer London boroughs

No change
No change

No change
No change

T07

Noted

No change

T07

Noted

No change

T07

Noted. Policy T7 wording has been amended to ensure
non-residential disabled parking requirements are in
line with the London Plan.

Noted. Clause (d) has been removed and London Plan policy T6.5
has been added to those listed in clause (c).
c) The council will apply the maximum non-residential car parking
standards set out in London Plan policies T6.2, T6.3, T6.4 and T6.5.
d) In Lambeth, non-residential disabled persons parking should be
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Rep
Code

Representation Wording
designation, the redevelopment of Elizabeth House is expected
to bring approximately 12,000 jobs to Waterloo, however to
provide disabled car parking spaces for 5 percent of this
workforce would equate to provision of 600 spaces. In
accordance with Part C, and the exceptional PTAL level of the
site which is referenced elsewhere within the Plan, the
proposed scheme is otherwise car free.

Policy/
General

Officer Response

provided for 5 per cent of the workforce in all non-residential
development proposals, including where no general parking is
provided. Availability of convenient and accessible public transport
options, and the potential for the development to contribute
toward improvement of these, will be taken into consideration on
a case by case basis. All other aspects of London Plan policy T6.5
will apply.

Part D of Policy T7 is plainly not in accordance with the Mayor’s
London Plan, which requires 5 percent of the number of
designated bays to be provided for disabled users, not disabled
spaces for 5 percent of the workforce. HB Reavis requests that
draft Policy T7 is amended to conform with the draft London
Plan requirement. As an additional way to address this, we also
believe draft Policy T7 should include the potential for site
specific solutions to be agreed in areas of high PTAL or for very
large schemes.
Norwood
Action group et
al.

U+I Group Plc

U+I Group Plc
Norwood
Action group et
al.

Norwood
Action group et
al.

196/294 l) The redevelopment of existing car parks and garages for other
uses will be supported. Parking provision in development
proposals on existing car park and garage sites should comply
with the standards for the uses proposed and should not seek to
replace or re-provide the parking spaces that existed previously.
This could have far reaching consequences for retail that has
many heavy or bulky purchases, such as DIY retailer.
‘Supported’ should be replaced by ‘considered’. May result in
redevelopment not coming forward. Town centre parking
included in this policy?
79/26a ...[add the following to supporting text paragraph 8.33]
8.33. Lambeth is densely developed with pressure for further
development, and minimising parking provision allows space for
other uses and more efficient use of land. The Council will
therefore support net reductions in parking provision on sites
with high PTAL levels…
79/26b [amend supporting text paragraph 8.34]
8.34. Taking account of site specific circumstances, Lambeth
with expect car-free development…
196/295 Lambeth’s standards in areas with lower access to public
transport reflect already low levels of car ownership in such
areas
Many PTAL 2 and below areas probably also high deprivation so
how do people escape? Peabody Estate north of TH has low
PTAL and lots of cars.
196/296 as well as projected modal shift to sustainable modes
Without public transport! Or are improvements proposed and if
so how can these be delivered?

Proposed Change

New Supporting text has been added at para 8.36:
"Non-residential disabled parking should be provided in line with
London Plan standards, which require at least one bay, and state
that ‘adequate provision’ should be made for disabled people. The
appropriate level of disabled parking will depend on local factors
including the nature of the development, site constraints, and
existing provision. The availability of step-free access to public
transport is also a relevant consideration, and where appropriate
the developer will be expected to facilitate improvements to this".
No change

T07

It is not considered that the wording of the policy needs
amendment. The impact of the loss of car parking
would be assessed as part of the planning application
process.

T07

The additional text is not considered necessary to the
meaning of the policy. Car parking reductions will
generally be supported, but the full impacts of any loss
of car parking would be assessed as part of the planning
application process.

No change

T07

The additional text is not considered necessary to the
meaning of the policy, which refers to 'most areas'

No change

T07

The maximum parking standards for PTAL 1 and 2
reflect the lower levels of public transport accessibility
in these areas, so some car parking is allowed; where
public transport is better, car-free development is
expected.

No change

T07

Modal shift also refers to a shift to more active travel
modes; walking and cycling.

No change
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Norwood
Action group et
al.

Norwood
Action group et
al.
Individual

Mayor of
London

Rep
Representation Wording
Code
196/297 Developers will be expected to provide, or contribute towards,
measures that prevent this from happening, including
contributions towards the introduction of parking controls (see
Annex 10)
But still means residents end up paying for permits and in
Lambeth these are costly as well as having all the inconvenience
of this.
196/298 8.37
14/3

70/28

Planning obligations will be used to secure such contributions.
It would be helpful to know about the possible sitting of electric
car charging points and parking areas for cars whilst being
/awaiting recharge.

However, the Mayor objects to two key points. The first being
the proposed flexibility in the application of minimum cycle
parking standards and the second being the proposed parking
requirements for commercial development.

Policy/
General
T07

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Controlled parking zones are a means of freeing up road
space and gives residents greater confidence in finding
a parking space. All CPZs are subject to consultation
with local residents.

No change

T07

The DRLLP text appears to have been incorrectly
struckthrough by the respondent

No change

T07

In 2018 the council committed to install over 200 new
on-street charge points for people with no access to offstreet parking by 2022. Over 120 new charge points
were installed in 2018/19 financial year and whenever
new points are added we update the national
chargepoint registry. This registry is used by various
bodies, such as Zapamp, to provide information on the
availability of chargepoints.
Accepted. Policy T7 wording has been amended to
ensure non-residential disabled parking requirements
are in line with the London Plan.

No change

T07

Clause (d) has been removed and London Plan policy T6.5 has been
added to those listed in clause (c).
c) The council will apply the maximum non-residential car parking
standards set out in London Plan policies T6.2, T6.3, T6.4 and T6.5.
d) In Lambeth, non-residential disabled persons parking should be
provided for 5 per cent of the workforce in all non-residential
development proposals, including where no general parking is
provided. Availability of convenient and accessible public transport
options, and the potential for the development to contribute
toward improvement of these, will be taken into consideration on
a case by case basis. All other aspects of London Plan policy T6.5
will apply.
New Supporting text has been added:

TfL

143/14

Policy T7 Parking, page 194
The deference to the car parking standards in the DLP is strongly
supported, as is the application of more restrictive standards for
lower PTAL areas in the borough (Sub policy b)).

T07

Objection recognised. Policy T7 wording has been
amended to ensure non-residential disabled parking
requirements are in line with the London Plan.
It is not considered necessary to amend sub policy (b)

"Non-residential disabled parking should be provided in line with
London Plan standards, which require at least one bay, and state
that ‘adequate provision’ should be made for disabled people. The
appropriate level of disabled parking will depend on local factors
including the nature of the development, site constraints, and
existing provision. The availability of step-free access to public
transport is also a relevant consideration, and where appropriate
the developer will be expected to facilitate improvements to this".
Noted. Clause (d) has been removed and London Plan policy T6.5
has been added to those listed in clause (c).
c) The council will apply the maximum non-residential car parking
standards set out in London Plan policies T6.2, T6.3, T6.4 and T6.5.
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Representation Wording
Sub policy d) introduces a requirement to provide disabled Blue
Badge (BB) car parking for 5% of the workforce. TfL objects to
such high provision for BB parking given that demand is likely to
be far lower than this caters for. Less than 3% of Londoners
have BBs and of those many are not in the work force, i.e. they
may be are older or disabled to the point where they cannot
work. The total provision should be much less than 5% and in
any event requires an evidence base to justify. Also, parts of
Lambeth are in the CAZ which is particularly concerning in this
regard. Requiring a high level of BB car parking creates problems
on constrained sites, which could stifle development. Again, the
TfL London Plan team would be happy to meet Lambeth
transport officers to discuss this.

Policy/
General

Officer Response
(iv) because the wording states that car club spaces are
only required 'where appropriate'.
The support for the removal of the average VNEB/NEV
car parking provision is noted.

U+I Group Plc

79/26

U+I supports the added emphasis that seeks to avoid reliance on
the public highway for parking needs (which is noted to suffer
from high levels of parking stress) and suggests that the policy
should be further amended to permit additional parking
provision on site under certain circumstances, including viability.
This approach would acknowledge market demand for
residential parking which can have a bearing on the viability of
residential and mixed-use schemes, and thus the ability to
provide increased levels of affordable housing. Provision of such
car parking does not necessarily lead to materially increased

d) In Lambeth, non-residential disabled persons parking should be
provided for 5 per cent of the workforce in all non-residential
development proposals, including where no general parking is
provided. Availability of convenient and accessible public transport
options, and the potential for the development to contribute
toward improvement of these, will be taken into consideration on
a case by case basis. All other aspects of London Plan policy T6.5
will apply.
New Supporting text has been added:
"Non-residential disabled parking should be provided in line with
London Plan standards, which require at least one bay, and state
that ‘adequate provision’ should be made for disabled people. The
appropriate level of disabled parking will depend on local factors
including the nature of the development, site constraints, and
existing provision. The availability of step-free access to public
transport is also a relevant consideration, and where appropriate
the developer will be expected to facilitate improvements to this".

Sub policy b) iv) (page 195) should be amended to reflect the
caveat in the DLP that car club provision is not appropriate in
the CAZ (DLP policy T6.1 D).
The removal of the requirement for an average of 0.2 parking
spaces per unit in the VNEB/NEV (paragraph 8.35, page 196) is
supported.
Policy T7 – Parking
It is noted that the emerging new London Plan (T6.1) seeks to
introduce a significant step-change in policy by requiring
developments within the CAZ, Inner London Opportunity and/or
with a PTAL of 5-6 to be car-free.
Policy T7 has been revised to comply with the maximum
residential car parking standards set out in Draft London Plan
Policy T6.1. Whilst the policy notes that the Council will apply
maximum non-residential car parking standards as set out in the
London Plan (policies T6.2, 6.3 and 6.4), part d of the policy
requires non-residential designated/enlarged bays to be
provided for 10 per cent of the workforce in all non-residential
development. This is a substantial requirement well beyond the
requirements of draft London Plan Policy T6.5 (which requires
between 5-6% of total parking provision to be designated bays –
exact percentage varies depending on use) and should be
amended in line with the London Plan.

Proposed Change

T07

Noted. Policy T7 wording has been amended to ensure
non-residential disabled parking requirements are in
line with the London Plan.
London Plan policies are appropriate to Lambeth and
any relaxation in parking standards would not be
appropriate.

Noted. Clause (d) has been removed and London Plan policy T6.5
has been added to those listed in clause (c).
c) The council will apply the maximum non-residential car parking
standards set out in London Plan policies T6.2, T6.3, T6.4 and T6.5.
d) In Lambeth, non-residential disabled persons parking should be
provided for 5 per cent of the workforce in all non-residential
development proposals, including where no general parking is
provided. Availability of convenient and accessible public transport
options, and the potential for the development to contribute
toward improvement of these, will be taken into consideration on
a case by case basis. All other aspects of London Plan policy T6.5
will apply.
New Supporting text has been added:
"Non-residential disabled parking should be provided in line with
London Plan standards, which require at least one bay, and state
that ‘adequate provision’ should be made for disabled people. The
appropriate level of disabled parking will depend on local factors
including the nature of the development, site constraints, and
existing provision. The availability of step-free access to public
transport is also a relevant consideration, and where appropriate
the developer will be expected to facilitate improvements to this".
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journey numbers.

Policy/
General

Officer Response

Proposed Change

T07

Noted

No change

U+I requests that the supporting text is updated to specify that
where high levels of existing car parking are provided compared
to the prevailing PTAL, reductions in car parking are supported.
This is in line with London Plan Policy T6, which specifies that
existing parking provision should be reduced where sites are
redeveloped.
Acknowledging market demands for car parking, U+I requests
that the policy is further updated to allow consideration of
viability when considering provision of onsite car parking given
the interrelationship between carparking provision, sales values
and sales rates. This would allow for the site-by-site
consideration of car parking provision and assist in ensuring that
lack of car parking provision does not adversely affect scheme
viability and/or affordable housing provision.
Suggested revised wording to Policy T7 is included at Appendix
1.
• Bold text: New text inserted by Lichfields on behalf of U+I
Group PLC.
• Strike-through: Deleted text.

TfL Commercial
Development

172/23

…
c The Council will apply the maximum – non-residential car
parking standards set out in London plan ……policies T6.2,
T6.3 and T6.4 and T6.5.
d In Lambeth, non-residential disabled persons parking should
be provided for 5 per cent of the workforce in all non-residential
development proposals, including where no general parking is
provided. Availability of convenient and accessible public
transport options, and the potential for the development to
contribute toward improvement of these, will be taken into
consideration on a case by case basis. All other aspects of
London Plan policy T6.5 will apply.
…
h In mixed-use development, flexible, shared use of car parking
should be provided with an assignment of parking spaces for
occupants such as families and older residents.
…
l In considering the appropriate level of parking the Council
will take into account the specific circumstances of individual
sites, including development viability, to ensure that parking
provision does not undermine viability or levels of affordable
housing…
Policy T7 Parking
It is welcome that Lambeth’s policy is in line with Policy T6 of
the draft London Plan. TfL CD is promoting residential
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Name

Berkeley Group

Rep
Code

197/13

Representation Wording
development on sites in Lambeth with high PTAL ratings which
will be
suitable for car free development. Cycle parking at draft London
Plan standard will be incorporated into all development on TfL
land.
Parking
Policy T7 concerns parking and states that the council will apply
London Plan policy T6 to promote a reduction in car ownership
and private car trips. The council will apply the maximum
residential car parking standards set out in London Plan policy
T6.1 apart from in PTAL areas 1 and 2. PTAL 2 should provide up
to 0.25 spaces per unit and PTAL 1 should provide up to 0.5
spaces per unit.

Policy/
General

Officer Response

Proposed Change

T07

London Plan policies are appropriate to Lambeth and
any relaxation in parking standards would not be
appropriate

No change

Whilst we acknowledge and agree with the overall objective to
encourage more people to us other modes of travel than cars,
certainly for commuting, the importance of car ownership for
those with particular family commitments and requirements,
home requirements or pastimes must not be overlooked.
Some households rely heavily on the use of a private car in
order for them to live conveniently and sustainably. A 100% carfree approach is therefore not sustainable, because it severely
limits choice in new housing for those households that have a
genuine need for a car.
Whilst it may be acceptable in some locations, we disagree that
new development in the borough should be car free except for
disabled parking. This should not be applied universally across
all new developments in Lambeth. The policy needs to be
flexible to take account of specific site and area circumstances,
and to recognise the needs of certain households that rely on
cars, particularly those which are not in the most accessible
locations. In some areas car free new developments have led to
issues with on street parking in the surrounding areas.
On a separate note, Policy T7 also states that the
redevelopment of existing car parks and garages for other uses
will be supported. Parking provision in development proposals
on existing car park and garage sites should comply with the
standards for the uses proposed and should not seek to replace
or re-provide the parking spaces that existed previously.
Berkeley are encouraged by Lambeth’s pragmatism and
redevelopment of existing car parks and garages is supported,
as the redevelopment of sites such as these can make more
efficient use of land and create public benefits in the delivery of
new housing. However, parking should be considered on a site
specific basis in relation to site accessibility, as this could again
lead to parking stress on surrounding streets.

282

Name
Individual

Rep
Code
203/12

London and
Quadrant
Housing Trust
London and
Quadrant
Housing Trust

205/27

Lambeth Green
Party

215/33

Individual

262/4

Individual

205/28

Representation Wording

Policy/
General
T07

The amount of parking should consider the type of residents
that will be living in the homes. For example, if there are a lot of
tradesmen, shift workers etc, then a higher level of parking
should be provided.
Policy T7 - Parking L&Q support the Council’s approach to
T07
adopting the London Plan maximum car parking standard for
high PTAL locations.
Whilst we understand the importance of providing an
T07
appropriate level of car parking for residents, we would
encourage Lambeth to apply the London Plan policy for lower
PTAL locations as well, to ensure consistency across London.
We are pleased that policy T7 maintains the commitment that
“disabled parking and cycle parking should be located closest to
town centres and the entrance of facilities” however the draft
plan is not detailed enough in terms of the amount of disabled
parking that is required to meet the needs to Lambeth’s
residents.
The more developments, the more people and therefore more
vehicles. Many of these developments offer little to no parking.
So now what?

T07

326/8

Street parking should be discouraged as much as possible in the
borough.

T07

Individual

343/4

Policies are punitive , vindictive and greedy.

T07

Individual

355/2

2) Electric car charging. I have yet to find anything mentioning
the expectation or provision of electric car charging
infrastructure by the a Council or Developers both the
availability and supporting infrastructure for the supply
demands.

T07

Individual

LB Bromley

356/8

236/4

Assuming we mean car & van parking (perhaps it speaks
volumes that that's not said), the strategy seems to be focuse
on revenue generation not on how to make parking available for
people whose handicaps makes it really necessary and on
actually reducing. Safe bike parking in some areas has been
made worse by loss of some Sheffield stands.
Bromley notes the acceptance of the Draft London Plan’s
parking standards, which presents a step change to those
included in the current London Plan, in the context of which
Bromley’s Draft Local Plan has been prepared.

T07

T07

T07

Officer Response

Proposed Change

London Plan policies are appropriate to Lambeth and
any relaxation in standards would not be appropriate

No change

The support is noted.

No change

The London Plan supports boroughs wishing to apply
more restrictive parking standards. More restrictive
parking standards are considered appropriate to
Lambeth given it is an inner London borough, with
generally better access to public transport than outer
London boroughs
The London Plan parking standards give details on the
level of disabled parking required for each land use

No change

Noted. Policy T7 (d) (ii) states that development should
be permit free where the development falls within an
existing or planned controlled parking zone. Car
ownership will therefore be curtailed.
Noted. Policy T7 (d) (ii) states that development should
be permit free where the development falls within an
existing or planned controlled parking zone
Policy T7 seeks to encourage sustainable travel patterns
and address congestion, by controlling and managing
the availability of parking.
Requirements for EV charge points in new
developments are set out in the London Plan, so the
Local Plan refers to these standards; which are that 20%
of parking spaces within a development should have a
charging point and the remaining have passive
provision for additional points.

No change

Clause (iii) has also been amended to include reference
to the need for developers to fund EV charging
infrastructure for on-street parking bays:
Policy T7 seeks to encourage sustainable travel patterns
and address congestion, by controlling and managing
the availability of parking.
The London Plan parking standards give details on the
level of disabled parking required for each land use
Noted

No change

No change
No change
The following amendment has been made to clause (iii):
...Where evidence is presented that it is not possible to
accommodate parking requirements within the site the council will
seek planning obligations in the form of a commuted sum,
considering both the cost of implementation and maintenance of
any parking bay and infrastructure for electric or other Ultra-Low
Emission vehicles...
No change

No change
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Norwood
Action group et
al.
Norwood
Action group et
al.
HB Reavis

Rep
Representation Wording
Code
196/299 8.41. Servicing provision is essential to the viability of
commercial developments
And increasingly so in residential schemes given move to car
free.
196/300 and cut costs for businesses
164/13

That’s unlikely.
Policy T8 Servicing

Policy/
General
T08

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Noted.

No change

T08

Increased efficiency can reduce servicing costs.

No change

T08

Noted, additional wording is proposed at clause (g) to
facilitate 24 hour servicing.

Additional wording proposed at clause (g): "This will be facilitated
through the enabling of 24-hour servicing operations, to encourage
and support out-of-peak deliveries where appropriate".

Noted.

No change

It is unclear what the respondent meant and therefore
no changes have been made
Policy T9 supporting text highlights there is a need to
consider local amenity impacts where significant
demand for ‘ride hail’ services is expected, and suggests
mitigating measures.

No change

Noted, wording has been altered to clarify policy.

Clause (c) has been deleted:

HB Reavis supports draft Policy T8 and in particular policy text at
Part G which states that the Council will apply London Plan
Policy T7 in order to promote consolidation and distribution
facilities that reduce servicing impacts including through the
provision of shared delivery points with developments.
HB Reavis also considers that draft Policy T8 should include the
potential for new development to benefit from increased
servicing hours where consolidated servicing strategies are
proposed. This is in accordance with Policy T7 within the draft
London Plan which encourages 24-hour consolidation and
distribution sites, and the receiving of deliveries to the
final destination outside of peak hours, in the evening and
during the night time.
Page 199: Policy T8: St John’s has made the point very clearly in T08
recent discussion with TfL and the Borough that freight and
vehicular access to buildings for deliveries, and in our case for
events such as weddings and funerals should not be
compromised by the commitment to walking and cycling, which
of course we also support.
?
T08

St John's
Church,
Waterloo

202/33

Individual

356/9

Norwood
Action group et
al.

196/302 demonstrate through a transport assessment that their
operation would not adversely impact on traffic congestion

Norwood
Action group et
al.

Uber contributes to congestion by cheap services encouraging
trivial journeys and shift from public transport..
196/303 impacts should be mitigated through agreement of designated
pick up and drop off locations on the adjacent highway
Interesting - regulations mean only taxis can pick up fares
without pre booking.

T09

T09

No change

c) Where a high demand for minicabs, taxis, private hire and ‘ride
hail’ services is identified and where pick up and drop off is
expected to take place on street, impacts should be mitigated
through agreement of designated pick up and drop
off locations on the adjacent highway.
New supporting text:
"Where a high demand for minicabs, taxis, private hire and ‘ride
hail’ services is identified and where pick up and drop off is
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Representation Wording

196/304 Minicabs, taxis and private hire vehicles are part of the
transport system and aid the overall aim of seeking a lesser
dependence on car ownership

143/15

But increases car use and congestion if replace use of public
transport or active travel. what do the stats show?.
Policy T9 Minicabs, taxis and, private hire vehicles and ride hail
services, page 201
Promoting as opposed to managing these forms of transport
needs to be carefully considered in the context of the Mayor’s
DLP/MTS target that 80% of all trips should be undertaken by
public transport, walking or cycling by 2041. Minicabs, taxis and,
private hire vehicles and ride hail services fall under the ‘other’
20%. Sub policy b) in particular could be interpreted as
‘encouraging’ these modes, so the wording of this paragraph
should be reconsidered.
Page 201: Policy T9: There should be reference here to the
need to enforce anti-idling legislation for taxis and minicabs.

St John's
Church,
Waterloo
Individual

202/34

Individual

350/6

Enforcement of loitering by ride hail services waiting for fares
should be increased. Streets must not have streams of cars sat
idling waiting for jobs.
Completely out of control.

Individual

356/10

I see no real change in this.

Norwood
Action group et
al.

196/301 Policy T9 Minicabs, taxis and, private hire vehicles and ride hail
services

Openreach

9/1

326/9

And Uber? Or is this ride hail?
We will deploy FTTP (Fibre To The Premise), free of charge, into
all new housing developments of 30 or more homes, this new
policy took affect for all New Sites registered from November
2016. This means that at least 9 out of 10 new build homes
could have access to free FTTP infrastructure if property
developers register their scheme and contract with Openreach.

Policy/
General

Officer Response

T09

Minicabs, taxis and private hire vehicles provide an
important service for people with mobility difficulties
and should be part of ensuring safe transport options
are available late at night

T09

Suggestion noted, the wording of T9 (a) has been
changed.

The wording of T9 (a) has been changed to: "Where appropriate,
proposals for minicab and private hire vehicle offices and taxi ranks
will be supported not be opposed in town centres and other
areas…"

T09

The concern is noted. However, the issue is not
regulated by the planning system.

No change

T09

The concern is noted. However, the issue is not
regulated by the planning system.

No change

T09

No change

T09

Policy T9 supporting text highlights there is a need to
consider local amenity impacts where significant
demand for ‘ride hail’ services is expected, and suggests
mitigating measures.
The policy has been amended to include ride hail
services, to reflect the growth of businesses such as
'Uber'
Uber is an example of a ride hail service

Noted. FTTP is adequately covered by London Plan
Policy SI6 and it is not necessary to repeat this.

No change.

T09

T10

Proposed Change
expected to take place on street, impacts should be mitigated
through agreement of preferred pick up and drop off locations on
the adjacent highway".
No change

No change
No change

Since we launched our new proposition for fibre broadband at
new developments back in February 2016, we have reduced this
threshold where we deploy FTTP for free. Initially it was free for
developments of 250 homes or more, then in May 2016 we
reduced it to 100 homes and from November 2016 it was
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Rep
Code

Representation Wording
reduced again to 30 homes. Meanwhile any developments with
two or more homes will have access to our existing or planned
fibre infrastructure, either funded entirely by Openreach or with
the help of developer co-funding where that’s needed.

Policy/
General

Officer Response

Proposed Change

T10

The council accepts the point made and in response,
the word ‘unacceptable’ is proposed to be deleted and
new text inserted.

b) i) has been amended to read:

For each new development, our dedicated New Sites Reception
team will work with developers, and give a clear
recommendation on the infrastructure that should be built.
Once contracted, a dedicated field based coordinator will work
with the Developer to lead them through the plan and build
process.
We’ve reduced the free FTTP threshold to 30 or more homes to
make it even easier for developers to have access to Ultrafast
broadband. We know that consumers are passionate about the
speed and reliability of the broadband service that their
communication provider can offer them, and for some the
availability of ultrafast speeds will strongly influence their
decision on which new property to buy.
Openreach’s FTTP infrastructure is open to all communication
service providers and we’re working hard with industry to
encourage greater adoption, so customers have much wider
choice and more customers can benefit from the faster speeds
of up to 1Gbps this is ultrafast Broadband via FTTP, and not to
be confused with FTTC (Fibre To The Cabinet) technology. This
allows everyone in their homes to do whatever they want to do
online. They can simultaneously stream 4K films and music,
catch up on TV on demand, make HD video calls, play online
games, upload photos and video clips to social media sites and
send emails.

Historic England

119/22

We therefore suggest and recommend that local authorities
build a requirement into their local plans that FTTP is provided
to all new build sites with an open access network – this
guarantees not only fantastic broadband speeds but also great
consumer choice.
Advanced, high quality digital communications infrastructure is
essential for sustainable growth. The development of high
speed broadband technology and other communications
networks also play a vital role in enhancing provision of local
community facilities and services. However, the siting and
location of telecommunications equipment can affect the
appearance of the public realm, streetscene, the historic
environment and wider townscapes. The consideration of their
positioning is therefore important, particularly in conservation
areas. Paragraph 113 of the National Planning Policy Framework
(NPPF) states that local planning authorities, in preparing local
plans, should support the expansion of electronic

“the siting, height and design of the equipment will not
cause unacceptable harm to the character or appearance of
the area areas or the building on which it is located, including the
significance and setting of historic assets, and will not be visually
intrusive in the street scene or create unacceptable clutter.”
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Code

Urban
Innovation
Company
Limited

131/1

Urban
Innovation
Company
Limited

131/4

Urban
Innovation
Company
Limited
Urban
Innovation

131/5

131/6

Representation Wording
communications networks, including telecommunications and
high speed broadband but that they should aim to keep the
numbers masts and sites to a minimum consistent with the
efficient operation of the network.
The NPPF goes on to state that where new sites are required,
equipment should be sympathetically designed and
camouflaged where appropriate. Crucially, the NPPF identifies
the protection and enhancement of the historic environment as
being a key strand in what it defines as sustainable development
(paragraph 8). We would therefore urge the emerging revised
Local Plan to ensure that any telecommunications/digital
connectivity policies include a provision for the protection of the
historic environment and a requirement for applicants to
consider the siting, design and positioning of equipment in this
context. Policy T10 makes reference to the need to avoid
unacceptable harm. This implies that there is an acceptable level
of harm which conflicts with the objectives of the NPPF, we
recommend that unacceptable is deleted.
Our comments relate primarily to Policy T10 on Digital
Connectivity Infrastructure, as the core business of UIC is in
providing high quality and privately funded on street electronic
communications and Smart City solutions. The primary purpose
of these representations is to ensure that the Council plans
positivity to deliver the necessary digital infrastructure to meet
the strategic priorities in the UK Digital Strategy (2017) and the
challenges set out in the Council’s emerging “Creative and
Digital Industries Strategy for Growth” document. Whilst
supportive of the broad aims of the policy, at the present time
UIC does not believe it goes far enough to facilitate the growth
of essential digital infrastructure and to support innovation in
the sector. Without strongly worded support for this type of
development and recognition of the benefits of proposals that
deliver on these wider strategies, planning is likely to continue
to be a barrier to growth in the digital and tech sectors.
UIC agree with and support section (a) of the policy, which lends
general support to the delivery of high-quality digital
infrastructure. However, the policy should go further in lending
great weight to proposals that support the wider aims of the
UK/Lambeth digital strategy, as well as supporting innovation in
the sector specifically through the delivery of publicly accessible
digital infrastructure.
In addition, the reference to the draft Policy SI6 in the London
Plan will require review (as it is yet to be adopted) and as such it
would make more sense at this stage to list out these policies as
part of Policy T10.
Section (b) of the policy requires further clarification to assist
operators and applicants. At present parts of this section
appears to relate to masts and does not take into consideration

Policy/
General

Officer Response

Proposed Change

T10

Noted. The policy is supportive of digital connectivity
infrastructure.

No change.

T10

The support is noted. The supporting text already refers
to the emerging Lambeth Digital Connectivity Strategy
but reference to the UK Digital Strategy will be added.

At the end of paragraph 8.51, the following text has been added:

The Local Plan Review is being written to conform to
the policies in the new London Plan. As such, it is not
necessary to repeat policy wording that will be included
within draft Policy SI6 of the new London Plan.
The policy is clear that it relates to all types of
electronic communication equipment.

No change.

T10

T10

and support the aims of the UK Digital Strategy.

No change.
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Limited
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Innovation
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Limited

Norwood
Action group et
al.
Norwood
Action group et
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131/7

131/9

Representation Wording

Policy/
General

the vast array of differing electronic communications equipment
(e.g. junction boxes, cables, telephone kiosks, smart street
furniture etc). As such, the application of Policy T10 becomes
highly subjective and the requirements relating to each type of
electronic communications equipment are not made apparent.
Clarification is sought in order to ensure the correct
interpretation of policy by applicants and decision makers.
UIC also have concerns over the lack of reference to the
T10
application of planning balance within this policy. All
development proposals have the potential to cause a degree of
harm by virtue of changing the status quo. In particular, any
additional item in the street can be construed as ‘clutter’
(Section b (iv)) and without clarification this can become highly
subjective. Other than lending broad support in principle, Policy
T10 does not take into consideration the benefits of a proposal
and their importance as a counter weight in the decision-making
process. It is established that the public benefits of a scheme are
a material consideration in the determination of an application
and should be weighed against the negative impacts of the
scheme. This has not been fully represented in Policy T10 as yet
and should be an integral part of the decision-making process.
Development control based on the assessment of impact alone
would likely to be highly restrictive and would not help the
delivery of the UK Digital Strategy and the Lambeth Creative and
Digital Industries Strategy for Growth (specifically Challenge 4).
UIC considers that the Council’s policy towards digital
infrastructure needs strengthening in order to achieve the aims
set out in the UK Digital Strategy and Lambeth’s Creative and
Digital Industries Strategy (Challenge 4) and to support the
growth of the economy. This should be achieved through
lending great weight to the delivery of proposals that support
these wider aims and ensuring that development control
policies allow for a planning balance to be applied in assessing
each individual application.

Furthermore, greater consideration is required towards the
policy wording to ensure clarity when considering different
types of proposals.
196/305 Electronic communications
Consultation underway on removal of phone kiosk rights and
associated advert with deemed consents rather than having to
get express consent
196/306 In relation to part (iv) of the policy, see Local Plan policy Q6
regarding minimum footway standards
These should be revised up, not down especially given the
increased importance of walking as a mode of travel and to
allow for enough space for bus stops, cycle parking etc.

Officer Response

Proposed Change

The council has considered this comment alongside a
counterpoint made by Historic England (119/22) in
relation to the causing of harm to the character and
appearance of the area of electronic equipment. The
council has made an amendment to reflect Historic
England's point of view.

No change.

Nonetheless, in any application relating to electronic
communication equipment, the council will have to
take into account all policies and other material
considerations when making a decision, including the
public benefits of a scheme.

T10

It is considered that the policy does not need further
strengthening and is designed to support digital
infrastructure.

No change.

T10

Noted.

No change.

T10

The requirements of 8.49 have been put into paragraph
10.20 (10.21 in the Proposed Submission Version) of the
supporting text to Q6 and the supporting text to this
policy refers to it. The requirements are not being
lessened.

No change.
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Norwood
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Code
196/307 Operators will therefore be required to demonstrate that
proposals for telecommunications electronic communications
development have been sited and designed to minimise visual
and environmental impact having regard to technical and
operational constraints
should also show need
196/308 Where a proposal is on or near a school or college, operators
should consult the governing body

Individual

353/3

Individual

356/11

WeAreWaterloo 75/25

Must’ not ‘should’.
I am strongly opposed to removing the requirement for tall
electronic communications masts to require full planning
application in conservation areas.
Is there a strategy on this? It feels as if it's entirely left to the
companies involved.
2.14. Policy T10 covers connectivity equipment but makes no
specific references to telephone boxes. We are keen to have a
dialogue with the Council to understand how to ensure no
further telephone boxes are supported, the GDPO
notwithstanding. The BID does not support the installation of
telephone boxes, since use is minimal and they are not
adequately maintained, excepting the advertising space.

Policy/
General
T10

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Paragraph 116 of the NPPF prevents local planning
authorities for questioning the need for electronic
communications.

No change.

T10

There is no difference in meaning between should and
must in the context of this policy.

No change.

T10

Noted.

No change.

T10

The council has an emerging Digital Connectivity
Strategy which is referred to in paragraph 8.47 (8.51 in
the Proposed Submission Version) of the supporting
text.
It is not appropriate to never allow telephone boxes
and they benefit from permitted development rights.
The policy includes criteria to adequately deal with
street clutter.

No change.

T10

No change.
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196/406

Norwood
Action group
et al.

196/407

Norwood
Action group
et al.

196/408

Norwood
Action group
et al.

Representation Wording
Annex 5: Flood risk zones

Policy/
Issue/ Annex
Annex 05

Important considerations. Need map to show the locations Does
this exist
District and Local Open Spaces

Annex 06

Other West Norwood significant places not included are Tivoli
Park and Knight’s Hill Wood.
Knight’s Hill/ Lovelace Road
Allotments

Annex 06

Note - link to SINC designation

196/409

Streatham Railsides

Annex 06

What about new SINC along rail corridors?

Individual

298/1a

Norwood
Action group
et al.

196/309

Welcome improved definition of Metropolitan Open Spaces in
Annex 6 as this has been a source of controversy.
will also contribute towards the objective of improving air quality
across the borough.
Mention ULEZ and the Brixton/Streatham bus air quality
initiative. – all hybrid or electric buses.
Consider policy support for uses which help deliver better air
quality e.g. bus garages, electric vehicle charging,

Annex 06
Air Quality

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Annex 5 details flood risk zones and restrictions on development. Flood risk
zones are mapped in their entirety on the Lambeth Local Plan Policies Map
2015 and are detailed by flood zone on the Environment Agency’s Flood map
for planning and in the SFRA. This is sufficient to accompany Annex 5.
Annex 6 is not an exhaustive list of all open spaces.

No change

No change

Like Rosendale Allotments, Knight’s Hill/Lovelace Road Allotments have been
No change
assessed, based upon their management to promote biodiversity alongside
food growing and horticulture, to be justified in being added to an existing
Borough SINC “Railway Linesides – Peabody Hill” to both increase the SINCs
net area and add additional ‘buffering capacity’ to the existing sites and added
sites.
It also confers additional protection on both allotment sites without impairing
their ability to be managed as allotment and food growing spaces, further
recognising what site users have done to integrate biodiversity into a food
production site and how important biodiversity is to the future wellbeing of
the allotments.
Noted. There is nothing preventing a Local Planning Authority from proposing
the creation or extension of SINCs alongside railway linesides provided this is
compatible with their management and there are no additional constraints
put upon the existing landowners or land managers. Many areas of railway
lineside in Lambeth are already SINCs, and this offers them an additional layer
of protection from inappropriate use or loss to other forms of unacceptable
land development.

No change

SINCs on railway land should not interfere with the safe and efficient
operation of the railway network, with many examples in Lambeth and other
areas of London where land occupied by railway platforms or railway
infrastructure are within a SINC boundary, and as long as the management of
land around that infrastructure is maintained sensitively then this does not
conflict with the purpose and overall benefits of the SINC. Lambeth enjoys a
relatively positive relationship with Network rail as to the use and
management of railway land within its SINCs, and have secured appropriate
mitigations where appropriate.
Noted.

No change

Noted. Paragraph 9.3 has been amended to reference the Brixton to
Streatham Low Emission Bus Zone.

The following text has been added to
the end of paragraph 9.3:

The ULEZ is not referenced in the text as it is an inner city congestion charge
and while it means non-compliant vehicles are required to pay a congestion
charge to enter the zone, ULEZ-compliant vehicles remain unaffected.

"Lambeth also has a Low Emission Bus
Zone from Brixton to Streatham."
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Representation Wording

Policy/
Issue/ Annex
Air Quality

There should be more positive actions to tackle pollution. You
rightly say that much of it is caused by traffic but that is only half
the story. The pollution caused by congestion is of particular
concern as the traffic hangs around longer. Traffic light timings
should be reappraised with pollution in mind and there should be
frequent notices reminding drivers to turn off their engines whilst
waiting. With the introduction of 20 MPH limits it should be
possible to eliminate some traffic lights altogether. There have
been a number of highway improvements that have added to
congestion (such as at the bottom of Knights Hill and in Norwood
Road). Traffic improvements should be cut back to avoid this in
future.
Air Quality – Lambeth’s Draft Local Plan at paragraph 9.3
Air Quality
identifies the borough’s five Air Quality Focus Areas but does not
set out implications for development proposals falling within
these areas. Lambeth should follow the guidance in Policy SI1 of
the Draft New London Plan which sets out that development
proposals within AQMAs should incorporate design solutions
which prevent or minimise exposure to existing air pollution and
make provisions to address local problems of air quality.
Furthermore, Opportunity Areas, such as Vauxhall Nine Elms
Battersea and Waterloo should adopt an Air Quality Positive
approach that actively reduces air pollution in accordance with
Draft New London Plan paragraph 9.1.3 and within the CAZ
practical air quality positive measures should be implemented to
reflect the approach set out in Draft New London Plan Policy SD4.

Officer Response

Proposed Change

These matters are addressed in the Transport policies, Transport Strategy and
the Air Quality Action Plan – they are not generally implemented or controlled
through the planning process.

No change

Noted. Paragraph 9.3 has been amended to reflect London Plan policy SI1
which sets out that development proposals within AQMAs should incorporate
design solutions that prevent or minimise exposure to existing air pollution
and make provisions to address local problems of air quality, air quality
positive measures in Opportunity areas and the Brixton to Streatham Low
Emission Bus Zone.

The following changes were made to
Paragraph 9.3:
"There are currently five Air Quality
Focus Areas (AQFA) in the borough,
which are locations that have high
levels of both pollution and human
exposure. These are the A23 from
Brixton to Streatham; Kennington
Oval/Camberwell New
Road/Kennington Park Road; Vauxhall
Cross; Clapham Road; and Waterloo
Road. In accordance with London Plan
policy SI1, developments in these areas
should incorporate design solutions that
prevent or minimise exposure to
existing air pollution and make
provisions to address local air pollution.
These five current AQFAs are identified
in Lambeth’s Air Quality Action Plan; in
addition the Mayor’s London Datastore
maintains an up-to-date list of AQFAs
across the capital, taking account of
changing circumstances. Opportunity
areas such as Nine Elms Vauxhall should
adopt an air quality positive approach
that actively reduces air pollution in
accordance with Draft New London Plan
Policy SI1. Lambeth’s Air Quality Action
Plan also identifies the sources of air
pollution in Lambeth and the location of
sensitive receptors across the borough,
including residential and nursing homes,
colleges, schools and
nurseries. Lambeth also has a Low
Emission Bus Zone from Brixton to
Streatham."
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Rep
Code
94/4

LB
Wandsworth

167/10

St John's
Church,
Waterloo

202/35

Lambeth
Staying
Healthy
Partnership
Board
Individual

225/18

Lambeth
Green Party

215/21

Black Prince
Trust

112/6

Avenbury
Properties
Ltd

113/6

Bankside
Open Spaces
Trust

296/6

354/1

Representation Wording
One wonders, too, about the pollution from all this undesirable
development.
Air quality: The Council is supportive of the approach set out in
the Draft London Plan and that Lambeth propose to be in line
with these policies.
Page 206 : Section 9: Environment We welcome the commitment
to improving air quality and green infrastructure. Reference
should be included to anti-idling measures, including exclusion
zones around schools. Also to firm enforcement of drop-off and
short stay parking regulations for coaches, and to the increased
provision of and maintenance of water fountains.
Improving air quality We strongly support the adoption of the
approach of new London Plan policy on air quality to assess
planning applications in Lambeth. It’s important to continue to
ensure that air quality as part of health and wellbeing are
considered throughout all policies within the Local Plan.
Labour's commitment to reduce poor air quality has not been
addressed by Lambeth council as planners continue to allow long
unsociable opening times to companies operating out of Ellersie
Industrial Estate.
Further to this, we would also like to see included a requirement
for all large developments to install air monitoring equipment in
order to assess the impact that they are having on air quality,
prior to, during and after development work.

Policy EN1 Open space, green infrastructure and biodiversity
Criteria a) (i) should be amended by inserting “and/or” in
quantity and quality. This will provide greater flexibility where it
is not possible to replace the same quantum of open space as
part of a redevelopment proposal but the replacement open
space and social infrastructure will compensate for the reduction
in physical area. The policy as drafted is overly restrictive and
does not allow for a case by case consideration.
Policy EN1 Open space, green infrastructure and biodiversity
Criteria a) (i) should be amended by inserting “and/or” in
quantity and quality. This will provide greater flexibility where it
is not possible to replace the same quantum of open space as
part of a redevelopment proposal but the replacement open
space and social infrastructure will compensate for the reduction
in physical area. The policy as drafted is overly restrictive and
does not allow for a case by case consideration.
a) ii) The policy is ineffective and should be changed as it does
not protect open spaces because it allows for development on
and loss of space, particularly on housing estate land. This is in
direct contradiction of Lambeth's own Green Infrastructure
Strategy. The policy does not mention any consultation with

Policy/
Issue/ Annex
Air Quality

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Local Plan policies require mitigation of harmful impacts.

No change

Air Quality

Noted.

No change

Air Quality

These matters are addressed in the Transport policies, Transport Strategy and
the Air Quality Action Plan – they are not generally implemented or controlled
through the planning process.

No change

Air Quality

Noted.

No change

Air Quality

Operating hours of existing companies cannot be controlled through the
planning process. This is only possible when planning applications are
determined.

No change

Air Quality

The whole of Lambeth is designated an Air Quality Management Area (AQMA)
on the basis of its high levels of nitrogen dioxide (NO2) and particular matter
(PM10). To address Lambeth’s poor air quality, the council has published an
Air Quality Action Plan to 2022. Furthermore, developments of medium dust
risk and above are required to install air monitoring equipment as part of a
condition of development. Major schemes are required to complete air
quality assessments and dust management plans as a condition of
development with continuous monitoring requirements.
The council does not want to allow flexibility in the provision of replacement
open space because it is such a scarce and valuable resource. Where existing
public or private open space is lost as a result of development and
replacement open space is provided, it must be of equivalent or better quality
and quantity.

No change

EN01

Noted. The council does not want to allow flexibility in the provision of
replacement open space because it is such a scarce and valuable resource.
Where existing public or private open space is lost as a result of development
and replacement open space is provided, it must be of equivalent or better
quality and quantity.

No change

EN01

The specific circumstances relating to open space in Waterloo are addressed
in Policy PN1.

No change

EN01

No change
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155/22

Representation Wording
people who live on estates or who may use the spaces. Land on
estates is of particular importance and should be protected as
most people live in very cramped conditions, with no access to
private open spaces of their own, often with young families, and
in high density. The positive impact on people's mental health of
open green spaces is well documented and should not be
overlooked. Increasingly eco-therapy has used a tool for recovery
for many illnesses. The proposal that this land can be built on and
create more overlooked, higher density and built up conditions
for people to live in, with loss of amenity for families and children
is unacceptable. If the need for increased housing is such then
other sites should be explored and presented before the loss of
green land takes place. 9.10 - Where existing open space is
adversely impacted by development, that space should be
prioritised to receive support. Any compensation made should
not in the first instance be used to create new open spaces when
existing ones are being impacted. Even if new open spaces are
created the existing ones still suffer from the new development
with increased use and overcrowding, damage and litter, Existing
green space should also be prioritised over hard landscaped
public realm in recognition of increased positive environmental
outputs. 9.11 In recognition of the "increasing number of
residents, workers and visitors in the Southbank/Waterloo Area"
Waterloo Millenium Green must be named and recognised in this
plan. As the most central and prominent green space in the area
next to the busiest railway terminus in Europe the impact of local
development on the park has not to be recognised and mitigated
for at all. Already the park is suffering due to increase footfall in
the area. What will happen when it is designated as a
metropolitan area? Jubilee Gardens is comparatively far from the
station and shopping areas compared to Waterloo Millennium
Green, yet is highlighted as receiving support. WMG should be
given support within this plan too. It is also next to a busy bus
terminus which will increase in the volume of people as the areas
become densely developed.
In respect of EN1a(ii), see our previous comments under H11
above for safeguarding amenity open space on housing estates.
Initiatives such as gardening, food-growing and dedicated playspace should be encouraged, subject to respecting residents’
privacy.

Policy/
Issue/ Annex

Officer Response

Proposed Change

EN01

Noted. Policy EN1 a)(ii) seeks to protect against the loss of existing public or
private open space on housing estate amenity areas by ensuring that where
development will involve the loss of such open space, significant regeneration
and community benefits would be achieved that could not be achieved in any
other way. Appropriate compensatory provision for the loss of open space,
including improvements to the quality of the remaining open space should
also be provided.

No change

Paragraph 9.5 includes amenity areas within housing estates as public and
private open space, protecting it for its value in providing space for leisure,
recreation and sport and for its contribution to visual amenity.
Food growing is encouraged and supported in Policy EN2.
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I write to make one objection to the current Local Plan out for
consultation until the 17th of December.
While I find the plan is generally well considered and I am in
general supportive; I write today to voice objection to one small
element.
I have noticed that the Plan designates a number of areas in the
borough as Open space, both of the type "metropolitan" &
"district & local". While the plan lists a number of the boroughs
major open spaces, it also advises that for the comprehensive
list, one should review the Lambeth Open Space Strategy
Appenda (2013). After reviewing this I have noticed that one
parcel of land in particular is designated as open space. My
feeling is that this particular parcel of land should be re-classified.

Policy/
Issue/ Annex
EN01

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Noted. Open space is defined according to the definition in supporting text
paragraph 9.5. It is not therefore possible to’re-classify' a site as such through
the Local Plan review.

No change

The site has an appeal history that clearly establishes its current status as
open space.
The site in question will be considered for inclusion in the forthcoming Site
Allocations DPD.

This is titled the Christchurch Green. I attach the details as listed
in the Open Space Strategy Appendix to this email. I also attach a
print screen from google maps which identifies the space in
question just for the purposes of ensuring clarity.
I write to object to this classification. On a number of grounds:
• The land is restricted access and has been for a long period of
time (a large green metal fence has always stood round the site
for as long as I can remember) - meaning that unlike much of the
designated open space on the list, this cannot be accessed by the
general public - this somewhat undermines the idea of the space
being "open".
• As noted by Lambeth's own survey the quality of this open
space is of comparatively low quality when compared other open
spaces inside the borough boundaries and out.
• The open space receives next to no maintenance and is both in
poor condition and is currently extremely unsightly, with letter
and fly tipping a consistent problem due to the underused and
restricted nature of the space. As such it hardly serves as a visual
amenity.
• Closely related to the previous point, the restrictive nature of
the land has in the past attracted anti-social behaviour, including
the taking and then leaving of drug injecting paraphernalia.
• Even the small amount of the land that is not fenced off (at the
western edge of the site) is totally underused, in so much as I
have never, in 25 years of living in this area see anyone go on it.
• The geography of the open space being at the intersection of
two of London's busiest and most polluted roads make's it
relatively unsuitable for activities usually associated with open
space such as children playing or exercising.
Given these valid reasons, I believe that Lambeth should
reclassify this land into any category, perhaps brownfield land or
at least a land classification that doesn't come with it such robust
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restrictions regarding development.

Policy/
Issue/ Annex

Officer Response

Proposed Change

My objections are principally concatenated to a recent housing
project being proposed by London CLT. They have won a
tendering process held jointly between the Mayor and TFL
(details here (http://www.londonclt.org/where/southlondon/lambeth) & here(https://tfl.gov.uk/info-for/media/pressreleases/2018/june/gla---land-trust-to-build-affordable-homeson-tfl-sites)). They would like to utilise the land to build 100%
affordable, market homes and allocate them to long-term
residents of Lambeth (increasing affordable housing being of
course both a key pillar of Lambeth Labours manifesto and the
Future Lambeth Plan). The unjustifiable designation of this space
as "open land" will likely prevent them or any other developer
from being successful when submitting any kind of planning
proposal to your department due to the inevitable fact that
development will reduce "open space" (e.g. Policy EN1, §9.6).
This is not a blind defence of development over green space.
Indeed, given the limited amount of and limited opportunities to
create more green space in the borough I firmly agree with
Lambeth Council on the need for robust protections against
development on genuine "open space". However, I feel strongly
that in this case, given the nature of land in question that this is
not open green space and its classification should reflect that.
To put it succinctly, this piece of land should not be classified as
"open space" based on the fact that it doesn't offer "important
opportunities for sport or recreation" and does not "act as a
visual amenity" for people of and visitors to Lambeth (Lambeth
Open Space Strategy Addenda, February 2013, 2).
Re-classifying the land will in fact (hopefully London CLT) in fact
be in keeping with Policy EN1. Any development will by the very
nature of the restricted and underused nature of land, actually
improve accessibility to green space in the borough. It will be for
the council to judge how any development does or does not
comply with this. However, at least allowing them the chance to
build on the land and through creative design does allow the
potential for better used and more useful green space for
residents & visitors of North Streatham and Brixton Hill. In fact,
given that the surrounding area appears in many of the maps
relating to poor access to open space & various types of parks
(Lambeth Green Infrastructure Strategy, October 2018, 11-15),
the council would be remiss if it were not to facilitate an
opportunity to increase accessibility to genuine open space in
this particular part of the borough.
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Norwood
Action group
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196/313

Norwood
Action group
et al.

196/315

Norwood
Action group
et al.

196/317

Representation Wording
Given all this, I hope the planning department will reconsider and
reclassify this land when producing the final Borough Local Plan.
d) Increasing the quantity of open space and green infrastructure
in the borough through proposals such as
Opportunities in West Norwood Cemetery should be referenced
– not just culture. Also allotments. Focus is on the north of
borough.
(ii) Requiring major development in areas of open space
deficiency and/or in areas of access to nature deficiency to
provide appropriate new on-site provision of open space/access
to nature improvements.
Potential on West Norwood Site 18. Add to PN7.
(iii) Where appropriate and feasible, ensuring that development
is designed so as to contribute to the creation or extension of
green chains and links
Site 18? Add to PN7
Public and private open space is protected for its value in
providing space for leisure, recreation and sport and for its
contribution to visual amenity.

Policy/
Issue/ Annex

Officer Response

Proposed Change

EN01

Reference to individual open spaces of value is best included in PN policies
rather than EN1.

No change

EN01

Noted.

No change

EN01

Noted.

No change

EN01

Noted. Paragraph 9.5 has been amended to recognise the health and air
quality value of public and private open space.

The following change was made to
Paragraph 9.5:
"Public and private open space is
protected for its value in providing
space for leisure, recreation and
sport, health and wellbeing, air quality,
habitats and species, and for its
contribution to visual amenity and
ecological function."
No change

Health too and air quality.

Norwood
Action group
et al.
Norwood
Action group
et al.

196/318

Green infrastructure includes

EN01

Green infrastructure is adequately defined in paragraph 9.6.

196/319

Move defintion to beginning
These include mitigating flooding, cooling the urban environment
and enhancing biodiversity and ecological resilience

EN01

Noted. Paragraph 9.6 has been amended to reference air quality.

Norwood
Action group
et al.

196/320

Air quality

9.8. The Lambeth Open Spaces Strategy 2013
Even update 5 years old and by the time the Plan adopted 7.
Update urgently needed.

EN01

Noted. The Lambeth Open Space Strategy 2013 remains valid as there has
been no loss of open space since the study was undertaken. It has been
supplemented by an up to date Green Infrastructure Strategy which is current
and should be read alongside the Open Space Strategy. The Green

The following change was made to
Paragraph 9.6:
"Green infrastructure includes green
spaces and features such as street trees
and green roofs that deliver a range of
benefits. These include mitigating
flooding, improving health and
wellbeing, air quality, cooling the urban
environment and enhancing
biodiversity and ecological resilience, as
well as providing more attractive places
for people."
No change
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Norwood
Action group
et al.

196/321

9.9. Various housing estates in the borough are set in areas of
open land, which are not well arranged and are no longer
attractive, safe or pleasant to use. In such cases, where the land
is of poor quality and has no value as open space, there is benefit
in supporting the reorganisation of open space as part of housing
regeneration proposals

Norwood
Action group
et al.
Norwood
Action group
et al.

196/322

Officer Response

Proposed Change

EN01

Infrastructure Strategy 2018 sets out an approach for managing, enhancing
and creating new open space and other forms of green infrastructure in the
borough and updates the position in relation to open space deficiency.
Noted.

No change

Weasel words on a highly controversial topic!
and are no longer attractive, safe or pleasant to use

EN01

Noted.

No change

196/323

Many disagree
of housing regeneration proposals

EN01

Noted.

No change

Norwood
Action group
et al.

196/324

Cressingham Gardens and Central Hill in/near this area. Any
others?
9.9

EN01

The DRLLP text appears to have been incorrectly struckthrough by the
respondent.

No change

Norwood
Action group
et al.

196/325

EN01

Noted. There is no statutory obligation that a SINC (Metropolitan, Borough or
Local) must be accessible to the public as SINCs are identified and designated
primarily for their importance for the protection, promotion and
improvement of nature conservation within a given borough. For example,
Lambeth Palace Gardens the River Thames and a number of school gardens,
all existing SINCs, are not normally accessible to the public and to attempt to
do so would be difficult for many reasons.

No change

Benefits include the provision of more usable and functional
open space and better and improved surveillance of open space,
which reduce opportunities for crime and anti-social behaviour.
on-site open space provision/accessibility improvements to
borough and metropolitan SINCs are

Policy/
Issue/ Annex

Many SINCs are inaccessible, and must remain so.
e.g. railway corridors

Where Lambeth can and it is both reasonable and safe to do so, the council
actively work with landowners and land managers to secure and increase the
accessibility of SINCs, or parts of the SINC, to the public, although this may be
time limited and in some cases may be restricted to certain times and dates.

Norwood
Action group
et al.

196/326

Norwood
Action group
et al.

196/327

in the vicinity of the development (generally within one kilometre
of the application site boundary)
Hardly local! ‘Vicinity’ is used twice in this paragraph so that the
definition must be consistent for both. 400m is generally
accepted in this context.
In other circumstances town centre locations, the creation of
hard landscaped public spaces

EN01

EN01

Securing and improving free and unrestricted access to Lambeth’s SINCs is
important in reducing any Areas of Deficiency for Access to Nature (AoDs) in
the borough, and the council work to secure this where we can, however it is
not mandatory for a SINC or any SINC to be accessible to the public.
The definition of 'vicinity' can vary according to the issue in question. One
kilometre is considered reasonable in this instance given the distribution of
existing open spaces. A smaller distance would be too restrictive.

Noted.

No change

No change
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St John's
Church,
Waterloo

202/39

WeAreWater
loo

75/27

St John's
Church,
Waterloo
Norwood
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et al.

202/40

Individual

12/2

Port of
London
Authority

17/2

Friends of
Ruskin Park

38/2

London
Parks &
Gardens
Trust

64/4

196/328

Representation Wording
Site 18 / PN7
Page 211: Para 9.11 We welcome the commitment to extending
Jubilee Gardens but provision for the long-term maintenance of
this space should be referenced.
2.16 9.14 advocates for the use of living roofs. We support the
policy of the South Bank and Waterloo Neighbourhood Plan that
roofs should primarily be given over to biodiverse amenity and
food growing space rather than simply living roofs. Improving
accessibility for the occupants of the building reduces pressure
on other local open spaces while providing habitats and
improvements to air quality.
Page 212: Para 9.14: Living walls and roofs: The provision of
living walls and roofs should be conditional on a robust and
enforceable management plan.
9.14. Development proposals should incorporate living roofs and
walls
Many die, and so fail. They are very expensive to install and even
more expensive to maintain. Walls in particular not sustainable.
Trees and other ground level planting much better ( cheaper and
more sustainable/effective).
- Re environment and encouraging bio-diversity - the Thames
Water site, and its covered reservoir provide an important area
of open space in a very densely populated area. The site is part of
a Green Corridor that connects wildlife across sites from Dulwich
Common, along the railway sidings, across Brockwell Park and
Rush Common, over the Thames Water covered reservoir and
onto Clapham Common and the Thames. It is vital that this area
is considered in the wider context of the Corridor, the limit to
open space in Brixton Hill ward, and in the context of the
Lambeth Plan's aims to increase and support bio-diversity across
the borough.
Policy EN1 Open Space, Green Infrastructure, and Biodiversity
The PLA supports the continued reference to extending the
Thames Path within part d of this policy.
We note there has been some progress in recognising the value
of parks and green spaces in the Borough, though we are still to
be convinced that there is a prioritised and resourced plan to
invest in them.
Policies
section 9
Policy EN1 Open space, green infrastructure and biodiversity
general support for approach to protect and enhance parks and
open spaces

Policy/
Issue/ Annex

Officer Response

Proposed Change

EN01

No change

EN01

Requirements for management and maintenance of open space are
addressed in part (c) (ii) of EN1 and paragraph 9.8 of the supporting text. It is
not appropriate to specify requirements for specific spaces or projects in this
part of the plan. Further policy on the extension of Jubilee Gardens can be
found in PN1 (h).
Noted.

EN01

This is stated in the last sentence of paragraphs 9.14.

No change

EN01

There are many successful examples of living roofs and walls. Paragraph 9.14
addresses requirements for maintenance.

No change

EN01

Noted.

No change

EN01

Noted.

No change

EN01

Noted.

No change

EN01

Noted.

No change

No change
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London and
Quadrant
Housing
Trust

205/29

Representation Wording
Policy EN1 Open space, green infrastructure and biodiversity.
The Mayor welcomes the reference to the urban greening factor
in his draft new London Plan. The Mayor encourages Lambeth to
develop a local Urban Greening Factor that should be secured
from minor developments and one which better reflects local
circumstances.
EN1 Open space, green infrastructure and biodiversity: A
growing problem is the increased use of major public open
spaces for commercial events. Once setting-up and
reinstatement times are taken into account, this substantially
reduces their availability to residents. For practical purposes,
these commercial uses reinforce the existing deficiency in public
open space at a time when residential densities are being
increased.
I also note and support the provisions of policy EN1 that relate to
the Gardens extension and any improvements works to the
existing Gardens and the Trust will feed these policies into the
brief for the extension design
The Trust also notes and supports the provisions of policy EN1
that relate to the Gardens extension and any improvements
works to the existing Gardens and the Trust will feed these
policies into the brief for the extension design.
Green Infrastructure

Policy/
Issue/ Annex
EN01

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Noted. Lambeth's initial approach is to apply the London Plan approach,
however Paragraph 9.13 states that a Lambeth-specific approach may be
considered in the future.

No change

Where they constitute development, events on open space are assessed
under section (b) of the policy and against policy ED13 (e) on visitor
attractions, leisure, arts and cultural uses. It is proposed to add to ED13 (e) to
make clear open space must be returned to its previous use and quality after
temporary events. All planning applications, including those for events in
parks, undergo public consultation.

An addition has been made to the final
sentence of ED13(e) to read:

EN01

The support is noted.

No change

EN01

The support is noted.

No change

EN01

Noted.

No change

Green chains are encouraged in part (c) of the policy and in supporting text
paragraph 9.12.

No change

Reference to planning obligations for management and maintenance of new
open space has been added to EN1 c) (ii).

The following text has been added to
the end of policy EN1 c)(ii):

EN01

Policy EN1 states that the council will meet requirements for
open space and green infrastructure by protecting and
maintaining open spaces, green infrastructure and their function.
Lambeth will strongly encourage inclusion of urban greening
measures. Development proposals should incorporate living roofs
and walls where feasible and appropriate to the character and
context of the development.
It is agreed that green infrastructure such as those listed above
are beneficial for public health and well-being, nature
conservation and managing flood risk and that these should be
provided on within new developments. However, the level of
provision needs to be proportionate to the development and
needs to be considered alongside the need for other uses,
services and facilities on the site.
Page 208: Reference to the green link proposal including
EN01
Paradise Gardens is welcome. However we regret the reduction
in green links proposals in the latest plans for the IMAX
roundabout redevelopment and would wish to see strong green
links between St John’s Churchyard and the Victory Arch of
Waterloo Station. Generally, the potential of green links in the
borough ahould be vigorously encouraged.
Policy EN1 – Open Space, green infrastructure and biodiversity
EN01
L&Q recognise the need for new major developments in areas of
open space deficiency to provide on-site provision of open space.
However, we would note that the provision of new public open

Open space will be expected to be
returned to its previous use and
improvements made to the quality of
the open space.

"Planning obligations will also be sought
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Representation Wording
space within a development, in addition to the Council’s amenity
space requirements, may impact service charges and hinder
affordability. Therefore, we would encourage the council to be
flexible on this policy and take into account site and scheme
specific constraints.
As a rule developers should not destroy existing green spaces,
trees or plants with new developments except where there are
no alternatives and the community supports the proposed plans.
They should incorporate green walls and green roofs where
appropriate and the planting of new shrubs and trees as a
mandatory requirement.
Biodiversity calculation Sometimes known as a Green
Infrastructure Levy, Biodiversity Offsetting should act as guide to
put “the right habitat in the right place”, as encouraged by the
Defra Biodiversity Offsetting Metrics. We subscribe to the
concept of “candidate status” which defines a benchmark for the
design and maintenance of green infrastructure in housing and
commercial development; this concept should be incorporated
into planning decisions.
PARKS AND OPEN SPACES We are pleased to see the
commitment under the spatial strategy and under policy EN1 to
protecting and maintaining Lambeth’s parks and open spaces as
these are important for creating an environment that contributes
to the wellbeing for those who live and work in the borough.
It is important that these sections also contain reference to the
use of these spaces for commercial events which accord with
Lambeth’s priorities of equality, diversity, accessibility and
culture.
Furthermore, before making a decision to hold any major event
in a park or other public space there must be a genuine effort to
consult with the community it will affect.
In addition we insist that such events will be of demonstrable
benefit to local businesses and people, and that any profits from
such events will clearly go to the parks themselves.
The local plan should also make explicit reference to calculating
the carbon emissions of commercial events to ensure that this is
taken into consideration when looking at applications.
Putting a patch of green land somewhere won't make up for the
ridiculous pollution being caused by the regeneration schemes in
Lambeth.
I really see no strategy for the fundamental changes we need.
The council will meet requirements for open space
Does this include public squares and other mainly hard landscape
areas?

Policy/
Issue/ Annex

Officer Response

Proposed Change

EN01

These requirements are included in Policy EN1 and London Plan Policy G5 on
the Urban Greening Factor.

No change

EN01

The concept is incorporated within the Mayor's Urban Greening Factor policy.
The higher the biodiversity value, the higher the score attributed to the green
infrastructure.

No change

EN01

The support is noted.

No change

EN01

Where they constitute development, events on open space are assessed
under section (b) of the policy and against policy ED13 (e) on visitor
attractions, leisure, arts and cultural uses. It is proposed to add to ED13 (e) to
make clear open space must be returned to its previous use and quality after
temporary events. All planning applications, including those for events in
parks, undergo public consultation.

An addition has been made to the final
sentence of ED13(e) to read:

EN01

The use of revenue generated by events in parks is outside the scope of
planning policy.

No change

EN01

Policy EN6 relates to carbon reduction and is applied to relevant planning
applications.

No change

EN01

Noted.

No change

EN01
EN01

Noted.
Paragraph 9.5 states that open space includes Metropolitan Open Land,
common land, historic parks and gardens, district and local parks, nature
conservation areas, play areas and adventure playgrounds, outdoor sports
facilities, allotments, cemeteries and burial space, amenity areas within
housing estates, communal squares and gardens, roofs that are fully
accessible to the public as open space (not private amenity space), areas of
water, the River Thames Foreshore and Thames Path in accordance with

No change
No change

towards management and maintenance
of new or improved open space."

Open space will be expected to be
returned to its previous use and
improvements made to the quality of
the open space.
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Coin Street
Community
Builders

222/10
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and green infrastructure by

Policy/
Issue/ Annex

EN01

Assume this defined in Annex? Would be worth moving definition
later in chapter to here.
BERNIE SPAIN GARDENS NORTH AND QUEEN’S WALK GARDENS
EN01
The Coin Street estate includes Bernie Spain Gardens and the
riverside walkway from the National Theatre to Sea Containers
House. CSCB is responsible for the management and
maintenance of this large and very heavily used area of South
Bank public realm. Following extensive local consultation and a
design competition, plans have been developed by West 8 for the
re-landscaping of Bernie Spain Gardens north and the area
between the riverside walkway and the former London Television
Centre. The plans include extensive and ambitious planting, high
quality lawns, new paths, CCTV and lighting, and a bridge
connection between the re-landscaped Gardens and Oxo
courtyard. A planning application is to be submitted in the
coming week. The project responds to Strategic Objective 11 ‘Increase the quality of open space and green infrastructure in
Lambeth’ – and CSCB believes that the scheme is consistent with
all relevant aspects of the policies in Section 9 of the draft plan
relating to environment and green infrastructure, which CSCB is
pleased to support. Criteria set out in various sections of the
draft Plan for high quality public realm are also relevant and
supported.

Officer Response

Proposed Change

London Plan policy.
In some cases, communal squares and gardens may include areas of hard
landscaping.
Green infrastructure is defined in paragraph 9.6.

Policy EN1 now addresses more fully the relationship between development
proposals and the requirement to manage and maintain open space, where
this is being relied upon to serve the development. The Infrastructure
Delivery Plan lists a programme of improvements to parks and open spaces as
part of the infrastructure requirement to address growth in the borough.

No change

A sentence has been added to the end
of EN1 c) ii) that reads:
Planning obligations will also be sought
towards management and maintenance
of new or improved open space.

The main point CSCB wishes to make in relation to the Bernie
Spain Gardens/Queen’s Walk Gardens project is that it is a direct
response to the intensity of use caused by continued major
growth in Waterloo, South Bank and Bankside. At paragraph
2.100 the draft Local Plan refers to critical pressures on
infrastructure over the next 15 years to support projected
population and economic growth. Parks and open spaces are
included in the infrastructure to be provided. Policy PN1 lists the
neighbourhood’s key roles and states that “To support these key
roles and further growth, Waterloo and South Bank needs high
quality, safe and accessible public realm that matches the
significance of the area”. Paragraph (f) seeks to promote “a high
quality public realm that is durable, well-designed and
maintained to reinforce Waterloo’s status as a world class
centre…To supplement the urban character of the public realm,
green spaces will be protected and expanded…” Bernie Spain
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75/26

2.15 Policy EN1. WeAreWaterloo supports the Low Line concept,
which seeks to improve routes alongside railway infrastructure as
key walking routes and open space (with public facing uses in
adjacent arches). Lambeth may wish to support this ambition as
there are routes with potential between Vauxhall and Waterloo
which would benefit from such improvement. We believe that
the focus of the Low Line should be green infrastructure / open
space delivery, hence the comment in this section.

Gardens is listed in Annex 6 as a ‘District & Local Open Space’ and
will undoubtedly serve the growing working, visitor, student, and
resident populations. CSCB wishes to see a commitment in the
Local Plan to supporting Bernie Spain Gardens to become the
high quality public realm and green space fundamental to the
growth envisaged for the neighbourhood in the draft Local Plan.
There need to be clearer statements in the Plan about the
relationship between development and pressure on
infrastructure and the need to ensure that the proceeds of
development (CIL and S106) are fully applied to deal with the
local pressures which development creates. Current
arrangements for the allocation of CIL are nether transparent nor
adequately focussed on local community needs and priorities.

Policy/
Issue/ Annex

Officer Response

Proposed Change

EN01

The support for the Low Line concept is noted. References to the Low Line
have been included in the supporting text of EN1, PN1, PN2 and PN10.

Additional text has been added to the
last sentence of paragraph 9.12 that
reads:
Development should be designed where
possible to enable integration and
enhancement of existing green chains
and/or explore opportunities to create
new green chains, such as the Low Line
project.
An additional clause (n) has been added
to PN1 that reads:
the creation of through routes and
activation of the arches within the
railway viaduct known as the ‘Low Line’
with a mix of uses to connect Waterloo
Station and Vauxhall.
Policy PN2 (d) has been included that
reads:
Encouraging and facilitating the use of
the railway arches as an active spine, a
focus for employment and business, as
well as a mix of uses which could
include cultural, artistic and community
uses in appropriate locations, along
with routes for pedestrians and cyclists
as part of the Low Line project;
A second sentence has been inserted
into PN10 (a) (vi) which reads:
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Norwood
Action group
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196/329

a) The use of land and buildings as new allotments

Mayor of
London

70/30

Individual

356/14

Mayor of
London

70/33

Norwood
Action group
et al.

196/330

Norwood
Action group
et al.

196/331

Policy/
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Officer Response

EN02

The policy is in line with the New London Plan Policy G8 and Policy 7.22 of the
current London Plan.

What about protection of existing? Not all are statutory.
Important policy. Edible Bus Stop, Vale Street community garden
etc. Protect these other areas too.

No change

Policy EN2 Local food growing and production. The Mayor
welcomes the ambition of the Draft Local Plan to support local
food growing and production in line with Draft New London Plan
Policy G8 and Policy 7.22 of the current London Plan.
This is never going be a serious contributor to local food needs so
I have a dark suspicion this is a bit of a distractor.
Paragraph 9.21. The cross reference here should be to Draft New
London Plan Policy SI2.

EN02

EN02

Noted.

EN03

9.24
The London Heat Map, and in particular the Heat Network
Priority Areas and this tool should be used by applicants as a
starting point to identify opportunities for decentralised energy.
In Vauxhall, reference should also be made to the Vauxhall, Nine
Elms and Battersea Opportunity Area Energy Masterplan. In
Waterloo, reference should also be made to the emerging
development of a South Bank Decentralised Energy Network. The
following Energy Masterplans have been carried out and
reference should be made to these where applicable:
o Vauxhall – Vauxhall, Nine Elms and Battersea Opportunity Area
Energy Masterplan

EN03

No change to the London Plan reference in response to the Mayor of London’s The text was amended to correct a
comments as the correct cross reference to the Draft New London Plan is
typographical error in Paragraph 9.21:
policy SI3. The cross reference text has been amended to correct a
typographical error as published in the DRLLP 2018.
"Major development proposals should
select energy systems in accordance
with London Plan heating hierarchy set
out in London Plan policy SI3."
The DRLLP text appears to have been incorrectly struckthrough by the
No change
respondent.

EN03

o Waterloo – South Bank Decentralised Energy Network

None for Tulse Hill and West Norwood, or south of borough at all.
70/31

Proposals to open up routes alongside
railway arches and to contribute to the
Low Line project will be supported.

Furthermore, Supporting text paragraph 9.20 states that ‘Where provided, the
identified space for food growing may be secured through planning condition
or section106 agreement. Existing allotments are protected under Local Plan
policy EN1’. The supporting text in paragraph 9.5 lists public and private open
spaces as including allotments and communal squares and gardens. This
means that these areas are protected under Policy EN1.
Noted.

o Brixton – Brixton Energy Masterplan

Mayor of
London

Proposed Change

Policy EN3 and EN4 Decentralised energy and Sustainable
design and construction. The Mayor welcomes Lambeth’s

EN03

Energy Masterplans are typically produced for larger centres or areas with
significant development: using the London Plan guidance for heat networks, it
is determined that the areas where Energy Masterplans currently exist are
sufficient to support the amount of development occurring in these areas.
This does not preclude other areas or developers from identifying
opportunities for decentralised energy without an energy masterplan.
Supporting text paragraph 9.24 of Policy EN3 Decentralised energy of the
Draft Revised Lambeth Local Plan encourages applicants to utilise the London
Heat Map and Heat Network Priority Areas to identify opportunities for
decentralised energy.
Noted.

No change

No change

No change

No change
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approach to promoting and supporting decentralised energy and
sustainable design and construction in the Draft Local Plan.
NO encouragement to fit local solar or wind power. Of course,
you're hopelessly in the control of the national government there
but you could be lobbying.

Policy EN4: Sustainable design and construction

Policy/
Issue/ Annex

Officer Response

Proposed Change

EN03

The Local Plan includes reference to tackling and adapting to climate change
in Paragraphs 2.88 – 2.97, and in the vision, Strategic Objective C and EN4.
Specific reference is made to renewable energy generation and production,
which includes solar and wind, in Strategic Objective C and policy D4. Policy
EN3 supporting text paragraph 9.21 refers to the Draft London Plan which also
encourages renewable energy sources and technologies, including solar and
wind. Policy EN4 is on sustainable design and construction and changes have
been made to the supporting text which highlights the council's
encouragement for on-site renewable energy.

No change to Policy EN3 however an
addition to the supporting text of EN4
has been made. Paragraph 9.30 has
been inserted to read:

EN04

Part c) encourages applicants to use the Home Quality Mark and
PassiveHaus design standards. This is contrary to national policy
and guidance which does not allow local planning authorities to
stipulate any other standards for the construction, performance
and internal layout of residential developments other than the
Building Regulations and the optional technical standards.

London and
Quadrant
Housing
Trust

205/31

We strongly recommend that this requirement is removed from
the Draft Plan. The current London Plan and the new Draft
London Plan already includes wide-ranging policies relating to the
construction, performance and layout of dwellings – including
standards for energy efficiency that go beyond Part L - so we
urge the Council not to introduce additional standards. The
adoption of additional standards may militate against the supply
of affordable housing which the Council is already struggling to
provide. According to the latest GLA AMR for 2016/17, affordable
housing represented just 17% of net housing supply in Lambeth
last year. This is a figure that falls far short of the 35% (threshold
approach) and 50% (public-land) targets in this new Plan
(reflecting Policy H5 in the Draft London Plan).
The proposed required of revised Part (c) for new development
to use the Home Quality Mark and Passivhaus design standards is
however considered onerous. In 2015, the Government withdrew
Code for Sustainable Homes in order to rationalise the many
differing standards for energy and sustainability in favour of
national technical standards. L&Q consider Building Regulations
Part L and the policies of the draft New London Plan create
sufficient regulation to ensure new build developments are

Policy EN4 c) (now (d)) states that developments are encouraged to use the
Home Quality Mark and Passivhaus design standards. The wording of this
policy means that the use of these standards are not a requirement for
developers and therefore will not result in a refusal if they are not adhered to
or demonstrated to have been used. This is supported by supporting text
paragraph 9.28 (now 9.29)
A minor amendment has been made to supporting text paragraph 9.28 (now
9.29) to remove the word ‘strongly’ to ensure consistency with the policy text.

EN04

Noted. Policy EN4 c) states that developments are encouraged to use the
Home Quality Mark and Passivhaus design standards. The wording of this
policy means that the use of these standards are not a requirement for
developers and therefore will not result in a refusal if they are not adhered to
or demonstrated to have been used. This is supported by supporting text
paragraph 9.28 which states that ‘The council will strongly encourage schemes
to use the Home Quality Mark. The use of Passivhaus standard are also
encouraged in demonstrating energy efficient design.’

The council encourages all development
to achieve a 20 per cent reduction in
carbon dioxide emissions from on-site
renewable energy generation (which
can include sources of site related
decentralised renewable energy), unless
it can be demonstrated that such
provision is not feasible. Where
possible, this should be in addition to
the carbon dioxide emissions reduction
required through London Plan policy
S12 and Local Plan policy EN4.
The following change has been made to
the first three sentences of paragraph
9.29:
"The Home Quality Mark, launched in
2015, is one way of demonstrating the
standard of a new residential dwelling,
which includes measures for low CO2,
sustainable materials, good air quality
and natural daylight. The council
will strongly encourage schemes to use
the Home Quality Mark. The use of the
Passivhaus standard are is also
encouraged in demonstrating energy
efficient design."

The following change has been made to
the first three sentences of paragraph
9.29:
"The Home Quality Mark, launched in
2015, is one way of demonstrating the
standard of a new residential dwelling,
which includes measures for low CO2,
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Name

Guy's and St
Thomas' NHS
Foundation
Trust

Rep
Code

72/12

Representation Wording
sustainable and there is not a need to introduce further
standards such as the Home Quality Mark and Passivhaus design
standards. The adoption of these standards doesn’t necessarily
result in any further benefits to the sustainable design quality.

Section 9 (Environment & Green Infrastructure)
We note that Policy EN4 (Sustainable Design & Construction)
requires all non-residential developments should meet “at least
BREEAM ‘Excellent’” standards. We support this aspiration to
bring forward developments of the highest environmental &
build standards in principle.

Policy/
Issue/ Annex

Officer Response
A minor amendment has been made to supporting text paragraph 9.28 (now
9.29) to remove the word ‘strongly’ to ensure consistency with the policy text.

Proposed Change
sustainable materials, good air quality
and natural daylight. The council
will strongly encourage schemes to use
the Home Quality Mark. The use of the
Passivhaus standard are is also
encouraged in demonstrating energy
efficient design."
No change

EN04

The Local Plan seeks sustainability as they key outcome and needs to ensure
consistency in the delivery of sustainable design and construction. It cannot
therefore make concessions for certain uses over others. There is provision in
the decision making process to allow for the regard of other material
considerations on a case by case basis.

EN04

The Council is committed to delivering sustainable development across the
borough: viability testing of DRLLP policies on affordable housing or
workspace took account of the requirements for sustainable design and
construction. Decision making processes for planning applications always
take account of other material considerations including specific circumstances
relevant to a certain site on a case by case basis.

No change

EN04

The Council is committed to delivering sustainable development across the
borough: viability testing of DRLLP policies on affordable housing or
workspace took account of the requirements for sustainable design and
construction. Decision making processes for planning applications always
take account of other material considerations including specific circumstances
relevant to a certain site on a case by case basis.
Noted.

No change

For specialist health and research facilities of the kind we
propose to bring forward at the Westminster Bridge Campus,
constraints of design and functionality may make attaining
‘Excellent’ BREEAM standards difficult without increasing
prohibitive cost.

Norwood
Action group
et al.

Norwood
Action group
et al.

196/332

196/333

We would recommend that the text allowing for a fall-back to the
BREEAM ‘Very Good’ standard be re-instated in those cases
where the building is providing other exceptional community
benefits. At the same time we should be clear that achieving
BREEAM ‘Excellent’ standards remain the ambition of the Trust
across its estates strategy. We recommend that Policy EN4c(i) reinstate the following wording: “… unless it is demonstrated that it
is not technically feasible or viable to do so and the building is
providing other exceptional community benefits, in which case
proposals should demonstrate a ‘Very Good’ rating with a
minimum score of 63 per cent”.
(i) All new non-residential development and non-self-contained
residential accommodation, should meet at least BREEAM
‘Excellent’ unless
Whilst theoretically desirable this will impact deliverability and
cost of affordable housing or workspace or development
generally.
(ii) All major non-residential refurbishment of existing buildings
and conversions over 500m2 floorspace (gross) should meet at
least BREEAM Non-Domestic Refurbishment ‘Excellent’ unless
ditto

Mayor of
London

70/32

Policy EN3 and EN4 Decentralised energy and Sustainable
design and construction. The Mayor welcomes Lambeth’s
approach to promoting and supporting decentralised energy and
sustainable design and construction in the Draft Local Plan.

EN04

No change
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Name
Department
for
Education

Rep
Code
145/15

London and
Quadrant
Housing
Trust

205/30

Lambeth
Green Party

215/19

Lambeth
Green Party

215/20

Individual

356/16

Norwood
Action group
et al.

196/334

Representation Wording
Policy EN4 – Sustainable Design and construction indicates that
all non-major residential development (which would include
schools) must achieve a standard of BREEAM ‘Excellent’. DfE
centrally funded schools are built to a specification that
incorporates the BREEAM ‘Very Good’ standard without
certification. In the context of the need to maximise value for
money in education spending and make efficient and effective
use of public funds, we question whether requirement for
schools to achieve BREEAM ‘Excellent’ rather than ‘Very Good’ is
justified.
Policy EN4 – Sustainable Design and Construction L&Q welcome
the alignment of proposed revised Policy EN4 with London Plan
Policies SI1 Improving air quality, SI2 Minimising greenhouse gas
emissions, SI4 Managing Heat Risk, SI5 C and E Water
infrastructure.
Environmental impact of new developments We need to see a
drastic reduction in carbon emissions to achieve a carbon neutral
economy within 12 years. In order to contribute to this the Local
Plan should include plans to calculate upfront carbon emissions
in all new developments, including any embodied carbon in
buildings due to be demolished, and these calculations must be
taken into account when approving any new developments.
Calculations of carbon emissions should take into account a
retrofit alternative. This requirement should be included
throughout the Local Plan in any relevant policies. For example,
policy H1 should be amended to include the following: Applicants
must demonstrate they have calculated the upfront carbon
emissions of the new developments; these calculations will be
taken into account when determining whether or not the
development is viable.
Lambeth should give high priority to developments and planning
decisions for zero carbon and ultra-low energy buildings, such as
the Passivhaus development on Akerman Road.
No real evidence of this happening. Far too many buildings that
went up within the last 50 years are being knocked down in
embarrassing evidence of the chronic, and as far as I can see,
continuing, short-termism in our architecture and local planning.
f) Basement proposals (excluding self-contained dwellings in
Flood Zone 3) shall incorporate appropriate mitigation measures
to ensure the development is safe from all forms of flooding and
does not increase flood risk elsewhere. The use of basement
space for bedrooms and non-residential uses where flooding
could threaten the safety of people will not be permitted in areas
susceptible to flooding (including but not limited to areas within
current modelled breach flood extent and surface water
modelling). The use of basement space for all other residential
and non-residential uses must adopt resilient design techniques
and be flood resilient. Basement proposals should not increase
flood risk elsewhere. See also Local Plan policy Q27 and Annex 5.

Policy/
Issue/ Annex
EN04

Officer Response

Proposed Change

The Local Plan seeks sustainability as they key outcome and needs to ensure
consistency in the delivery of sustainable design and construction. It cannot
therefore make concessions for certain uses over others. There is provision in
the decision making process to allow for the regard of other material
considerations on a case by case basis.

No change

EN04

Noted.

No change

EN04

The requirements for zero carbon and carbon reduction in new developments
are not set out in London Plan Policy SI2 and Local Plan Policy EN4. Together,
these require the maximum reduction allowed within current national
planning policy and subject to whole plan viability testing.

An addition has been made to the policy
as EN4 (c) (iii) that reads:

EN4 has been updated to include a requirement for minor non-residential
developments.

Minor new-build residential
developments of between one and nine
units, including proposals that involve
extensions or change of use to provide
dwellings, must achieve a minimum onsite reduction in regulated carbon
emissions of at least 19 per cent beyond
Part L of the Building Regulations,
unless it can be demonstrated that such
provision is not feasible.

EN04

Regard is given through application of development plan policy. Passivhaus
levels are encouraged by the policy.

No change

EN04

Noted. Policy EN7 requires submission of a Circular Economy Statement for
the largest schemes.

No change

EN05

The DRLLP text appears to have been incorrectly struckthrough by the
respondent.

No change
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Name

Rep
Code

Norwood
Action group
et al.

196/335

Individual

356/17

Environment
Agency

237/2

Representation Wording
Has this moved elsewhere. Important as increasing number of
basements
g) For developments adjacent to the River Thames and River
Graveney, maintenance
Consider the underground rivers too like Effra?
Is there a plan? Has to link with making a local contribution to
actions to counter climate change.
We are pleased to see that the draft plan mentions the Thames
Estuary Plan, and in particularly policy EN5 Flood Risk which
states that development must take account of the flood risk
management measures identified by the Thames Estuary 2100
Plan.

Policy/
Issue/ Annex

Officer Response

Proposed Change

EN05

Underground rivers are not directly relevant to the maintenance, remediation
and improvements to the flood defence walls.

No change

EN05

Noted.

No change

EN05

Noted. The Local Plan policy EN5 reflects the NPPF requirement for plans to
set out the contributions expected from development in supporting text
paragraph 9.37 (now 9.40), stating that ‘Conditions or planning obligations
will be used as appropriate to secure flood risk mitigation measures.’ Flood
risk mitigation has been added to the list of items that section 106 planning
obligations may be used to fund in Policy D4.

An amendment to D4 (b) (xvii) has been
made to read:

We note that the evidence base considers the borough Strategic
Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA), Local Flood Risk Management
Strategy (LFRMS), Environment Agency Flood Maps, Thames
River Basin Management Plan (RBMP) and Surface Water
Management Plan (SWMP). We are pleased to see that the 2017
Environment Agency Thames Tidal Breach Modelling has been
used to inform the revised borough Strategic Flood Risk
Assessment Addendum.

Norwood
Action group
et al.

196/336

It is essential that key environmental infrastructure elements are
embedded in the draft plan. Through close partnership working
the plan can ensure environmental infrastructure relating to
water resources, pollution prevention, climate change, flood risk
and flood defence structures are carefully planned, funded and
maintained to high standards. This reflects the revised National
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) requirement that flood and
water management will now be considered when outlining the
infrastructure contributions expected from new development. It
also helps reinforce that flood resilience is not just about
adapting to climate change but helping to manage and if possible
lessen the impacts.
EN6(iv)
Non-statutory Technical Standards for Sustainable Drainage
Systems. Standards to maximise amenity and biodiversity
benefits and improve the quality of water discharges. Details
submitted to the council to demonstrate compliance with this
policy should follow the design principles within the National
SuDS Standards and the current SuDS manual Manual and
guidance identified within the council’s SFRA or Local Flood Risk
Management Strategy (LFRMS) to maximise amenity and
biodiversity benefits and improve the quality of water discharges.

sustainable drainage systems and floor
risk mitigation;

The requirements of the NPPF mentioned by the Environment Agency have
been fully addressed. Section 2: Evidence Base and Issues talks about the
spatial planning issues affecting Lambeth, including tackling and adapting to
climate change. Paragraphs 2.88 – 2.97 detail the ways in which Lambeth can
make a contribution to tackling climate change, including reducing carbon
emissions through waste management, reducing air pollution, maintaining
and increasing biodiversity, managing flood risk and urban greening. Strategic
Objective C of the Local Plan further emphasises Lambeth’s goal to tackle and
adapt to climate change through the objectives listed and Policy EN4 e)
requires development to be resilient to climate change by including climate
change adaptation measures. This is deemed sufficient text to contribute to
actions that counter climate change in the borough. Furthermore, the
council’s Infrastructure Delivery Plan refers to borough-wide flood risk
reduction schemes.

EN06

The DRLLP text appears to have been incorrectly struckthrough by the
respondent.

No change

Why deleted?
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Name
Norwood
Action group
et al.
Thames
Water

Rep
Code
196/337

Representation Wording

73/6

In relation to Sections 9.56 and 9.57, as set out above, the way
that water and wastewater infrastructure upgrades are funded
and delivered has changed. We are unlikely to undertake detailed
modelling and design work until there is certainty of
development coming forward. Given the changes that have come
into effect it is considered that the sections should be replaces
with the following text:

9.51
local planning authority as part of the drainage strategy

“9.56 Where appropriate, planning permission for
developments which result in the need for off-site upgrades,
will be subject to conditions to ensure the occupation is aligned
with the delivery of necessary infrastructure upgrades.”
“9.57 The Local Planning Authority will seek to ensure that
there is adequate water and wastewater infrastructure to serve
all new developments. Developers are encouraged to contact
the water/waste water company as early as possible to discuss
their development proposals and intended delivery programme
to assist with identifying any potential water and wastewater
network reinforcement requirements. Where there is a capacity
constraint the Local Planning Authority will, where appropriate,
apply phasing conditions to any approval to ensure that any
necessary infrastructure upgrades are delivered ahead of the
occupation of the relevant phase of development.”

Policy/
Issue/ Annex
EN06

Officer Response

Proposed Change

The DRLLP text appears to have been incorrectly struckthrough by the
respondent.

No change

EN06

Noted. Paragraphs 9.56 and 9.57 (now 9.60 and 9.61) have been amended to
reflect Thames Water's suggested wording regarding water and wastewater
infrastructure upgrade delivery and funding.

Paragraph 9.56 (now 9.60) has been
replaced with the following text:
"Where appropriate planning
permission for developments which
result in the need for off-site upgrades,
will be subject to conditions to ensure
the occupation is aligned with the
delivery of necessary infrastructure
upgrades."
The following change was made to
Paragraph 9.57 (now 9.60):
"The council will seek to ensure that
there is adequate water and
wastewater infrastructure supply,
surface water, foul drainage and
sewerage treatment capacity to serve
all new developments for their lifetime.
Developers are encouraged to contact
the water/wastewater company as
early as possible to discuss their
development proposals and intended
delivery programme to assist with
identifying any potential water and
wastewater network reinforcement
requirements will be required to
demonstrate that there is adequate
capacity both on and off-site to serve
the development and that it would not
lead to problems for existing users. In
some circumstances this may make it
necessary for developers to carry out
appropriate studies to ascertain
whether the proposed development will
lead to overloading of existing
infrastructure. Where there is a
capacity constraint the council will,
where appropriate, apply phasing
conditions to any approval to ensure
that any necessary infrastructure
upgrades are delivered ahead of the
problem and no improvements are
programmed by the water company,
the council will require the developer to
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Name

Thames
Water

Thames
Water

Rep
Code

Representation Wording

73/4

In relation to section vi) of Policy EN6 we support the
requirement for minimising water consumption. The London Plan
requires new residential development to meet a target of 105l
per head per day or less. Within the Building Regulations this
standard will only be applied where there is a planning condition
requiring the standard to be met. In order to ensure that the
standard will be delivered in new development we would
welcome additional supporting text referring to the use of
planning conditions to secure the required water efficiency
standards.
In relation to Policy EN6 vii) and the supporting text it is
considered that some alterations will be necessary to ensure
consistency with the new approach to the delivery of water and
wastewater reinforcement works required as a result of
development as set out above.

73/5

Policy/
Issue/ Annex

Officer Response

EN06

Noted. Supporting text paragraph 9.30 (now 9.33) of policy EN4 – Sustainable
design and construction in the Draft Revised Lambeth Local Plan applies the
London Plan water consumption requirements and cross-references to policy
EN6 as follows.

Proposed Change
fund appropriate improvements which
must be completed prior to occupation
of the relevant phase of development."
No change

Lambeth believes this is sufficient to secure the required water efficiency
standards in line with the London plan requirements.

EN06

Noted. Policy vii) has been amended to reflect Thames Water's suggested
wording regarding the new approach to the delivery of water and wastewater
reinforcement works required as a result of development.

It is recommended that section vii) is revised to read as follows:
“demonstrate that the local water supply and public sewerage
networks have adequate capacity both on and off-site to serve
the development or can be provided; where there is a capacity
constraint the Local Planning Authority will, where appropriate,
apply phasing conditions to any approval to ensure that any
necessary infrastructure upgrades are delivered ahead of the
occupation of the relevant phase of development.”

Port of
London
Authority

17/3

Policy EN6 Sustainable drainage systems and water management

EN06

Thames
Water

73/3

The PLA advocates the councils support for the implementation
of the Thames Tideway Tunnel Project, noting that the project is
also listed in the associated Infrastructure Delivery Plan.
Policy EN6

The Thames Tideway Tunnel Project is referred to in the council’s
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) and paragraph 9.58 (now 9.62) of the Local
Plan's supporting text.

EN06

Noted.

The following change was made to EN6
policy vii):
"demonstrate that the local water
supply and public sewerage networks
have adequate capacity both on and
off-site to serve the development for its
lifetime or can be provided; where
there is a capacity constraint the council
will, where appropriate, apply phasing
conditions to any approval to ensure
that any necessary infrastructure
upgrades are delivered ahead of the
occupation of the relevant phase of
development problem and
improvements in off-site infrastructure
are not programmed, the developer will
need to demonstrate that the necessary
improvements will be completed prior
to occupation of the development.
No change

No change

In relation to surface water drainage the installation of
sustainable drainage techniques are vital if large scale strategic
upgrades to the combined sewers networks in the borough are to
be avoided. Combined sewers take both surface water and foul
water flows. By removing / preventing surface water flows from
entering the network this creates / conserves capacity for foul
water flows.
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Name
Individual

Rep
Code
356/18

Lambeth
Green Party

215/18

Individual

356/12

Lambeth
Green Party

215/4

Representation Wording
Is there a plan? Water works in local road seem to take quite
incredible times to finish with nothing happening to blocked off
roads for days, sometimes weeks. Surely this isn't necessary?
ENVIRONMENT AND GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE At a time when
the world’s leading climate scientists have warned us that we
have just 12 years to limit climate catastrophe , Lambeth must
take drastic and innovative measures to mitigate against the
detrimental environmental impact of new developments. The
draft Local Plan currently only has a few policies relating to
sustainability, green infrastructure and the environment; this is
simply not good enough. Lambeth needs to incorporate
environmental considerations right throughout this Local Plan.
I really see no strategy for the fundamental changes we need.

Similarly, although the draft plan does address climate change
and sustainability in some small sections, this theme must run
through the whole draft plan with the aim to make Lambeth a
carbon neutral borough by 2030.

Policy/
Issue/ Annex
EN06

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Noted. This is outside the scope of the Local Plan.

No change

General

Together the Draft London Plan and the DRLLP include a comprehensive set of
policies relating to all aspects of sustainability, green infrastructure, air quality
and the environment. Furthermore, the Local Plan includes reference to
tackling and adapting to climate change in Paragraphs 2.88 – 2.97, and in the
vision, Strategic Objective C and EN4. These issues are also referred to in the
PN policies for places and neighbourhoods. Wherever possible updates have
been included.

See Topic Paper 7: Climate change for a
list of all references relevant to climate
change.

General

Together the Draft London Plan and the DRLLP include a comprehensive set of
policies relating to all aspects of sustainability, green infrastructure, air quality
and the environment. Furthermore, the Local Plan includes reference to
tackling and adapting to climate change in Paragraphs 2.88 – 2.97, and in the
vision, Strategic Objective C and EN4. These issues are also referred to in the
PN policies for places and neighbourhoods. Wherever possible updates have
been included.
Together the Draft London Plan and the DRLLP include a comprehensive set of
policies relating to all aspects of sustainability, green infrastructure, air quality
and the environment. Furthermore, the Local Plan includes reference to
tackling and adapting to climate change in Paragraphs 2.88 – 2.97, and in the
vision, Strategic Objective C and EN4. These issues are also referred to in the
PN policies for places and neighbourhoods. Wherever possible updates have
been included.

See Topic Paper 7: Climate change for a
list of all references relevant to climate
change.

General

See Topic Paper 7: Climate change for a
list of all references relevant to climate
change.
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Section 10: Quality of the Built Environment
Name
Norwood
Action group et
al.
Canary Wharf
Group

Rep
Representation Wording
Code
196/410 Conservation areas

Plan
Section
Annex

Policy/ Annex/
General
Annex 07

Officer Response

Proposed Change

No new conservation areas are currently proposed. The
Chase, whilst pleasant, exhibits no features of architectural
or historic interest which might set it apart as 'special'.

No change

Annex

Annex 11

No change.

Annex

Annex 11

Annex

Annex 11

Given that the Shell Tower has recently been refurbished
and the adjoining Canary Wharf tall building development
'Southbank Place' is nearing completion this site is
considered to be optimised. In such circumstances it offers
no more potential for tall building development and has
been removed for that reason. Topic Paper 8 - Tall
Buildings explains the sifting exercise as part of the
approach to identifying locations appropriate for tall
buildings and how recently completed development has
been discounted.
Topic Paper 8 - Tall Buildings explains the sifting exercise as
part of the approach to identifying locations appropriate
for tall buildings and how recently completed development
has been discounted.
Policy Q26 has been re-written. Reference to maximum
heights has been removed from Annex 11.

The Chase - West Norwood
158/30

Canary Wharf
Group

158/39

HB Reavis

164/22

The whole of West Norwood?!!
Site 6 – Shell Centre, York Road, SE1 It is
noted that the Shell Centre Site Allocation
is retained and the associated diagram/text
is unaltered; this is supported.
However, it is noted that the Shell Centre
Site (Site Allocation 6) is not allocated as a
location appropriate for Tall Buildings
within Annex 11. This is not supported as
no justification for this has been provided.
• LBL should clarify its position on why the
Shell Centre (Site Allocation 6) has been
removed as a location suitable for Tall
Buildings.
Annexe 11: Waterloo Tall Buildings Map
HB Reavis objects to the AOD figures
attached to Site 4 Elizabeth House, within
the Waterloo tall buildings map. It is
assumed these figures “North block 125m
AOD. South block 55m AOD max” are
intended to be read as references to the
extant consent and therefore should not be
taken as maximum height limits.

No change.

Q26 has been re-written in its entirety. Maximum heights is no
longer referred to in Annex 11.

Clarification on this point is welcomed as
no explanation is given as to how these
figures have been arrived at. HB Reavis
considers such a basic approach provides
no scope for considering the detailed and
wide ranging factors that are necessary to
consider when assessing the acceptability
of a tall building, such as the quality of
architecture.
We respectfully request that our
representations are considered and we
would be pleased to discuss the issues
raised further with officers.
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Name
Historic England

Rep
Code
119/1

Historic England

119/3

Historic England

119/5

Historic England

119/6

Representation Wording
The historic environment is well
represented throughout the Plan and is
locally specific however, there are some
concerns regarding the soundness of the
policies in terms of their ability to be
consistent with national policy and
legislation. Where heritage sensitivities
have been identified policy should explicitly
require potential development to conserve
or enhance the significance of these
heritage assets and their setting. This has
been done in some cases but not
consistently. This can be overcome with
relatively minor amendments to wording.
We advise that Heritage at Risk should play
a larger role in the Plan in line with
paragraph 185 of the NPPF. Lambeth has a
high number of assets on the Register and
in the interests of outlining a positive
strategy for the conservation and
enhancement for the historic environment,
the Plan should better recognise Heritage
at Risk (HAR) in our view. The number of
assets at risk within the Borough would
warrant the introduction of a standalone
policy on Heritage at Risk in Section 10 and
we recommend that this is added to the
Plan. HAR should also be recognised at both
the strategic level to outline a robust vision
for addressing heritage at risk, and at site
specific level by identifying site allocations
which could also provide opportunities for
enhancement.
We encourage the Plan to reference a
Heritage Strategy.
Local plans must be prepared with the
objective of contributing to the
achievement of sustainable development.
As such, adverse impacts on the three
dimensions of sustainable development
(including heritage as an environmental
impact) should be avoided in the first
instance. There are opportunities for the
revised Plan to be strengthened in heritage
terms to better conform to the revised
NPPF and to reflect policy HC1 of the draft
New London Plan. At this stage we have
concerns about the Plan’s ability to deliver
a sound, positive strategy for the

Plan
Section
Section
10

Policy/ Annex/
General
General

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Noted. See responses to individual points

No change

Section
10

General

Further discussion on this matter has addressed Historic
England's concern. The majority of Heritage At Risk is
within the West Norwood Cemetery which has recently
received HLF funding for major works including the repair
and reinstatement of a number of at risk structures.
Greater reference to Heritage and Risk has been
introduced into the PN policies where relevant

See amendments to the policies and supporting text of PN4 and
PN7 which now refer to Heritage at Risk.

Section
10
Section
10

General

See policy Q19 which relates specifically to a Heritage
Strategy.
See responses to individual points

No change

General

No change
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Individual
Individual

Norwood
Action group et
al.

Individual
Individual
Theatres Trust

Norwood
Action group et
al.
Mayor of
London
Canary Wharf
Group

St John's
Church,
Waterloo

Rep
Code

Representation Wording

conservation of the historic environment
but consider that these can be overcome.
We have made suggestions throughout our
comments in Appendix 1 below which we
hope you find useful.
326/11 New developments should be in
proportionate scale and density to their
neighbours.
350/7
TERRIBLE - let's wait for a few more panes
of glass to kill innocent pedestrians.
Developers get away with murder - the
workers at 10 AE just pile up rubbish on the
street when waste pins are 20 yards away.
196/349 10.1
Department for Transport’s Inclusive
‘Mobility’ guidance (2005) Inclusive
Transport Strategy (2018) or any relevant
updated replacement to inform their design
approach and proposals. See also London
Plan policy D3.
340/5
New builds to demonstrate how they will
blend with current residents
350/8
You are joking - the last thing Lambeth
Council does is include residents in
anything!!!!!!!!!!
149/14 Policy Q2 Amenity We welcome the new
part viii. of this policy which only supports
development if it meets London Plan policy
D2 on the agent of change principle.
196/350 viii) it meets London Plan policy D2 on the
agent of change.
This needs explaining – relates to bus
garage, night clubs etc.
70/34
Policy Q2 Amenity part viii). The Agent of
Change principle is set out in Draft New
London Plan Policy D12 and not Policy D2.
158/15 Section 10: Quality of the Built
Environment Policy Q2 in relation to
amenity and Q6 and 7 in relation to Urban
Design should allow greater flexibility to
allow development to come forward
without as many constraints, particularly in
a climate where there is a need for greater
housing delivery.
202/41 Page 235 Policy Q2 Amenity: The addition
of the words in Q2 iv “or… including the
gardens or outdoor spaces” and in Q2vi
“unacceptable loss of privacy” are

Plan
Section

Policy/ Annex/
General

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Section
10

General

Noted.

No change

Section
10

General

Noted. The issues raised are not material planning
considerations.

No change

Section
10

Q01

The DRLLP text appears to have been incorrectly
struckthrough by the respondent

No change

Section
10
Section
10

Q01

No change

Q01

This policy relates to the accessibility of development not
its appearance
Noted.

Section
10

Q02

Noted.

No change

Section
10

Q02

It is not considered necessary to repeat London Plan policy
D2 within the policy. The reference to that Policy provides
sufficient signposting.

No change

Section
10

Q02

Accepted

Part viii) of the policy has been amended to read:

Section
10

Q02

Further guidance on these matters can be found in the
Design Code SPD.

Section
10

Q02

Noted.

No change

it meets addresses London Plan policy D2 D12 on agent of change."
No change

No change
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Name

Rep
Code

Maven Plan

321/9

Individual

326/4

Individual
Thames Water

St John's
Church,
Waterloo

Individual
Norwood
Action group et
al.

Representation Wording
supported by St John’s as new
development frequently adversely affects
the enjoyment of gardens and amenity
space through overlooking, with a loss of
privacy and the sensation of being
dominated where the new building is of a
greater scale and proportion. The same
applies to the enjoyment of amenity space
associated with a community building, such
as the space and garden around St John’s.
We support this policy

Existing neighbourhoods must not be
negatively impacted by new developments,
for example in terms of overshadowing,
loss of privacy, strain on infrastructure.
New developments must be in keeping with
their surrounding neighbourhood in terms
of scale, height and massing.
350/9
Bound to get worse around 8/9/10/12 etc
Albert Embankment, especially down the
minor roads.
73/8
Policy Q2 – Amenity
We support the aims of Policy Q2. In
protecting the amenity of future occupiers
the policies of the London Plan and
Lambeth Local Plan combined should
ensure that new development is not
approved in a location where future
occupiers would be adversely affected by
existing sources of noise, vibration or odour
unless adequate mitigation measures and
confirmation of how they will be delivered
have been identified. Some adjustments to
the wording of the policy or supporting text
may be required to ensure this.
202/42 Page 237 Policy Q3 Safety, crime
prevention and counter terrorism
Amendments to ensure design is
proportionate to the threat and
appropriate to the context: we support the
changes as regrettably now necessary.
350/10 Yes - it is about time these issues were
considered by Lambeth Council because
they have not been so far!!!!!!!!!!
196/351 as well as supporting existing artistic
clusters

Plan
Section

Policy/ Annex/
General

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Section
10
Section
10

Q02

Noted.

No change

Q02

It is considered that Q2 adequately addresses this.

No change

Section
10

Q02

Noted.

No change

Section
10

Q02

Noted.

No change

Section
10

Q03

Noted.

No change

Section
10

Q03

Noted.

No change

Section
10

Q04

Noted.

No change

How????
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Name
Theatres Trust

St John's
Church,
Waterloo

Rep
Code
149/15

202/43

WeAreWaterloo 75/28

U+I Group Plc

79/9

Individual

207/5

Representation Wording
Policy Q4 Public art We welcome the
stated recognition of the role of culture in
enriching people’s lives. We support part
b., which would seem to support the
potential for temporary, informal and ‘popup’ theatre and other arts and cultural
activities and maintain expertise within the
Council in terms of programming specialists
adept at working within theatre, music, the
visual arts and linking to new development.
We note the success of the Vault Festival
and support policies that would allow
similar projects to be created in Lambeth.
Page 239 Policy Q4 Public Art
Introduction of two new paragraphs Q4(a)
and Q4(b).
St John’s enthusiastically supports the text
and intention of these two paragraphs as
they are in full accord with our vision for
Waterloo and the Borough.
2.17 Policy Q4. Please include protections
for the Leake Street graffiti tunnel in this
section – Lambeth should not support
proposals which permanently or for a
prolonged period of time restrict the use of
Leake Street for the practice of graffiti art.
Quality of the Built Environment
Policy Q4 – Public Art
U+I supports the revised Policy Q4, which
acknowledges the benefits of culturally
vibrant places and encourages investment
in culture, the production of new art work
and events.
The encouragement of projects that
support existing artistic clusters is also
welcomed. For instance, U+I recognises the
beneficial role the regeneration of 8 Albert
Embankment will play in strengthening the
growing Newport Street arts and cultural
cluster.
Policy Q5 Local distinctiveness - b)
Proposals will be supported where it is
shown that design of development is a
creative and innovative contextual
response to positive aspects of the local
locality context and historic character in
terms of: i) urban block and grain, patterns
of space and relationship,
townscape/landscape character; ii) built

Plan
Section
Section
10

Policy/ Annex/
General
Q04

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Noted.

No change

Section
10

Q04

Noted.

No change

Section
10

Q04

The comment is noted but cannot be accepted. Leake
Street is a public right of way. The continued use of the
viaduct arches as a canvas for street art is at the discretion
of the owner and is beyond planning control.

No change

Section
10

Q04

Noted.

No change

Section
10

Q05

Accepted

Policy Q5 b) is to be amended to read:
Proposals will be supported where it is shown that design of
development is a creative and innovative contextual response to
positive aspects of the local locality context and historic character
in terms of:
Part ii) of the policy has been amended to read:
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Name

Whitgift Estate
TRA

Individual

Individual

Rep
Code

208/5

212/6

223/5

Representation Wording
form (bulk, scale, height and massing)
including roofscapes; Keep ‘historic
character’ this is a defining feature of an
area Keep ‘height’ in the brackets as this is
a key feature of form and should be
maintained
Policy Q5 Local distinctiveness - b)
Proposals will be supported where it is
shown that design of development is a
creative and innovative contextual
response to positive aspects of the local
locality context and historic character in
terms of: i) urban block and grain, patterns
of space and relationship,
townscape/landscape character; ii) built
form (bulk, scale, height and massing)
including roofscapes; Keep ‘historic
character’ this is a defining feature of an
area Keep ‘height’ in the brackets as this is
a key feature of form and should be
maintained
Policy Q5 Local distinctiveness - b)
Proposals will be supported where it is
shown that design of development is a
creative and innovative contextual
response to positive aspects of the local
locality context and historic character in
terms of: i) urban block and grain, patterns
of space and relationship,
townscape/landscape character; ii) built
form (bulk, scale, height and massing)
including roofscapes; Keep ‘historic
character’ this is a defining feature of an
area Keep ‘height’ in the brackets as this is
a key feature of form and should be
maintained
Policy Q5 Local distinctiveness - b)
Proposals will be supported where it is
shown that design of development is a
creative and innovative contextual
response to positive aspects of the local
locality context and historic character in
terms of: i) urban block and grain, patterns
of space and relationship,
townscape/landscape character; ii) built
form (bulk, scale, height and massing)
including roofscapes; Keep ‘historic
character’ this is a defining feature of an
area Keep ‘height’ in the brackets as this is

Plan
Section

Policy/ Annex/
General

Officer Response

Section
10

Q05

Accepted

Proposed Change
built form (bulk, scale, height and massing) including roofscapes

Policy Q5 b) is to be amended to read:
Proposals will be supported where it is shown that design of
development is a creative and innovative contextual response to
positive aspects of the local locality context and historic character
in terms of:
Part ii) of the policy has been amended to read:
built form (bulk, scale, height and massing) including roofscapes

Section
10

Q05

Accepted

Policy Q5 b) is to be amended to read:
Proposals will be supported where it is shown that design of
development is a creative and innovative contextual response to
positive aspects of the local locality context and historic character
in terms of:
Part ii) of the policy has been amended to read:
built form (bulk, scale, height and massing) including roofscapes

Section
10

Q05

Accepted

Policy Q5 b) is to be amended to read:
Proposals will be supported where it is shown that design of
development is a creative and innovative contextual response to
positive aspects of the local locality context and historic character
in terms of:
Part ii) of the policy has been amended to read:
built form (bulk, scale, height and massing) including roofscapes
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Name

Historic England

Historic England

Norwood
Action group et
al.

Rep
Code

Representation Wording

a key feature of form and should be
maintained
119/13 The revised Plan shows the omission of
policy criterion b) part ii) which requires the
design of development to adopt a
contextual response, addressing positive
aspects of a locality in terms of height. We
consider that the height of new
development remains a key aspect of
development design and request that this
criterion is retained in the policy.
119/14 The supporting text for this policy focuses
quite heavily on the need for high quality
durable materials. This is a fair point to
raise as it has been identified by the Council
and as an issue which has detrimentally
affected the built environment of the
Borough. We welcome these comments in
the supporting text but recommend that
criterion b) iv) of the policy itself be
strengthened to better reflect this.
196/352 10.18. The council will maintain a design
champion to raise the profile of good
design within the council and across
Lambeth.

St John's
Church,
Waterloo

202/44

Maven Plan

321/10

Individual

326/12

U+I Group Plc

79/10

Moved to 10.27. Right place? Worrying
reduction in scope.
Page ? Policy Q5 Local Distinctiveness. The
expansion of this policy to make it clear
that design will be supported where it is a
creative and innovative contextual
response is supported.
We support this policy
New developments should not be
architecturally bereft. They should either
be in keeping with their neighbours, in
particular where conservation areas are
present, or be distinctive in their design
without being jarring.
Policy Q5 – Local Distinctiveness
U+I notes the continued policy support of
local distinctiveness and agrees that it
should be sustained and reinforced through
new development. Nevertheless, the policy
should go further and acknowledge the
benefits of providing a mix of uses to
support local distinctiveness. It is therefore

Plan
Section

Policy/ Annex/
General

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Section
10

Q05

Accepted

Part ii) of the policy has been amended to read:

Section
10

Q05

Section
10

Q05

Section
10

built form (bulk, scale, height and massing) including roofscapes

Accepted

Part iv) of the policy has been amended to read:
the use of low maintenance, robust and durable walling materials;
and

No change in this policy but it is proposed to add text at
end of para 10.27 (now 10.30) by way of clarification.

The following sentence is proposed to be added to 10.30:

Q05

Noted.

No change

Section
10
Section
10

Q05

Noted.

No change

Q05

Noted.

No change

Section
10

Q05

A mixed of uses is not considered an essential element of
Lambeth's local distinctiveness. The Local distinctiveness
policy relates solely to the built forms rather than the uses
within them. The inclusion of uses is therefore not
considered necessary.

No change

The role of the Design Champion is considered relevant to all the Q
policies in Section 10 of the Local Plan.
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Name

Rep
Code

Representation Wording
requested that Policy Q5 be expanded to
acknowledge how the mix of uses can
contribute towards local distinctive in
recognition of the distinctive mixed-use
character of the CAZ, which Draft London
Plan Policy SD4 seeks to support (as noted
above).

Plan
Section

Policy/ Annex/
General

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Section
10

Q06

Accepted.

Policy Q6 iv) is proposed to be amended to read:

Section
10

Q06

The deleted text was moved to Policy Q7 (ix), which is a
more appropriate location for it.

No change

Section
10

Q06

This text has been moved to become Policy Q7 (ix). There
is no policy conflict.

No change

Appendix 1
Appendix 1: Amended Policy and Site
Allocation Wording
The below sets out recommended revised
wording for the relevant emerging plan
policies:
• Bold text: New text inserted by Lichfields
on behalf of U+I Group PLC.
• Strike-through: Deleted text.

Historic England

Norwood
Action Group et
al

Norwood
Action group et
al.

Policy Q5: Local distinctiveness
a The local distinctiveness of Lambeth
should be sustained and reinforced through
new development that responds to local
context and the mixed-use characteristics
of the Central Activities Zone…
119/15 We note that the revised Plan includes the
additional word “unacceptable” in criterion
iv). We do not support the inclusion of this
term as it implies that there is an
acceptable level of harm which is contrary
to the NPPF. Great weight should be
attached to the conservation of the historic
environment regardless of the degree of
harm.
196/13 13. Serious error at Q6 i) which requires
each site to be considered in isolation, and
contradicts Q7 ix). General weakening in
Q6 and Q7 from objective to subjective
judgment (will result in arbitrary and
inconsistent outcomes).
196/353 (in the context of the proposed use) and
does not prejudice the potential
development of, or access to, adjoining
plots;

a building line that maintains or improves upon the prevailing
building line (forward encroachment of established building lines
will only be supported where it is fully justified and where no
unacceptable harm change to amenity or local character will
result;

GRAVE ERROR. SURELY THIS SHOULD NOT
BE DELETED. It contradicts Q7 ix).
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Name
Norwood
Action group et
al.

Norwood
Action group et
al.

Rep
Representation Wording
Code
196/354 will only be supported where it is fully
justified and where no unacceptable harm
to amenity or local character will result
Standards dropping. This is inconsistent
with ‘regard to heritage and local character’
elsewhere.
196/355 10.20. A clear footway width of 2m will be
required in all schemes affecting public
footways and property main entrances.
This width allows two wheelchairs to pass
one another comfortably and will be
regarded as the minimum under normal
circumstances. Where this is not possible
because of physical constraints, 1.5m will
be regarded as the minimum acceptable
under most circumstances, giving sufficient
space for a wheelchair user and a walker to
pass one another.

Transport for
London

143/30

Cllr Jon Davies

18/11

Need to aim wider than this in busy
thoroughfares. TfL guidance is 3.3m. See
comments above re importance of space
given increasing emphasis on active travel
and public transport ( buses) which need
more space.
Public realm improvements on the TLRN
should accord with TfL Streets
Toolkit/Streetscape Guidance2, and this
may differ from local guidance, so a line on
this should be included in the supporting
text.

10.24
Streetscape
This should not be deleted. Cannot
understand why it has been.

Plan
Section
Section
10

Policy/ Annex/
General
Q06

Section
10

Q06

Section
10

Q06

Section
10

Q06

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Accepted

Policy Q6 iv) is proposed to be amended to read:

Accepted.

a building line that maintains or improves upon the prevailing
building line (forward encroachment of established building lines
will only be supported where it is fully justified and where no
unacceptable harm change to amenity or local character will
result;
Paragraph 10.21 has been re-written as follows:
When assessing proposals on the footway, a clear footway
width of at least 2m will generally be required in all schemes
affecting public highways and property main entrances. This width
allows two wheelchairs to pass one another comfortably and will
be regarded as the minimum. Greater clear footway distances may
be required in high footfall locations such as at major traffic
interchanges.

Accepted.

The council remains committed to the use of guidance
documents. When drafting the policy it was no longer
considered necessary to list them individually as they are
subject to change. For example, the Southbank Employers
group document is now outdated and is being superseded
by emerging work – the draft Waterloo Public Realm
Framework. However, we can retain reference to the
Nine Elms Vauxhall streetscape guidance for Vauxhall. This

Paragraph 10.22 has been amended to read:
Public realm improvements should accord with TfL’s Healthy
Streets Approach. It is important that public realm works are
consistent with the council’s agreed standard streetscape
materials and street furniture. The council supports good-quality
public realm and where appropriate may seek improvements from
developers that include the provision of non-standard materials.
Where there is deviation from the council’s standard materials,
developers will be expected to contribute towards any additional
maintenance costs. Improvements on the Transport for London
Road Network (TLRN) should accord with the TfL Streets Toolkit
Streetscape Guidance. Local guidance will apply to non-TLRN
roads.
Paragraph 10.26 has been amended to read:
Streetscape/urban design guidance has been prepared for some
parts of the borough. This includes guidance for Waterloo (by
South Bank Employers' Group) and the Nine Elms on the South
Bank Public Realm Design Guide and the Waterloo and South Bank
Public Realm Framework Vauxhall streetscape guidance for
Vauxhall. Any such area-specific guidance, where it has been
agreed by the Council, should inform design development in these
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Name

TfL

Rep
Code

Representation Wording

Plan
Section

Policy/ Annex/
General

Officer Response

Proposed Change

would complement rather than conflict with the TLRN
guidance because it offers broader advice.

Section
10

Q06

Accepted.

areas. See also Local Plan policies EN1 T1, T2, T3, policies for
Places and Neighbourhoods, and London Plan policies T2 (Healthy
Streets) and D7.
Paragraph 10.22 has been amended to read:

143/16

Paragraphs 10.20/10.21, page 244

Section
10

Q06

Policy Q6 Urban Design : Public Realm – In
addition to the text here, the Council
should review the 10 principles set out in
Sport England’s Active Design guidance
document. Sport England would also
support a reference to our Active Design
document in the text. Please see
https://www.sportengland.org/facilitiesplanning/active-design/

Section
10

Q06

Policy Q6 Urban Design: Public Realm
HB Reavis welcomes Policy Q6 which
provides support for development which
enhances the public realm, the setting of

Section
10

Q06

Public realm improvements on the TLRN
should accord with TfL Streets
Toolkit/Streetcape Guidance
(https://tfl.gov.uk/corporate/publicationsand-reports/streets-toolkit), and this may
differ from local guidance, so a line on this
should be included in the supporting text.

Cllr Jon Davies

18/10

More generally, public realm improvements
should accord with the Healthy Streets
Approach
(https://tfl.gov.uk/corporate/abouttfl/how-we-work/planning-for-thefuture/healthy-streets), so this should be
referenced here also.
Q6
Urban Design

Public realm improvements should accord with TfL’s Healthy
Streets Approach. It is important that public realm works are
consistent with the council’s agreed standard streetscape
materials and street furniture. The council supports good-quality
public realm and where appropriate may seek improvements from
developers that include the provision of non-standard materials.
Where there is deviation from the council’s standard materials,
developers will be expected to contribute towards any additional
maintenance costs. Improvements on the Transport for London
Road Network (TLRN) should accord with the TfL Streets Toolkit
Streetscape Guidance. Local guidance will apply to non-TLRN
roads.

We should determine a ratio of minimum
open space in proportion to height to
protect existing residents or businesses.

Sport England

HB Reavis

156/8

164/15

No change in response to Cllr Jon Davies’ suggestion that
there should be a ratio for the provision of public space
which is directly related to the height of the proposal.
There is a risk that such an approach would generate
unsustainably taller buildings as a response to formulaic
open space requirements at ground level. This Floor Area
Ratio (FAR) approach has been criticised where used
elsewhere because a formula approach does not allow
developments to respond to their contexts and
constraints. It results in very tall towers on often
foreboding plazas. Such an approach would be at odds
with objectives to preserve the historic environment or
reinforce local distinctiveness.
Accepted.

Noted.

No change

Paragraph 10.26 has been amended to read:
Streetscape/urban design guidance has been prepared for some
parts of the borough. This includes guidance for Waterloo (by
South Bank Employers' Group) and the Nine Elms on the South
Bank Public Realm Design Guide and the Waterloo and South Bank
Public Realm Framework Vauxhall streetscape guidance for
Vauxhall. Any such area-specific guidance, where it has been
agreed by the Council, should inform design development in these
areas. See also Local Plan policies EN1 T1, T2, T3, policies for
Places and Neighbourhoods, and London Plan policies T2 (Healthy
Streets) and D7.
No change
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Name

Guy's and St
Thomas' NHS
Foundation
Trust

Maven Plan

Norwood
Action group et
al.

Rep
Code

Representation Wording

and spaces between buildings, and the
removal of redundant or unsightly street
furniture/ clutter.
72/4
Quality of design, particularly along the
South Bank. Our estate at Westminster
Bridge includes listed buildings and is
across the river from the Houses of
Parliament, a UNESCO World Heritage site.
Our staff and patients deserve high quality
facilities as much as this sensitive location
demands good buildings.
321/11 We suggest addition to policy ii) "it has a
bulk, scale/mass, siting, building line and
orientation which adequately preserves or
enhances is respectful of the prevailing
local character; in the case of regeneration
and opportunity areas where the context is
changing, it respects and contributes
towards the intended future character of
the area; or it is an isolated site with unique
circumstances that can support a tall /
landmark building without undermining the
existing or future character of the area."
196/356 ii) it has a bulk, scale/mass, siting, building
line and orientation which adequately
preserves or enhances is respectful of the
prevailing local character

Plan
Section

Policy/ Annex/
General

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Section
10

Q06

Noted.

No change

Section
10

Q07

Not accepted. The policy on tall buildings is Q26.
Reference to tall buildings is not considered necessary in
Policy Q7.

No change

Section
10

Q07

Accepted. It was not the intention to drop standards.

Policy Q7 ii) has been amended to read:

Section
10

Q07

This text was moved from Policy Q6 (i) to Q7 because it
was considered to sit more comfortably here. There is no
policy conflict. We are seeking the most effective use of all
sites.

Section
10

Q07

This has been addressed under Policy Q6

No change

Section
10

Q07

Accepted. The decision as to whether a scheme would
benefit from independent review would be a decision for
the Assistant Director of Planning taking advice from the
council's urban design and conservation team. The remit of
the Heritage and Design Champion has been clarified by
changes to the test of para 10.27 (now 10.30).

The following sentence is proposed to be added to 10.30:

Standards should not drop.

Norwood
Action group et
al.
Transport for
London
Norwood
Action group et
al.

196/358 ix) it does not prejudice the optimum
future development of, or access to,
adjoining plots.
This supported, but Q6 i) undermines this.
143/31 More generally, public realm improvements
should accord with the Healthy Streets
Approach3, so this should be referenced
here also.
196/359 10.27. As part of the council’s ongoing
commitment to delivering good design the
council will continue to promote the role of
its Heritage and Design Champion and will
seek to ensure that Independent Design
Review is available in accordance with
London Plan policy D2 to those schemes
which would benefit from it.

it has a bulk, scale/mass, siting, building line and orientation
which adequately preserves or enhances is respectful of the
prevailing local character; or, in the case of regeneration and
opportunity areas where Where the context is changing, the
proposed development should also it respects and
contributes contribute towards the intended future character of
the area.
No change

The role of the Design Champion is considered relevant to all the Q
policies in Section 10 of the Local Plan.

321

Name

Norwood
Action group et
al.

Individual

Rep
Code

Needs to apply to more than just new
development – also public realm. Also,
how is “schemes which would benefit from
it” adjudicated?
196/357 vii) it would not create unattractive,
canyon-like development including along
railway lines;

207/6

Whitgift Estate
TRA

208/6

Individual

212/7

Individual

Representation Wording

223/6

Suggest delete ‘unattractive’.
Emphasis should be on streets.
Policy Q7 Urban design: new development it has a bulk, scale/mass, siting, building
line and orientation which adequately
preserves or enhances is respectful of the
prevailing local character; or, in the case of
regeneration and opportunity areas where
the context is changing, it respects and
contributes towards the intended future
character of the area. Reinstate deleted
words in full to ensure development is
sensitive to local character.
Policy Q7 Urban design: new development it has a bulk, scale/mass, siting, building
line and orientation which adequately
preserves or enhances is respectful of the
prevailing local character; or, in the case of
regeneration and opportunity areas where
the context is changing, it respects and
contributes towards the intended future
character of the area. Reinstate deleted
words in full to ensure development is
sensitive to local character.
Policy Q7 Urban design: new development it has a bulk, scale/mass, siting, building
line and orientation which adequately
preserves or enhances is respectful of the
prevailing local character; or, in the case of
regeneration and opportunity areas where
the context is changing, it respects and
contributes towards the intended future
character of the area. Reinstate deleted
words in full to ensure development is
sensitive to local character.
Policy Q7 Urban design: new development it has a bulk, scale/mass, siting, building
line and orientation which adequately
preserves or enhances is respectful of the
prevailing local character; or, in the case of

Plan
Section

Policy/ Annex/
General

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Section
10

Q07

Accepted.

Policy Q7 vii) has been amended to read:

Section
10

Q07

Section
10

Q07

Section
10

Q07

Section
10

Q07

vii it would not create unattractive, canyon-like development
including especially along streets and railway lines; and
Accepted

Policy Q7 ii) has been amended to read:
it has a bulk, scale/mass, siting, building line and orientation
which adequately preserves or enhances is respectful of the
prevailing local character; or, in the case of regeneration and
opportunity areas where Where the context is changing, the
proposed development should also it respects and
contributes contribute towards the intended future character of
the area.

Accepted

Policy Q7 ii) has been amended to read:
it has a bulk, scale/mass, siting, building line and orientation
which adequately preserves or enhances is respectful of the
prevailing local character; or, in the case of regeneration and
opportunity areas where Where the context is changing, the
proposed development should also it respects and
contributes contribute towards the intended future character of
the area.

Accepted

Policy Q7 ii) has been amended to read:
it has a bulk, scale/mass, siting, building line and orientation
which adequately preserves or enhances is respectful of the
prevailing local character; or, in the case of regeneration and
opportunity areas where Where the context is changing, the
proposed development should also it respects and
contributes contribute towards the intended future character of
the area.

Accepted

Policy Q7 ii) has been amended to read:
it has a bulk, scale/mass, siting, building line and orientation
which adequately preserves or enhances is respectful of the
prevailing local character; or, in the case of regeneration and
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Name

Rep
Code

Individual

350/11

HBF

78/13

Representation Wording
regeneration and opportunity areas where
the context is changing, it respects and
contributes towards the intended future
character of the area. Reinstate deleted
words in full to ensure development is
sensitive to local character.
CRAP
Policy Q7: Urban Design: new
development

Plan
Section

Policy/ Annex/
General

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Section
10
Section
10

Q07

Noted.

No change

Q07

Accepted.

The second sentence of paragraph 10.29 has been amended to
read:

opportunity areas where Where the context is changing, the
proposed development should also it respects and
contributes contribute towards the intended future character of
the area.

See also Local Plan policies EN1, EN4, Q5, and Q19-23, and the
Lambeth Design Code SPD.

We note the intent behind the policy but
the policy and the supporting text does not
refer to the Council producing design
codes. The Draft London Plan places great
store in the London local planning
authorities producing design codes to help
with housing delivery on small sites (Policy
H2, Part B, 2A) and the delivery of the
higher housing targets overall (Policy D2,
Part D and supporting paragraph 3.3.1A).
The Council should explain if it is its
intention to produce Design Codes to help
bring forward development more quickly. If
it does not, then this will create uncertainty
for developers and probably cause
problems for the Council in achieving its
housing targets.

Norwood
Action group et
al.

At the moment the policy is too vaguely
worded and leaves too much to the
discretion of the decision-taker. Design
Codes would provide developers with more
certainty so that if they submit a scheme
that complies with the code, it will at least
have satisfied the design aspect of securing
a planning permission.
196/360 10.29
crude construction detailing, gutters and
down pipes being unsympathetically placed
as a result; integrated detailing being
substituted for stick-on ornamentation
which looks insubstantial, does not weather
well and is vulnerable to damage;
unattractive soffits, poorly placed meter
boxes, boiler flues and gas pipes; and

Section
10

Q08

Accepted. The paragraph has been re-written for clarity.

Paragraph 10.32 has been amended to read:
10.29 Failure to deliver good design at construction stage often
robs schemes of their quality and results in poorly-considered
detailing which can be visually unattractive and difficult to
maintain. Common issues include: no consideration being given
to roof drainage, parapet crude construction detailing, gutters and
down pipes being unsympathetically placed;, integrated detailing
being substituted for stick-on ornamentation, which looks
insubstantial, does not weather well and is vulnerable to damage;
unattractive soffits, poorly placed meter boxes, boiler flues and gas
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TfL

Rep
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Representation Wording

inadequate weathering detailing on cills,
parapets and mouldings.
196/361 10.34. When developing planting schemes,
consideration should be given to creating
opportunities for composting
Welcome detail!
196/362 g) In accordance with London Plan policy
G7, where it is necessary to remove trees,
adequate replacement planting based on
the existing value of the benefits of the
trees removed, determined by a
cost/benefit tool such as i-tree or CAVAT,
will be secured.

143/17

St John's
Church,
Waterloo

202/45

Individual

326/13

Individual

350/12

Mayor of
London

70/35

Transport for
London

143/32

No, first priority should be to get
replacement trees included in development
or in vicinity and, only if not possible,
CAVAT (a money payment).
Policy Q10 Trees, page 250
This policy could be strengthened by
specifically citing protection of street trees.
There have been recent examples in the
borough where a development has led to a
potential loss of street trees on the TLRN,
which TfL generally objects to.
Page 241 Policy Q10 Trees. The provision of
new trees should be accompanied by an
enforceable maintenance plan.
Whilst there is always the need to remove
them at times, there must never be a net
decrease in trees across the borough.
Non-existent. Silver birches should be
planted everywhere because they help
against pollution.
Policy Q10 Trees. The Mayor welcomes
Lambeth’s approach to the protection and
enhancement of London’s urban forest
which will contribute to meeting the target
set by the Mayor to increase tree canopy
cover in London by 10% by 2050.
This policy could be strengthened by
specifically citing protection of street trees.
There have been recent examples in the
borough where a development has led to a

Plan
Section

Policy/ Annex/
General

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Section
10

Q08

Noted.

pipes; and an inadequate weathering detail for cills, parapets and
mouldings.
No change

Section
10

Q10

Accepted. The wording has been amended to better align
with the terminology used in London Plan and to make it
clearer.

Policy T10 has been amended to read:

Section
10

Q10

Accepted.

Insert new supporting text as para 10.42:

Section
10

Q10

Section
10

Q10

Section
10

Q10

Noted. Unfortunately the planting and felling of trees
often falls outside planning control which means the data
is not available to monitor tree gain and loss in this way.
Noted.

Section
10

Q10

Noted.

No change

Section
10

Q10

Accepted.

Insert new supporting text as para 10.42:

In accordance with London Plan policy G7, w Where it
is necessary imperative to remove trees, adequate replacement
planting based on the existing value of the benefits of the trees
removed, determined by a cost/benefit tool such as i-tree or
CAVAT, will be secured. The amount and nature of the
replacement planting will be based on the existing value of the
benefits of the trees removed calculated using cost/ benefit tools
such as i-tree or CAVAT as set out in London Plan policy G7 C.

Where development would have an impact on street trees, the
presumption is in favour of their retention. Where retention is
shown not to be possible, replacement planting on or near the
same location will be secured. Parts (a), (b) and (c) of this policy
will apply in these instances.
Accepted.

Amendment to paragraph 10.40 to add as last paragraph:
To ensure planting becomes established the Council will use
planning conditions requiring weeding, watering and mulching
(where appropriate) over the first five years of the planting."
No change
No change

Where development would have an impact on street trees, the
presumption is in favour of their retention. Where retention is
shown not to be possible, replacement planting on or near the
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Historic England

Norwood
Action group et
al.
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potential loss of street trees on the TLRN,
which TfL generally objects to.
70/36
Policy Q11 Building alterations and
extensions and Policy Q14 Development in
gardens and on previously developed rear
land with no street frontage. The Draft
New London Plan elevates the role that
small housing developments can play in
delivering the homes that London needs,
proactively supporting the delivery of new
sites by diversifying supply. The small
housing sites target for Lambeth is 654
homes per annum. The Draft New London
Plan acknowledges that accommodating
this growth may lead to a change of
character in some areas as London evolves.
Draft New London Plan Policy H2, B, 2)
provides a platform for boroughs to
formulate design codes to achieve and
manage how this happens. Lambeth should
take a more proactive approach to building
alterations, extensions and garden
development in those areas where the
presumption in favour of small housing
developments apply. Both policy Q11 and
Q14 should be amended, taking account
the presumption in favour of small housing
development.
119/16 There is an opportunity to strengthen part
k) of the policy which refers to new
dormers. This criterion could perhaps be
expanded to refer to different types of roof
extensions and be relabelled “roof
extensions”. It would be helpful if this
section recognised the townscape value
associated with historic and traditional roof
forms and profiles, for example butterfly
roofs.
196/363 In addition to achieving subordination, to
protect the amenity value of rear
gardens/amenity spaces as a general rule
no rear extensions should exceed more
than 30 per cent of the rear
garden/amenity space area.
This needs a top limit, otherwise in large
gardens this could potentially mean a very
large extension!

Plan
Section

Policy/ Annex/
General

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Section
10

Q11

Accepted.

same location will be secured. Parts (a), (b) and (c) of this policy
will apply in these instances.
Proposed new text at the start of (a):
The council is supportive in principle of building alterations and
extensions where they have potential to deliver play a key part in
delivering enlarged and additional residential units to meet
Lambeth's housing need.
Proposed amendment to (e) that reads:
Infill extensions (infilling the space alongside closet extensions or
rear returns) should generally:
(i) be single storey on heritage buildings;
(ii) generally have a glazed, light-weight or contrasting appearance
to differentiate them from those of the rear return on heritage
assets; and
(iii) be set back from the corner end of the main return on
heritage assets buildings and not project beyond the end wall of
the return above ground level elsewhere.
Insert additional text at the beginning of paragraph 10.45 to read:

Section
10

Q11

Section
10

Q11

Not accepted. Roof extensions are covered in Parts (m)
and (n). However, it is proposed to add additional text to
para 10.40 (now 10.47).

Accepted. Extensions are unlikely to be excessive as they
need to meet the subordination test. However, the policy
has been amended to align with H5.

Residential conversions and residential extensions (upward, rear
and side) present important opportunities to deliver additional
homes across Lambeth. See also policies H6, Q2 and Q14 and the
council’s Design Code SPD.
Text added to the start of 10.47 that reads:
A key element of Lambeth's local distinctiveness is its rich historic
roofscape which includes slated pitched, hipped and 'London' type
roofs.

Amendments made to Q11 b) to read:
Q11 Subordination will generally be a key consideration
when considering assessing proposals for extensions.
Development which unacceptably dominates or overwhelms the
host building will not be permitted supported. Subordination, in
all its forms, is particularly important in relation to heritage assets.
In addition to achieving subordination, to To protect the outdoor
amenity value space, of rear gardens/ amenity spaces as a general
rule, no extension should reduce the private rear amenity space to
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Action group et
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Brixton Society
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217/5

5. Changes made in Policy Q11 b could
adversely effect dwellings with very small
gardens and I would suggest the language
especially in relation to the 30% marker
might reflect increased flexibility when
proposals are combined with roof or
terrace amenity area.

196/364 Where considered appropriate on locally
distinct buildings, mansards should
This should be the approach for all
mansards.
155/25 In para (m), roof additions and mansards
should not introduce built forms which are
discordant. In recent years, planners have
ignored the text of existing policies and
allowed many mansard extensions on late
Victorian houses which would only be
appropriate on early 19th century
properties.
196/365 o) Roof terraces, roof level balconies, and
other similar development will normally be
resisted

155/26

Government proposals for roof extensions
to be PD.
In para (o), the main consideration in the
acceptability of roof terraces and balconies
should be the impact on neighbours in
respect of overlooking or noise.

Plan
Section

Policy/ Annex/
General

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Section
10

Q11

Accepted. This aspect of the policy has been re-written to
better align with Policy H5 on amenity space requirements.

Section
10

Q11

Our experience of implementing this policy since 2015 is
that not all properties, especially post-war ones, suit
traditional mansard roofs.

Section
10

Q11

Noted.

No change

Section
10

Q11

Noted.

No change

Section
10

Q11

Accepted.

Q11 o) has been amended to read:

less than 30m2 for dwelling houses or 10m2 for flats exceed more
that 30 percent of the rear garden / amenity space area.
Amendments made to Q11 b) to read:
Q11 Subordination will generally be a key consideration
when considering assessing proposals for extensions.
Development which unacceptably dominates or overwhelms the
host building will not be permitted supported. Subordination, in
all its forms, is particularly important in relation to heritage assets.
In addition to achieving subordination, to To protect the outdoor
amenity value space, of rear gardens/ amenity spaces as a general
rule, no extension should reduce the private rear amenity space to
less than 30m2 for dwelling houses or 10m2 for flats exceed more
that 30 percent of the rear garden / amenity space area.
No change

Roof terraces, roof level and balconies and other similar
development will normally be resisted on locally distinct building
types where they are not characteristic of the host building /
group will be assessed against Local Plan policy Q2
(Amenity). Living roofs will generally be supported (subject to
detailing etc) but are unlikely to be considered appropriate on
heritage assets where they would lead to the loss of locally
distinctive roof forms or introduce built form which are
discordant. Where their loss is proposed as part of a roof
extension, the re-provision of that amenity space will be required
to meet the minimum requirements of Local Plan policy H5.
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217/3

Brixton Society
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Business

299/1

Representation Wording
Green roofs should be promoted as an
alternative for flat roofs where regular
resident access is not acceptable.
3. H5b outlines the need for private
external amenity space for developments. I
ask you explicitly are more welcoming of
conversion of roofs into roof terraces to be
used to provide additional external space,
even where to do so would change
characteristic rooflines. This aligns with the
‘Living Roofs’ technical review by the
London Mayor in 2008 which
recommended making use of these
underused assets across London. For this
reason I ask that Policy Q11 article ‘o’ be
revisited to be more welcoming of such
developments, including in heritage assets.
Q11 Building Alterations and Extensions:
In paras c and d, we welcome that a
distinction has finally been made between
the built forms of early and late 19th
century housing development.
It has come to my attention via multiple
clients in the borough that Lambeth has
started to take a negative approach to
government legislation regarding Permitted
Development with respect to l-shaped loft
conversions. Quite frankly this was a
needless and pointless change in stance
that will negatively affect the borough for
years to come. There is a simple solution to
the issue (if Lambeth for some reason stick
with it) and that is for the council to finally
see sense and start providing planning
permission for such developments, given
they are a simple and effective way of
solving a housing crisis, offering a level
playing field to residents - many of whom
will now be dismayed that they cannot
extend upwards as many of their
neighbours have, and helping families
unlock more space in a more safe manner
than excavating London clay to build
basements. I will be part of a large
resident/small developer/planner/architect
group that will shortly begin to lobby the
council to change this utterly ridiculous
negative approach to residential

Plan
Section
Section
10

Policy/ Annex/
General
Q11

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Accepted.

Clause p) has been added to read:

Section
10

Q11

Each case must be assessed on its merits given the amenity
implications for neighbours.

Section
10

Q11

Noted.

No change

Section
10

Q11

It is proposed to address this issue in a Design Code SPD
which will illustrate, in a positive manner, how L shaped
dormers can be achieved.

No change

The use of living (green) roofs will be strongly encouraged for flat
roofs which are not used as amenity spaces.
No change
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333/1

Representation Wording
development in the Borough, on behalf of
households who are now feeling left behind
at the expense of large developers who
seem to curry much more favour with the
council for bigger schemes with much more
negative impacts.
This section continues to restrict larger loft
extensions in a manner that goes against
the NPPF and government guidelines that
are designed to encourage such extensions.
Loft extensions are the single most
important extensions available to
homeowners as they add much needed
bedroom space for growing families who
would otherwise be forced to search for
larger properties. While there may be
some argument to retain the original form
of heritage assets, the Boroughs insistence
on stopping what it describes as loft
extensions which "dominate" the original
form, or "harm the architectural integrity"
of properties is ludicrous in the modern
age. There is a clear and distinct pattern of
L-shaped loft extension (below ridgeline,
within the original footprint of the building)
now prevalent in the Borough, supported
by government LDC guidelines that should
be incorporated into local Policy. The
currently accepted "Mansard" style
extension is too small, outdated, little
implemented in the Borough and has been
overtaken by this new format. Why the
borough continues to fight the NEED for
more space in order to maintain an
architectural landscape (particularly over
rear outriggers) that is stuck in the
Victorian era makes absolutely no sense.

Plan
Section

Policy/ Annex/
General

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Section
10

Q11

This is addressed in the Design Code SPD which illustrates,
in a positive manner, how L shaped dormers can be
achieved.

No change

The Borough needs to bring its Planning
Guidelines into the 21st Century. It took a
good step forward in recent years regarding
wrap around extensions on the ground
floor - but this did little to address the need
for much needed BEDROOM space on the
upper floors. The Borough needs to
concern itself less with architectural
integrity and domination of roof
extensions, which by their very nature will
dominate and change the architectural
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350/13

U+I Group Plc

79/11

Representation Wording
integrity of buildings, and look to help local
residents gain much needed space for their
families.
Chuck it in the street - is that not Lambeth
Council's existing policy. The developers
workmen at 10AE have been implementing
that policy for months.
Policy Q13 – Cycle Storage
U+I welcomes the proposed updates to
Policy Q13 to make new cycle storage more
inclusive and support a wider range of
cycles and user needs.

Plan
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General

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Section
10

Q12

Noted.

No change

Section
10

Q13

Being conveniently accessed from outside the building, and
ensuring cycle stores are shared by limited numbers of
people, are both key to providing convenient and secure
cycle parking, which is more likely to be used.

No change

However, the requirement to ensure cycle
storage is “directly and conveniently
accessed from outside the building” (part
aii) is unnecessary and could stifle
innovative cycle storage solutions within
buildings. Given the requirement to provide
“accessible, attractive, secure and safe…”
(part aiii)
part aii of the policy is unnecessary and
should be deleted.
Reference in part iv is made to cycle stores
shared by groups of immediate neighbours.
We do not consider it is necessary to
require that spaces are shared by groups of
immediate neighbours and on this basis
request that this part of the policy is
deleted.
Appendix 1
Appendix 1: Amended Policy and Site
Allocation Wording
The below sets out recommended revised
wording for the relevant emerging plan
policies:
• Bold text: New text inserted by Lichfields
on behalf of U+I Group PLC.
• Strike-through: Deleted text.
ii Directly and conveniently accessed from
outside the building;
iii Inclusive, accessible, attractive, secure
and safe to use;
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Representation Wording

iv Either in individual lockers, or in shared
stores shared by groups of immediate
neighbours;
196/366 iv)
neighbours
183/14

Policy Q13 details the detailed design
requirements for cycle storage and
additional wording (part c) states that
proposed cycle storage should ‘be fully
compliant with the minimum standards set
out in the London Plan and exceed these
where a high demand for cycling is
expected’. The proposed minimum cycle
parking requirement for student
accommodation is provided within Table
10.2 (Minimum Cycle Parking Standards) of
Policy T5 (Cycling) and sets the standard at
1 cycle space per bedroom unit. The
proposed requirement represents an
increase from the adopted London Plan
standards and is considered to be excessive
as it based upon the unrealistic assumption
that each occupant will require and utilise a
cycle parking space.

Plan
Section

Policy/ Annex/
General

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Section
10

Q13

It is unclear what the respondent meant and therefore no
changes have been made.

No change

Section
10

Q13

The proposed student cycle parking standard follows the
new London Plan standard and there is no justification for
setting a different student cycle parking standard in
Lambeth.

No change

Unite Students are supportive of the
provision of cycle spaces to encourage
sustainable travel, however, the proposed
rates for 1 space per bedroom unit is
considered unnecessary and unsound for
several reasons set out in the following
paragraphs.
Student housing is developed at higher
densities than conventional housing and as
a consequence and in order to provide
these levels of cycle parking, large areas of
floorspace typically at ground floor level,
are required which could otherwise be used
more efficiently and effectively for living or
town centre uses thus reducing the viability
of the scheme. Unite’s experience has
shown that cycle parking provision within
consented student schemes where this has
been provided at policy compliant levels is
severely underused. Enclosed within
Appendix I (Representations to Draft New
London Plan - WSP) is supporting evidence
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Representation Wording
which refers to a recent survey (February
2018) undertaken by Unite to understand
the present uptake of cycle utilisation
across their student accommodation sites.
The study demonstrates that the maximum
average demand for cycle parking storage is
5% of bed places, which has been found
across the 26 of Unite' sites which equates
to a demand of one cycle space per 20
students.

Plan
Section

Policy/ Annex/
General

Officer Response

Proposed Change

By way of an example, Unite were required
to provide a minimum of 423 cycle spaces
for a student scheme in the London
Borough of Islington which translates to a
floor area of approximately 465 sqm or 385
sqm based on the typical requirements of
1.1sq.m for a Sheffield stand or 0.91sq.m
for a dual-stacking system respectively.
Based on an average student cluster
bedroom size of approximately 11sq.m, this
would result in the unnecessary loss of
approximately 35-42 bedroom units.
Additionally, it has been demonstrated that
an increase in the provision of cycle parking
for student accommodation would not
directly result in an increase in cycling
patterns amongst students. Firstly, student
housing schemes are generally in close
proximity of places of study [allowing
majority of journeys to be undertaken on
foot and are in areas with high levels of
public transport accessibility providing an
alternative means of transport. Secondly,
the influence and take up of Cycle hire
schemes provide an affordable means of
transport, precluding the requirement for
private cycle ownership and storage which
eliminates the need for students to invest
in safety, security and maintenance
associated with private ownership.
By way of justification for the increase in
cycle parking requirements, the GLA refer
to the evidence base document ‘Cycle
Parking – Part of the London Plan,
December 2017’ which notes that the 2013
Early Minor Alterations to the London Plan
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TfL

Rep
Code

143/18

Representation Wording
included minimum standards for cycling for
the first time, as it considered that student
accommodation is essentially residential in
nature and as such should be consistent
with residential standards. Subsequently,
the evidence base recognises that further
alterations did not include similar rises in
cycle parking for student accommodation.
Recommendation: the cycle parking
requirements for residential development
should not be applied to student
accommodation and it is considered that
the proposed levels of cycle parking for
student housing should be considered on a
case by case basis as supported by the
evidence referred to above.
Paragraph 10.48, page 260
Typo - should read ‘London Cycle Design
Standards’ rather than ‘London Cycle
Demand Standards’.

Norwood
Action group et
al.

196/367 10.48
Within the cycle storage a minimum of 25
per cent of provision in the form of singleheight horizontal stands (‘Sheffield’ type
stands) is required in all developments. A
minimum of 40 per cent of these stands (10
per cent of overall provision) should be
spaced sufficiently far apart to
accommodate adapted or cargo cycles. For
the remaining provision, less accessible
solutions, such as two tiered racks and
‘walk in’ vertical wall mounted storage
should only be considered where it can be
demonstrated that available space requires
this. Vertical storage where the cycle must
be lifted off the floor will not be accepted.
Only options where it is possible to lock the
frame and wheel of the cycle to the stand
are acceptable. Communal bike stores
should provide charging facilities for ebikes. The council sets a premium on the
quality of parking provided and, where
space is limited, will consider a flexible
approach allowing for the introduction of
more space efficient options after first

Plan
Section

Policy/ Annex/
General

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Section
10

Q13

Accepted.

At the end of paragraph 10.58, an amendment has been made that
reads:

Section
10

Q13

It is unclear what the respondent meant and therefore no
changes have been made

All cycle parking should be provided in accordance with
contemporary cycle parking standards as contained within the
London Plan, with reference to the London Cycle Design Standards.
No change
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Transport for
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Norwood
Action group et
al.

Rep
Code

143/33

Representation Wording
occupation. All cycle parking should be
provided in accordance with contemporary
cycle parking standards as contained within
the London Plan, with reference to the
London Cycle Demand Standards.
Typo - should read ‘London Cycle Design
Standards’ rather than ‘London Cycle
Demand Standards’.

196/368 lifts must have sufficient capacity to cope
with maximum demand and not be shared
with pedestrian or refuse uses

Plan
Section

Policy/ Annex/
General

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Section
10

Q13

Accepted

At the end of paragraph 10.58, an amendment has been made that
reads:

Section
10

Q13

Accepted.

Or cars
Norwood
Action group et
al.

196/369 10.51

U+I Group Plc

79/15

In new-build schemes, communal cycle
storage areas should ideally be fully
integrated into the building and placed
close to the main entrance for ease of use.
Users should not be expected to take
their bicycles cycles through more
than one two doorways doors (including
the exterior door) and for that reason
direct access from outside is
preferred should be sought. Large
communal cycle storage areas are
discouraged. Cycle storage areas should be
broken down into a number of small secure
facilities preferably shared by immediate
neighbours to foster neighbourliness and
improve security. Ideally cycle lockers
should be provided for each flat and
numbered accordingly in order to ensure
cycles are safe from theft and damage.
Communal facilities should be well lit, feel
secure and welcoming, and be naturally
ventilated with adequate space for
manoeuvring. Doors, frames and lockers
should be wide and of robust metal
construction.
In addition, the restriction to only provide
on street visitor cycle parking spaces “in
exceptional cases” could restrict
accessibility on the basis that on street
provision is a logical location for visitor

Section
10

Q13

It is unclear what the respondent meant and therefore no
changes have been made

Section
10

Q13

The requirements of the development should be met
within the development site, including the cycle parking
requirements. Resorting to off-site provision on the public
highway will only be agreed in exceptional circumstances.

All cycle parking should be provided in accordance with
contemporary cycle parking standards as contained within the
London Plan, with reference to the London Cycle Design Standards.
The penultimate sentence of paragraph 10.60 has been amended
to read:
When accessed by lifts, the lifts must have sufficient capacity to
cope with maximum demand and not be shared
with cars, pedestrian or refuse uses.
No change

No change
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cycle parking. Accordingly, U+I request that
the supporting text (para. 10.54) is
amended to align with prevailing policy
wording.

Plan
Section

Policy/ Annex/
General

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Section
10

Q13

Policy T7 seeks to encourage sustainable travel patterns
and address congestion, by controlling and managing the
availability of car parking.

No change

Appendix

Individual

326/14

Individual

350/14

Arrant Land Ltd

59/1

Norwood
Action group et
al.
Norwood
Action group et
al.

Arrant Land Ltd

Para. 10.54 – update as follows:
In exceptional some cases visitor cycle
parking for developments may be provided
on street subject to agreement of the
council and approval of statutory process.
More car parking provision should go over
to secure cycle storage.

Ban cyclists.

Q14(a)
The phrase “most recently used as a
garden” needs to be clearly defined, which
is not done either in the body of the policy
or the supporting text. The policy should be
redrafted to make clear that sites which are
previously developed and have not formed
part of an adjoining property for over 10
years are specifically excluded from the
application of this policy. If the policy is not
amended then the supporting text needs to
clarify this point.
196/370 c)
New development in rear gardens will only
be supported where:
196/371 iv)
access arrangements to host building and
new development meet relevant standards
and cause no harm to amenity; and
59/2

Q14(c)
It is considered that this policy requires
further clarification to draw a distinction
between sites which are or have been used

Section
10

Q13

Section
10

Q14

Section
10

Q14

Section
10

Q14

Section
10

Q14

The London Plan sets ambitious cycle parking standards,
ensuring new development is served by adequate secure
cycle parking.
Policy Q13 seeks to encourage the uptake of cycling
through the provision of high quality cycle storage. Cycling
is a sustainable travel choice, helping to reduce congestion
and pollution within the borough.
Clarification has been provided in revised para 10.78

No change

Paragraph 10.78 has been amended to read:
Rear gardens are the area of land to the rear of the host building,
excluding any extensions to the host building but including any
outbuildings, hard standings, ponds, garages or other structures.
Land most recently used as garden is former garden land which
does not benefit from an implemented change of use planning
approval or a certificate of lawful Development confirming another
lawful use.

This policy has been re-drafted.

Part c) of the policy has been amended to read:

This policy has been re-drafted.

New development in rear gardens (or on land last used as rear
gardens) will only be supported where:
Part iv) has been amended to read:
access arrangements to host building and new development meet
relevant standards (including inclusive mobility guidance), are safe
and direct and cause no harm to amenity; and

The whole policy has been re-drafted. Clarification has
been provided in revised para 10.78

Paragraph 10.78 has been amended to read:
Rear gardens are the area of land to the rear of the host building,
excluding any extensions to the host building but including any
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as gardens and those backland sites which
are not gardens. Proposed wording so
policy reads:

Plan
Section

Policy/ Annex/
General

Officer Response

Section
10

Q14

Accepted. This is reflected in the re-written policy.

See new policy text

Section
10

Q14

Accepted. This is reflected in the re-written policy.

See new policy text

Section
10

Q14

This policy has been re-drafted.

See new policy text

Section
10

Q14

This policy has been re-drafted.

Part c) of the policy has been amended to read:

Section
10

Q14

outbuildings, hard standings, ponds, garages or other structures.
Land most recently used as garden is former garden land which
does not benefit from an implemented change of use planning
approval or a certificate of lawful Development confirming another
lawful use.

(c) New development in rear
gardens (excluding land which has not been
used for that purpose at all or in the last 10
years) will only be supported where:

Brixton Society

Arrant Land Ltd

Arrant Land Ltd

Norwood
Action group et
al.
Arrant Land Ltd

(i) if the host building is to be retained, or
the land has not formed part of the garden
for a period of over 10 years, no less than
70 per cent of the existing rear garden is
retained with the host building. If the host
building is not being retained this 70 per
cent requirement does not apply and each
proposal will be judghed on its merits
against broader policy considerations.
155/28 Q14 Backland Development: In para c(i) it
would be better to define the retained
garden space in square metres, based on
policy H5, rather than a percentage basis.
As presently worded, there is a strong
incentive to remove the “host” building to
maximise housing gain.
59/3
Q14(c)(iii)
Provided that a building on the boundary
does not result in amenity issues there is no
sound planning reason why development
could not be built up to the boundary
particularly given that the General
Permitted Development Order allows the
construction of walls/fences within this
exclusion area and other legislation (ie
Party Wall etc Act 1996) covers issues such
as maintenance. This criterion should
therefore, be removed.
59/4
Q14(d)
This policy should only apply where the
land in question has been used by the flats
in question. If they are unrelated then this
policy should not apply.
196/372 c)
will only be supported where:
59/5

10.57
The supporting text should specifically
exclude previously developed land which

Proposed Change

The whole policy has been re-drafted. Clarification has
been provided in revised para 10.78

New development in rear gardens (or on land last used as rear
gardens) will only be supported where:
Paragraph 10.78 has been amended to read:
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Arrant Land Ltd

Norwood
Action group et
al.

Rep
Code

Representation Wording

59/6

10.64
Insert text at end of paragraph which reads:

has not formed part of a rear garden for a
period of over 10 years

Nonetheless, previous development will
form a material consideration in the
determination of any application.
196/373 10.66. For the purposes of this policy
gardens that have been artificially
subdivided (such as through the sale of the
land

Plan
Section

Policy/ Annex/
General

Officer Response

Section
10

Q14

This is a given and does not need to be repeated in policy.

No change

Section
10

Q14

The whole policy has been re-drafted. Clarification has
been provided in revised para 10.78

Paragraph 10.78 has been amended to read:

Section
10

Q14

The whole policy has been re-drafted. Clarification has
been provided in revised para 10.78

Paragraph 10.78 has been amended to read:

Section
10
Section
10
Section
10

Q14

Noted

No change

Q14

Noted

No change

Q14

This policy has been re-drafted.

See new policy text

Rear gardens are the area of land to the rear of the host building,
excluding any extensions to the host building but including any
outbuildings, hard standings, ponds, garages or other structures.
Land most recently used as garden is former garden land which
does not benefit from an implemented change of use planning
approval or a certificate of lawful Development confirming another
lawful use.

Upper time limit? There are many examples
where the split was decades ago, and site
history may be difficult to establish.
Arrant Land Ltd

59/7

Brixton Society

155/29

Individual

326/15

Mayor of
London

70/37

10.66
It is too simplistic to simply say that if land
has been sold it has been artificially
subdivided. In determining whether a
property has been artificially separated its
historic use needs to be considered
alongside its legal ownership as the manner
in which it has been used is a determining
factor as to whether it was or is a garden
and therefore, whether it should fall under
the scope of Policy Q14. Even if land has
been sold this should not mean that it is
automatically ruled out as being suitable
for development.
Otherwise the changes are welcome.
Gardens must not be allowed to be treated
as readily available development land.
Policy Q11 Building alterations and
extensions and Policy Q14 Development in
gardens and on previously developed rear
land with no street frontage. The Draft New
London Plan elevates the role that small
housing developments can play in
delivering the homes that London needs,

Proposed Change

Rear gardens are the area of land to the rear of the host building,
excluding any extensions to the host building but including any
outbuildings, hard standings, ponds, garages or other structures.
Land most recently used as garden is former garden land which
does not benefit from an implemented change of use planning
approval or a certificate of lawful Development confirming another
lawful use.

Rear gardens are the area of land to the rear of the host building,
excluding any extensions to the host building but including any
outbuildings, hard standings, ponds, garages or other structures.
Land most recently used as garden is former garden land which
does not benefit from an implemented change of use planning
approval or a certificate of lawful Development confirming another
lawful use.
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HBF

Rep
Code

78/14

Representation Wording
proactively supporting the delivery of new
sites by diversifying supply. The small
housing sites target for Lambeth is 654
homes per annum. The Draft New London
Plan acknowledges that accommodating
this growth may lead to a change of
character in some areas as London evolves.
Draft New London Plan Policy H2, B, 2)
provides a platform for boroughs to
formulate design codes to achieve and
manage how this happens. Lambeth should
take a more proactive approach to building
alterations, extensions and garden
development in those areas where the
presumption in favour of small housing
developments apply. Both policy Q11 and
Q14 should be amended, taking account
the presumption in favour of small housing
development.
Policy Q14: Development in gardens and
on previously developed rear land with no
street frontage

Plan
Section

Policy/ Annex/
General

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Section
10

Q14

This policy has been re-drafted.

See new policy text

As observed above, the Council will need to
increase three-fold the number of
completions from small sites of 0.25 ha in
size or less. The GLA SHLAA 2017 in its
small-site modelled approach assumes that
a large component of this will come from
the intensification of residential areas
including the development of residential
garden land. The tenor of the draft policy
militates against this as the wording of the
very first sentence indicates: “The council
will resist proposals for development in
gardens…New development in rear gardens
will only be supported where (then
followed by a long list of conditions).
Clearly, the Council is unsupportive of the
approach set out in the Draft London Plan
Policy H2 Part D, where small sites should
benefit from the operation of a
‘presumption in favour of small housing
developments between 1 and 25 homes’
(Policy H2). This is reflected in the very
grudging tone of the policy. The Council
should clarify that Policy H2 Part D of the
DLP will not apply to residential gardens
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and PDL rear-land sites with no street
frontage. This contrasts with DLP Policy H2
Part D which encourages development
within the curtilage of a house,
subdivisions, development of PDL etc. It
should do so in a re-drafted policy.

Plan
Section

Policy/ Annex/
General

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Section
10

Q15

This has been addressed in the Design Code SPD.

No change

Q16

No relaxation is proposed.

No change

Section
10

Q16

Noted.

No change

Section
10

Q16

Noted.

No change

While we understand the Council’s desire
to protect the amenity of residential areas,
it is the HBF’s view that Lambeth will
struggle to identify a housing land supply
made up of specific, deliverable sites able
to support delivery over the next ten years.
If this aspect of the DLP Policy H2 is to be
suspended in Lambeth then it brings into
question its ability to meet the new housing
targets.

Norwood
Action group et
al.

If the Council is reluctant to embrace the
approach of the Draft London Plan to
intensify residential areas by encouraging
more the re-development of gardens and
PDL rear- land locations then it will need
to identify and allocate a supply of small
sites, as required by the NPPF, able to
support at least 10% of the housing
requirement.
196/374 10.69. Boundary design should optimise the
opportunities for wildlife, such as
hedgehogs, to move freely between
properties.

Norwood
Action group et
al.

Walls and fences are barriers which this
suggests should have holes to communicate
between gardens. But this isn’t reflected in
the policy Q15.
196/375 ix) fully incorporate security measures in an Section
integrated design (internally where
10
possible)

Cllr Jon Davies

18/12

Why relaxation?
P16
Shops vii

Individual

340/6

Excellent
To be clean, freshly painted and attractive
without overuse of illumination
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Norwood
Action group et
al.
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Code
196/376 Indeed, a great many advertisement
hoardings are considered to harm amenity
because of their ad hoc appearance and
discordant forms

Individual

350/15

Cllr Jon Davies

18/13

Therefore promote removal.
Needs to fit in with the environment not
take it over as it currently does.
Q16
10.83

Norwood
Action group et
al.

Norwood
Action group et
al.
Individual

Much clearer – excellent.
196/377 10.83. West Norwood Cemetery is one area
where a better understanding of the
significance of the tombs and
memorials funereal monuments would be
of value to parties involved in the
management and conservation of the site
Public understanding is also important. And
promote as visitor attraction.
196/378 and ensure the best examples are
preserved

350/16

Histroic England

South Bank
Centre

152/25

Yes – but for example Cressingham Gardens
is to be redeveloped
Lambeth Council simply does not have one.
Look at the way it let's the developer at 8
Albert Embankment ride roughshod over
any sign of the historic environment.
heritage at risk should play a greater role in
the plan

Change to the World Heritage Site
Approach and Setting Boundaries (Policy
Q19) Section 11 of the Proposed Changes
to the Policies Map (October 2018)
proposes two new layers to the Proposals
Map related to the Westminster World
Heritage Site (WWHS) – (1) the ‘Immediate

Plan
Section
Section
10

Policy/ Annex/
General
Q17

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Noted.

No change

Section
10
Section
10

Q17

Noted

No change

Q18

Noted

No change

Section
10

Q18

Accepted.

A new clause has been added as xii to read:

Section
10

Q18

Noted. Cressingham Gardens was assessed for both
statutory listing and conservation area designation. It met
the criteria for neither.

No change

Section
10

Q18

No change

Section
10

Q18

Noted. The policy identifies that the council will prepare a
Historic Environment Strategy. In accordance with policy,
the council works applicants to protect and enhance the
historic environment.
Accepted.

Section
10

Q19

promote access to, and enjoyment of, the historic built
environment

Accepted.

New supporting text added as 10.101 to read:
In 2019, the vast majority of Lambeth's Heritage At Risk is
concentrated at West Norwood Cemetery where statutory listed
tombs and memorials are subject to decay and structural
instability. An ongoing programme of works within the cemetery,
agreed between the council and the Friends of West Norwood
Cemetery (FOWNC) proposes to address this over time. A strategy
has been agreed, with financial support from the HLF, for the
whole cemetery which includes repairs and stabilisation to 14
memorials."
The map has been changed
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Setting’ of the WWHS; and (2) ‘Approach
to’ the WWHS. All of Southbank Centre’s
estate would be covered by one or the
other of these two new layers. Southbank
Centre have concerns regarding a specific
element of the ‘Immediate Setting’ of the
WWHS which extends to include the nonMOL area of the Hungerford Car Park (as
shown on the plan below). [plan included]

Plan
Section

Policy/ Annex/
General

Officer Response

Proposed Change

It is unclear why the ‘Immediate Setting’
has been extended to cover this area,
whereas the rest of the boundary mainly
follows the edge of the Queen’s Walk. The
non-MOL portion of the Hungerford Car
Park is approximately 730 metres from the
WWHS and is separated by the London Eye
and significant vegetation. It is therefore
not considered to be within the ‘Immediate
Setting’ and it is recommended that the
boundary is amended to remain flush with
the edge of the Queen’s Walk (as shown in
yellow below). [figure included]
The boundary of the ‘Immediate Setting’
appears to be based on the existing
undeveloped status of the land at
Hunderford Car Parks. This is the interim
position and as part of the redevelopment
of the Hungerford Car Park, it has been a
long-standing Council and GLA objective to
secure a new arts and cultural facility on
the de-designated land. This objective
should not be unintentionally impeded by
the new Local Plan layer and the extension
of the ‘Immediate Setting’ across the dedesignated land and the boundary should
be reviewed with the intended
redevelopment in mind.
In general, Southbank Centre recognise the
importance of preserving or enhancing the
environmental quality of the public realm in
the setting of the WWHS. However, it is felt
that the special character and history of the
South Bank must also be recognised.
Exciting and unique temporary ‘folly’
structures have played a vital role at the
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Historic England

VCI Holding Ltd

Rep
Code

119/17

126/26

Representation Wording
Southbank Centre from the very beginning
and were a significant element of the 1951
Festival of Britain. The changes to the
Proposals Map should be viewed in the
context of this important history and the
new layers on the Proposals map should
not be used to prevent Southbank Centre
from continuing to enliven the site with
temporary installations. It is considered
that details should be added to the support
text of Policy Q19 to recognise the special
character and heritage of the South Bank
and make clear that this policy will not be
used to inhibit spirit of celebration,
innovation and creativity that is
synonymous with Southbank Centre.
Southbank Centre would welcome the
opportunity to work with LBL to agree this
additional text.
Since 2015, a joint ICOMOS/ICCROM
Reactive Monitoring Mission has been
carried out on the Westminster WHS
(2017). This is a key piece of evidence and it
should be a material factor in the revision
of the Local Plan. We are therefore
disappointed to see that policy Q19 has not
been strengthened to better reflect the
Mission’s recommendations and findings.
We would encourage you to consider
identifying inappropriate development
within the setting of the WHS as a specific
and persistent risk to its OUV. In the
interests of the Plan being aspirational, the
policy should ideally seek enhancement of
the WHS’s setting by identifying areas that
already cause harm and highlighting them
as areas that provide opportunities for
enhancement, including redevelopment of
sites that detract from OUV at a lower
height.
VCI acknowledges that development within
Lambeth, particularly of tall buildings, has
the potential to be visible within the
backdrop of protected views, and therefore
may potentially affect the setting of the
Westminster World Heritage Site. We note,
however, that the wording of Policy Q19
Westminster World Heritage Site is not
consistent with the National Planning Policy

Plan
Section

Policy/ Annex/
General

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Section
10

Q19

Accepted.

New clause (b) added to read:

Section
10

Q19

Where existing development is identified (through area appraisals,
characterisations or similar studies) as negative elements in the
setting or approaches to the WWHS the council will support
proposals which address the adverse impact through
demolition/removal, height reduction or re-cladding.

Not accepted. Firstly, that section of the NPPF cannot be
read in isolation of other parts of the NPPF, secondly NPPF
is subject to change, and thirdly inclusion would be
unnecessary duplication.

No change
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Framework.

Plan
Section

Policy/ Annex/
General

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Section
10

Q19

Accepted. This error on the map has been corrected.

The map has been changed

Specifically, draft Policy Q19 does not
reflect the NPPF’s approach which requires
decision takers, at all levels, to balance any
harm to the significance of a heritage asset
which is identified (whether considered to
be substantial or less than substantial
harm) against the public benefits of the
proposal. On this basis, draft Policy Q19 is
not consistent with the legal and
procedural requirements requiring the
Development Plan to be consistent with
national policy.
We note that supporting text to Policy Q20,
which concerns statutorily listed buildings,
does refer to the relevant tests set out
within the NPPF. This is relevant to
highlight since the Westminster WHS
contains statutorily listed buildings itself,
and because the Westminster WHS and
statutorily listed buildings, conservation
areas etc. are all heritage assets, and
therefore the statutory tests contained
with the NPPF apply to all heritage assets
equally, regardless of the relative
importance of the asset.

South Bank
Centre

152/11

Our comments in relation to Policy Q19
apply equally to draft policies Q20, Q21 and
Q22, which although include reference to
the tests contained within the NPPF in their
supporting text, do not include reference
within the main policy text.
Change to the World Heritage Site
Approach and Setting Boundaries (Policy
Q19) - Southbank Centre have proposed an
amendment to the boundary of the area
identified as being within the ‘Immediate
Setting’ of the Westminster World Heritage
Site. The amendment is proposed in order
to support the redevelopment of the
Hungerford Car Park, and the long-standing
Council and GLA objective to secure a new
arts and cultural facility on the portion of
non-Metropolitan Open Land at the north
end of the Hungerford Car Park; and
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HB Reavis

Rep
Code
164/16

Representation Wording
Policy Q19 Westminster World Heritage
Site

Plan
Section
Section
10

Policy/ Annex/
General
Q19

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Not accepted. Firstly, that section of the NPPF cannot be
read in isolation of other parts of the NPPF, secondly NPPF
is subject to change, and thirdly inclusion would be
unnecessary duplication.

No change

Section
10

Q19

Not accepted. Firstly, that section of the NPPF cannot be
read in isolation of other parts of the NPPF, secondly NPPF
is subject to change, and thirdly inclusion would be
unnecessary duplication.

No change

HB Reavis acknowledges that development
within Lambeth, particularly of tall
buildings, has the potential to be visible
within the backdrop of protected views,
and therefore may potentially affect the
setting of the Westminster World Heritage
Site. However, we wish to object to the
current wording of Policy Q19 on the basis
that it is not consistent with the National
Planning Policy Framework, which as the
NPPF states, “must be taken into account in
preparing the Development Plan, and is a
material consideration in planning
decisions”.

ITV PLC

188/16

Specifically, draft Policy Q19 does not
reflect the NPPF’s approach which requires
decision takers, at all levels, to balance any
harm to the significance of a heritage asset
which is identified (whether considered to
be substantial or less than substantial
harm) against the public benefits of the
proposal. Therefore, HB Reavis considers
that draft Policy Q19 fails the legal and
procedural requirements requiring the
Development Plan to be consistent with
national policy, as confirmed within the
NPPF (2018).
14. At Policy Q19 Westminster World
Heritage Site changes are proposed to
include reference to development affecting
the setting and "approaches" to the
WWHS. Proposed change to the Policies
Map (Map 11) defines the "immediate
setting of the WWHS" and the "approaches
to WWHS". The whole of the borough river
frontage forms part of the "approaches to
WWHS". In the Waterloo area, the area
extends back to Cornwall Road. Whilst it is
understood that the "approaches to
WWHS" are focused on ensuring the
delivery of a high quality public realm near
the WWHS, the boundary appears
somewhat arbitrary and it is questioned if
this definition of an area is necessary
bearing in mind those other detailed design

343

Name

SBEG and SBBID

Rep
Code
198/15

Representation Wording

Plan
Section

policies that will apply to development
proposals in the area?
Policy Q19 and the related proposals map
Section
set out the proposed new Westminster
10
World Heritage Site (WWHS) zones,
designed to both “ensure the delivery of a
high quality public realm in the vicinity of
the World Heritage Site” (in respect of the
“approaches to the World Heritage Site”)
and to “preserve views of the World
Heritage Site and to effectively manage
change in those views” (in respect of “the
immediate setting of the World Heritage
Site”). SBEG members recognise the
importance of preserving or enhancing the
environmental quality of the public realm in
the setting of the WWHS. However, several
members believe that this policy should
also recognise the character and history of
South Bank, alongside its future growth,
and its ongoing role as an international
destination for culture and the arts.

Policy/ Annex/
General

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Q19

Accepted.

Following text added to end of para 10.107:
The council sees no conflict between this aspiration and the
continued role of the Southbank’s public realm in providing a rich
and varied temporary arts, culture and leisure offer.

Q19

The primary purpose for the inclusion of the approaches is
to manage the quality of the public realm. The route in
question will become an important public route between
Waterloo Station and the World Heritage Site with the
implementation of the Elizabeth House approval.

No change

As such, the suggested changes to the
Proposals Map should reflect this context
and should not limit or restrict cultural
activities that are key to South Bank’s
identity.

London &
Continental
Railways Ltd

32/5

Policy Q19 should be amended to recognise
the special character and heritage of South
Bank and should ensure that this policy
isn’t used to limit or hinder cultural
expression and creativity, both of which are
synonymous with South Bank. Alongside
several its members, SBEG is prepared to
work with LB Lambeth on revisions to the
wording of Policy Q19.
Westminster World Heritage Site
LCR notes that Policy Q19, which deals with
the setting of the Westminster World
Heritage Site, has been amended to insert
the word “approaches” into the first
paragraph. The corresponding changes to
the Policies Map define the areas of land
which are designated as an ‘approach’ to
the Westminster World Heritage Site
(‘WWHS’).

Section
10
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Plan
Section

Policy/ Annex/
General

Officer Response

Proposed Change

As currently drafted, the proposed
‘approach to the WWHS’ does not include
Waterloo Station, however it does take its
eastern boundary from the western
elevation of the former WIT. In practice,
using the western boundary of the former
WIT to partly define the ‘approach’
designation is not logical insofar as a
number of service yards, car parks and nonpublicly accessible land which bear no
functional or visual relationship with the
WWHS are therefore included within the
designation’s boundary. Whilst it is true
that the implementation of the WR scheme
together with the redevelopment of
Elizabeth House will reconfigure this area,
driving additional footfall, the point
remains that the area will continue to bear
no visual or functional relationship with the
WWHS. LCR therefore objects to the
consideration of this area as a WWHS
approach, and we question specifically
whether development in this location
should be required to consider the WWHS
if there is no direct visual or functional
linkage. A more logical boundary would be
achieved by revising the current proposed
boundary alignment westwards from the
Waterloo station to instead follow the
A3200 York Road.
If the primary issue behind the inclusion of
‘approaches’ within Policy Q19 is in fact the
potential impact of tall buildings in this area
on the WWHS, as intimated in the
supporting text at paragraph 10.90, this
should be made more explicit within the
policy text itself. It is not presently clear
how the policy will be applied to other
(“smaller”) forms of development which
may not be visible to or from the WWHS.
Clarity is therefore sought from LBL
regarding the application of this policy, and
on this basis LCR objects to the inclusion of
‘approaches’ within Local Plan policy Q19
and the corresponding designation on the
policies map. We would however welcome
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350/17

BFI

43/6

Representation Wording
the opportunity to engage with LBL to
overcome this concern.
Yes - it's in Westminster NOT Lambeth.
Westminster World Heritage Site
Policy Q19 Westminster World Heritage
Site states that development affecting the
setting and approaches of the Westminster
World Heritage Site will be required to
demonstrate that it:
i) preserves or enhances the Outstanding
Universal Value, authenticity and integrity
of the World Heritage Site (as set out in the
official statement of Outstanding Universal
Value and its setting;
ii) preserves or enhances the
environmental quality of the public realm
approaches/vantage points; and
iii) provides the opportunity to better
understand, reveal and appreciate and
reveal the Outstanding Universal Value,
authenticity and integrity of the site

Plan
Section

Policy/ Annex/
General

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Section
10
Section
10

Q19

Noted.

No change

Q19

Noted.

No change

Map 11 of the Proposed Changes to the
Lambeth Local Plan Proposals Map shows
the proposed new Westminster World
Heritage Site (WWHS) Zones. The Zone
extends from Vauxhall in the south to the
Oxo Tower and includes 2 areas. The area
immediately on the river frontage is termed
the proposed “Immediate Setting” of
WWHS and the whole area is termed
‘approaches to’ WWHS. The immediate
setting are is intended to preserve views of
the WWHS and to effectively manage
change in those views. ‘Approaches to’ the
WWHS is to ensure the delivery of a high
quality public realm in the vicinity of the
WWHS.
BFI Southbank and the IMAX site and its
immediate surrounds are located within
the Proposed Approaches to the WWHS.
BFI Comments:
BFI notes the proposed provisions in the
draft Local Plan for BFI Southbank and the
IMAX site in respect of impact on the
WWHS.
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Mayor of
London
St John's
Church,
Waterloo

HB Reavis

Norwood
Action group et
al.
Historic England

Historic England

Historic England

Rep
Code
70/38

Representation Wording

Policy Q19 Westminster World Heritage
Site. The Mayor welcomes the recognition
and importance that Lambeth has given to
the Westminster World Heritage Site.
202/46 Page 279 Policy Q20 Statutory listed
buildings. We strongly support the
amendment to paragraph 10.97 of the
supporting text requiring consideration to
be given to the cumulative impact of
development - particularly tall buildings when considering changes to the setting of
statutory listed buildings – paying particular
attention to wind tunnel effects.
164/17 We note that supporting text to Policy Q20,
which concerns statutorily listed buildings,
does refer to the relevant tests set out
within the NPPF. This is relevant to
highlight since the
Westminster WHS contains statutorily
listed buildings itself, and because the
Westminster WHS and statutorily listed
buildings, conservation areas etc. are all
heritage assets, and therefore the statutory
tests contained with the NPPF as just
described, apply to all heritage assets
equally, regardless of the relative
importance of the asset.
196/379 10.92. Lambeth’s statutory listed buildings
stock is rich and varied

119/19

119/18

119/20

Mention examples of other types e.g.
churches such as St Lukes, pubs …
Paragraph 10.95 states that the demolition
of listed buildings is not normally
acceptable. If this sentence is included in
the Plan at all it should be amended to
reflect the NPPF which states that the loss
of a heritage asset should be exceptional or
wholly exceptional.
Paragraphs 10.91 and 10.99 outline the
need for a Heritage Statement to be
submitted in support of proposals but this
does not appear as a criterion within the
policy itself.
We do not consider that paragraph 10.98 is
necessary, nor the reference to enabling
development in paragraph 10.97. By

Plan
Section
Section
10

Policy/ Annex/
General
Q19

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Noted.

No change

Section
10

Q20

Noted.

No change

Section
10

Q20

Firstly, that section of the NPPF cannot be read in isolation
of other parts of the NPPF, secondly NPPF is subject to
change, and thirdly inclusion would be unnecessary
duplication.

No change

Section
10

Q20

This is not necessary for the purpose of the policy.

No change

Section
10

Q20

Accepted.

Amendment to paragraph 10.113 to read:

Section
10

Q20

Section
10

Q20

Proposed text "10.95 Demolition of listed buildings is not normally
acceptable should be exceptional or wholly exceptional. Features
protected by listing and contributing to the significance of the
building can include boundary treatments, steps, paving, outside
toilets and outbuildings; their demolition will also normally be
resisted."
Accepted.

Additional policy criterion iv) added to read:
is justified and supported by a robust heritage statement

Accepted.

It is proposed to delete final sentence of 10.97 (now 10.115) to
read:
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definition within the NPPF, enabling
development is development that is not
otherwise in accordance with adopted
policy. We are therefore of the view that a
policy on enabling development is not a
necessary component of a Local Plan
document and recommend that this is
removed from the Plan.

164/18

Our comments in relation to Policy Q19
apply equally to draft policies Q20, Q21 and
Q22, which although include reference to
the tests contained within the NPPF in the
supporting text of those policies, do not
include reference within the main policy
text, as we believe they should.
350/18 Knock them all down - is that not Lambeth
Council's policy?
217/6
6. In policy Q20 10.99 requires a heritage
statement for works to heritage assets. In
practice this could be too broad, eg
authorising even minor repairs requiring a
heritage statement? More broadly where
an owner occupier might be able to make a
straightforward application currently
without incurring professional fees this
requirement would tip the balance into
needing architects or planners help. This is
a further factor potentially dissuading
continued maintenance and modernisation
of heritage assets to modern use. I would
ask you to reconsider making such a
statement a requirement.
196/381 Proposals involving tall buildings in the
settings of registered parks and gardens will
also be considered against the criteria in
policy Q26.

119/21

Policy Q26 does not adequately address
this. Q26 has deleted direct references to
parks, gardens and commons.
As with policy Q20, the reasoned
justification for these policies require the
submission of a Heritage Statement upon

Plan
Section

Policy/ Annex/
General

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Section
10

Q20

Firstly, that section of the NPPF cannot be read in isolation
of other parts of the NPPF, secondly NPPF is subject to
change, and thirdly inclusion would be unnecessary
duplication.

Section
10
Section
10

Q20

Noted.

No change

Q20

Accepted

An amendment to paragraph 10.99 has been made to read:

Section
10

Q21

Registered parks and gardens come under the category of
'designated heritage assets'.

No change

Section
10

Q21

Accepted

An additional clause has been added to Q21 that reads:

Consideration will be given to the cumulative impact of
development when considering changes affecting the setting of
statutory listed buildings. Listed buildings need to maintain the
ability to adapt and evolve. In this respect it is important that
retain adequate space around them to provide an adequate setting
and sustain future uses. Similarly, the development of curtilage
land around a listed building will be resisted where it is considered
that the building would not retain sufficient land to remain viable
in the longer term. "Whilst in the right circumstances 'enabling'
development will be supported, development that restricts the
ability of the building to continue in viable long term use will be
resisted."
All of paragraph 10.98 (now 10.116) is proposed to be deleted.
No change

10.99 Applications for works to statutory listed buildings should be
accompanied by a Heritage Statement (proportionate to the extent
and nature of the works proposed) which covers the significance of
the asset, describes the proposal, explains the need/justification
for the proposal; and assesses the impact of the proposed changes
on the significance of the listed asset.

(v) are justified and supported by robust Heritage Statements.
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Norwood
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London Parks &
Gardens Trust
HB Reavis

Norwood
Action group et
al.
Individual

Individual

Individual
Individual
Norwood
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application but this is not included as a
policy criterion itself. We recommend that
this is added to provide clarity to
prospective applicants and decision
makers.
164/19 Our comments in relation to Policy Q19
apply equally to draft policies Q20, Q21 and
Q22, which although include reference to
the tests contained within the NPPF in the
supporting text of those policies, do not
include reference within the main policy
text, as we believe they should.
196/380 Policy Q21 Registered parks and gardens
What about commons?
64/5
Section 10
Policy Q21 Registered parks and gardens
general support for approach to protect
and enhance parks and open spaces
164/20 Our comments in relation to Policy Q19
apply equally to draft policies Q20, Q21 and
Q22, which although include reference to
the tests contained within the NPPF in the
supporting text of those policies, do not
include reference within the main policy
text, as we believe they should.
196/382 Policy Q22 Conservation areas
Will they designate more? Or extend?
Lambeth's own policies on listed and
conservation areas must not be
circumvented in regards to neighbouring
developments.
340/1
To protect existing housing and pay
attention to conservation areas and
potential developments that are next or
within them.
340/7
Ensure the views are taken into account for
new build next to conservation areas.
350/19 Lambeth does not have any because it does
not care about them.
196/383 Where applications are received for such
assets this policy will apply
326/16

Does seem unfair to have local listing when
you submit application. Also need to raise
awareness of property being considered for
local listing to give owner/occupiers
chance to contribute

Plan
Section

Policy/ Annex/
General

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Section
10

Q21

Firstly, that section of the NPPF cannot be read in isolation
of other parts of the NPPF, secondly NPPF is subject to
change, and thirdly inclusion would be unnecessary
duplication.

No change

Section
10

Q21

None of Lambeth's commons are registered landscapes.
Commons are covered by policy EN1

No change

Section
10

Q21

Noted.

No change

Section
10

Q22

Firstly, that section of the NPPF cannot be read in isolation
of other parts of the NPPF, secondly NPPF is subject to
change, and thirdly inclusion would be unnecessary
duplication.

No change

Section
10

Q22

No such changes are proposed at present.

No change

Section
10

Q22

Noted.

No change

Section
10

Q22

Noted

No change

Section
10
Section
10
Section
10

Q22

Noted. This is covered in (ii) setting

No change

Q22

Noted.

No change

Q23

Noted. The ability to recognise the importance of assets
that were previously unknown to the Council happens only
very rarely.

No change
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The aspirations of Policy Q23 in relation to
buildings on the local list, which seeks to
“retain, preserve, protect, safeguard and
where desirable enhance them when
developing proposals that affect them.” is
supported. The Rose at 35 Albert
Embankment is on the local list and it is the
intention that proposals will protect and
enhance the building and its setting within
the Conservation Area.
64/6
Policy Q23 Undesignated Non-designated
heritage assets: local heritage list
general support for approach to protect and
enhance parks and open spaces
196/384 a) When making proposals along fronting
the River Thames

179/1

So, one building back it returns to the
normal hurly burly. These policy details
must be the most disregarded by developer
and councils alike. Along should be
reinstated.
River development
Policy T5 of the Local Plan which relates to
River transport remains unchanged. The
policy supports and promotes use of the
River Thames as a strategic transport route
for passengers and freight. Part c) of this
policy supports proposals for new piers or
improvements to existing piers for
transport or river-related leisure uses,
which will be supported provided they do
not result in unacceptable harm to:
i) river navigation;
ii) the effectiveness of flood defences;
iii) the hydrology, environment or
biodiversity of the river; or
iv) the setting of heritage assets.

Plan
Section
Section
10

Policy/ Annex/
General
Q23

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Noted.

No change

Section
10

Q23

Noted.

No change

Section
10

Q24

Accepted

An amendment to a) has been made to read:

Section
10

Q24

When making proposals along fronting the River Thames, or visible
from the river or its bridges, applicants should be able to show that
their proposals:

Accepted

Q24 b) has been amended to read:
Unless directly related to River Transport development on/in the
river itself will be resisted. Proposals for permanent moorings on
the River Thames:

The policy continues that proposals must
be in keeping and appropriate to their
context.
Policy Q24 also relates to developments on
the River Thames and sets criteria for
development fronting the River. While the
majority of this policy remains unchanged,
the draft revision to Policy Q24(b) has

350
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included the sentence:

Plan
Section

Policy/ Annex/
General

Officer Response

Proposed Change

“Development on/in the river itself will be
resisted.”
The direction of travel of this draft
amendment to the policy is not
appropriate, is inconsistent with other
policies within the Lambeth Local Plan and
the London Plan, and a blanket ban on
development is
inappropriate.
The new sentence in Policy Q24(b) is clearly
contrary to Policy T5 set out above, which
supports proposals for new piers, ie
development that is on/in the river itself.
The Spatial Vision for Lambeth refers to
Lambeth being known for, among other
things, its access to the River Thames and
to views of central London. The proposed
amendment to Policy Q24(b) is inconsistent
with this vision, in potentially limiting
access to the River Thames.
A blanket ban on development also goes
against the principles set out in Policy D2,
where there is a presumption in favour of
sustainable development. Policy D2 states
that when considering planning
proposals, the Council will always work
proactively with applicants jointly to find
solutions which mean that proposals can be
approved wherever possible, and to secure
development that improves the economic,
social and environmental conditions in
Lambeth.
Policy 7.25 of the adopted London Plan
seeks to increase the use of the Blue
Ribbon Network for passenger and tourist
river services, and states that development
proposals which provide new facilities for
passenger and tourist traffic, especially on
the central London stretch of the River
Thames will be supported.
Policy SI15 of the draft London Plan states

351
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that development proposals should protect
and enhance existing passenger transport
piers and their capacity, and new piers will
be supported in line with the Port of
London Authority and Transport for
London’s Pier Strategy. Para. 9.15.1 of the
draft London Plan confirms that the Mayor
will work with relevant partners to increase
the number of people travelling by river on
passenger and tourist services in line with
the 20 million by 2035 patronage target
outlined in the Port of London Authority
(PLA) Thames Vision, which builds on
significant passenger trip increases in
recent years.

Plan
Section

Policy/ Annex/
General

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Section
10

Q24

Accepted

Clause c) has been amended to read:

Section
10

Q24

The draft revised Local Plan confirms that
the policies are designed to be read and
applied as a whole, alongside the policies in
the new London Plan, and that proposals
for development should address all
relevant policies in both plans (para. 1.5). In
this respect, the proposed revision to Policy
Q24(b) does not accord with other polices
in the Local Plan, or with the aspirations of
the London Plan.

Cllr Jon Davies

18/14

We therefore request that the proposed
amendment to Policy Q24(b) is removed.
C
Bridges

Guy's and St
Thomas' NHS
Foundation
Trust

72/13

Should explicitly support proposals for
Wandsworth to Pimlico ped/cycle bridge as
it will serve a lot of Lambeth residents.
Section 10 (Quality of the built
environment)

The Council will seek the retention of all existing river bridges and
is supportive in principle of new pedestrian and cycle bridge
proposals in appropriate locations, including the Wandsworth to
Pimlico pedestrian / cycle bridge.
This is best left to a case-by-case basis.

No change

We note the proposed changes to Section
10, and acknowledge that the Westminster
Bridge Site is sensitively located and that
the proposed changes are appropriate on
the whole and compatible with
our aspirations. We have similar aspirations
for a very high quality development, but
have some slight concerns about how
‘exceptional’ buildings will be defined and
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judged. We would welcome clarification
on this point.
10.116
River Thames

Port of London
Authority

17/6

Delete this meaningless paragraph or
replace with something useful.
Policy Q24 River Thames
The PLA in principle supports policy Q24 on
the River Thames; however we do have
some additional comments on further
strengthening this policy.
It is considered that within this policy there
must be a reference to the need for
riverside developments to ensure that
appropriate riparian life saving equipment
(such as grab chains, access ladders and life
buoys) is provided. The policy must also
include reference to the need for suicide
prevention measures in appropriate
locations (such as CCTV and signage with
information to access support) as part of
any riverside development, which is
particularly important on and around the
bridges over the Thames in the borough.
(Waterloo, Hungerford, Westminster,
Lambeth and Vauxhall Bridges). Reference
should also be given to the Illuminated
River project, and the benefits that this
project brings to the area, in terms of
improvements to arts and culture and the
overall public realm of these areas.

Plan
Section

Policy/ Annex/
General

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Section
10

Q24

The existing text is considered relevant given the
relationship with the wider city.

No change

Section
10

Q24

Accepted

Clause viii) of Q24 a) has been amended to read:
maintain access to the foreshore at Lack's Dock existing access /
egress points to and from the river; and
An additional clause has been added as Q24 a) x) that reads:
x) provide appropriate riparian lifesaving equipment (grab chains,
access ladders, life buoys) where the proposal has a river frontage.

Whilst the PLA broadly supports part a (viii)
of this policy, relating to maintaining access
to the foreshore at Lack’s Dock, the PLA
considers that rather than identifying a
specific site within the policy, this should be
amended to highlight the need to maintain
all existing access points to/from the River
Thames, particularly to enable egress from
the River Thames in the case of an
emergency.
The PLA broadly supports the aim to
provide new pedestrian and cycle bridges
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Proposed Change

Section
10

Q24

Noted.

No change

14. Q24 now only protects building design
fronting the river, rather than along the
river, a dangerous reduction in protection
of riverside views.

Section
10

Q24

Accepted

An amendment to a) has been made to read:

Page 287 Policy Q24 River Thames: We
strongly support the amendment to the
Policy text to clarify that “along the river”
means “fronting the river”.

Section
10

Q24

We also support the introduction of the
statement that development on or in the
river itself will be resisted. Such
development blurs and can conceal the
views of listed buildings, such as church
spires and towers. This is particularly
relevant to the view across the River
looking south.
202/49 The setting of Lambeth Palace and its
setting should be protected from intrusive
high buildings (eg unacceptable
commercial/hotel development.
196/386 Landmark Silhouettes

Section
10

Q24

Noted.

Section
10

Q24

Lambeth Palace is the subject of a number of local views
which seek to protect its setting. See Policy Q25. It is also
a Grade I listed building (See policy Q22).

No change

Section
10

Q25

Noted. This is not necessary as all the key views have been
designated. That said, one additional view is proposed
through the local plan review process. That process is
considered the best way to deal with such changes.

No change

Section
10

Q25

A New Landmark silhouette has been added.

An additional clause has been added to Q25 d) as xviii) that reads:

Waterloo
Community
Development
Group
Norwood
Action Group et
al

182/12

St John's
Church,
Waterloo

202/47

St John's
Church,
Waterloo

202/48

St John's
Church,
Waterloo
Norwood
Action group et
al.
Waterloo
Community
Development
Group

196/14

182/2

Representation Wording
over the river in appropriate locations,
mentioned in part c of this policy. However
the PLA must be involved in any discussions
of such projects at an early stage.
Support revisions to:
• Policy Q24 River Thames, particularly
revisions to (b) and (c)

Suggest policy promotes identification of
future views as and when… similar to local
listing.
Policy Q25 Views
We support the policy revisions, but object
to the omission of equal protection for
views from along the South Bank. The
stretch of river between Waterloo Bridge
and Blackfriars Bridge is the largest in
central London, which, coupled with the
elegant curve of the river, provides for
some of the largest and best panoramas in
central London across the largest
undeveloped parts of central London
outside the Royal Parks. It is these views,
and the sense of spaciousness which they
provide, which to some extent makes up

This text has been changed slightly to address the concerns
of others.

When making proposals along fronting the River Thames, or visible
from the river or its bridges, applicants should be able to show that
their proposals:
An amendment to a) has been made to read:
When making proposals along fronting the River Thames, or visible
from the river or its bridges, applicants should be able to show that
their proposals:
No change

View NE from the Queen's Walk to St Paul's Cathedral between
Waterloo Bridge and borough boundary with Southwark.
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Port of London
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17/7

TfL Commercial
Development

172/24

Representation Wording
for the minimal amount of open space
available to Waterloo residents; it is also a
major element in making the South Bank
one of the most attractive and popular
visitor destinations in the UK. Although
there are protected views from the South
Bank in the LVMF, the case of the Garden
Bridge established that much of the view
between the bridges is not sufficiently
protected – in particular, the kinetic views
of St Pauls as it appears on the east side of
Waterloo Bridge are not clearly protected,
all the way around to the viewing point
identified in the LVMF (from where they
are protected). The Garden Bridge would
have blocked these views and presented
the under-gubbings of the proposed bridge
instead, but its proponents were not
required to justify this impact due to its
current lack of protection (such protection
would be consistent with revisions to Policy
Q24). There were widespread objections to
this element of the Garden Bridge.
Furthermore, it is not clear that such a lack
of protection is consistent with the City of
London’s St Paul’s Heights policy. We will
be raising this matter with regard to
revising the LVMF.
Policy Q25 Views
The PLA supports this policy, particularly
with regard to the statement that the
Council will resist harm to the significance
of strategic views (including river
prospects) in line with London Plan policy
HC4.
Policy Q25 Views
The Policy should provide further
clarification on what constitutes harm to a
silhouette of a building in the views listed in
the policy. The policy states that “no
background development”
should harm the silhouette of assets listed
within the policy but does not detail
whether well designed background
development behind listed view asset may
be considered appropriate.

Plan
Section

Policy/ Annex/
General

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Section
10

Q25

Noted.

No change

Section
10

Q25

It is the Council's intention to bring forward a Local Views
SPD on this matter.

No change

TfL owned land (please see Appendix 1:
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North Vauxhall site) sits directly behind the
MI6 Building which is specifically
referenced as an Asset with a Landmark
Silhouette (view number
xvii). We believe that we can bring forward
a development which has no harmful
background impact on the silhouette of the
MI6 building on this land in line with the
Vauxhall, Nine Elm and Battersea OAPF.
Page 120 of the OAPF shows the location of
TfL owned land (shown in the red line map
in appendix 1) as being in a suitable
location for tall buildings of up to 150m and
the Local Plan should conform with the
policy set out in this document. The policy
should make clear that taller buildings in
the background of silhouettes of listed
assets may be appropriate in certain
locations, or remove view xvii (Millbank to
MI6 building) from the policy.
15. Q25 Views policies are severely
compromised by Q26 Tall Buildings’
policies.

Norwood
Action Group et
al

196/15

Norwood
Action group et
al.

196/385 Policy Q25 Views

Individual

350/20

Guy's and St
Thomas' NHS
Foundation
Trust

72/14

City of London

76/3

Individual

141/13

Q25 is severely compromised and
undermined by Q26 a ii).
Some great views destroyed by
developments.
We are also slightly concerned about the
suggested change to accurate digital
model-based assessments compared to the
existing digital modelling requirements.
We also welcome the inclusion of the City
of London’s St Paul’s Heights policy and
London Views Management Framework
(LVMF).
In Policy Q26 the term landmark should be
better defined. It should be made clear that
a tower development on back land in a
lower rise area is not a “landmark” as it
only serves to guide people into a lower
rise residential area. Landmarks should be
proposal that provide some context to the
areas they are located in, providing
guidance to travellers to a significant
location, such as a town centre or a specific

Plan
Section

Policy/ Annex/
General

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Section
10

Q25

No change

Section
10

Q25

Not accepted. The two policies are complementary. It is
intended to prepare an SPD which will help developers
understand what is important in the views and how they
can be managed.
Noted. Policy Q26 has been re-drafted

Section
10
Section
10

Q25

Noted.

No change

Q25

Noted. Lambeth currently has no digital modelling
requirements for its local views.

No change

Section
10

Q25

Noted.

No change

Section
10

Q26

Part accepted. Policy Q26 has been re-written. In distant
views a tall building can be a landmark irrespective of its
precise location. For example The Strata Tower, when
erected, announced Elephant and Castle's presence within
the wider city, especially South London. The buildings
heights identified are well below the 300m flight path
heights of planes coming into the London airports.

The amended text includes reference to London City Airport in 26
(a) (v).

No change

The rewritten policy Q26 text no longer refers to gateways
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destination, such as a visitor attraction or
facility.

Plan
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Proposed Change

Section
10

Q26

Noted. The policy text has been re-written and the
relevant part is now (b).

See new policy text

Section
10

Q26

No change

Section
10

Q26

The local plan and London Plan views policies both allow
for views to change over time. The key is to ensure that
such change is acceptable within the parameters set by the
policy and guidance (LVMF). Lambeth will be preparing a
Local Views SPD to assist with decision making.
The setting of heritage assets has been included in the
revised policy wording.

Section
10

Q26

The constraints sieving exercise in both Vauxhall and
Waterloo discounted a range of sites. The reasoning
ranged from the sites themselves containing open spaces,
heritage assets or positive contributor buildings or because
tall building development in a specific location would harm
the settings of heritage assets. Some examples have been
provided in the Tall Building Topic Paper.

No change

Paragraph 2.124 also needs to better define
what “landmarks” and “gateways” are in
connection with tall buildings.

London and
Quadrant
Housing Trust

Norwood
Action group et
al.
Norwood
Action group et
al.

Policy Q26(vi) refers to consideration of
impacts of tall buildings on aviation related
to Heathrow Airport, Battersea Heliport
and the helipad at King’s College Hospital.
Given that the northern part of the
borough is also on the flight path to London
City Airport, and at a much lower altitude
than Heathrow Airport approach over
Lambeth, reference to constraints
associated with London City Airport should
also be included.
205/34 It is however considered imperative, with
the revised approach to part (a) (identifying
areas appropriate for tall buildings, rather
than areas inappropriate) that part (c) is
introduced. L&Q believe that well-designed
tall buildings can create new landmarks and
contribute to the regeneration of
neighbourhoods as well as the delivery of
much needed homes.
196/388 ii) there is no adverse unacceptable impact
Undermines Q25!
196/389 heritage assets including their settings
119/7

Ditto. Should be reinstated as it was.
Evidence Base
The 3D modelling work is extremely helpful
and reflects the use of new technologies to
assess potential developments in way we
have not seen before. We hope that this
work will act as an example for other local
authorities. However, this work does need
to be supplemented by other heritage
appraisals and in some instances Heritage
Impact Assessment (HIAs), in order to
support the in areas now considered
suitable for tall building development in the
revised Plan. It is also unclear what
alternative sites have been considered that

See new policy text
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may be more suitable for tall building
development. We are concerned that in the
absence of additional evidence that plan
will not be clearly and convincingly
justified.
The change in approach taken in the
identification of locations for tall buildings
is a significant departure from the approach
taken in the production of the 2015 version
of the Plan. The revised Local Plan includes
substantial revisions to the areas and site
allocations where tall buildings are
considered appropriate (revisions to Annex
11) with many areas now being considered
suitable for tall buildings when they were
previously identified as sensitive to or
inappropriate for tall buildings. There is no
demonstrable link as to why the 2015
evidence is invalid and why sites previously
considered unsuitable or sensitive are now
considered suitable for increased major and
tall development or why other locations
were discounted. It is not clear how the
substantial changes in site capacity
proposed have been arrived at.
As part of plan-making, the assembly of an
evidence base provides the opportunity for
a more thorough upfront heritage
assessment and urban design analysis,
which will be tested through an options
appraisal, environmental appraisal, and
consultation. The updated evidence does
not include a thorough heritage appraisal
which tests the ability of a site to
accommodate development relative to the
impact upon historic significance. Given the
extent of development now being
encouraged in areas of high heritage
significance we would expect the areas
identified as suitable for tall buildings to be
supported by a Heritage Impact
Assessment, particularly those in Vauxhall
(Albert Embankment) and Waterloo which
have the potential to affect a range of
nationally significant heritage assets, and
the Westminster WHS in line with
Recommendation 12 of the 2017 joint
ICOMOS/ICCROM Reactive Monitoring
Mission Report. We would expect HIAs to

Plan
Section

Policy/ Annex/
General

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Section
10

Q26

The maps for Vauxhall and Waterloo in Annex 11 of the
Lambeth Local Plan (2015) originated from earlier
documents and were considered by Lambeth to be
inadequate at that time. Lambeth did not wish to include
them because they did not reflect the reality of heritage
constraints and other designations which might preclude
tall building development. However, the maps were
included in the Lambeth Local Plan, 2015 at the request of
Historic England and they were considered by the
Inspector to better than nothing. The maps have formed
the basis of the sieving exercise which has informed site
allocation as part of the current evidence. Through sieving
of constraints and detailed 3D analysis a number of
'appropriate' locations have been identified. In response
to consultation responses further sieving has been
undertaken for Vauxhall which has resulted in further
changes to the Annex 11 map. Further explanation is
provided within the Tall Buildings Topic Paper.

No change

Section
10

Q26

In discussion with representatives from Historic England,
and on the understanding that the locations are not site
allocations, it has been agreed that the level of information
provided to date is sufficient. Further, more detailed, work
would be required should site allocations be required.

No change
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be carried out as part of the site allocation
process; this should then inform how the
site’s capacity is established and what
policy requirements are needed. This
information is integral to establishing the
principle of development and the amount
of growth a site can sustainably
accommodate. In a successful plan-led
system, the location and design of tall
buildings will reflect a positive, managed
approach to development, rather than
being a reaction to speculative
development applications. The NPPF
requires Local Plans to be based on
appropriate and proportionate evidence in
order to be justified, this evidence needs to
inform what is in the plan and shape its
development rather than being collected
retrospectively and so it is not appropriate
to wait until planning application stage for
this work to be done. The NPPG also states
that where sites are proposed for
allocation, sufficient detail should be given
to provide clarity to developers, local
communities and other interests about the
nature and scale of development
(addressing the ‘what, where, when and
how’ questions). We consider HIAs and
heritage appraisals proportionate given the
potential impacts upon heritage assets of
the highest designation and of international
importance.
Paragraph 2 of the NPPF requires planning
policies and decisions to reflect
international obligations and statutory
requirements. In this vein we request that
the published evidence base is expanded
upon to include other key documents
relating to the Westminster World Heritage
Site (WHS), and policies amended as
required, to demonstrate that its particular
sensitivities have been considered in the
policy formulation process: UNESCO
mission Report, 2017, Westminster WHS
management Plan (2007) and Statement of
Outstanding Universal Value.
We are pleased to see that a WWHS setting
study has been produced, however this
does read as more of a views study that
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Proposed Change

Section
10

Q26

Accepted.

The documents have been added to the evidence base.

Section
10

Q26

It is correct that the Miller Hare work entitled
‘Westminster World heritage Site setting study’ is essential
a views study that provides general information on

No change
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provides general information on thresholds
of visibility than a true setting study, and
there is scope to provide more synthesis
between the views looked at, why these
views were chosen, and how the views
contribute alongside other factors affecting
setting. Again while the study is a useful
tool it does not outline where or if
alternative locations for tall building
development have been looked at. The
evidence then suggests that there is an
assumption that tall buildings affecting the
WWHS are acceptable and that the matter
is one of determining what heights will be
too harmful rather than avoiding harm
altogether. The setting study concludes
that heights exceeding certain thresholds
may be harmful to the WWHS setting but
does not acknowledge the harm already
created by existing tall buildings, overall the
approach to evidence formulation acts to
further crystallise this identified harm than
avoid it or remedying it.
Annex 11: Tall buildings study summary and
maps of Waterloo, Vauxhall and Brixton
showing areas sensitive to and
inappropriate for tall buildings to the
Lambeth Local Plan 2015 has been deleted.
Reinstate to protect the Grade 2 listed
buildings, the Fire Brigade HQ and South
Bank House (China Works) and historic area
of Lambeth Village.
Annex 11: Tall buildings study summary and
maps of Waterloo, Vauxhall and Brixton
showing areas sensitive to and
inappropriate for tall buildings to the
Lambeth Local Plan 2015 has been deleted.
Reinstate to protect the Grade 2 listed
buildings, the Fire Brigade HQ and South
Bank House (China Works) and historic area
of Lambeth Village.
Annex 11: Tall buildings study summary and
maps of Waterloo, Vauxhall and Brixton
showing areas sensitive to and
inappropriate for tall buildings to the
Lambeth Local Plan 2015 has been deleted.
Reinstate to protect the Grade 2 listed
buildings, the Fire Brigade HQ and South
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Section
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Q26

The London Plan only requires that areas 'appropriate' for
tall buildings be identified. Colleagues at GLA have advised
against the continued use to 'sensitive to' and
'inappropriate for'.

No change

Section
10

Q26

The London Plan only requires that areas 'appropriate' for
tall buildings be identified. Colleagues at GLA have advised
against the continued use to 'sensitive to' and
'inappropriate for'.

No change

Section
10

Q26

The London Plan only requires that areas 'appropriate' for
tall buildings be identified. Colleagues at GLA have advised
against the continued use to 'sensitive to' and
'inappropriate for'.

No change

thresholds of visibility. Lambeth considers this work is key
to identifying appropriate building heights. However,
Lambeth disagrees with the HE assumption that it does not
seek to avoid harm. The setting study work was
undertaken in collaboration with colleagues form HE,
Westminster City Council and GLA with two meetings being
held at the Miller Hare offices to review the work. The
Miller Hare work has essentially developed a 3D
visualisation of the existing LVMF views. For example the
‘protected silhouettes’ are a precise threshold – the LVMF
states that any development exceeding these silhouettes
should be refused. The tricky issue relates to the edges of
the protected silhouettes which have been a long running
concern for colleagues in the City of Westminster. It is in
these locations where matters of judgement must be
made. In reaching heights in these instances the working
party has been in agreement that some additional
development may be acceptable without harm resulting to
the setting / OUV of the Westminster World Heritage Site.
The very purpose of all of the tall building evidence base
work is to identify building heights that result in no harm.
This is explained further in the Tall Buildings Topic Paper.
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Bank House (China Works) and historic area
of Lambeth Village.
Annex 11: Tall buildings study summary and
maps of Waterloo, Vauxhall and Brixton
showing areas sensitive to and
inappropriate for tall buildings to the
Lambeth Local Plan 2015 has been deleted.
Reinstate to protect the Grade 2 listed
buildings, the Fire Brigade HQ and South
Bank House (China Works) and historic area
of Lambeth Village.
Site 1 ITV – the 100m-105m is based upon
the recent permission, itself approved on
the basis of the clear regeneration benefits
of retaining ITV on the South Bank: but ITV
have now sold the site with permission on.
Any new proposal from a new owner
(which would not include the replaced
studios) needs to be justified on its own
merits
Unfortunately the permission for the Shell
site which, is well underway and the extant
planning permissions for Elizabeth House
already create a canyon effect along York
Road and the spacing within the Shell
development overwhelms its site and
adjoining areas down to the riverside. The
proposed approach to the various sites and
the heights identified as a maximum do not
provide a reasoned townscape strategy.
This is especially important for an area of
international importance such as
Waterloo/South Bank. Instead of using the
opportunities provided by the various sites
to improve the townscape, streetscape and
overall character and environment it will
have the very opposite echoing the
Vauxhall approach of maximising
development on each site regardless of its
context and relationship with the
surrounding area.
Site 1 ITV: previous mistakes should not be
compounded. The approved development
is far too high in its location and on such a
small footprint. It overpowers its
surroundings and is incongruous. The
height guidance should be considerably
reduced to 40 metres at most and
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Section
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Q26

The London Plan only requires that areas 'appropriate' for
tall buildings be identified. Colleagues at GLA have advised
against the continued use to 'sensitive to' and
'inappropriate for'.

No change

Section
10

Q26

The 100-105m AOD height for this location is based upon
the modelling undertaken by Miller Hare in the
Westminster World Heritage Site Setting Study. It is slightly
lower than the approved scheme in order to not be visible
from within the courtyard of Grade I listed Somerset
House.

No change

Section
10

Q26

The building heights identified are the result of detailed
No change
modelling which has been informed by the potential
impacts on the wider city and its heritage (Westminster
World heritage Site, Somerset House etc.) and local
heritage and townscape considerations. The identified
heights, it is considered, address these matters adequately.
Independently of this tall building work the Council is
preparing a streetscape strategy for the Waterloo area
with a view to identifying projects for implementation
across the area.

Section
10

Q26

There is an existing tall building on the ITV site which is not
considered to have an adverse impact. The approved
replacement building, on the site of the existing tower, is
nominally taller at 108m. The approved height was given
the fullest consideration using accurate digital modelling
and its impact on local context was not deemed harmful.
The height of 105m identified for this location is lower
than the approval in order to protect the setting of

No change
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subservient to the approved development
on the Doon Street.
The tall buildings that I object to are:
1. Site 1. ITV - this would have an adverse
impact on views of St Paul’s Cathedral and
the courtyard of Somerset House. It would
impact on views of the river from existing
tall buildings south of the river.
Site 2 Doon Street, 110m maximum:
criticised by the planning inspector because
of the impact on views of St John’s Church,
the National Theatre and Somerset House
courtyard.

Site 2 Doon St: the 110m max is
considerably less than the 143m approved
by the Sec of State. We agree that this is
the right approach – i.e. to effectively set
aside any permission based on social
benefits specific to that approval – but do
consider various significant impacts
properly considered, in particular the
impact on the Grade II*listed National
Theatre, about which the Inspector was
unequivocally damning. The site is not
within the cluster, and will dwarf the 3
storey family housing adjacent on Cornwall
Rd, as well as have a devastating impact on
their daylight and sunlight, as well as the
microclimate. Something closer to the 16
storeys originally proposed for this site in
2002 may be appropriate, meaning it would
be taller than surrounding buildings, but
not out of scale or anywhere near so
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Officer Response
Somerset House by ensuring the development is not visible
in views from its courtyard.
Site 1 - It is unclear how the setting of St Paul's Cathedral
would be affected. The approval for Site 1 (of similar
height) had no such impact. The height has been selected
to ensure that there is no adverse impact on the view from
the courtyard of Somerset House based on verified digital
modelling.
The inspector at the public inquiry (ref APP
/N5660/V/07/1202133) considered the site capable of
accommodating a tall building but found the scheme
unacceptable considered that the sheer bulk of the tower
(to which height would be the greatest contributor) would
overwhelm the Royal National Theatre in views from
Waterloo Bridge, and harm the setting of the Royal Festival
Hall. The inspector identified harm also to the setting of
Somerset House but no adverse impact on the setting of St
John’s Church. Notwithstanding the findings of the
Inspector about the impact of the proposed 144m height,
the Secretary of State approved the scheme. The
Secretary of State considered the public benefits of the
scheme outweighed that harm. The proposed maximum
height now identified for this location is 34m lower than
the approved scheme in order to significantly reduce the
impacts as a whole, in particular on these high grade
designated heritage assets. This reduction is considered to
address the concerns identified by the inspector at the
public inquiry.
The inspector at the public inquiry (ref APP
/N5660/V/07/1202133) considered the site capable of
accommodating a tall building (para 15.4) but found the
scheme unacceptable considered that the sheer bulk of the
tower (to which height would be the greatest contributor)
would overwhelm the Royal National Theatre in views
from Waterloo Bridge, and harm the setting of the Royal
Festival Hall. The inspector identified harm also to the
setting of Somerset House. The proposed maximum height
now identified for this location is 34m lower than the
approved scheme in order to significantly reduce the
impacts as a whole, in particular on these high grade
designated heritage assets. This reduction is considered to
address the concerns identified by the inspector at the
public inquiry.

Proposed Change

No change

No change

No change
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damaging on sunlight, daylight and
microclimate.
Site 2 Doon Street: planning permission
including for housing and a leisure centre
was granted many years by the Secretary of
State on the basis that the community
benefits arising from the leisure centre
outweighed the harm caused by the
development. However, this part of the
development has not proceeded after
many years. The council should actively
pursue its implementation using
compulsory purchase and other powers at
its disposal.
Annex 11 of the revised draft Lambeth
Local Plan refers to a Tall Buildings study
and reproduces the consultant’s ‘Waterloo
tall buildings map’. The consultant’s study
wrongly states that the Doon Street PA1
scheme received consent in 2005. The
scheme was subject to a public inquiry and
the Secretary of State granted consent in
2008. In giving that consent the Secretary
of State took into account extensive
rendered views which were subject to
testing at the inquiry. The proposed Doon
Street PA1 tower was 144.3m AOD and was
found to be acceptable. LB Lambeth
granted a revised consent in 2012 where,
again, the 144.3m tower was found to be
acceptable. LB Lambeth granted a further
consent in 2015. CSCB was never consulted
about the 2018 Tall Buildings study but
would like to see the Local Plan Annex
reference to 110m AOD max altered to the
144.3m AOD previously found acceptable
by the Secretary of State, LB Lambeth, and
the GLA.
Doon Street, 110m maximum: criticised by
the planning inspector due to the impact on
views of St John’s Church, the National
Theatre and Somerset House courtyard
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Noted

No change

Section
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The reasoning for the reduction in the height is explained
in the evidence - to protect the setting of the Grade I listed
Somerset House. The 2008 Doon Street approval was only
deemed acceptable because the public benefits it brought
outweighed the harm it caused. A future proposal may
well do the same but the starting point for good planning
policy is sustainable development - which includes
sustaining the historic environment. It would be
irresponsible for a LPA to identify a height that it knew was
harmful to the setting of statutory listed buildings.
Therefore a height that causes no harm is considered the
only reasonable approach. The 110 AOD height achieves
this.

No change

Section
10

Q26

The inspector at the public inquiry (ref APP
/N5660/V/07/1202133) considered the site capable of
accommodating a tall building but found the scheme
unacceptable considered that the sheer bulk of the tower
(to which height would be the greatest contributor) would
overwhelm the Royal National Theatre in views from
Waterloo Bridge, and harm the setting of the Royal Festival
Hall. The inspector identified harm also to the setting of
Somerset House but no adverse impact on the setting of St
John’s Church. Notwithstanding the findings of the
Inspector about the impact of the proposed 144m height,

No change
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the planning inspector due to the impact on 10
views of St John’s Church, the National
Theatre and Somerset House courtyard
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99/8

The tall buildings that I object to are:
Section
2. Site 2. Doon Street tower would have a
10
massively adverse impact on key views.
This cannot be delivered given CSCB do not
seem to have the funds to make it happen
given planning permission was granted over
10 years ago! St John’s Church and the
National Theatre would be just two of the
historic assets blighted in Waterloo, along
with Somerset House courtyard on the
north.

Q26
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the Secretary of State approved the scheme. The
Secretary of State considered the public benefits of the
scheme outweighed that harm. The proposed maximum
height now identified for this location is 34m lower than
the approved scheme in order to significantly reduce the
impacts as a whole, in particular on these high grade
designated heritage assets. This reduction is considered to
address the concerns identified by the inspector at the
public inquiry.
The inspector at the public inquiry (ref APP
/N5660/V/07/1202133) considered the site capable of
accommodating a tall building but found the scheme
unacceptable considered that the sheer bulk of the tower
(to which height would be the greatest contributor) would
overwhelm the Royal National Theatre in views from
Waterloo Bridge, and harm the setting of the Royal Festival
Hall. The inspector identified harm also to the setting of
Somerset House but no adverse impact on the setting of St
John’s Church. Notwithstanding the findings of the
Inspector about the impact of the proposed 144m height,
the Secretary of State approved the scheme. The
Secretary of State considered the public benefits of the
scheme outweighed that harm. The proposed maximum
height now identified for this location is 34m lower than
the approved scheme in order to significantly reduce the
impacts as a whole, in particular on these high grade
designated heritage assets. This reduction is considered to
address the concerns identified by the inspector at the
public inquiry.
The inspector at the public inquiry (ref APP
/N5660/V/07/1202133) considered the site capable of
accommodating a tall building but found the scheme
unacceptable. They considered that the sheer bulk of the
tower (to which height would be the greatest contributor)
would overwhelm the Royal National Theatre in views
from Waterloo Bridge, and harm the setting of the Royal
Festival Hall. The inspector identified harm also to the
setting of Somerset House but no adverse impact on the
setting of St John’s Church. Notwithstanding the findings
of the Inspector about the impact of the proposed 144m
height, the Secretary of State approved the scheme. The
Secretary of State considered the public benefits of the
scheme outweighed that harm. The proposed maximum
height now identified for this location is 34m lower than
the approved scheme in order to significantly reduce the
impacts as a whole, in particular on these high grade
designated heritage assets. This reduction is considered to
address the concerns identified by the inspector at the
public inquiry.

Proposed Change

No change

No change
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Site 3 IMAX site, 130m maximum: The
planning department itself admits such a
development will have a major (negative)
impact on Theed Street, Whittlesey Street,
Stamford Street, York Road and views from
the Old Vic and Somerset House.

172/26a Site 3 (IMAX) in the Waterloo Tall Buildings
Map (Annex 11 of the draft Local Plan)
should be amended to include the new
space created by the facilitated by the road
reconfiguration.
182/3
Site 3 IMAX: does this site need
redevelopment? The current building is
very fine. The apex of the cluster should be
at Shell or Elizabeth House, marking the
UK’s busiest station or the HQ of Europe’s
biggest corporation. It could only be
redeveloped as a tall building if the whole
transport network at ground is redesigned
– something already proposed, but in the
face of very strong local opposition and
with few obvious local benefits. The major
impact of a tall building on the IMAX site
would be devastating on views from the
north bank, on the listed Waterloo Bridge,
Lancaster Place, and Somerset House, as
well as on listed buildings on the south side,
not least St John’s Church.
200/17 Site 3 IMAX: support for redevelopment of
this iconic building should be withdrawn.
The existing scale and height of the IMAX
should be the maximum.
210/5
Tall buildings also have an adverse effect on
the views and surroundings. Site 3 IMAX at
Waterloo roundabout is directly in line with
views to and from Somerset House and the
Old Vic. A tall building there would also, as
Lambeth admit, have a very severe impact
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Section
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Section
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Assessment in the evidence has not identified adverse
impacts on Waterloo bridge, Lancaster Place or Somerset
House. Indeed one of the constraints imposed as part of
the Westminster World heritage Site Setting Study (2018)
was no adverse impact on the setting of Somerset House.
The IMAX is on the opposite side of the road from St john's
Church and much further to the north. A tall building in
the location identified would not obstruct the best views of
the church.

No change

Section
10

Q26

The current height is not considered to optimise the
potential of the site which is highly accessible and within
the CAZ.

No change

Section
10

Q26

The IMAX height as proposed will not be visible from
within the Somerset House courtyard. The evidence base
modelling does not identify any 'very severe impacts' of
this proposal. Whether or not a tall building is visible along
with a listed building is not the policy test. Old and new
can exist together harmoniously. 3D model testing has not

No change

Noted. The evidence base does indeed identify the
No change
Significance of Effect as 'major' in some views. However,
that should not be equated as necessarily being a harmful
impact. Significance of Effect is a means of identifying the
amount of change between the 'before' and 'after' views.
It is not established best practice to assume that all change
is harmful. We are comfortable that the height and mass
resultant from the modelling assessment is acceptable in
principle. However, the evidence work, being high level
and based on simple models extruded to identified heights,
should not be used to come to conclusions on whether the
result will be harmful. The architectural quality (form and
massing, materials, treatment and rhythms etc.) of
subsequent proposals for the locations will dictate whether
harm results. The basic policy presumption both in terms
of design and heritage does not support harmful
outcomes.
The map has been revised to more loosely reflect the
See new Annex 11 maps
locations deemed appropriate for tall building
development.
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on the amenity of the residential streets
nearby and of the listed St. John's Church. It
is therefore not sound to propose a tall
building on this site. Sites 1 and 2 have
similar impacts and all three are close to
the river. It is increasingly recognised that
continuing to locate tall buildings near the
river has the effect of reducing the
attractive open vista into to a narrow urban
channel and that this is a serious reduction
in amenity. The Plan is wholly inconsistent
with this.
Annex 11: The implications for developing
the IMAX site and roundabout need to be
fully investigated. Clearly there is a need to
unify an approaches to development by
TFL, National Rail and Lambeth but it must
realistically take cognizance of both local
and commuter need. This is not happening
currently it seems.
Imax site, 130m maximum: the Planning
Department itself admits such a
development will have a major impact
(devastating) on Theed Street, Whittlesey
Street, Stamford Street, York Road and
views from the Old Vic and Somerset
House.

Imax site, 130m maximum: the Planning
Department itself admits such a
development will have a major impact
(devastating) on Theed Street, Whittlesey
Street, Stamford Street, York Road and
views from the Old Vic and Somerset
House.
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Noted.

Section
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Noted. The evidence base does indeed identify the
No change
Significance of Effect as 'major' in some views. However,
that should not be equated as necessarily being a harmful
impact. Significance of Effect is a means of identifying the
amount of change between the 'before' and 'after' views.
It is not established best practice to assume that all change
is harmful. We are comfortable that the height and mass
resultant from the modelling assessment is acceptable in
principle. However, the evidence work, being high level
and based on simple models extruded to identified heights,
should not be used to come to conclusions on whether the
result will be harmful. The architectural quality (form and
massing, materials, treatment and rhythms etc.) of
subsequent proposals for the locations will dictate whether
harm results. The basic policy presumption both in terms
of design and heritage does not support harmful
outcomes.
Noted. The evidence base does indeed identify the
No change
Significance of Effect as 'major' in some views. However,
that should not be equated as necessarily being a harmful
impact. Significance of Effect is a means of identifying the
amount of change between the 'before' and 'after' views.
It is not established best practice to assume that all change
is harmful. We are comfortable that the height and mass
resultant from the modelling assessment is acceptable in
principle. However, the evidence work, being high level
and based on simple models extruded to identified heights,
should not be used to come to conclusions on whether the
result will be harmful. The architectural quality (form and

shown any problematic impacts of Site 1 or 2 on the
attractiveness of the river. The sites have a similar
relationship to the river as Shell Tower and Southbank
Place - the impacts of which have not been adverse on
amenity.

No change
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82/2

Individual

96/4

Individual

99/9

Site 3 (the Imax site), is a particularly
prominent yet extremely small area at the
end of Waterloo Bridge. Current TfL
proposals are to revise traffic flows and
create a public square to the south and
west of the existing Imax. In many ways the
Imax itself provides a defining marker of
the role of the South Bank as London’s
premier cultural quarter, and to replace this
with a 130 metre office block would be to
completely redefine how the area is
presented. This site sits alongside, but on
the periphery of Southbank Place and
Elizabeth House, both developments of
around 125 metres. As a smaller outlier,
any replacement building on the Imax site
should be lower, not taller than these much
more massive schemes. Together with
Southbank Place and Elizabeth House (and
any building on Site 5 - see below), the
cumulative massing would be excessive.
And the proposal for a tower on the Imax
roundabout will just add to the forbidding
appearance of this part of Waterloo. I think
the current usage of the Imax roundabout
(site 3) should be retained and encouraged
– it is consistent with the arts usage of the
area. Although critical of it being used as an
advertising hoarding it is of an appropriate
scale to the surroundings, makes good use
of planting and provides an effective focus
to the view across Waterloo Bridge.
The tall buildings that I object to are:
3. Site 3. Imax skyscraper. Lambeth have
already admitted it would have a ‘major’
impact (i.e. devastating) on Theed St and
Whittlesey St, as well as Stamford St, York
Rd, and views from the Old Vic and from
Somerset House. What justification is there
for this building? It is taking away a muchloved, iconic attraction i.e. the Imax
cinema, the first of its kind in Europe: the
UK’s biggest 70mm screen - a jewel in
Waterloo’s crown.
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Modelling within the evidence base for the IMAX site has
not identified as adverse. The Council agrees that the
current treatment of the IMAX exterior as a billboard is
regrettable.

No change

Section
10

Q26

Noted. The evidence base does identify the Significance of
Effect as 'major' in some views. However, that should not
be equated as necessarily being a harmful impact.
Significance of Effect is a means of identifying the amount
of change between the 'before' and 'after' views. It is not
established best practice to assume that all change is
harmful. We are comfortable that the height and mass
resultant from the modelling assessment is acceptable in
principle. However, the evidence work, being high level
and based on simple models extruded to identified heights,
should not be used to come to conclusions on whether the
result will be harmful. The architectural quality (form and

No change

massing, materials, treatment and rhythms etc.) of
subsequent proposals for the locations will dictate whether
harm results. The basic policy presumption both in terms
of design and heritage does not support harmful
outcomes.
The close proximity to the station and bus interchange
No change
makes this an ideal location of a tall building. Whilst it is
accepted that the IMAX location is relatively small and
separated from Southbank Place by the railway viaduct the
townscape modelling undertaken shows that it wider views
a tall building on the site would read as part of that
grouping of buildings. Furthermore, in most of the
immediate townscape views the building also reads with
the Elizabeth House and Southbank Place grouping. Whilst
the height for this location has been dictated by rigorous
constraints assessment using extremely accurate digital
modelling any applicant would be required to show
through their own detailed work that their proposed
building, whatever its height, meets the policy tests which
includes townscape and heritage impacts.
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For the Elizabeth House site (site 4) any
new buildings should be limited to the
height of the current buidlings.
For Elizabeth House site: any new
building(s) on the site should be limited to
the height of the current building
For Elizabeth House site: any new
building(s) on the site should be limited to
the height of the current building
Any building on site 4 (Elizabeth House)
should not exceed the height of the current
building, as this would significantly impact
on views from surrounding buildings
Elizabeth house site should be limited to
current height
Elizabeth House site: any new building(s) on
the site should be limited to the hight of
the current building. Taller buildings on
this site would: Negativly impact quality of
life and property values of people in the
local area. Destroy the local skyline and
the views of the London eye for local
residents. Contribute to the increasingly
built up feeling of the area. High buildings
so close to the station will increase
congestion.
Elizabeth House is likely to be another
unpleasant addition.
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Section
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Q26

Such an approach does not align with planning policy
which seeks the optimisation of sites.

No change

Section
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Q26

Such an approach does not align with planning policy
which seeks the optimisation of sites.

No change

Section
10

Q26

Such an approach does not align with planning policy
which seeks the optimisation of sites.

No change

Section
10
Section
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Q26

Such an approach does not align with planning policy
which seeks the optimisation of sites.
Such an approach does not align with planning policy
which seeks the optimisation of sites. It is established best
practice to place tall buildings near stations because of the
high levels of accessibility.

No change
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The tall buildings that I object to are:
4. Site 4. Elizabeth House. Again, an overly
tall building that would create a wind
tunnel as it already does.

Section
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Q26

163/18a Network Rail requests that a flexible
approach is set out to development at the
station as it may be necessary to make
significant changes to the station in order
to deliver the much needed capacity and
interchange improvements.
200/18 Site 4 Elizabeth House: the More London
development at London Bridge is an

Section
10

Q26

Section
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Q26

Q26

Officer Response

Proposed Change

massing, materials, treatment and rhythms etc.) of
subsequent proposals for the locations will dictate whether
harm results. The basic policy presumption both in terms
of design and heritage does not support harmful
outcomes.
Noted.
No change

No change

It should be noted that a proposal for the site is approved
No change
and has been partially implemented. The approximate
heights identified on the Annex 11 map reflect that
approval.
Elizabeth House has an implemented approval of a building No change
of similar height and mass to that set to in Annex 11.
Applicants for any future scheme will have to show that
their design mitigates against adverse impacts including
wind tunnelling. We have also undertaken additional highlevel assessment in this area.
The heights identified in the evidence base are the result of See new Annex 11 maps
considered assessments of townscape constraints and
impacts. 'General building heights' have been introduced
to allow a design-led response to the constraints.
Noted.

No change
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200/19

Friends of
Jubilee Gardens

52/3d

Representation Wording
example of the scale and quality of
development that should be sought on the
Elizabeth House site. It has been very
successfully commercially with many high
profile businesses occupying the
floorspace. It is not apparent that there
have been any vacancies over the period
since it was built, therefore illustrating that
the development is viable. That
development is not more than 10/12
storeys in height. To avoid the canyon
effect with the Shell site development and
make the street level environment more
hospitable and humane development
should not be any higher than 70 metres.
Site 5 Waterloo Station: this would have a
major unacceptable impact on the
Waterloo Road, Lower Marsh and The Cut
townscape. Permissable height should be
reduced to a maximum of 40 metres so as
not to overwhelm the surrounding area.

Waterloo Station, 70m maximum: will have
a major impact on Waterloo Road, Lower
Marsh and the Cut townscape

Plan
Section

Policy/ Annex/
General

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Section
10

Q26

No change

Section
10

Q26

It is correct that some of the impacts identified in the tall
buildings evidence is 'major'. Significance of Effect is a
means of identifying the amount of change between the
'before' and 'after' views. It is not established best practice
to assume that all change is harmful. The council is
comfortable that the height and mass resultant from the
modelling assessment is an acceptable envelope within
which a development might come forward. However, the
evidence work, being high level and based on simple
models extruded to identified heights, should not be used
to come to conclusions on whether the result will be
harmful. The architectural quality (form and massing,
materials, treatment and rhythms etc.) of subsequent
proposals for the locations will dictate whether harm
results. The basic policy presumption both in terms of
design and heritage does not support harmful outcomes.
The justification for tall building development comes from
the suitability of Waterloo - including its central location
within the Central Activity Zone and its high levels of
accessibility due to the station and transport interchange.
It is correct that some of the impacts identified in the tall
buildings evidence is 'major'. Significance of Effect is a
means of identifying the amount of change between the
'before' and 'after' views. It is not established best practice
to assume that all change is harmful. We are comfortable
that the height and mass resultant from the modelling
assessment is an acceptable envelope within which a
development might come forward. However, the evidence
work, being high level and based on simple models
extruded to identified heights, should not be used to come
to conclusions on whether the result will be harmful. The
architectural quality (form and massing, materials,
treatment and rhythms etc.) of subsequent proposals for
the locations will dictate whether harm results. The basic

No change
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Plan
Section

Policy/ Annex/
General

Individual

54/3c

Waterloo Station, 70m maximum: will have
a major impact on Waterloo Road, Lower
Marsh and the Cut townscape

Section
10

Q26

Lambeth Estate
Residents’
Association
(LERA)

82/3

Site 5, above Waterloo Station, is also
proposed to be inappropriately high (70
metres). Together with the two existing tall
towers on the other side of Waterloo Road,
and the proposed block on site 6 (60
metres), the impact would be to create a
tall-tower canyon along the front of
Waterloo Station. Anyone who walks in this
area knows already the huge winds
generated at the bottom of the Union Jack
Club and Capital Tower; buildings of the
size proposed would only exacerbate the
problem. A building on Site 5 would also
dwarf and destroy the distinct character of
the frontage of Waterloo Station. Above
all, a 70 metre building on Site 5 would,
together with the proposed 125 metre
development on the Elizabeth House site,
create a solid wall of tall and massive
development when seen from the historic
residential areas to their east. This site
should be eliminated for redevelopment
from the Local Plan.
I am concerned too at the proposals in
Waterloo Road (Sites 5 and 6). They will
cause a canyon like effect and will intrude
on many local views. Combined with the
canyon in York Road one can look forward
to an area of oppressive and overshadowed
streets.

Section
10

Q26

Individual

96/4

Section
10

Q26

Officer Response
policy presumption both in terms of design and heritage
does not support harmful outcomes.
It is correct that some of the impacts identified in the tall
buildings evidence is 'major'. Significance of Effect is a
means of identifying the amount of change between the
'before' and 'after' views. It is not established best practice
to assume that all change is harmful. We are comfortable
that the height and mass resultant from the modelling
assessment is an acceptable envelope within which a
development might come forward. However, the evidence
work, being high level and based on simple models
extruded to identified heights, should not be used to come
to conclusions on whether the result will be harmful. The
architectural quality (form and massing, materials,
treatment and rhythms etc.) of subsequent proposals for
the locations will dictate whether harm results. The basic
policy presumption both in terms of design and heritage
does not support harmful outcomes.
The simple models used to assess the basic townscape
impacts are not building designs but are simple extrusions
of masses at those locations. It is not anticipated that
development would come forward in this form. This is
reflected in the supporting text in Annex 11 for Location 5
states 'Well-spaced for good townscape'. The text was
included to specifically guard against any oppressive
canyon effects. The onus will be on the building designers
to ensure all environmental impacts are acceptable.

Noted. There are specific references in the revised policy
Q26 wording to ensure the avoidance of canyon like
effects. The Design Code SPD also contains advice on wind
impacts.

Proposed Change

No change

No change

No change
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Individual
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Code
99/11

Individual

114/3

Individual

200/20

Union Jack Club

352/1

Representation Wording
The tall buildings that I object to are:
5. Site 5. Waterloo Station - a tall
development here would have a major
impact on Waterloo Rd, Lower Marsh and
The Cut townscape. With the proposed
developments of Elizabeth House and now
the Imax roundabout, what justification is
there for yet more high-rise commercial
space?

Site 6 99-119 Waterloo Road, 60m
maximum: major impact on Baylis Road and
the Old Vic. Together with the Waterloo
Station proposal this would create an
exacerbated canyon effect on Waterloo
Road trapping air pollution and creating
problematic wind conditions. (Not a lot of
fun to live within wind tunnels: try walking
into Westminster Bridge Road from
Pearman Street around Century House as
was – now 100 Westminster Bridge Road –
a seriously icy wind that at times has
threatened my balance.)
Site 6 99-119 Waterloo Road: this would
have a major adverse and unacceptable
impact on Baylis Road and the Old Vic
together with the height proposed for site 5
(Waterloo Station) it would create an
appalling canyon effect along Waterloo
Road channelling winds and trapping the air
pollution from the high levels of traffic in
the area. The potential maximum height of
development should be limited to no more
than 40 metres.
The Tall building annex includes the area
south of the Union Jack Club but does not
include the Union Jack Club, as a current
tall building for clarity it should be included.
Site 6 is adjacent to site 5 and alongside the

Plan
Section
Section
10

Policy/ Annex/
General
Q26

Officer Response

Proposed Change

It is correct that some of the impacts identified in the tall
buildings evidence is 'major'. Significance of Effect is a
means of identifying the amount of change between the
'before' and 'after' views. It is not established best practice
to assume that all change is harmful. The council is
comfortable that the height and mass resultant from the
modelling assessment is an acceptable envelope within
which a development might come forward. However, the
evidence work, being high level and based on simple
models extruded to identified heights, should not be used
to come to conclusions on whether the result will be
harmful. The architectural quality (form and massing,
materials, treatment and rhythms etc.) of subsequent
proposals for the locations will dictate whether harm
results. The basic policy presumption both in terms of
design and heritage does not support harmful outcomes.
The justification for tall building development comes from
the suitability of Waterloo - including its central location
within the Central Activity Zone and its high levels of
accessibility due to the station and transport interchange.
The poor microclimate performance of the post-war
towers is regrettable and it is hoped that future
redevelopment or refurbishment might mitigate against
these impacts. Any developer bringing forward
developments would have to address microclimate
impacts through their design. Guidance on wind impacts
has been included in the draft Urban Design Code SPD.

No change

Section
10

Q26

Section
10

Q26

Applicants for any subsequent schemes that come forward
will be required to show that wind impacts are acceptable.
If anything, increased wind is likely to dissipate air
pollution but dissipation would not be a justification for
unacceptable wind impacts.

No change

Section
10

Q26

Accepted.

The Annex 11 Waterloo map has been changed to include Union
Jack towers.

No change
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Friends of
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52/3a

Individual

54/3c

Grandseal
Limited and
Connect
Properties
Limited (Bourne
Capital)

68/2

Representation Wording
Union Jack Club, a height of 70m stepping
down towards Emma Cons would reflect
the adjacent sites.
99 to 119 Waterloo Road, 60m maximum:
Major impact on Baylis Road and the Old
Vic. Together with the Waterloo Station
proposal would create an exacerbated
canyon effect on Waterloo Road, trapping
air pollution and creating problematic wind
conditions.
99 to 119 Waterloo Road, 60m maximum:
Major impact on Baylis Road and the Old
Vic. Together with the Waterloo Station
proposal would create an exacerbated
canyon effect on Waterloo Road, trapping
air pollution and creating problematic wind
conditions.
BUILDING HEIGHTS
A Waterloo Building Height Study 2018 has
been submitted as part of the evidence
base for the draft Revised Lambeth Local
Plan. The Study identifies 8 sites as ‘suitable
for more detailed consideration for tall
building development’. Our client’s Site is
identified as ‘Site 6, 99-119 Waterloo Road’
and is recommended for general heights of
maximum 70m AOD. The 8 sites are also set
out within Annex 11 of the draft Revised
Lambeth Local Plan: Tall Buildings Maps for
Waterloo, Vauxhall and Brixton, where Site
6 99-199 Waterloo Road is recommended
for maximum point blocks of 60m AOD. As
such, there is a clear inconsistency between
the draft Revised Lambeth Local Plan and
the supporting evidence base.

Plan
Section

Policy/ Annex/
General

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Section
10

Q26

Applicants for any subsequent schemes that come forward
will be required to show that wind impacts are acceptable.
If anything increased wind is likely to dissipate air pollution
but that would not be a justification for unacceptable wind
impacts.

No change

Section
10

Q26

Applicants for any subsequent schemes that come forward
will be required to show that wind impacts are acceptable.
If anything increased wind is likely to dissipate air pollution
but that would not be a justification for unacceptable wind
impacts.

No change

Section
10

Q26

Initial modelling undertaken by Miller Hare in the
Westminster World Heritage Site Setting Study (2018)
identified a set of height constraints dictated by potential
impacts on the heritage settings and townscape of the
wider city. That setting study reached a conclusion of
70mAOD for location 6 which was the starting point for the
more detailed townscape assessment undertaken in the
Waterloo Tall Buildings Study 2018. The tall buildings
study concluded that a further reduction in height was
necessary to ensure development did not result in
unacceptable immediate / local impacts. That is now the
60m limit was reached.

No change

Notwithstanding, it is considered that
setting a recommended general maximum
height for the Site is too restrictive, given
the Waterloo Area SPD aspirations to
deliver a landmark building and increased
commercial floorspace. Such a prescriptive
general maximum height may stifle
development coming forward or prevent
the realisation of the Site’s full
development potential and delivery of
sufficient commercial floorspace to make
the proposed scheme viable.
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Representation Wording
Peter Stewart Consultancy have prepared
an analysis on the Waterloo Building Height
Study 2018 in relation to townscape and
heritage; the full analysis is appended to
this letter. The analysis concludes that
there is no justification for the
recommended general maximum heights.

Plan
Section

Policy/ Annex/
General

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Q26

Noted. The approach to wording in Annex 11 has been
revised to include 'general building heights' and away from
the maximums previously identified in the consultation
draft.

See new Annex 11 maps

The Study states that a building height of
90m AOD would be visible from Parliament
Square and therefore the height of
development at Site 6 should be limited to
70m AOD. Also, the five local views
identified within the Study are based on an
extrusion of the whole perimeter of Site 6
up to an arbitrary height.

Grandseal
Limited and
Connect
Properties
Limited (Bourne
Capital)

68/3

Peter Stewart Consultancy consider it
would be more appropriate for heights at
Site 6 to not be visible within LVMF
viewpoints 27A.1 and 27A.2 from
Parliament Square. This would limit the
overall height of development at Site 6 to
circa 80-90m AOD without setting a
prescriptive maximum height. In addition,
normal considerations of appropriate
design and articulation should be applied to
proposals to avoid unacceptable impacts on
local views, townscape and the settings of
heritage assets.
Concluding Remarks
Section
Setting a prescriptive recommended height 10
could severely limit the viability of bringing
forward a development on this site
including the delivery of a landmark
building and sufficient commercial
floorspace to make the proposed
development viable.
Peter Stewart Consultancy have analysed
the Study in terms of townscape and
heritage, concluding that limiting the
building heights at Site 6 to prevent
obstruction of the LVMF viewpoints from
Parliament Square, rather than a
prescriptive 60m or 70m AOD, would
protect the setting of the heritage asset.
Moreover, building design and articulation
should also be considered alongside
proposed height to determine impact on
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Grandseal
Limited and
Connect
Properties
Limited (Bourne
Capital)

Rep
Code

68/4

Representation Wording
views, townscape and heritage.
This representation has also been prepared
to act as a placeholder for a site allocation
and to acknowledge the opportunity of the
above Site in meeting the Policy objectives
set out by the Local Plan, Waterloo Area
SPD and Waterloo OAPF.
Our clients support the proposed site
allocation for a mix of commercial uses
including retail, office and hotel.
Two existing tall buildings stand
immediately north of this site on the east
side of Waterloo Road. For the purpose of
this study these are known as the Union
Jack Club Towers. The northern one is 82m
AOD and the southern one is 74mAOD. The
roof top of the former can be glimpsed in
some views from the West side of
Parliament Square. The site comprises low
rise development lining the east side of
Waterloo Road immediately north of Emma
Conns Gardens. The Old Vic Theatre
overlooks to the South.

Plan
Section

Policy/ Annex/
General

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Section
10

Q26

The limitations of the evidence base modelling as simplistic
extrusions is accepted. Whilst it is accepted that there are
slight differences between the photography and the
modelling this minor and does not affect the overall
outcomes. The basic assumptions made at each stage of
the evidence base assessment are considered sound. It
should be noted that the approach to wording in Annex 11
has been revised to include general building heights.

No change

The Miller Hare study identified maximum
height range of somewhere between 80m
AOD and 90m AOD. Five view locations
were assessed. Initial modelling at 90m
indicated visibility from Parliament Square
which was not considered acceptable in
terms of the setting of the Westminster
World Heritage Site. Therefore the model
was amended to 70m AOD to remove all
visibility in these views. Development at
this height has a low impact in wider views
of the emerging cluster. Modelling has
indicated that it is the local impacts which
require careful consideration. Whilst the
height itself is considered comfortable in
the modelled views, the full extrusion of the
site at 70m AOD is problematic in terms of
its bulk in a number of the immediate
views. Given the sensitivity of Emma Conns
Gardens, the requirement to protect the
setting of the Lower Marsh Conservation
Area and a desire to avoid canyon like
development along Waterloo Road it is
essential that any tall building development
coming forward is broken down into
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Representation Wording
individual elements with the tall buildings
well-spaced. Greatest height at the south
stepping down in height to the south would
help blend the tall buildings better into their
context. Recommended General Height:
70m AOD max. Well-spaced for townscape.

Plan
Section

Policy/ Annex/
General

Officer Response

Proposed Change

4 Appendix 2 of the Study illustrates the 5
views of Site 6 which it identifies, and show
the full extent of the site extruded upwards
to a height of 70m AOD.
5 In views 2 and 3 from Waterloo Bridge
and in view 4 from the north side of the
river (which is LVMF view 20B.1), the Study
concludes that the significance of the effect
of this extruded volume on this view is
negligible or minor.
6 In view 1 from Waterloo Road (south of
the site), the significance of effect of the
extruded volume is identified as moderate;
the study notes that ‘Whilst it is of lower
height than the Union Jack Club towers its
closer proximity to the view makes it
slightly more dominant. Cumulative: When
considered with the fully extruded Waterloo
station site (orange) the two elements
appear overly dominant, creating an
unwelcome canyon effect to Waterloo
Road’ and that ‘The subject model (red) full
footprint extruded to its full height is
unacceptable. Reduction in height and
greater variety in site massing required.’
7 In view 5 from Baylis Road, the
significance of effect is identified is
identified as major; the study notes that
‘The subject model (red) full footprint
extruded to its full height is unacceptable.
Reduction in height and greater variety in
site massing required.’
Consideration
8 The Study and its conclusions are
inevitably broad brush in respect of
consideration of what is appropriate on Site
6.
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Proposed Change

Section
10

Q26

Noted

No change

9 First, the conclusion that because a
building at a height of 90m would be visible
from Parliament Square, the height of
development on Site 6 should be set at 70m
is clearly arbitrary – it would be more
appropriate to conclude that any scheme on
this Site should not be visible in LVMF
viewpoints from Parliament Square, in
order to comply with the LVMF guidance;
and then to move on to consider what
would be appropriate on Site 6 in respect of
other considerations.
10 Secondly, consideration of the five
identified local views is based on an
extrusion of the whole perimeter of the Site
up to what is in effect an arbitrary height,
and illustrated in views as a plain prism,
coloured red. This is not a good basis for
deciding what is appropriate on the site,
since it takes no account of the form and
articulation of a real building, nor of its
external materials and details.

Grandseal
Limited and
Connect
Properties
Limited (Bourne
Capital)

68/5

11 As a further point, the accuracy of some
of the images in the Study is questionable.
For example, in the before and after view
image for view 5, a significant view for this
site, there are noticeable differences
between the photo as existing and the
digital model image showing the situation
as proposed, in respect of the apparent
height of the existing tall buildings seen in
the backdrop. Since this is the view, out of
the five considered for Site 6, where there is
said to be the greatest impact resulting
from development on the site, it is
unsatisfactory to draw conclusions from a
modelling exercise that appears not to be
reliable.
The indicative scheme
12 On behalf of our client, architects
Buckley Gray Yeoman have worked up an
indicative building design in order to allow
a more nuanced and realistic assessment of
what is appropriate on Site 6, in respect of
height, bulk, massing and design. This is
referred to below as ‘the Scheme’.
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Proposed Change

13 The Scheme proposes a tall office
building on the north part of the site,
articulated into two principal volumes, one
on the east side and one on the west side,
at different heights, and with a central core
rising above these, at the following heights:
A - The crown of the core: 82.96m AOD B East tower parapet: 81.46m AOD C - West
tower parapet: 74.36m AOD
14 Appendix 1 sets out before and after
views of the Scheme from the 5 viewpoints
identified for Site 6 in the Study. The
photographs and ‘as proposed’ views have
been prepared by specialist visualisation
firm Cityscape. The images have not been
verified, but they are based on accurate
digital modelling and can be taken as
sufficiently accurate for the purposes of the
present exercise.
15 In addition to the Study viewpoints
illustrated, testing of the scheme in the
digital city model has demonstrated that
the Scheme would not be visible from the
LVMF viewpoints in Parliament Square.
16 In view 1, from Waterloo Road south of
the site, the articulation of the two
principal forms of the Scheme successfully
breaks down the scale and suggests that an
elegant building at this height, articulated
into components with vertical proportions,
could be successful as seen from this area –
the effect is quite different from what is
suggested in the image in the Study,
showing a solid mass at a lower height, and
there is no suggestion that a building at the
height proposed in the Scheme would be
harmful.
17 In view 2 and view 3, from the north, the
very top of the Scheme is seen above the
top of the Union Jack Club towers, but
would not be very noticeable from here,
and certainly not harmful.
18 In view 4, from the north side of the
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Thames, the Scheme would not be visible.

Plan
Section

Policy/ Annex/
General

Officer Response

Proposed Change

19 In view 5, from Baylis Road, the Scheme
would be prominent. As with view 1, the
effect of the articulated proposal, divided
into vertically proportioned components, is
again entirely different from what is
suggested by the undifferentiated mass
illustrated in the Study. A high-quality
design at the height indicated could be a
positive addition to a townscape that
already includes the Union Jack Club towers
seen behind the foreground buildings;
again, given the existing character of the
area, there is no suggestion that a building
at the height proposed in the Scheme
would be harmful.
Conclusion
20 The townscape of the immediate and
wider area around Site 6 is very varied, with
buildings of different ages and types and
heights. There are some areas of greater
coherence but much of the area is not
coherent, and there are many sites
occupied by buildings of no particular
quality. Site 6 is identified as suitable for
redevelopment, and suitable for a tall
building.
21 The above analysis, and the images in
the Appendix, demonstrate that there is no
justification for the ‘Recommended General
Height’ at 70m AOD max as set out in the
Study.
22 The Study is correct in suggesting that
the handling of building form as well as
height per se is significant in determining
the acceptability of building proposals for
Site 6.
23 A better solution for providing guidance
for the height of development on Site 6
would be that it should not be visible in the
LVMF views 27A.1 and 27A.2 from
Parliament Square. This would limit the
overall height of development on site to
around 80-90m, as determined in the Miller
Hare modelling carried out for the Study.
Beyond that, normal considerations of
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Lambeth Estate
Residents’
Association
(LERA)

82/4

Individual

87/3

Individual

96/4

Individual

99/12

Individual

200/21

Representation Wording
appropriate design, articulation etc. should
be applied, to avoid unacceptable impacts
on local views and townscape and the
settings of heritage assets. The before and
after images of the Scheme show that an
acceptable form of development could be
achieved at the height proposed in that
scheme.
Site 6, also in Waterloo Road, should also
be rejected for large-scale development.
Although limited to 60 metres, any building
on this site would be immeasurably more
massive and overbearing than any of the
buildings to its east, south or west particularly the Old Vic, the Fire Station and
the social housing in The Cut. While on the
west side of Waterloo Station, South Bank
Place and Elizabeth House do not bear
down excessively on their surroundings, the
much more human grain of the buildings
and streets to the east and south of
Waterloo Station make a very much more
sensitive approach to development
essential. What is proposed is too tall and
too massive to be appropriate.
3. Tall Buildings Site 6 Mercury House. I
object. This would make a very heavy
imprint on the open landscape surrounding
the Old Vic and as far as the Millennium
Green. The disruptive wind factor would be
increased.
I am concerned too at the proposals in
Waterloo Road (Sites 5 and 6). They will
cause a canyon like effect and will intrude
on many local views. Combined with the
canyon in York Road one can look forward
to an area of oppressive and overshadowed
streets.
The tall buildings that I object to are:
6. Site 6. 99-119 Waterloo Road - this
building would be stepping down towards
Emma Cons Gardens, but would have a
major impact on Baylis Rd and the Old Vic;
coupled with the Waterloo Station proposal
(site 5) they would create a terrible canyon
effect along Waterloo Rd, channelling
winds and trapping pollution.
Site 7 Beckett House: development of a
height of 60 metres would have an

Plan
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General
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Proposed Change

Section
10

Q26

The townscape sensitivities of this location have been
anticipated in the evidence base.

No change

Section
10

Q26

No change

Section
10

Q26

The text in Annex 11 'stepping down towards Emma Conns
Gardens' seeks to ensure that any development that does
come forward does not adversely affect the open space or
the setting of the Old Vic Theatre. Applicants for any
subsequent schemes that come forward will be required to
show that wind impacts are acceptable.
There are specific references in the revised policy Q26
wording to ensure the avoidance of canyon like effects.
The Design Code SPD provides guidance on wind impacts.

Section
10

Q26

Applicants for any subsequent schemes that come forward
will be required to show that wind impacts are acceptable.
Guidance on wind impacts has been included in the draft
urban Design Code SPD.

No change

Section
10

Q26

The modelling undertaken by Miller Hare in the
Westminster World Heritage Site setting Study (2018) and

No change

See new policy text for Q26.
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54/3d

Guy's and St
Thomas' NHS
Foundation
Trust

72/15

Representation Wording
unacceptably adverse impact on the
Westminster World Heritage Site. In order
to ensure that this did not happen potential
height of any new development should be
limited to 40 metres.
The tall buildings that I object to are:
7. Site 7. Beckett House would have an
adverse impact on the Westminster World
Heritage Site
Site 8 Royal Street, 60m maximum:
detrimental impact on the openness and
amenity of Archbishops Park.
And, this plan does not appear to consider
the effects of global warming: we are in a
flood plain.
Site 8 Royal Street: potential development
to a height of 50 metres would have an
extremely adverse impact on Archbishops
Park and this is unacceptable. Again the
potential maximum height of development
should be limited to 40 metres.
Royal Street, 60m maximum: detrimental
impact on the openness and amenity of
Archbishops Park
Finally, we may potentially be seeking taller
buildings than currently on site in the
future, respecting relevant view corridor
restrictions. We think that the current
definition of ‘tall buildings’ is compatible
with our future aspirations, but we may
have reservations if this became more
restrictive following the consultation
process. In particular, we note that Annex
11 of the draft Local Plan makes reference
to a policy for tall buildings defined through
studies carried out by the Council including
a Zone of Visual Influence Study. This
identified a height range of 70 to 90m AOD
as appropriate to the setting of the World
Heritage Site. However, the Council's policy
seems to stipulate a maximum height of
50m AOD which would appear to be
inconsistent with the Council's own
research study and may be unnecessarily
restrictive.
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Section
10
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Section
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Proposed Change

subsequent assessment in the Waterloo Tall Building Study
(2018) concluded that 60m AOD would not result in harm
to the OUV of the World Heritage Site.
The modelling undertaken by Miller Hare in the
Westminster World Heritage Site setting Study (2018) and
subsequent assessment in the Waterloo Tall Buildings
Study (2018) concluded that 60m AOD would not result in
harm to the OUV of the World Heritage Site.
The objective of location specific assessment as set out in
the Waterloo tall Building Study was to identify heights
that could be accommodated without resulting in harm. It
is considered that the 50m is acceptable for this location.

No change

Q26

Stangate House which stands on the Royal Street site is
47m AOD. Its presence already gives a good indication of
how this height appears in the locality. The proposed 50m
is not considered harmful.

No change

Section
10

Q26

No change

Section
10

Q26

Noted. It should be noted that Annex 11 identifies the
approximate height as 50m not 60m. This was based on
3D modelling. The impact on the setting and amenity of
Archbishop’s park will be a material planning consideration
should a proposal come forward for that site.
The Westminster World Heritage Site Setting Study
identified a range of heights between 50 - 70 m. However,
it was only the starting point for more detailed impact
analysis within the Waterloo tall Buildings Study. The
heights were adjusted downwards in response to the
constraints presented by Archbishop's Park and adjoining
conservation areas. That said, the Annex 11 maps have
amended to 'general building heights' in order a
constraint-led approach to be taken at design stage.

No change

No change
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The Twentieth
Century Society

Rep
Code
99/14

36/1

Representation Wording
The tall buildings that I object to are:
8. Site 8. Royal Street - this would have a
major impact on Archbishop’s Park not only
the views, but also the effects of the wind.
This would make it an unpleasant green
space to relax and take refuge in.
Archbishop’s Park is already exploited with
the zip wire gimmick; any high building
here would just ‘cement’ the fact that our
green space is surrounded by unsightly
bricks and mortar.
Draft Revised Lambeth Local Plan – Annex
11 Tall Buildings Map Site 3
The Twentieth Century Society is writing in
objection to the allocation of the site of the
BFI IMAX cinema as an appropriate location
for a tall tower. The comments set out
below explain our opposition to the
allocation of the site as suitable for
development; we are not commenting on
the suitability of the site as a location for a
tall tower.
The Society considers the BFI IMAX to be an
important building in the development of
cinema design, and we are of the view that
it should be retained as a positive
contributor to the South Bank Conservation
Area and as a non-designated heritage
asset.
Building History
The BFI IMAX was designed by Bryan Avery
of Avery Associates, and was opened in
1991. Avery’s design was internationally
praised, and the building was widely
celebrated as a new landmark for London.
The IMAX played a key role in transforming
the Waterloo area, providing a novel
solution to a problematic site that had
proven difficult to manage in previous
decades. The IMAX was awarded a
Millennium Design Award by the Design
Council.

Plan
Section
Section
10

Policy/ Annex/
General
Q26

Officer Response

Proposed Change

The objective of location specific assessment as set out in
the Waterloo tall Building Study was to identify heights
that could be accommodated without resulting in harm. It
is considered that the 50m is acceptable for this location.

No change

Section
10

Q26

The site of the IMAX was included in the original
No change
Southbank Conservation Area because it was an open
space. The IMAX was thus erected within the conservation
area rather than consciously included within its boundary.
When first erected the IMAX was wrapped in an exterior
art work of considerable note which enriched the
otherwise simple facade and contributed much to its
townscape presence. Whilst located on a roundabout on
the very edge of the conservation area the art work
enriched the appearance of the Conservation Area. The
positive contribution the building made to the appearance
of the conservation area was lost when the art work was
removed c2006. As a result of the lost art work the Council
considers that the original design intent of the building has
been lost to such an extent that building no longer makes a
positive contribution to the Southbank Conservation Area.
Indeed, the art work has been replaced by a large
advertisement which, being behind glass, is beyond
planning control. That advertisement detracts from the
building and the appearance of the conservation area.
Whilst it is accepted that the building use complements the
arts and culture uses of the conservation area that use
could be reprovided in another building.

The environmental difficulties of the site
included traffic noise from the surrounding
roundabout, and the noise and vibrations

381

Name

Rep
Code

Representation Wording
from the Waterloo and City line tunnels
which run only 4.5 metres below ground.
These constraints and potential issues were
resolved by the use of pile foundations
rooted between the numerous tunnels, and
a deep concrete slab to support the
building’s weight. The auditorium sits on
springs to counter the vibrations from
below, and the external facades feature a
secondary glazed curtain wall and thick
insulation to create a sound barrier. The
frame for the curved curtain glazing
features a bespoke bracket system, and
was top-hung to allow public access around
the perimeter walkway between the
auditorium and the external glazed shell.

Plan
Section

Policy/ Annex/
General

Officer Response

Proposed Change

The IMAX was recognised as the first of
several projects developed around the
millennium to enhance the South Bank of
the river Thames as a cultural quarter in
London. Some of these schemes were
directly funded as Millennium Projects,
such as the conversion of the Bankside
Power Station to the Tate Modern. Many
other projects were carried out in the spirit
of the millennium, including alterations to
the South Bank Centre, theNational
Theatre, and the Globe Theatre. The IMAX
was made possible by a grant of £20 million
from the Arts Council, which funded
construction of the cinema as well as the
commissioning of a special IMAX format
film and a number of public artworks in and
around the building. One major public
artwork was Howard Hodgkin’s mural,
which was specially commissioned and
printed in an enlarged format to wrap
around the auditorium behind the curtain
glazing. The intention was to hold an
annual competition for a new artwork,
however funding fell through and Hodgkin’s
abstracted eye design remained in place
until 2006. Bryan Avery spoke out in strong
opposition to proposals to use the mural
space for advertising, which has been in
place since 2006.
Twentieth Century Society Comment
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Code

Representation Wording

Plan
Section

Policy/ Annex/
General

Officer Response

Proposed Change

The IMAX is an outstanding example of
inventive cinema design from the post-war
era. Contemporary architectural critics
celebrated Avery’s design as a departure
from the commonplace multiplex format,
recognising the skill in expressing the
curved auditorium externally to create a
building with one active façade. We see this
building as a strong contender for inclusion
in a future ‘millennium’ themed listing
review.
London’s South Bank is internationally
recognised for its rich cultural provision,
and many of these cultural buildings are
protected through the designation of the
South Bank conservation area. We view it
as a strength for Lambeth to have
designated a very rare conservation area
focused on post-war buildings, containing
outstanding examples of various
architectural styles. The exceptional quality
and variety of post-war buildings in this
area is unparalleled in the country, and the
historic and architectural significance held
by the group is of a very high standard.
When originally designated in 1982, the
South Bank conservation area was
described as follows:
In the case of South Bank, the area does
not display the usual characteristics of
areas chosen for Conservation Area status,
nearly all of the buildings are new. However
most of them are of national and some are
of international importance.
The BFI IMAX clearly follows this character,
and is identified as a positive contributor to
the historic character of the area. Its
contribution to the area is described as
“having built on the established identity of
the area to reinforce its role as a world
class cultural quarter and tourist
destination.” We are therefore alarmed by
the departure from local and national
planning policies that seek to preserve the
character of conservation areas, which are
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Rep
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Individual

184/4

Individual

216/3

Individual

218/4

Individual

90/6

Individual

94/3

Representation Wording
designated heritage assets.
We are disappointed to see the demolition
of the IMAX cinema being proposed so
soon after its construction, particularly
considering the substantial grant awarded
by the Arts Council. We wish to see the
proposed site allocation reconsidered, and
the IMAX safeguarded as a key public
building in Lambeth that marks a period of
investment in cultural projects during the
lead up to the twenty first century. As a key
building in Lambeth’s South Bank
conservation area, we recommend more is
done to safeguard the IMAX as a positive
contributor to the area’s statutorily
protected historic character.
I also object to the proposed Tower block at
the Waterloo roundabout which will not
only be an eyesore when viewed from
north of the river but will cause a massive
loss of light and views from the
conservation area.
I object to the plan to replace the Waterloo
roundabout (IMAX Centre) with a tall
tower. This is wholly inappropriate and will
blot the whole riverscape as well as cutting
off the light and views for hundreds of
residents.
3. in particular the IMAX site, where high
buildings are threatening the perspective,
view, wind tunnels - all of which affect the
nature of the area as a living
neighbourhood.
Finally I object to the proposal of a
skyscraper on the Imax site at Wateroo
roundabout as I have already seen my
views reduced substantially by the new
Shell Centre buildings.
Finally I should like to say that walking back
across Waterloo bridge from the Strand
one has come to see that the only
redeeming feature straight ahead is the
Imax cinema whose proportions (circular
and relatively low) are a relief to the eye
and the vista then opens up to St John's
church with its garden, and spacious area
with trees, a little oasis for pedestrians, and
then on to The Old Vic. Sites 3, 5 and 6.

Plan
Section

Policy/ Annex/
General

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Section
10

Q26

Impacts on microclimate are important and deserve the
fullest consideration. These will be addressed at design
stage. The draft Urban Design Code SPD contains advice
on wind impacts.

No change

Section
10

Q26

Impacts on light are important and deserve the fullest
consideration. This will be a consideration at application
stage.

No change

Section
10

Q26

Impacts on microclimate are important and deserve the
fullest consideration. This will be a consideration for
application stage. Advice on wind impacts has been
included in the Design Code SPD.

No change

Section
10

Q26

It is not possible to comment further without some
understanding of the views that are of concern.

No change

Section
10

Q26

This view was modelled as part of the evidence work to
identify appropriate hall building heights. Proposals for
the IMAX site, should they come forward, will not have a
material impact on the appreciation of St John's church or
its churchyard when approached from the north along
Waterloo Road.

No change
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Whitgift Estate
TRA

208/10

Individual

212/11

Representation Wording
Vauxhall tall buildings map (Map showing 8
Albert Embankment - Whitgift Workshop
Site as suitable for towers upto 90m tall.)
Area 3: Albert Embankment up to 90m.
AOD All development should seek to
achieve varied building heights ensuring
that the tall elements are arranged to
optimise daylight and sunlight, ensure no
overbearing impacts and deliver an
attractive and coherent composition in
relation to the wider urban context with
particular regard to the Westminster World
Heritage Site. Remove the Whitgift
Workshops site from Area 3 designation to
protect the historic area of Lambeth Village
from overbearing, enclosure and impacts
on the views of the Grade 2 listed buildings.
Vauxhall tall buildings map (Map showing 8
Albert Embankment - Whitgift Workshop
Site as suitable for towers upto 90m tall.)
Area 3: Albert Embankment up to 90m.
AOD All development should seek to
achieve varied building heights ensuring
that the tall elements are arranged to
optimise daylight and sunlight, ensure no
overbearing impacts and deliver an
attractive and coherent composition in
relation to the wider urban context with
particular regard to the Westminster World
Heritage Site. Remove the Whitgift
Workshops site from Area 3 designation to
protect the historic area of Lambeth Village
from overbearing, enclosure and impacts
on the views of the Grade 2 listed buildings.
Vauxhall tall buildings map (Map showing 8
Albert Embankment - Whitgift Workshop
Site as suitable for towers upto 90m tall.)
Area 3: Albert Embankment up to 90m.
AOD All development should seek to
achieve varied building heights ensuring
that the tall elements are arranged to
optimise daylight and sunlight, ensure no
overbearing impacts and deliver an
attractive and coherent composition in
relation to the wider urban context with
particular regard to the Westminster World
Heritage Site. Remove the Whitgift
Workshops site from Area 3 designation to
protect the historic area of Lambeth Village

Plan
Section
Section
10

Policy/ Annex/
General
Q26

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Section
10

Q26

This representation in relation to 8 Albert Embankment has See amended Annex 11 maps
identified a drafting error with the Annex 11 map. It is
proposed to address the error by removing the middle
(workshop) site from area marked on the map appropriate
for tall building development. This is because of the
adverse heritage impacts that tall buildings here are likely
to have on the settings of grade II listed 8 Albert
Embankment, Southbank House, on local view Landmark
Silhouette (xvi).

Section
10

Q26

This representation in relation to 8 Albert Embankment has See new annex 11 Map for Vauxhall
identified a drafting error with the Annex 11 map. It is
proposed to address the error by removing the middle
(workshop) site from area marked on the map appropriate
for tall building development. This is because of the
adverse heritage impacts that tall buildings here are likely
to have on the settings of grade II listed 8 Albert
Embankment, Southbank House, on local view Landmark
Silhouette (xvi).

This representation in relation to 8 Albert Embankment has Annex 11 Vauxhall map has been changed.
identified a drafting error with the Annex 11 map. It is
proposed to address the error by removing the middle
(workshop) site from area marked on the map appropriate
for tall building development. This is because of the
adverse heritage impacts that tall buildings here are likely
to have on the settings of grade II listed 8 Albert
Embankment, Southbank House, on local view Landmark
Silhouette (xvi).
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Individual

219/3

Individual

223/10

Individual

355/1

Mayor of
London

70/39

Representation Wording
from overbearing, enclosure and impacts
on the views of the Grade 2 listed buildings.
I also object to the reclassification of the
KIBA zone of the fire station workshops as
residential and the removal of the
restrictions on super tall towers. Surely all
of us can see that super tall towers so close
to Parliament, Lambeth Palace, not to
mention the parks and streets closer still,
will be seen by future generations as a
major strategic mistake. Why is it
necessary to encourage 90m residential
towers in a KIBA zone?!
Vauxhall tall buildings map (Map showing 8
Albert Embankment - Whitgift Workshop
Site as suitable for towers upto 90m tall.)
Area 3: Albert Embankment up to 90m.
AOD All development should seek to
achieve varied building heights ensuring
that the tall elements are arranged to
optimise daylight and sunlight, ensure no
overbearing impacts and deliver an
attractive and coherent composition in
relation to the wider urban context with
particular regard to the Westminster World
Heritage Site. Remove the Whitgift
Workshops site from Area 3 designation to
protect the historic area of Lambeth Village
from overbearing, enclosure and impacts
on the views of the Grade 2 listed buildings.
1) Tall Buildings Vauxhall Cross. Why say
upto 150m high when existing and
approved buildings exceed this limit?

Policy Q26 Tall buildings and Annex 11.
Following the report of the joint
ICOMOS/ICCROM Reactive Monitoring
Mission to the Westminster World Heritage
Site (WHS) and the recommendations of
the World Heritage Committee in 2017 in
regard to the development of tall buildings
in the Vauxhall area, the borough should
consider if the extent and height guidance
for the areas identified in the Vauxhall tall
buildings map in Annex 11 and related
Policy Q26 is sufficiently sensitive to the
impact of new tall buildings on the

Plan
Section

Policy/ Annex/
General

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Section
10

Q26

Part accepted. No restriction on super tall towers existed
previously. The 90m height is set by the VNEB OAPF.
However, showing the workshop site as appropriate for tall
building development was an error which has now been
corrected.

See new annex 11 map for Vauxhall

Section
10

Q26

This representation in relation to 8 Albert Embankment has The Annex 11 Vauxhall map has been changed.
identified a drafting error with the Annex 11 map. It is
proposed to address the error by removing the middle
(workshop) site from area marked on the map appropriate
for tall building development. This is because of the
adverse heritage impacts that tall buildings here are likely
to have on the settings of grade II listed 8 Albert
Embankment, Southbank House, on local view Landmark
Silhouette (xvi).

Section
10

Q26

Section
10

Q26

The evidence document for Vauxhall has shown that the
vast majority of new development is below the 150m
height and that the cluster composition has been
successful where that height has been exceeded. It
therefore makes sense to maintain the 150m general
building height approach.
Accepted. This location has been revisited with input from
additional modelling Miller Hare. See Tall Buildings Topic
Paper.

No change

Annex 11 Vauxhall map has been changed accordingly
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U+I Group Plc

79/16

Kennington,
Oval and
Vauxhall
Neighbourhood
Forum

102/27

Representation Wording
Outstanding Universal Value of the World
Heritage Site. In particular, the borough
should consider if there is sufficient
justification to designate the land to the
northwest of the Wandsworth Road along
the river Thames as an area appropriate for
further tall building development, given its
visual proximity to the WHS, it being within
the Thames Policy area and the
requirements of Draft New London Plan
Policy D8C parts 1e-f and 3a.
Policy Q26 Tall Buildings
U+I notes that all three parcels of the 8
Albert Embankment site were previously
identified as being “sensitive for tall
buildings”, with the site allocation (Policy
PN2 Site 10) which notes that “the heritage
sensitivity of the site makes it inappropriate
for tall building development”. The Central
site is now identified as suitable for
buildings of up to 90m AOD. The West and
East Sites do not fall within the area
identified for buildings of up to 90m AOD.
U+I supports the increased flexibility set
out in Policy Q26 and the clearer
identification of the Central Site as suitable
for taller buildings, including those up to
90m AOD.
Eight of the sites for permitted
development of tall buildings are located in
Waterloo. This clearly represents an
unjustified proposal and an imposition of
staggering proportions on the residents of
Waterloo and the local businesses which
strive to continue to serve the community.
Waterloo is not Canary Wharf and does not
wish to become a replica of Canary Wharf.
Tall buildings on these proposed sites will
have a detrimental effect on the heritage
and character of Waterloo, including
increased air pollution, overshadowing
resulting in damaging effects on daylight
and sunlight in neighbouring locations, plus
this many high buildings represents a
severe over development of the area,
particularly when current high rise
developments and current planning
permissions are factored in.

Plan
Section

Policy/ Annex/
General

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Section
10

Q26

Change. This representation in relation to 8 Albert
Embankment has identified a drafting error with the Annex
11 map. It is proposed to address the error by removing
the middle (workshop) site from area marked on the map
appropriate for tall building development. This is because
of the adverse heritage impacts that tall buildings here are
likely to have on the settings of grade II listed 8 Albert
Embankment, Southbank House, on local view Landmark
Silhouette (xvi).

Annex 11 Vauxhall Map has been changed

Section
10

Q26

Noted.

No change
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77/6

Representation Wording

Plan
Section
Section
10

Policy Q26 Tall Buildings and Annex 11. I
object to this policy as follows: All tall
buildings generate strong winds around the
base, which are are real nuisance to
pedestrians. My own experience of years of
regularly walking past the isolated tower at
Perspective (formerly Century House) by
Lambeth North station and standing beside
the bus stop there bears witness to this.
Attempts by architects to minimise this by
canopies have failed because the influence
of the building extends far beyond its site
boundaries. The recent construction of tall
buildings on the north side of York Road
has funnelled wind at pavement level and
caused a marked increase in its speed there
so that the street environment is no longer
pleasant and is frequently intolerable . The
same would occur in Waterloo Road if Sites
5 and 6 were allowed to be of similar height
to that proposed. These aspects of tall
buildings have not been properly addressed
and there is also no attempt at a
comparison with alternatives for local
needs such as buildings of a similar height
to those existing. Without such an analysis
the policy is deficient and not sound.
Tall Buildings: Policy Q26/Annex 11
Section
The draft Local Plan proposes to restrict tall 10
buildings to a dozen identified sites across
the Borough. However, eight of the sites
for permitted development of tall buildings
are in Waterloo. This clearly represents an
unjustified proposal and an imposition of
staggering proportions on the residents of
Waterloo and the local businesses which
strive to continue to serve the community
Doon Street, 110m maximum: criticised by
the planning inspector due to the impact on
views of St John’s Church, the National
Theatre and Somerset House courtyard
Imax site, 130m maximum: the Planning
Department itself admits such a
development will have a major impact
(devastating) on Theed Street, Whittlesey
Street, Stamford Street, York Road and
views from the Old Vic and Somerset
House.
Waterloo Station, 70m maximum: will have

Policy/ Annex/
General
Q26

Officer Response

Proposed Change

The adverse impacts for the post-war tower in question is
regrettable and it is hoped that mitigation might be
introduced in future should the building be redeveloped or
refurbished. Whilst it would be unreasonable to assume
that all tall buildings have an adverse impact these are
valid concerns. More evidence based work has been
undertaken to better understand the baseline conditions
for each tall building location.

No change

Q26

The inspector at the public inquiry (ref APP
/N5660/V/07/1202133) considered the site capable of
accommodating a tall building but found the scheme
unacceptable considered that the sheer bulk of the tower
(to which height would be the greatest contributor) would
overwhelm the Royal National Theatre in views from
Waterloo Bridge, and harm the setting of the Royal Festival
Hall. The inspector identified harm also to the setting of
Somerset House but no adverse impact on the setting of St
John’s Church. Notwithstanding the findings of the
Inspector about the impact of the proposed 144m height,
the Secretary of State approved the scheme. The
Secretary of State considered the public benefits of the
scheme outweighed that harm. The proposed maximum
height now identified for this location is 34m lower than
the approved scheme in order to significantly reduce the
impacts as a whole, in particular on these high grade
designated heritage assets. This reduction is considered to
address the concerns identified by the inspector at the
public inquiry.

No change
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Individual

98/2

Individual

101/11

2. Tall buildings (policy Q26 Tall Buildings
and Annex 11): Waterloo cannot take any
more tall buildings than those already
proposed. As local residents we are literally
losing any view of the sky from our homes
and the proposals in the plan don't seem to
take into account the impact on residential
amenity. Taken together with the ongoing
proposals and permissions just over the
border in Southwark, tall buildings are
having a hugely damaging effect, and will
negatively impact views that are of local,
London, national and indeed international
importance. Recognising that some of the
sites listed in the plan already have
permission, I do however wholeheartedly
object to the proposals to allow tall
buildings on the sites numbered in the map
opposite Annex 11 as sites 1,3 4, 5 and 6.
The permanently-resident community in
Waterloo hates tall buildings, and feels
oppressed by them, because they bring
high winds, that are dangerous, especially
for the vulnerable, they dominate local
views, they steal the sunshine, they are not
of a human scale and make some people
feel insignificant and when on both sides of
the road they produce a canyon effect,
which exacerbates all four of the above.
The first tall building to be built in
Waterloo, in around 1970 , was the 'Union
Jack Club' (at Waterloo Rd/Sandell St ). It
has always caused problems and even now,
40 to 50 years later, the down-draught
causes very serious problems for people
walking near the building on a windy day.

a major impact on Waterloo Road, Lower
Marsh and the Cut townscape
99 to 119 Waterloo Road, 60m maximum:
Major impact on Baylis Road and the Old
Vic. Together with the Waterloo Station
proposal would create an exacerbated
canyon effect on Waterloo Road, trapping
air pollution and creating problematic wind
conditions.
Royal Street, 60m maximum: detrimental
impact on the openness and amenity of
Archbishops Park

Plan
Section

Policy/ Annex/
General

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Section
10

Q26

Noted.

No change

Section
10

Q26

Noted. The microclimate impacts of the 1970s Union Jack
tower are regrettable and it is hoped that future
redevelopment might allow for mitigation. Any applicant
bringing forward development in a tall building location
would have to produce a design which resulted in
acceptable micro-climate impacts. Guidance on wind
impacts has been included in the draft Urban Design Code
SPD.

No change
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On one such day I was blown into the
middle of Waterloo Rd and had to cling to a
traffic signal to stop myself. The Draft Plan
proposes another tall building for Waterloo
Rd (site 5 70m) to be opposite the Union
Jack Club (79m) This would obviously make
the danger for pedestrians even worse.

Plan
Section

Policy/ Annex/
General

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Section
10

Q26

Noted.

No change

Section
10

Q26

Accepted.

The document has been added to the evidence base

Section
10

Q26

It is correct that some of the impacts identified in the tall
buildings evidence is 'major'. Significance of Effect is a
means of identifying the amount of change between the
'before' and 'after' views. It is not established best practice
to assume that all change is harmful. We are comfortable
that the height and mass resultant from the modelling
assessment is an acceptable envelope within which a
development might come forward. However, the evidence
work, being high level and based on simple models
extruded to identified heights, should not be used to come

No change

Those of us who live in the area have
learned to make a detour to avoid the
Union Jack Club on windy days.
The massive towers in the 'Shell' scheme
already exist. If the tall buildings site 4 / site
5 / and site 6 are built we, and others, will
have to avoid the whole of York Rd and
Waterloo Rd (North) on any windy day.

Individual

114/3

Canary Wharf
Group

158/16

Individual

114/3

The CIL (community infrastructure levy)
resulting from sites 4/5/6 should be spent
in their immediate area to ameliorate all
the problems they will inevitably bring.
The draft Local Plan proposes to restrict tall
buildings to a dozen identified sites across
the borough. Eight of these sites are in
Waterloo. (Huh? I’ve just build a modest
conservatory with a floating foundation and
the piling went down 12 meters. There is a
good reason why this area is known as
Lambeth Marsh and I’m keen to
understand how these buildings are even
built. But I digress.) This plan represents an
unjustified proposal and an imposition on
the residents and local businesses of
Waterloo.
• Westminster WHS Management Plan
(May 2007), although this requires updating
it is still the basis for the WHS’s
management
Site 5 Waterloo Station, 70m maximum:
will have a major impact on Waterloo Road,
Lower Marsh and The Cut townscape.
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Historic England

119/2

Guy's and St
Thomas' Charity

140/16

Canary Wharf
Group
Stanhope PLC

158/37
175/5

Plan
Section

Policy/ Annex/
General

Officer Response

Proposed Change

We raise considerable concern regarding
the proposed amendments to Annex 11
relating to areas considered sensitive,
suitable or unsuitable for Tall Buildings. We
note that 3D modeling has been compiled
since 2015. The modeling work is extremely
helpful but it only addresses one aspect of
how sites should be appraised.

Section
10

Q26

• UNESCO Palace of Westminster and
Westminster Abbey including Saint
Margaret’s Church Mission Report
(February 2017). The mission concluded
that greater weight should be given to the
protection of the Outstanding Universal
Value of the World Heritage Site (WHS),
and that this should be reflected in a more
concrete manner in policy and guidance.
• UNESCO Westminster WHS Statement of
Outstanding Universal Value
Q26 - Tall Buildings. We are supportive of
this approach and highlight the importance
of flexibility in ensuring the delivery of high
quality context appropriate development
throughout the plan period. It is
considered however that the stipulation of
max heights in Annex 11 does not support
the intention of the policy aspirations of
Q26. It is considered that the intention of
the wording of policy Q26 and Annex 11 is
to provide guidance on the appropriate
locations of tall buildings and approximate
guidelines subject to meeting the other
criteria of policy 026. The appropriateness
of specific heights would need to be tested
on a scheme by scheme basis as the
parameters could differ significantly within
each scheme dependent on use, footprint,
architectural approach etc. Therefore
flexibility should be built into the policy to
allow for development of potentially taller

Section
10

Q26

to conclusions on whether the result will be harmful. The
architectural quality (form and massing, materials,
treatment and rhythms etc.) of subsequent proposals for
the locations will dictate whether harm results. The basic
policy presumption both in terms of design and heritage
does not support harmful outcomes.
Following meetings with representatives of the GLA and
Historic England it has been agreed that the terminology
used in Annex 11 and in the associated evidence
documents should better align with the wording of the
London Plan. We now use 'location' instead of 'site'. This
is to avoid any confusion that the tall building locations s
are site allocations. That is not the case. The terms
'sensitive to' and ' inappropriate' have not been
perpetuated in this plan on the advice of representatives
from the GLA as those terms are no longer used in the
London Plan.
Accepted.

Section
10
Section
10

Q26

Accepted.

The document has been added to the evidence base

Q26

Noted. The heights identified in the evidence base are the
result of considered assessments of townscape constraints
and impacts. That said, the maximum heights have been
replaced by 'general building heights' appropriate in these
locations. Such a change will give building designers
greater latitude to use a design-led approach the
constraints of each location.

See amended Annex 11 maps

No change

The document has been added to the evidence base
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CLS Holdings plc

Waterloo
Community
Development
Group

Rep
Code

181/1

182/3

Representation Wording
heights provided they meet all other
aspects of policy Q26. Accordingly, in
reference to the height of each site in
Annex 11, it is considered that the word
"max" should be deleted and instead an
introductory paragraph added that states:
'The building heights provided are
indicative and are subject to meeting
other tests of policy Q26'.
It is proposed to exclude 35 Albert
Embankment from an area within which a
taller building would be appropriate under
draft Policy Q26 (Tall buildings), as shown
on the Vauxhall Tall Buildings map at Annex
11. At present, under adopted policy the
site at 35 Albert Embankment falls within
‘Area 3’ within which buildings up to 90m
AOD are supported. The Mayors Vauxhall,
Nine Elms and Battersea Opportunity Area
Planning Framework (2012) supports taller
buildings along Albert Embankment and
therefore the proposed removal of the site
from an area within which tall building are
appropriate is considered to conflict with
the strategic objective of the Mayor’s SPD.
Furthermore, given the site’s location on
Albert Embankment next to a number of
tall buildings, it is not considered
appropriate to exclude the site from an
area within which a tall building would be
appropriate.
No specific justification or analysis for the
exclusion of this particular site has been
provided within the ‘Vauxhall & Albert
Embankment Tall Building Assessment
2018’ and as such the policy is not
considered to meet the tests required in
order to be considered sound. Our client
therefore strongly objects to the proposed
changes to this policy.
We support the changes which accord with
the London Plan to identify areas/ sites
appropriate for tall buildings (rather than
inappropriate) and the changes to (a) (vi)
and (vii), and (c), the definition of para
10.126, and the impact assessment
approach of para 10.128.

Plan
Section

Policy/ Annex/
General

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Section
10

Q26

This is The Rose PH a locally listed building which is
deemed to make a positive contribution to the special
interest of Albert Embankment Conservation Area. For
those reasons it is not considered suitable for tall building
development. Whilst it is accepted that the site presently
falls into the OAPF's wider area considered 'sensitive to'
tall building development it is unreasonable to expect
every site within that area to be suitable. As part of the
evidence base sieving work t planning designations (open
space, heritage assets, highways etc.) and other site
specific constraints have been used discounted locations.
See Tall Building Topic Paper.

No change

Section
10

Q26

The support for the changes are noted.

No change
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Name
Waterloo
Community
Development
Group

Rep
Code
182/3

Waterloo
Community
Development
Group

182/3

Waterloo
Community
Development
Group

182/3

Representation Wording
However, we object to the definitions of
tall buildings subsequently given at 10.131.
The 45m threshold is 50% taller than the
London Plan threshold of 30m; buildings
proposed above 30m virtually anywhere in
north and central Lambeth (apart from the
clusters at Waterloo and Vauxhall) could
easily have significant impacts and should
be tested in the way identified in the
revised Policy Q26. Even in parts of
Waterloo buildings over 30m can have
significant impacts; in other areas just
outside Waterloo, such as Kennington,
Oval, and north Brixton buildings over 30m
are likely to have significant impacts. We do
not wish to arbitrarily stop the
development of buildings over 30m outside
identified areas, but such proposals need to
be rigorously tested against the criteria in
the Policy: anything less is unjustified and
therefore unsound.
We object to some elements in Annex 11,
referred to at para 10.129. There is
reference to the ‘Lambeth Opportunity
Areas Tall Buildings Study 2018’, but we
have been unable to locate this amongst
the evidence base provided by Lambeth.
We have found a ‘Waterloo Building Height
Study 2018’ which is also not in the
evidence base but elsewhere on Lambeth’s
website. There was no consultation on the
scoping or preparation of this document,
and there is insufficient evidence of why 8
sites have been identified (what about the
vacant site opposite Lambeth North tube,
for example? Or the major site between
Cornwall Rd and Wootton St, where
Grainger have a current application?).
The Study only really deals with visual
impact, whereas the London Plan includes a
host of consideration including
regeneration, microclimate, safety, lighting
and other matters. And even regarding
Visual Impacts, the draft London Plan
makes clear that consideration of Tall
Buildings should take into account more
than just the silhouetted view from

Plan
Section
Section
10

Policy/ Annex/
General
Q26

Officer Response

Proposed Change

The London Plan allows for the definition of tall buildings
to vary from place to place. The Policy has been re-written
to ensure that any tall building development coming
forward outside the areas identified as 'appropriate' are
subject to the rigorous testing.

See new policy wording.

Section
10

Q26

The reference to the 'Lambeth Opportunity Areas Tall
Buildings Study' was a drafting error. Brixton, Vauxhall and
Waterloo each have their individual evidence documents.

No change

Section
10

Q26

Our limited resources did not permit an exhaustive
borough-wide assessment of all potential tall building
locations. Instead the Council has focused on those known
locations where there is a possibility of development
coming forward within the lifetime of the plan. Some
examples of discounted sites have been provided in the
Tall Building topic Paper. The Wooton Street site was
discounted because of the adverse impact a tall building
would have on the settings of the Roupell Street CA and
Waterloo CA and the grade Ii listed properties within those
CAs. This was based on our detailed understanding of
those constraints through the pre-application negotiations
with Grainger. The revised policy Q26 (b) wording makes
provision for tall buildings proposals should they come
forward outside the locations identified in Annex 11.
The London Plan has subsequently been amended.
Additional work is not require din these areas.

No change
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Name

Rep
Code

Waterloo
Community
Development
Group
ITV PLC

182/3

SBEG and SBBID

198/14

Individual

200/12

188/17

Representation Wording
distance: “Policy D8 Impacts C) 1) Visual
impacts a) The views of buildings from
different distances: need to be considered,
including…iii) immediate views from the
surrounding streets – attention should be
paid to the base of the building. It should
have a direct relationship with the street,
maintaining the pedestrian scale, character
and vitality of the street. Where the edges
of the site are adjacent to buildings of
significantly lower height or parks and
other open spaces there should be an
appropriate transition in scale between the
tall building and its surrounding context to
protect amenity or privacy.”
At no point does the study consider the
impact of a tall building at its lower levels
and as it meets the ground, at any of the
sites. This is a major deficiency.
15. The change to Policy Q26 a i) and the
revision to Annex 11 is supported.
Paragraphs 10.129 10.133 explain the relationship of the maps
at Annex 11 to Policy Q26. The ITV site
already benefits from a tall building and the
recent grant of planning permission
confirms the appropriateness of the site to
accommodate a tall building. Defining a
maximum AOD height whilst perhaps
informative should not be rigidly applied.
Tall buildings on any of the sites that are
identified will need to be justified by
reference to detailed design assessment
and analysis having regard to surrounding
context. Being prescriptive as to height is
unnecessary.
There is dissatisfaction with the AOD
figures included in the Waterloo tall
buildings map. Several SBEG members have
mentioned errors and inconsistencies with
the AOD figures, and whether these refer
to extant consents, or maximum height
limits. Clarification on these points is
necessary, as no explanation is given as to
how these figures have been reached.
Waterloo tall buildings map
The approach to tall buildings is considered
unacceptable. The proposed height
guidance is totally inconsistent with the

Plan
Section

Policy/ Annex/
General

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Section
10

Q26

No change

Section
10

Q26

The policy objective is the identification of appropriate
locations and appropriate heights. More detailed matters
such as microclimate will be considered as schemes are
developed.
Accepted. 'General building heights' have been
introduced rather than maximum heights to allow a
design-led response to the constraints. The policy
objective remains no heritage harm and no townscape
harm.

Section
10

Q26

It is difficult to comment on this without understanding the
individual concerns over the AOD heights. The Waterloo
Tall Buildings Study explains the approach taken. The Tall
Buildings Topic Paper explains the approach taken.

No change

Section
10

Q26

Not accepted. The tall Buildings Topic Paper explains the
approach taken.

No change

See amended Annex 11 maps
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Name

Rep
Code

Individual

200/13

St John's
Church,
Waterloo

202/55

Individual

326/17

BFI

43/7

Friends of
Jubilee Gardens

52/3

Friends of
Jubilee Gardens

52/3e

Representation Wording
criteria for tall buildings in Policy Q26 and
therefore the proposed guidance in Annex
11 is not sound.
The importance of the need of having a
coherent approach to the design of
development particularly that for tall
buildings is exemplified by the disaster of
the approach and “policies” in the area
covered by the Vauxhall Opportunity Area
Framework which, is now readily apparent
in reality. Developments on the various
sites strive to be as tall as possible without
any coherent framework, unity, character
or sense of place. The result is a mish mash
of developments each trying to maximise
their development value without a proper
interrelation or creation of a recognisable
neighbourhood or “quarter”. This is
particularly serious at street level where
the design of buildings has had no regard
for the public realm and its use by human
beings. This should not be allowed to
happen in Waterloo.
Annex 11: We are cautious about the
proposal for a tall building on the IMAX site.
Any design should take into account its
proximity to St John’s, listed Grade II* and
wind impact that may result from any
development.
Building height should be in proportionate
scale to surrounding buildings. Skyscrapers
must only be considered where there is
clear adequate space around all sides of the
building to prevent excessive massing and
overshadowing.
BFI notes the evidence base and the
proposed provisions in the draft Local Plan
for the IMAX site.
Eight of the sites for permitted
development of tall buildings are in
Waterloo. This clearly represents an
unjustified proposal and an imposition of
staggering proportions on the residents of
Waterloo and the local businesses which
strive to continue to serve the community
Royal Street, 60m maximum: detrimental
impact on the openness and amenity of
Archbishops Park

Plan
Section

Policy/ Annex/
General

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Section
10

Q26

The majority of buildings within central Vauxhall are under
construction and the traffic gyratory work has not been
implemented. Therefore is considered premature to
suggest the cluster has not been successful. It should only
be judged when complete and when the highways / public
realm works are fully implemented.

No change

Section
10

Q26

Microclimate impacts will be addressed at application
stage. The Design Code SPD includes guidance on this
matter.

No change

Section
10

Q26

Noted.

No change

Section
10

Q26

Noted.

No change

Section
10

Q26

See responses relating to the individual sites.

No change

Section
10

Q26

Annex 11 identifies the height as 50m.

No change

395

Name
Individual

Lambeth Estate
Residents’
Association
(LERA)

Individual

Individual

Rep
Code
54/3b

82/1

94/2

99/6

Representation Wording
Eight of the sites for permitted
development of tall buildings are in
Waterloo. This clearly represents an
unjustified proposal and an imposition of
staggering proportions on the residents of
Waterloo and the local businesses which
strive to continue to serve the community
I represent the Lambeth Estate Residents’
Association (LERA), comprising some 500
residents in the Roupell Street
Conservation Area, close to Waterloo
Station.
We strongly feel that the heights proposed
for Sites 3, 5 and 6 in North Lambeth and
Waterloo, in Appendix 11 of the Draft Local
Plan, are excessive. Although all three sites
sit close to already existing or consented
other tall buildings, they are qualitatively
different and should not be treated in the
same way, for the following reasons:
The Waterloo Plan proposes tall buildings
on 8 sites but seems to suggest that we
already have our quota of the same: it
certainly feels like it. The effects of sudden
gusts of wind around the Union Jack Club
make it difficult to walk and the same is
true round the new skyscraper on
Stamford Street, no. 1 Blackfriars.
The skyline has been severely damaged.
There are no longer views of St Paul's and
the river views have been almost entirely
lost.
* Policy Q26 Tall Buildings and Annex 11 - I
object to the following planned tall
buildings for the damaging effect they
would have on the London skyline and for
the pollution that they would bring as well
as the damaging effects of wind that the
would create in our streets and
neighbourhoods. I have trouble enough
tackling walking down York Road in high
wind conditions caused by tall buildings
that line the street despite it not being a
windy day. It is a throughly unpleasant and
uncomfortable experience especially when
waiting at the bus stops. It deters

Plan
Section
Section
10

Policy/ Annex/
General
Q26

Officer Response

Proposed Change

See responses relating to the individual sites.

No change

Section
10

Q26

See response to individual points below.

No change

Section
10

Q26

Noted. The Council has introduced an additional view of St
Paul's under Policy Q25. Applicants for tall building
development will be expected to show the wind impacts of
their proposals at application stage. Guidance on wind
impacts has been included in the Design Code SPD.

No change

Section
10

Q26

Noted. Any applicant proposing tall building development No change
will have to undertake assessments of the impact on
microclimate including wind. Their architect would be
expected to mitigate against unacceptable impacts through
good design. Guidance on wind impacts has been provided
in the Design Code SPD.

396

Name

Norwood
Action group et
al.
Brixton Society

Guy's and St
Thomas' Charity

Individual

Rep
Code

Representation Wording

me/people from frequenting the row of
shops in that area.
196/390 the council will support proposals which
reduce the adverse impact'
155/30

140/18

141/8

Unlikely from owners!
Q26 Tall Buildings: In para c(i), more
consideration should be given to the
situation where two or more tall buildings
are being proposed close together, perhaps
by different developers. Key issues are
daylight, overshadowing and mutual
privacy. If there are already relevant
policies in the Plan, cross references should
be provided here.
On the basis of the above and the analysis
within the City Designer report, we
consider that the draft Tall Building Policy
Q26 is not consistent with National Policy
and would not be effective in making best
use of land.
Proposed Amendment
c) Where tall buildings come forward
outside the areas identified in Annex 11 or
higher buildings are proposed than the
maximum stated for ‘appropriate sites’, the
onus will be on the applicant to show the
appropriateness of the site for a tall
building and that points (a) (ii), (iii), (iv), (v)
and (vii) are met along with all other
relevant planning policies. In addition:
i) where proposed near existing
[strikethrough] tall building groups,
proposals should follow the respect
established principles of the group
composition such as through careful
analysis, and should stepping down in
height around cluster edges, step up within
the cluster and generally be in harmony
with the composition;
Policy Q26 states that where tall buildings
come forward “proposals should follow the
established principles of the group
composition such as stepping down in
height around cluster edges” (Q26(c)(i)).
However, neither the policy, nor the
explanatory text indicate what is
acceptable in terms of “stepping down”.

Plan
Section

Policy/ Annex/
General

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Section
10

Q26

Noted.

No change

Section
10

Q26

Accepted.

The first paragraph of 10.154 has been amended to read:

Section
10

Q26

Part Accepted. The policy has been re-written and the
Annex heights have been re-drafted to show 'general
building heights'

See new policy wording and Annex 11 map for Waterloo

Section
10

Q26

As shown in the Tall Buildings Topic Paper windfall sites
can deliver tall building development without harm. The
revised policy wording of Q26 (b) will allow the Council to
effectively manage tall building proposals should they
come forward on windfall sites outside those locations
identified in Annex 11. This approach is more rigorous
than the current policy in the Lambeth Local Plan, 2015.

No change

Low rise and mid rise proposals will be assessed against Local Plan
policies Q6 and Q7.

397

Name

Rep
Code

Representation Wording

Plan
Section

Policy/ Annex/
General

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Further Policy Q26(c)(i) appears to be
contradictory to the next part of the policy
(Q26(c)(ii)) which states that tall buildings
will only be considered acceptable in
established low rise neighbourhoods where
they are part of “a comprehensive scheme
which integrates well with the locality”.
Again, neither the policy, nor the
explanatory text define what “a
comprehensive scheme which integrates
well with the locality” means.
The Local Plan should make clear that this
does not mean that plonking a tower block
on back land in a lower rise neighbourhood
with poor access and little or no
relationship to what exists around it is “a
comprehensive scheme”. It should also be
set out clearly to developers that existing
isolated medium rise tower schemes built
in the 1960s and 70s are not a justification
for taller new tower developments in areas
such as along Kennington Lane, especially
given these developments were set in
significant areas of landscaping and urban
realm to offset the effects of the
development.
The draft Local Plan does not address
development pressures encountered in
locations in the vicinity of opportunity
areas. Instead it allows developers to put
forward developments which are
unsuitable for the locations they are
proposed for due to existence of
constraints such as listed buildings or
conservation areas, or which are back land
sites in existing areas of lower rise
development.
The lack of a specific exclusion of tall
buildings outside areas which are
designated as suitable for such
development in the local plan is not
justified by the evidence provided. It allows
such opportunities to be proposed
anywhere within the Borough, with only a
weak policy requiring the developers to
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Name

Norwood
Action group et
al.

Rep
Code

Representation Wording

Plan
Section

Policy/ Annex/
General

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Q26

These are not mutually exclusive. However, the re-written
tall buildings policy provides greater clarity on how
proposals will be assessed outside locations where tall
buildings are deemed appropriate.

No change

Section
10

Q26

Not accepted. However, the re-written tall buildings policy
provides greater clarity on how proposals will be assessed
outside locations where tall buildings are deemed
appropriate.

No change

Section
10

Q26

Not accepted. However, the re-written tall buildings policy
provides greater clarity on how proposals will be assessed
outside locations where tall buildings are deemed
appropriate.

No change

Section
10

Q26

On the advice of the GLA and to align with the London Plan
'sensitive' and ‘inappropriate’ areas are no longer being
identified.

No change

Section
10

Q26

On the advice of the GLA and to align with the London Plan
'sensitive' and ‘inappropriate’ areas are no longer being
identified.

No change

justify such schemes. As stated above, tall
building schemes in unsuitable areas should
not be allowed to be considered outside
the designated areas where tall buildings
are acceptable.
196/391 ii) proposals for tall buildings will only be
Section
considered acceptable in established, low10
rise residential neighbourhoods where they
are part of a comprehensive scheme which
integrates well with the locality.

Maven Plan

321/12

Individual

123/2

Individual

207/7

Whitgift Estate
TRA

208/7

What?! Mutually exclusive. Also see 10.126
and 10.130. Para ii) should be deleted.
We support the policy with the inclusion of
: "Ciii) proposals for tall buildings in major
town centres where the contextual setting
is not uniform and there is opportunity for
a building serving as a destination marker
without causing harm."
Beside the issues noted in points (a) ii, iii, iv,
v and vii, and in (c) i and ii, may I put
forward the suggestion that there is a point
(c) iii that requires tall building proposals to
show that they do not constitute overdevelopment of a site in relation to
surrounding and bordering sites, and in
particular in relation to existing residential
development and heritage assets.
Policy Q26 Tall buildings - 10.125. The
Mayor’s Vauxhall Nine Elms and Battersea
OAPF and Waterloo OAPF provide detailed
guidance on tall buildings within these
areas. Lambeth has prepared
supplementary planning documents for
Waterloo, Vauxhall and Brixton, which are
identified as offering potential for tall
building. Annex 11 provides maps of these
areas indicating places sensitive to and
inappropriate for tall buildings. Reinstate
this paragraph and continue to exclude
sensitive areas.
Policy Q26 Tall buildings - 10.125. The
Mayor’s Vauxhall Nine Elms and Battersea
OAPF and Waterloo OAPF provide detailed
guidance on tall buildings within these
areas. Lambeth has prepared
supplementary planning documents for
Waterloo, Vauxhall and Brixton, which are
identified as offering potential for tall
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Name

Individual

Individual

Norwood
Action group et
al.
Norwood
Action group et
al.

Individual

Rep
Code

Representation Wording

building. Annex 11 provides maps of these
areas indicating places sensitive to and
inappropriate for tall buildings. Reinstate
this paragraph and continue to exclude
sensitive areas.
212/8
Policy Q26 Tall buildings - 10.125. The
Mayor’s Vauxhall Nine Elms and Battersea
OAPF and Waterloo OAPF provide detailed
guidance on tall buildings within these
areas. Lambeth has prepared
supplementary planning documents for
Waterloo, Vauxhall and Brixton, which are
identified as offering potential for tall
building. Annex 11 provides maps of these
areas indicating places sensitive to and
inappropriate for tall buildings. Reinstate
this paragraph and continue to exclude
sensitive areas.
223/7
Policy Q26 Tall buildings - 10.125. The
Mayor’s Vauxhall Nine Elms and Battersea
OAPF and Waterloo OAPF provide detailed
guidance on tall buildings within these
areas. Lambeth has prepared
supplementary planning documents for
Waterloo, Vauxhall and Brixton, which are
identified as offering potential for tall
building. Annex 11 provides maps of these
areas indicating places sensitive to and
inappropriate for tall buildings. Reinstate
this paragraph and continue to exclude
sensitive areas.
196/392 10.126. Tall buildings are those that are
substantially taller than their surroundings,
Definition!
196/393 Tall or large buildings are not considered
appropriate around the borough’s
commons and historic parks and gardens as
much of their character is derived from the
relatively low-rise development in their
locality.

207/8

Should not be deleted. It is needed to
serve 10.101 of Q21.
Policy Q26 Tall buildings - 10.126. Tall
buildings are those that are substantially
taller than their surroundings, cause a
significant change to the skyline or are
larger than the threshold sizes set for the

Plan
Section

Policy/ Annex/
General

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Section
10

Q26

On the advice of the GLA and to align with the London Plan
'sensitive' and ‘inappropriate’ areas are no longer being
identified.

No change

Section
10

Q26

On the advice of the GLA and to align with the London Plan
'sensitive' and ‘inappropriate’ areas are no longer being
identified.

No change

Section
10

Q26

Noted

No change

Section
10

Q26

Not accepted. Other policies within the plan adequately
cover the impact of development on open spaces.

No change

Section
10

Q26

Not accepted. Other policies within the plan adequately
cover the impact of development on open spaces.

No change

400

Name

Whitgift Estate
TRA

Individual

Individual

Norwood
Action group et
al.

Rep
Code

Representation Wording

referral of planning applications to the
Mayor. Reinstate Tall or large buildings are
not considered appropriate around the
borough’s commons and historic parks and
gardens as much of their character is
derived from the relatively low-rise
development in their locality.
208/8
Policy Q26 Tall buildings - 10.126. Tall
buildings are those that are substantially
taller than their surroundings, cause a
significant change to the skyline or are
larger than the threshold sizes set for the
referral of planning applications to the
Mayor. Reinstate Tall or large buildings are
not considered appropriate around the
borough’s commons and historic parks and
gardens as much of their character is
derived from the relatively low-rise
development in their locality.
212/9
Policy Q26 Tall buildings - 10.126. Tall
buildings are those that are substantially
taller than their surroundings, cause a
significant change to the skyline or are
larger than the threshold sizes set for the
referral of planning applications to the
Mayor. Reinstate Tall or large buildings are
not considered appropriate around the
borough’s commons and historic parks and
gardens as much of their character is
derived from the relatively low-rise
development in their locality.
223/8
Policy Q26 Tall buildings - 10.126. Tall
buildings are those that are substantially
taller than their surroundings, cause a
significant change to the skyline or are
larger than the threshold sizes set for the
referral of planning applications to the
Mayor. Reinstate Tall or large buildings are
not considered appropriate around the
borough’s commons and historic parks and
gardens as much of their character is
derived from the relatively low-rise
development in their locality.
196/394 10.127. Development which results in
unacceptable canyon-like environments
Delete unaccepatble! No such thing as an
acceptable canyon.

Plan
Section

Policy/ Annex/
General

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Section
10

Q26

Not accepted. Other policies within the plan adequately
cover the impact of development on open spaces.

No change

Section
10

Q26

Not accepted. Other policies within the plan adequately
cover the impact of development on open spaces.

No change

Section
10

Q26

Not accepted. Other policies within the plan adequately
cover the impact of development on open spaces.

No change

Section
10

Q26

Accepted. Supporting text of Q26 and policy Q7 viii)
amended.

Q7 viii) has been amended to read:
it would not create unattractive, canyon-like development
including especially along streets and railway lines; and
Paragraph 10.153 has been added that reads:
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Name

Rep
Code

Representation Wording

Plan
Section

Policy/ Annex/
General

Officer Response

Proposed Change
Development which results in canyon-like environments due to tall
buildings being in uncomfortably close proximity, will not be
permitted on design and amenity grounds. Given the hilly
character of some parts of South Lambeth the influence of the
topography on the visual and environmental impact of the
proposal will be a consideration in assessing schemes.

Norwood
Action group et
al.

196/395 10.130. The southern third of Lambeth
(south of the South Circular Road

Norwood
Action group et
al.

196/396 is generally residential and suburban in
character

Norwood
Action group et
al.

Section
10

Q26

Not accepted. The South Circular Road is a clear and
distinct topographical feature which is easy to appreciate
on a map. Drawing a line to the north side of Brockwell
Park may make sense along the park boundary but would
be arbitrary as it passes westward through the borough's
residential side streets to the borough boundary with
Wandsworth. This is explained further in the Tall Building
Topic Paper.
Tall buildings are, by definition, substantially taller than
their context. An 8 storey approach is considered
substantially taller to the suburban context.

No change

Section
10

Q26

Section
10

Q26

Tall buildings are, by definition, substantially taller than
their context. An 8 storey approach is considered
substantially taller. Four storeys would not meet the
'substantially taller' test in suburban areas.

No change

Q26

The evidence base does indeed identify the Significance of No change
Effect as 'major' in some views. However, that should not
be equated as necessarily being a harmful impact.
Significance of Effect is a means of identifying the amount
of change between the 'before' and 'after' views. It is not
established best practice to assume that all change is
harmful. We are comfortable that the height and mass
resultant from the modelling assessment is acceptable in
principle. However, the evidence work, being high level
and based on simple models extruded to identified heights,
should not be used to come to conclusions on whether the
result will be harmful. The architectural quality (form and
massing, materials, treatment and rhythms etc.) of
subsequent proposals for the locations will dictate whether
harm results. The basic policy presumption both in terms
of design and heritage does not support harmful
outcomes.
The simple models used to assess the basic townscape
No change
impacts are not building designs but are extrusions of

The boundary is north of this – say north
side of Brockwell Park.

Note! 8 storey+ is inconsistent with
residential and suburban.
196/397 In this area tall buildings are normally
considered to be those over 25m (8
storeys)

Individual

171/2

Bankside Open
Spaces Trust

296/7

This is unacceptable as a planning policy
statement. It should be set at 4 storeys,
anything taller should have to meet the
requirements of Q26 c), rather than just
those over 8 storeys.
• The tall buildings proposed for sites 3, 5
Section
and 6 would have an unacceptable impact
10
on local views, particularly from the Roupell
Street Conservation Area. They should be
reduced in scale or dropped from the plan.

The proposal for 2 new tall buildings on
Waterloo Road is not justified. The

Section
10

Q26

Proposed text "vii it would not create unattractive, canyon-like
development including especially along streets and railway lines;
and "

402

Name

Rep
Code

Individual

96/4

Individual

123/1

Guy's and St
Thomas' Charity

140/14

Individual

141/4

Representation Wording
buildings will create a canyon effect and
wind tunnel effect on what is already a very
windy stretch of road. It will also make the
road dark and feel less welcoming Thes
buildings do not meet local needs. They will
adversly affect the local character and
heritage and protected environment of the
Old Fire Station, Old Vic and Lower Marsh
as well as the Women Hospital.
I also think Site 8 next to Archbishops Park
is particularly unsuitable for a tall building.
Any building here needs to be low scale and
well related to the park. I share the local
desire that the historic Holy Trinity School
should be incorporated in any
development.
One element related to tall buildings that
does not seem to receive the necessary
emphasis in Policy Q26 is that tall buildings
can also constitute over-development of
sites, particularly outside the areas listed in
Annex 11.
Whereas the adopted Lambeth Local Plan
(2015) identifies areas where tall buildings
are not appropriate, the Draft Local Plan
(2018) defines the areas in which tall
buildings are considered appropriate. If
schemes are proposed outside of these
areas, ‘the onus will be on the applicant to
show the appropriateness of the site for a
tall building’. This appropriately leaves
room for justification and negotiation when
proposing tall buildings in the borough
outside of the identified areas, with
schemes being judged on design
excellence, contribution to townscape,
appropriateness in relation to London Plan
policies and also in relation to the site’s
ability to accommodate the proposed
quantum of development.
Policy Q26 This policy, which states that tall
buildings need to be justified outside the
areas where tall buildings have been
identified as acceptable, is not considered
to be strong enough. It is considered that,
as drafted, the policy allows developers to
put forward schemes for tall buildings in
areas where they are unsuitable, for

Plan
Section

Policy/ Annex/
General

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Section
10

Q26

No change

Section
10

Q26

It is agreed than any tall building development at Royal
Street must respect the setting of Archbishop's Park. The
modelling in the evidence base has sought to identify a
height that achieves this. The former Holy Trinity school is
identified in the Lambeth Palace CA Character Appraisal
(2017) as a positive contributor. Its loss, should it result in
harm to the conservation area, will be resisted. The policy
starting point therefore is its retention.
Any proposal for a tall building will also be subject to the
other relevant policies in the local plan. For example those
on housing standards, paring, and amenity space etc. It is
only with a full policy assessment that overdevelopment
can be identified.

Section
10

Q26

Noted.

See amended policy text Q26

Section
10

Q26

The GLA has advised that 'sensitive to' and 'inappropriate'
locations need not be identified going forward. See further
explanation of the approach in Topic Paper 8, Tall
Buildings. The policy wording under (b) had been
strengthened to ensure tall buildings proposed outside
'appropriate' areas are fully justified.

No change

potential masses at those locations. It is not anticipated
that development would come forward in this form. The
onus will be on the building designers to ensure all
environmental impacts are acceptable including townscape
impacts.

No change
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example in areas immediately adjacent to
listed buildings or conservation areas, or
which are back land sites in areas of lower
rise development.

Plan
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Policy/ Annex/
General
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Proposed Change

Section
10
Section
10

Q26

Noted.

No change

Q26

The tall building policy has been re-drafted.

See new text policy Q26

Section
10

Q26

Noted.

No change

Further the general policy for development
in areas outside locations designated as
acceptable for tall buildings should be for
high density, lower rise development, such
as that recently completed in Manor Place
off Walworth Road.
The evidence base for the tall building
policy only includes studies identifying
where tall buildings would be acceptable
(Brixton, Waterloo and Vauxhall/Albert
Embankment). This evidence base is
considered deficient as it has not covered
the whole borough and it has not sought to
specifically identify locations where tall
buildings would not be appropriate.
Identifying areas where tall buildings would
not be appropriate is especially important
in areas of development stress, such as
around opportunity areas, both those
opportunity areas designated within
London Borough of Lambeth and those
within other boroughs but immediately
adjacent to London Borough of Lambeth.

Brixton Society

155/31

Canary Wharf
Group

158/33

Level (1) SE1
Limited

165/3

It is considered therefore that the policy on
tall buildings should, following a review of
the full borough for areas suitable for tall
buildings, specifically exclude tall buildings
in areas where they are not suitable, i.e.
the policy should be explicitly opposed to
tall buildings in all but designated locations.
Otherwise the policy changes are
welcomed.
CWG welcomes the opportunity to respond
to the Draft Revised Lambeth Local Plan
October 2018 (Regulation 19 Consultation).
CWG does however continue to have major
concerns relating to the rigid policy position
proposed in relation to Tall Buildings.
There is also general support for Policy
Q26, in that it allows for tall and large
buildings to come forward outside of the
“appropriate areas” where
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Stockwell
Group Practice

177/5

Waterloo
Community
Development
Group

182/3

Individual

186/1

Representation Wording
“appropriateness” can be demonstrated;
and
There is also general support for Policy
Q26, insofar as it allows for tall and large
buildings to come forward outside of the
“appropriate areas” where
“appropriateness” can be demonstrated.
There is no consideration in the Study or
the revised Policy Q26 of the purported
regeneration benefits that tall buildings
could bring as set out in the London Plan:
“Whilst high density does not need to imply
high rise, tall buildings can form part of a
plan-led approach to facilitating
regeneration opportunities and managing
future growth, particularly in order to make
optimal use of the capacity of sites which
are well-connected by public transport and
have good access to services and
amenities.” (para 3.8.1, draft London Plan
suggesting Minor Changes July 2018).. It is
to be noted that this was the regeneration
benefits were the fundamental reason a tall
building was considered at Doon St (to
cross-subsidise the achievement of a public
sports centre and swimming pool) and ITV
(to retain the London Studios and current
employment). These reasons have fallen
away for both of these permissions: the
approved applications should not be taken
as anything other than exceptional and
based upon the regeneration and social
benefits, and not as approval in principle
for a tall building of the height proposed.
Having read the plan and being supportive
of its vision for a more prosperous borough
with more businesses and homes, I just
wanted to say: 1) I hope the frequent
references to requiring ‘excellent design’
from new buildings means an end to
approving those like the Corniche and some
around the Embassy quarter and Sainsbury
Nine Elms, which are just so darned ugly to
look at; I accept the arguments for tall
buildings to provide high density
accommodation but please at least make
sure they are attractive, which can be done.
The new blocks at Keybridge House are, for
example, I think, of where the style is in

Plan
Section

Policy/ Annex/
General

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Section
10

Q26

Noted.

No change

Section
10

Q26

The draft London Plan no longer requires a narrative on
regeneration benefits of tall building development. It is
agreed that previous heights, often agreed on the basis of
public benefits outweighing heritage harm, do not set the
base height for future development. In both the ITV and
Doon Street locations the general heights identified are
lower than the approved heights for just that reason.

No change

Section
10

Q26

Noted. Design excellence is a subjective matter and
architectural styles and tastes evolve over time. Polices
Q5, 6, 7 and 8 in particular try to cover the full range of
design considerations. In 2019 the Council established a
Design review Panel of independent professionals in the
fields of building design. The panel will review emerging
proposals with a view to helping the applicant deliver
design excellence.

No change
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Norwood
Action group et
al.

Norwood
Action group et
al.

Norwood
Action Group et
al

Norwood
Action group et
al.

Rep
Code

194/1

Representation Wording
keeping with the local area and is actually
rather attractive (though the height is still
imposing and sky-filling to those of us in the
surrounding Victorian terraces, and the
prices look pretty unaffordable to the
majority of people.)
Areas designated as not being suitable for
high rise developments are being seen as a
green light for developers that all other
non-designated areas are suitable for high
rise and high density development. High
rise, high density development is suitable
where there is sufficient space (at least 100
meters) from surrounding low rise
residential buildings and there should be
clearer definitions of the ambiguous term
of “being in context”.

Policy Q26 needs to be expanded to avoid
exploitation and misrepresentation by
property developers.
196/112 Tall buildings can also contribute to placeshaping by providing landmarks and
defining gateways.
This is a fallacious justification for tall
buildings. So where isn’t ‘a gateway’ that
merits a tall building, if someone choses to
assert it?
196/128 ○ support for tall buildings in appropriate
locations to deliver regeneration and
economic objectives in accordance with
London Plan and national policies, based on
local evidence

Plan
Section

Policy/ Annex/
General

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Section
10

Q26

Noted. The changes in the policy approach from the 2015
Local Plan to the current Draft revised version are in
response to a changing London Plan policy context which
no longer requires the identification of 'inappropriate for'
and 'sensitive to' designations in relation to tall buildings.
The London Plan now requires the identification of general
locations that are appropriate.

No change

Tall buildings proposals are assessed against all other
relevant polices in the local plan including Q5 Local
Distinctiveness. The Council's Local Distinctiveness Study
(available online) also helps applicants understand the
Context in which they are designing.
Section
10

Q26

Accepted. The rewritten policy Q26 text no longer refers
to gateways

See new Q26 text

Section
10

Q26

The draft London Plan no longer requires a narrative on
regeneration and economic objectives.

No change

Q26

Noted. The definition of tall buildings is those
'substantially taller' than their context. It is considered
Policy Q7 is sufficient to cover large buildings.

No change

Q26

The definitions of what constitutes tall building
development in different parts of Lambeth is context
derived.

No change

Important, but not repeated in Q26 policy
16. Q26 the deletion of ‘Large Buildings’ is a Section
retrograde step. The entire policy has
10
major internal inconsistencies and requires
serious review and redrafting. Generally the
definition of tall buildings in different
contexts should be modest so as to oblige
developers to make the case for
exceptions, with quality design and
consideration of surroundings.
196/387 Policy Q26 Tall and large buildings
Section
10
196/16
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St John's
Church,
Waterloo
London and
Quadrant
Housing Trust
Individual

202/50

Individual

301/1

Individual

301/2

Individual

301/3

Individual

340/8

Individual

350/21

Individual
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Plan
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Proposed Change

Section
10

Q26

Noted.

No change

Policy Q26 – Tall Buildings L&Q are
generally supportive of the proposed
amendments to Policy Q26.
Any new buildings on site (especially
Elizabeth Heights) should be limited to the
height of the current buildings in the area.

Section
10

Q26

Noted

No change

Section
10

Q26

No change

tower blocks (tall buildings) are extremely
unpopular within existing communities. If
allowed they should include a high level of
affordable housing. At present tower
blocks are being built in North Lambeth
that have a detrimental effect on the local
environment and no housing gain since
they are largely empty (flats sold to
overseas investors). This does nothing to
help Lambeth's housing issues.
Tall buildings should not be permitted close
to listed buildings or in conservation areas
or in areas where the rest of the housing is
low level.
Tall buildings that do not include a high
level (50%) affordable housing should not
be permitted. Tall building development
that does not include provision of
additional amenities (especially green
space and transport provision) should not
be permitted. At present tower blocks are
being built which are much disliked by
existing communities and have a
detrimental environmental impact are
being built but these tower blocks do
nothing to improve the local housing
situation as they are sold to investors not
occupiers. Many seem to be largely
unoccupied.
Restrict tall buildings to river front in
Vauxhall
Too many

Section
10

Q26

Such an approach would not accord with planning policy
which seeks to optimise development of sites; especially
given the location of this site immediately beside Waterloo
Station and within the Central Activity Zone.
The policy approach proposed in this Draft Revised Plan is
seeking to optimise the benefits of tall building
development and minimise their adverse impacts. The
Council's approach to affordable housing is set out in Policy
H2. Who buys and occupies new developments is not a
planning matter and can't be addressed through the
planning process.

Section
10

Q26

No change

Section
10

Q26

Noted. However, the planning policy test is whether or not
harm results. This is addressed in policy Q20 and Q22. It
would be unreasonable to make blanket assumptions.
Each proposal must be assessed on a case-by-case basis.
Affordable housing is addressed in Policy H2.

Section
10
Section
10
Section
10

Q26

Noted.

No change

Q26

Noted.

No change

Q26

Impacts on microclimate are important and deserve the
fullest consideration. This matter will be addressed at
application stage. Advice on wind impacts has been
included in the draft urban Design Code SPD.

No change

Definition must be context relative. See
10.126 and 10.130
Page 294 Policy 26 Tall buildings: We
support the proposed amendments.

2. The tall buildings already in place create
corridors of wind, and I am a bicycle user
which means that my bike gets unsteady
and dangerous to ride - I get fearful and am

See amended policy text Q26

No change
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London Parks &
Gardens Trust

64/7

Individual

96/4

Thames Water

73/7

Brixton Society

Norwood
Action group et
al.

Representation Wording
obliged to either go on foot battling the
wind or take a bus - which means that the
cardio exercise I get is lessened. I am now
64 and I will get more frail with time, more
tall buildings will exacerbate the situation.
Policy Q26 Tall and large buildings
general support for approach to protect and
enhance parks and open spaces
I consider a lot of mistakes have already
been made with the tall buildings that have
been allowed and constructed. The
conglomeration of towers at the Shell
Centre presents a forbidding prospect and
it unpleasantly dominates many local views.
Although in Southwark, No 1 Blackfriars is
an ugly intruder in the Waterloo scene.

Policy Q27 – Basement Development
We support the requirement of section b)
ii) for new basement development to
include a positive pumped device or
equivalent to mitigate against the risk of
sewer flooding.
155/33 In para e(iv), the use of open basement
areas with railings or balustrades is to be
preferred for Victorian properties, as a
reinstatement of original design features.
196/398 Applicants will be expected to carry the
cost of any independent assessment on the
council’s behalf of this further work.

Individual

217/7

Brixton Society

155/32

St John's
Church,
Waterloo

202/51

Surely there ought to be the consideration
of impact of the basement works on
adjacent residents – noise, dust etc. and
thus application should set out mitigation.
7. Under Q27, 10.139 seems to blanket
prevent semi-basement accommodation
extension. It seems onerous to rule these
out in all cases.
Q27 Basements: We welcome that this
topic now has its own policy, rather than a
cumbersome SPD.
Page 297 Policy 27: Basement
development: We are concerned that the
re-written and expanded policy could result
in additional basement provision to provide
low-cost rental accommodation for

Plan
Section

Policy/ Annex/
General

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Section
10

Q26

It is considered that large buildings can be adequately
covered by the general design policy in Q7.

No change

Section
10

Q26

No change

Section
10

Q27

The impact of tall buildings is a subjective matter. The
Shell Centre redevelopment was subject to a Public Inquiry
where an independent Inspector reviewed every aspect of
the scheme in particular the design and appearance and
impact on heritage and local character. In that case every
attempt was made to ensure that the buildings were in a
material that resembled the Portland stone of County hall,
Shell Tower and the Royal Festival Hall and of an
architectural character which was calm and unobtrusive.
The Inspector concluded that the proposal was acceptable.
Noted

Section
10

Q27

No change

Section
10

Q27

This policy section relates to new basements in existing
buildings. It therefore would not constitute a
reinstatement of original design features as none would
have existed previously.
These are not material planning considerations. An SPD
document will be prepared to provide further guidance on
these matters.

Section
10

Q27

It does not preclude such development it merely signposts No change
that they will be assessed under the extensions policy. This
is because semi-basement is partially above ground.

Section
10

Q27

It should be noted that the Design Code SPD contains
detailed basement guidance.

No change

Section
10

Q27

That is not the intention of the policy. Other policy
considerations, such as H5 will ensure all residential
development is of the necessary quality.

No change

No change

No change
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Individual

350/22

Mayor of
London

70/40

Only allow for pop stars and footballers - is
that not the current policy?
Policy Q27 Basement development. The
Mayor welcomes Lambeth’s approach to
protect the amenity of residents from
basement developments. He is also
particularly keen to ensure basement
developments do not harm the local
environment.

students.

Plan
Section
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General
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Proposed Change

Section
10
Section
10

Q27

Planning control does not extend to controlling who can
own or occupy new property
Noted.

No change

Q27

No change
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Policy

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Policy PN1 (part (a) i ) --- Waterloo and South Bank --Shopping and the Town Centre

PN01

It is no longer proposed to designate the Waterloo Metropolitan town centre.
The DRLLP Proposed Submission Version proposes to expand the Waterloo CAZ
retail cluster and to identify the Lower Marsh/The Cut/Leake Street Special Policy
Area within it. The expansion of the Waterloo CAZ retail cluster recognises the
existing and emerging quantum of retail in the area. The designation of the
Special Policy Area acknowledges and protects the specialist character of Lower
Marsh/The Cut/Leake Street and its role as a long-standing and unique cluster of
smaller, independent retailers and food and drink uses, with associated street
market and cultural uses such as the Old and Young Vic theatres. Proposals for
further retail development within the wider CAZ retail cluster would need to
demonstrate they would complement and not undermine the special character of
Lower Marsh/The Cut. This has been agreed with the Mayor of London through
the Examination of the Draft London Plan. See Topic Paper 4: Town Centres.
It is no longer proposed to designate the Waterloo Metropolitan town centre.
The DRLLP Proposed Submission Version proposes to expand the Waterloo CAZ
retail cluster and to identify the Lower Marsh/The Cut/Leake Street Special Policy
Area within it. The expansion of the Waterloo CAZ retail cluster recognises the
existing and emerging quantum of retail in the area. The designation of the
Special Policy Area acknowledges and protects the specialist character of Lower
Marsh/The Cut/Leake Street and its role as a long-standing and unique cluster of
smaller, independent retailers and food and drink uses, with associated street
market and cultural uses such as the Old and Young Vic theatres. Proposals for
further retail development within the wider CAZ retail cluster would need to
demonstrate they would complement and not undermine the special character of
Lower Marsh/The Cut. This has been agreed with the Mayor of London through
the Examination of the Draft London Plan. See Topic Paper 4: Town Centres.

See PN1c) of the DRLLP Proposed Submission
Version.

The shopping in the Waterloo area is presently classified
as a District Centre, with approximately 6,000 m2 of
retail use. For the Draft Plan to now propose it as a
Metropolitan Centre is fanciful. Waterloo is well-known
as a centre for train travel, for cultural uses and for
medical services. There is no vacant land and land
values are high.

Kennington,
Oval and
Vauxhall
Neighbourhood
Forum

102/26

Proposal to designate the Waterloo area as a
Metropolitan Town Centre
• Introduction of this policy is wholly unjustified in
Waterloo which already represents an over developed
area.
• Waterloo is currently a district centre. Waterloo does
not function as a typical town centre, and maintains, in
its current form, the appropriate opportunities for local
residents to access day to day amenities and local
community facilities.
• Development in line with a Metropolitan Town Centre
designation will irreparably damage even further the
character of Waterloo.
• In recent years the local community, supported by the
local authority, has undertaken a great deal of work and
made considerable investment in the local retail areas,
focussed on Lower Marsh, in order to maintain a
thriving local retail environment serving the needs of
the immediate residential community and office
workers seeking a brief respite from the confines of
work.
• Designation as a Metropolitan Centre will undermine
the dedication and effort devoted to ensuring the retail
offer and its environment in Lower Marsh and
surroundings has been preserved and improved.
• A Westfield style development in the Euro terminal
and on York Road will destroy the businesses on the
opposite side of the station leaving Waterloo residents
bereft of the local retail offer required on a day to day
basis and will overwhelm the character and heritage
which the community in association with the local
authority has fought so hard to value and preserve.

PN01

See PN1c) of the DRLLP Proposed Submission
Version.
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Individual

108/4

Individual

114/2

Representation Wording
• This proposed policy does not meet the test of
soundness.
• It is not justified in that it will not meet local needs,
but it will deprive the local community of the areas
which currently preserve local character and valued
local amenity.
• As the policy also represents a leap from a District
Centre to a Metropolitan Centre, it cannot be
sanctioned in panning terms and is clearly not
appropriate for the area, will be severely detrimental to
the valued character and heritage of other parts of
Waterloo on which the immediate community relies and
represents a step too far.
Additionally I object to the proposal to make Waterloo
into a Metropolitan Town Centre as this will destroy the
Character of the area turning it into a shopping area
rather than the prominently residential one it currently
is.

PN1 Waterloo and South Bank (a) (i)
Proposal to designate the Waterloo area as a
Metropolitan Town Centre
Huh? Well, I’d say you gotta be kidding but that’s not
the correct language to use. Before I begin my response
I would like to point out that the other two designated
Metropolitan Areas in London are both places that can
be accessed by car which facilitates the kind of retail
traffic (and the concomitant servicing of the retail
infrastructure) that both encourage. As I have already
pointed out, Waterloo is grid-locked on a daily basis, the
air is polluted to unacceptable levels. Public transport is
already stretched and TFL has plans to reduce services
on a number of buses that serve this area.
The introduction of the policy to designate the Waterloo
area as a Metropolitan Town Centre is wholly
unjustified. Waterloo already represents an over
developed area in terms of high buildings and high cost,
private residential accommodation. Waterloo is
currently a district centre. Waterloo does not function
as a typical town centre and maintains, in its current
form, the appropriate opportunities for local residents
to access day to day amenities and local community

Policy

Officer Response

Proposed Change

PN01

It is no longer proposed to designate the Waterloo Metropolitan town centre.
The DRLLP Proposed Submission Version proposes to expand the Waterloo CAZ
retail cluster and to identify the Lower Marsh/The Cut/Leake Street Special Policy
Area within it. The expansion of the Waterloo CAZ retail cluster recognises the
existing and emerging quantum of retail in the area. The designation of the
Special Policy Area acknowledges and protects the specialist character of Lower
Marsh/The Cut/Leake Street and its role as a long-standing and unique cluster of
smaller, independent retailers and food and drink uses, with associated street
market and cultural uses such as the Old and Young Vic theatres. Proposals for
further retail development within the wider CAZ retail cluster would need to
demonstrate they would complement and not undermine the special character of
Lower Marsh/The Cut. This has been agreed with the Mayor of London through
the Examination of the Draft London Plan. See Topic Paper 4: Town Centres.
It is no longer proposed to designate the Waterloo Metropolitan town centre.
The DRLLP Proposed Submission Version proposes to expand the Waterloo CAZ
retail cluster and to identify the Lower Marsh/The Cut/Leake Street Special Policy
Area within it. The expansion of the Waterloo CAZ retail cluster recognises the
existing and emerging quantum of retail in the area. The designation of the
Special Policy Area acknowledges and protects the specialist character of Lower
Marsh/The Cut/Leake Street and its role as a long-standing and unique cluster of
smaller, independent retailers and food and drink uses, with associated street
market and cultural uses such as the Old and Young Vic theatres. Proposals for
further retail development within the wider CAZ retail cluster would need to
demonstrate they would complement and not undermine the special character of
Lower Marsh/The Cut. This has been agreed with the Mayor of London through
the Examination of the Draft London Plan. See Topic Paper 4: Town Centres.

See PN1c) of the DRLLP Proposed Submission
Version.

PN01

See PN1c) of the DRLLP Proposed Submission
Version.
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facilities while maintaining its local character and locally
orientated small businesses.
Development in line with a Metropolitan Town Centre
designation will irreparably damage even further the
character of Waterloo (see my opening remarks). In
recent years the local community, supported by the
local authority, has undertaken a great deal of work and
made considerable investment in the local retail areas,
focussed on Lower Marsh, in order to maintain a
thriving local retail environment serving the needs of
the immediate residential community and office
workers (have you seen the glorious array of food stalls
where workers and visitors have a wonderful choice of
foods from around the world every weekday?).
Designation as a Metropolitan Centre will undermine
the dedication and effort that has been devoted to
ensuring the improved retail offer and its environment
in Lower Marsh and surrounding areas. A Westfield style
development in the Euro terminal and on York Road will
overwhelm the character and heritage of the area which
the community, in association with the local authority,
has fought so hard over many years to value and
preserve.
This proposed policy does not meet the test of
soundness. It is not justified in that it will not meet local
needs and will deprive the local community of the areas
which currently preserve local character and valued
local amenities. As the policy also represents a leap
from District Centre to Metropolitan Centre it cannot be
sanctioned in planning terms. It is clearly a step too far.
(Where do you people live, work and visit that you even
imagine this is a good idea? Do any of you ever walk
around here to see and feel what this neighbourhood is
like?)
I have seen the plans in relation to the re-designation of
Waterloo as an MTC, and consider them wholly
inappropriate. Waterloo is currently residential as well
as commercial, and I believe this new zoning will push
residents out. Amenities are already restricted, with
austerity having contributed to the closure of play
spaces near Waterloo Millennium Green and a library
which we used weekly. Coin St nursery will be suffering
from reduced air quality, and there is also another
nursery at the end of my street, St Patrick’s, which must
be suffering, and would suffer further if traffic were
effectively diverted from the IMAX down into our
narrow historic streets by the plans put forward for
pedestrianisation around the IMAX, as cars would drive
right past it and its small outdoor play area. The tiny

Policy
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Proposed Change

PN01

It is no longer proposed to designate the Waterloo Metropolitan town centre.
The DRLLP Proposed Submission Version proposes to expand the Waterloo CAZ
retail cluster and to identify the Lower Marsh/The Cut/Leake Street Special Policy
Area within it. The expansion of the Waterloo CAZ retail cluster recognises the
existing and emerging quantum of retail in the area. The designation of the
Special Policy Area acknowledges and protects the specialist character of Lower
Marsh/The Cut/Leake Street and its role as a long-standing and unique cluster of
smaller, independent retailers and food and drink uses, with associated street
market and cultural uses such as the Old and Young Vic theatres. Proposals for
further retail development within the wider CAZ retail cluster would need to
demonstrate they would complement and not undermine the special character of
Lower Marsh/The Cut. This has been agreed with the Mayor of London through
the Examination of the Draft London Plan. See Topic Paper 4: Town Centres.

See PN1c) of the DRLLP Proposed Submission
Version.
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Policy

Officer Response

Proposed Change

It is no longer proposed to designate the Waterloo Metropolitan town centre.
The DRLLP Proposed Submission Version proposes to expand the Waterloo CAZ
retail cluster and to identify the Lower Marsh/The Cut/Leake Street Special Policy
Area within it. The expansion of the Waterloo CAZ retail cluster recognises the
existing and emerging quantum of retail in the area. The designation of the
Special Policy Area acknowledges and protects the specialist character of Lower
Marsh/The Cut/Leake Street and its role as a long-standing and unique cluster of
smaller, independent retailers and food and drink uses, with associated street
market and cultural uses such as the Old and Young Vic theatres. Proposals for
further retail development within the wider CAZ retail cluster would need to
demonstrate they would complement and not undermine the special character of
Lower Marsh/The Cut. This has been agreed with the Mayor of London through
the Examination of the Draft London Plan. See Topic Paper 4: Town Centres.

See PN1c) of the DRLLP Proposed Submission
Version.

It is no longer proposed to designate the Waterloo Metropolitan town centre.
The DRLLP Proposed Submission Version proposes to expand the Waterloo CAZ
retail cluster and to identify the Lower Marsh/The Cut/Leake Street Special Policy
Area within it. The expansion of the Waterloo CAZ retail cluster recognises the
existing and emerging quantum of retail in the area. The designation of the

See PN3c) of the DRLLP Proposed Submission
Version.

group of three narrow and historic Victorian streets we
live in (often used for film shoots) would not be able to
deal with the traffic.
The evidence shows that the area is too small to sustain
the development that comes with an MTC. The area
round the Royal Festival Hall was designed to have lowslung modern buildings and lovely views across the
river, but now there is a plan to lose this in favour of a
steel and glass homogenised shopping and business
area. Clearly, Lambeth as a borough sees Waterloo as
the most central-London part of the borough and the
area which can most easily be monetised, but it simply
isn’t a humane decision to impose on those of us who
already live here, and demonstrates to me that, as with
the closure of our library, Lambeth doesn’t care about
those of us who live in the North of the borough.
Problems with air quality in the whole borough need to
be addressed, not added to. Lambeth will be spreading
that fatally toxic problem through an area which has a
higher concentration of small, social housing than most
and houses a large proportion of families with small
children, and older people.
Metropolitan Town Centre Status LBL are seeking to
PN01
change the status of the Waterloo and South Bank
Opportunity Area to a ‘MetropolitanTown Centre’.
Southbank Centre recognise that cultural facilities are
essential to the success of any town centre and, in this
regard, it is important that the standing of the
Southbank Centre and the scale of the existing cultural
quarter is retained and enhanced within the context of
any change to the status of the area. The South Bank is a
Strategic Cultural Area and, in accordance with the
London Plan and GLA requirements, the internationally
important cultural institutions and major tourist
attractions should be protected and enhanced. It is
considered that the arts and cultural function of the
South Bank provides a unique opportunity for the
Council to harness in its objective to secure
Metropolitan status for the area. On this basis, it is
considered that significant new development within the
Waterloo and South Bank area should contribute to and
promote the area’s existing unique arts and cultural
assets.
Metropolitan Town Centre - it is considered that
PN01
significant new development within the Waterloo and
South Bank area should contribute to, enhance and
safeguard the area’s existing unique arts and cultural
assets;
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Canary Wharf
Group

158/36

• Waterloo and South Bank being proposed as a town
centre of Metropolitan status is supported.

PN01

HB Reavis

164/5

Policy ED7 Town Centres

PN01

HB Reavis supports Lambeth’s aspiration for Waterloo
and South Bank to be designated as a new Metropolitan
Centre,

Level (1) SE1
Limited

165/1

Waterloo
Community

182/1

Level (1) SE1 Limited support the ambitions for creating
a new “Metropolitan Centre” at Waterloo and
Southbank. NPPF2 is clear that local authorities should
support the role than town centres play at the heart of
local communities “by taking a positive approach to
their growth, management and adaptation”. In
particular, planning policies should allow town centres
to “grow and diversify” allowing for “a suitable mix of
uses (including housing)”. Notably, NPPF2 states that
planning policies should “recognise that residential
development often plays an important role in ensuring
the vitality of centres and encourage residential
development on appropriate sites.”
1. Metropolitan Town Centre

PN01

PN01

Officer Response
Special Policy Area acknowledges and protects the specialist character of Lower
Marsh/The Cut/Leake Street and its role as a long-standing and unique cluster of
smaller, independent retailers and food and drink uses, with associated street
market and cultural uses such as the Old and Young Vic theatres. Proposals for
further retail development within the wider CAZ retail cluster would need to
demonstrate they would complement and not undermine the special character of
Lower Marsh/The Cut. This has been agreed with the Mayor of London through
the Examination of the Draft London Plan. See Topic Paper 4: Town Centres.
It is no longer proposed to designate the Waterloo Metropolitan town centre.
The DRLLP Proposed Submission Version proposes to expand the Waterloo CAZ
retail cluster and to identify the Lower Marsh/The Cut/Leake Street Special Policy
Area within it. The expansion of the Waterloo CAZ retail cluster recognises the
existing and emerging quantum of retail in the area. The designation of the
Special Policy Area acknowledges and protects the specialist character of Lower
Marsh/The Cut/Leake Street and its role as a long-standing and unique cluster of
smaller, independent retailers and food and drink uses, with associated street
market and cultural uses such as the Old and Young Vic theatres. Proposals for
further retail development within the wider CAZ retail cluster would need to
demonstrate they would complement and not undermine the special character of
Lower Marsh/The Cut. This has been agreed with the Mayor of London through
the Examination of the Draft London Plan. See Topic Paper 4: Town Centres.
It is no longer proposed to designate the Waterloo Metropolitan town centre.
The DRLLP Proposed Submission Version proposes to expand the Waterloo CAZ
retail cluster and to identify the Lower Marsh/The Cut/Leake Street Special Policy
Area within it. The expansion of the Waterloo CAZ retail cluster recognises the
existing and emerging quantum of retail in the area. The designation of the
Special Policy Area acknowledges and protects the specialist character of Lower
Marsh/The Cut/Leake Street and its role as a long-standing and unique cluster of
smaller, independent retailers and food and drink uses, with associated street
market and cultural uses such as the Old and Young Vic theatres. Proposals for
further retail development within the wider CAZ retail cluster would need to
demonstrate they would complement and not undermine the special character of
Lower Marsh/The Cut. This has been agreed with the Mayor of London through
the Examination of the Draft London Plan. See Topic Paper 4: Town Centres.
It is no longer proposed to designate the Waterloo Metropolitan town centre.
The DRLLP Proposed Submission Version proposes to expand the Waterloo CAZ
retail cluster and to identify the Lower Marsh/The Cut/Leake Street Special Policy
Area within it. The expansion of the Waterloo CAZ retail cluster recognises the
existing and emerging quantum of retail in the area. The designation of the
Special Policy Area acknowledges and protects the specialist character of Lower
Marsh/The Cut/Leake Street and its role as a long-standing and unique cluster of
smaller, independent retailers and food and drink uses, with associated street
market and cultural uses such as the Old and Young Vic theatres. Proposals for
further retail development within the wider CAZ retail cluster would need to
demonstrate they would complement and not undermine the special character of
Lower Marsh/The Cut. This has been agreed with the Mayor of London through
the Examination of the Draft London Plan. See Topic Paper 4: Town Centres.
It is no longer proposed to designate the Waterloo Metropolitan town centre.
The DRLLP Proposed Submission Version proposes to expand the Waterloo CAZ

Proposed Change

See PN1c) of the DRLLP Proposed Submission
Version.

See PN1c) of the DRLLP Proposed Submission
Version.

See PN1c) of the DRLLP Proposed Submission
Version.

See PN1c) of the DRLLP Proposed Submission
Version.

414

Name
Development
Group

Rep
Code

Representation Wording
We object to the proposed designation of Waterloo as a
Metropolitan Town Centre. This proposed change would
fail the test of soundness as there is no evidence to
support this change nor explanation why this is a
justified approach.
Lambeth’s position is particularly confusing given the
submission in response to the draft new London Plan
made in April 2018, which proposes that Waterloo be
designated a Major Town Centre and Brixton a
Metropolitan Town Centre. The proposed revisions to
the Lambeth Plan argues for these designations to be
reversed, with Brixton retaining its Major Town Centre
status, but Waterloo being elevated two levels above its
current status as CAZ frontage and a CAZ Arts, Culture
and Entertainment Specialist Cluster. The change in
Lambeth’s thinking from April to September 2018 is
unexplained.

Policy

Officer Response

Proposed Change

retail cluster and to identify the Lower Marsh/The Cut/Leake Street Special Policy
Area within it. The expansion of the Waterloo CAZ retail cluster recognises the
existing and emerging quantum of retail in the area. The designation of the
Special Policy Area acknowledges and protects the specialist character of Lower
Marsh/The Cut/Leake Street and its role as a long-standing and unique cluster of
smaller, independent retailers and food and drink uses, with associated street
market and cultural uses such as the Old and Young Vic theatres. Proposals for
further retail development within the wider CAZ retail cluster would need to
demonstrate they would complement and not undermine the special character of
Lower Marsh/The Cut. This has been agreed with the Mayor of London through
the Examination of the Draft London Plan. See Topic Paper 4: Town Centres.

The draft London Plan Policy SD7 (D) Town centre
network states that International, Metropolitan and
Major town centres should be the focus for the majority
of higher order comparison goods retailing. For
Metropolitan Centres the threshold total floorspace of
being designated a Metropolitan Town Centre are given
as 100,000m2 – 250,000m2. The current designations
are borne out by the evidence of the GLA 2017 London
Town Centre Health Check Report (Appendix 4 technical appendix)
Centre Status Comparison Convenience
Croydon Metropolitan 157,000m2 13,850m2
Bromley Metropolitan 99,000m2 9,000m2
Shepherd’s Bush Metropolitan 126,000m2 10,000m2
Stratford Metropolitan 129,600m2 23,600m2
Brixton Major 27,800m2 13,500m2
Lower Marsh & The Cut CAZ retail cluster 2,770m2
2,800m2
Vauxhall Potential CAZ frontage 610m2 1,570m2
In Lambeth’s submission to the draft London Plan
24,305 sqm of consented retail floorspace is identified.
Not all of it is additional, and not all of is likely to be
built out: nevertheless, even with this floorspace
included as additional, Waterloo would remain
significantly under the threshold typical of a Major
Centre (50,000m2 – 100,000m2), let alone a
Metropolitan Centre.
Fig 2.18 of the draft London Plan lists the typical range
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Proposed Change

of uses for different types of centres.
• High-order comparison retail
• Department stores
• Large shopping malls
• Town halls and civic buildings
• Larger offices
• Sub-regional culture, leisure and entertainment
function
Waterloo has none of the first 4 of these uses, and has
no sites available to accommodate such uses.
Waterloo does have a significant number of larger
offices, although nothing exceptional compared to other
parts of the CAZ such as London Bridge, Victoria, Euston
Road or King’s Cross. Although Lambeth’s submission to
the London Plan April 2018 identifies 208,000m2 of
consented office space, much of this is not additional
(the Shell Centre site, for example, where an equivalent
amount was demolished), and some are less likely to
come forward (Elizabeth House has had 3 permissions
since 1996 which have not been substantially built out –
and would replace a considerable amount of occupied
office space). Furthermore, a number of key office sites
have either been given over to residential, hotels or
student accommodation (e.g. County Hall Island site,
York House site, 111 Westminster Bridge Rd, 118-120
Westminster Bridge Rd, 157 Waterloo Rd, Lying-In
Hospital site, York Rd) or at best the approvals have
consolidated the office development while developing
additional residential (Shell site, Eilzabeth House site).
It has always been acknowledged that Waterloo (which
has always included the South Bank) provides a subregional culture, leisure and entertainment function,
and is designated as a CAZ Specialist Cluster for Arts,
Culture and Entertainment in the London Plan. This in
itself does not warrant or justify Metropolitan Town
Centre status.
In Annex 1 of the draft London Plan envisages proposed
changes in categorisation to be based on likely changes
in floorspace but what has been identified by Lambeth
falls far short of a justification for this – in fact Fig A1.2
Town Centre Growth Potential – Commercial identifies
Waterloo as only ‘Medium’
In short, Waterloo/South Bank does not display the
typical characteristics associated with other
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184/3

Cllr Kevin Craig

185/1

Representation Wording
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Proposed Change

PN01

It is no longer proposed to designate the Waterloo Metropolitan town centre.
The DRLLP Proposed Submission Version proposes to expand the Waterloo CAZ
retail cluster and to identify the Lower Marsh/The Cut/Leake Street Special Policy
Area within it. The expansion of the Waterloo CAZ retail cluster recognises the
existing and emerging quantum of retail in the area. The designation of the
Special Policy Area acknowledges and protects the specialist character of Lower
Marsh/The Cut/Leake Street and its role as a long-standing and unique cluster of
smaller, independent retailers and food and drink uses, with associated street
market and cultural uses such as the Old and Young Vic theatres. Proposals for
further retail development within the wider CAZ retail cluster would need to
demonstrate they would complement and not undermine the special character of
Lower Marsh/The Cut. This has been agreed with the Mayor of London through
the Examination of the Draft London Plan. See Topic Paper 4: Town Centres.
It is no longer proposed to designate the Waterloo Metropolitan town centre.
The DRLLP Proposed Submission Version proposes to expand the Waterloo CAZ
retail cluster and to identify the Lower Marsh/The Cut/Leake Street Special Policy
Area within it. The expansion of the Waterloo CAZ retail cluster recognises the
existing and emerging quantum of retail in the area. The designation of the
Special Policy Area acknowledges and protects the specialist character of Lower
Marsh/The Cut/Leake Street and its role as a long-standing and unique cluster of
smaller, independent retailers and food and drink uses, with associated street
market and cultural uses such as the Old and Young Vic theatres. Proposals for
further retail development within the wider CAZ retail cluster would need to

See PN1c) of the DRLLP Proposed Submission
Version.

metropolitan centres. So what does Lambeth propose
would be achieved through this designation, what
policies will apply as a result of this and how? None of
this is clear in the draft revisions to the Local Plan.
Waterloo/South Bank is already in the CAZ and the wellestablished policies for CAZ deal with employment,
culture, entertainment, retail, housing and London-wide
context issues adequately in relation to Waterloo/South
Bank. There is nothing in the new Local Plan which
relied on having a status of a metropolitan centre.
Furthermore, the proposed designation may actually
upset the delicate balance of land uses, and the
currently successful intermingling of residential, retail,
office, arts, entertainment, health, education, all with
the UKs busiest railway station and transport
interchange at its heart.
In conclusion, there is nothing in Lambeth's evidence
base to justify this double jump in the Town Centre
hierarchy; it fundamentally contradicts the designation
of the CAZ; and it is not clear what Lambeth's purpose is
in making such a designation, how it would benefit the
sustainable growth of Waterloo, and what the impact
would be, including on facilities like Jubilee Gardens indeed that fact alone highlights its speculative
nebulousness.
I object to the proposal to make Waterloo a
metropolitan town centre. This will destroy the unique
character of the area purely to generate cash for the
borough.

Page 36 Para 2.02 / Page 307 Policy PN1:
In character Waterloo has huge chunks of residential
and artistic diversity which needs to be maintained and
supported. The implications of being a metropolitan
town centre need to be explained and properly
consulted on.

PN01

See PN1c) of the DRLLP Proposed Submission
Version.
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ITV PLC

188/2

1. The importance of the borough to London's economy
is recognised (para 2.18) and the north of Lambeth as an
integral part of the CAZ. The north of the borough
includes significant employers and cultural and tourist
assets whilst creative and digital industries form a
significant part of the borough economy. It is also an
important part of the evening economy that presents
significant opportunity for economic growth (para 2.82).
The proposed addition of Waterloo as a town centre of
Metropolitan status will assist in the continued growth
of the north of the borough and reinforce the
Opportunity Area status afforded Waterloo.

PN01

SBEG and SBBID

198/11

At PN1 a) i) the draft Plan states the intention to see
Waterloo and South Bank recognised as “a town centre
of Metropolitan significance”. This intention is
referenced elsewhere in the draft Plan, including PN1 c),
paragraph 2.82, and at Map 4.

PN01

SBEG is minded to support the Metropolitan town
centre designation if it can demonstrably enable South
Bank to secure the necessary levels of investment that
will benefit the area, ensure its economic
competitiveness, and deliver real value to its many
communities. However, we are concerned at the
absence of a clear policy rationale for securing this
status, and we would welcome further clarification from
LB Lambeth as to the benefits that this designation will
bring.

Policy

Officer Response
demonstrate they would complement and not undermine the special character of
Lower Marsh/The Cut. This has been agreed with the Mayor of London through
the Examination of the Draft London Plan. See Topic Paper 4: Town Centres.
It is no longer proposed to designate the Waterloo Metropolitan town centre.
The DRLLP Proposed Submission Version proposes to expand the Waterloo CAZ
retail cluster and to identify the Lower Marsh/The Cut/Leake Street Special Policy
Area within it. The expansion of the Waterloo CAZ retail cluster recognises the
existing and emerging quantum of retail in the area. The designation of the
Special Policy Area acknowledges and protects the specialist character of Lower
Marsh/The Cut/Leake Street and its role as a long-standing and unique cluster of
smaller, independent retailers and food and drink uses, with associated street
market and cultural uses such as the Old and Young Vic theatres. Proposals for
further retail development within the wider CAZ retail cluster would need to
demonstrate they would complement and not undermine the special character of
Lower Marsh/The Cut. This has been agreed with the Mayor of London through
the Examination of the Draft London Plan. See Topic Paper 4: Town Centres.
It is no longer proposed to designate the Waterloo Metropolitan town centre.
The DRLLP Proposed Submission Version proposes to expand the Waterloo CAZ
retail cluster and to identify the Lower Marsh/The Cut/Leake Street Special Policy
Area within it. The expansion of the Waterloo CAZ retail cluster recognises the
existing and emerging quantum of retail in the area. The designation of the
Special Policy Area acknowledges and protects the specialist character of Lower
Marsh/The Cut/Leake Street and its role as a long-standing and unique cluster of
smaller, independent retailers and food and drink uses, with associated street
market and cultural uses such as the Old and Young Vic theatres. Proposals for
further retail development within the wider CAZ retail cluster would need to
demonstrate they would complement and not undermine the special character of
Lower Marsh/The Cut. This has been agreed with the Mayor of London through
the Examination of the Draft London Plan. See Topic Paper 4: Town Centres.

Proposed Change

See PN1c) of the DRLLP Proposed Submission
Version.

See PN1c) of the DRLLP Proposed Submission
Version.

Like several of our members, we are concerned that the
commitment to this policy is inconsistent with the
evidence base re retail capacity; the proposed
requirements for affordable work space, and the
proposed CIL charging schedule. The fear is that the
combination of these policies could actually deter or
inhibit the investment that South Bank needs, rather
than encourage it.
As an Opportunity Area, South Bank and Waterloo has
the potential to deliver significant new development
which, in turn, can lead to investment in and
improvements to the public realm, accessibility,
permeability, and orientation - all of which delivers to
South Bank’s status as a globally significant cultural and
tourism destination.
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Proposed Change

PN01

It is no longer proposed to designate the Waterloo Metropolitan town centre.
The DRLLP Proposed Submission Version proposes to expand the Waterloo CAZ
retail cluster and to identify the Lower Marsh/The Cut/Leake Street Special Policy
Area within it. The expansion of the Waterloo CAZ retail cluster recognises the
existing and emerging quantum of retail in the area. The designation of the
Special Policy Area acknowledges and protects the specialist character of Lower
Marsh/The Cut/Leake Street and its role as a long-standing and unique cluster of
smaller, independent retailers and food and drink uses, with associated street
market and cultural uses such as the Old and Young Vic theatres. Proposals for
further retail development within the wider CAZ retail cluster would need to
demonstrate they would complement and not undermine the special character of
Lower Marsh/The Cut. This has been agreed with the Mayor of London through
the Examination of the Draft London Plan. See Topic Paper 4: Town Centres.
It is no longer proposed to designate the Waterloo Metropolitan town centre.
The DRLLP Proposed Submission Version proposes to expand the Waterloo CAZ
retail cluster and to identify the Lower Marsh/The Cut/Leake Street Special Policy
Area within it. The expansion of the Waterloo CAZ retail cluster recognises the
existing and emerging quantum of retail in the area. The designation of the
Special Policy Area acknowledges and protects the specialist character of Lower
Marsh/The Cut/Leake Street and its role as a long-standing and unique cluster of
smaller, independent retailers and food and drink uses, with associated street
market and cultural uses such as the Old and Young Vic theatres. Proposals for
further retail development within the wider CAZ retail cluster would need to
demonstrate they would complement and not undermine the special character of
Lower Marsh/The Cut. This has been agreed with the Mayor of London through
the Examination of the Draft London Plan. See Topic Paper 4: Town Centres.
It is no longer proposed to designate the Waterloo Metropolitan town centre.
The DRLLP Proposed Submission Version proposes to expand the Waterloo CAZ
retail cluster and to identify the Lower Marsh/The Cut/Leake Street Special Policy
Area within it. The expansion of the Waterloo CAZ retail cluster recognises the
existing and emerging quantum of retail in the area. The designation of the

See PN1c) of the DRLLP Proposed Submission
Version.

As noted above, the Plan should contain policies that
support the ongoing programme of development and
regeneration so that it South Bank can remain
competitive with other emerging destinations in
London, including those referenced above and others,
including the Battersea Power Station complex.

St John's
Church,
Waterloo

202/3

Several of SBEG’s members have commented on the
accepted definition of a Metropolitan centre, and that
they are expected to perform the function of a major
retail, leisure, and service centre with around 100,000
m2 of retail, leisure and service floor-space, with a
significant proportion of high-order comparison goods
relative to convenience goods. Even with the consents
given for the Southbank Place and Waterloo retail
schemes, the retail floor-space in the South Bank and
Waterloo area is significantly below that threshold.
Page 36 Para 2.02 and Page 307 Policy PN1: We are
unclear and concerned about the proposal to designate
Waterloo as a Metropolitan Town Centre. What would
the implications of this be? One crucial element in the
makeup of Waterloo is its residential, commercial and
artistic diversity. We are anxious that MTC status might
lead to this diversity being undermined
We note that the boundary would be at Cornwall Road
and wonder what the rationale behind this is.

St John's
Church,
Waterloo

202/53

Our concern re the proposal to designate the area as a
Metropolitan Town Centre is noted above.

PN01

Individual

210/1

Policy PN1 a)i) I object to the designation of Waterloo
as a Metropolitan Town Centre. Waterloo is currently a
District Centre. Waterloo does not function as a typical
town centre, and maintains, in its current form, the
appropriate opportunities for local residents to access

PN01

See PN1c) of the DRLLP Proposed Submission
Version.

See PN1c) of the DRLLP Proposed Submission
Version.
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Policy

day to day amenities and local community facilities,
while maintaining its local character and locally
orientated small businesses. In recent years Lambeth
Council has supported the local community in
undertaking a great deal of work and making
considerable investment in the local retail areas,
particularly Lower Marsh, in order to maintain a thriving
local retail environment serving the needs of the
immediate residential community and office workers.
Metropolitan Town Centres by contrast typically have
town halls and civic amenities along with up to 250,000
sq.m. of retail floorspace. They serve a large subregional population. Central London already has vast
shopping areas in and around Oxford Street, Covent
Garden and Soho all within close distance of Waterloo.
Civic administration is from the GLA way east along the
river and way down south at Brixton. Those London
areas designated as Metropolitan Town Centres are on
former brownfield sites at Canary Wharf, Shepherds
Bush and Stratford or else recognised large centres in
outer London like Croydon.

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Special Policy Area acknowledges and protects the specialist character of Lower
Marsh/The Cut/Leake Street and its role as a long-standing and unique cluster of
smaller, independent retailers and food and drink uses, with associated street
market and cultural uses such as the Old and Young Vic theatres. Proposals for
further retail development within the wider CAZ retail cluster would need to
demonstrate they would complement and not undermine the special character of
Lower Marsh/The Cut. This has been agreed with the Mayor of London through
the Examination of the Draft London Plan. See Topic Paper 4: Town Centres.

There is nothing in Lambeth's evidence base to justify
this huge jump from District to Metropolitan in the
Town Centre hierarchy. It fundamentally contradicts the
designation of the CAZ. It is not clear what Lambeth's
purpose is in making such a designation, how it would
benefit the sustainable growth of Waterloo, and what
the impact would be on facilities there - indeed the fact
that there has been no conversation between Lambeth
Council and significant stakeholders in the area about
this proposal highlights its speculative nebulousness.
This policy is therefore not sound.

Individual

216/2

Regrettably, the only credible reason I can think of
comes from personal experience some years ago when I
was negotiating the temporary use of a site with a major
public company. The conversation touched on an
adjacent property with a thriving small business. The big
company wished to acquire the site for its own
purposes. I pointed out that the owner might not wish
to sell. I was told that the big company would simply get
the Local Authority to compulsorarily purchase the
property and then sell it to the company. Clearly the
change of designation would make it much easier for
Lambeth to justify doing the same and hence the policy
is not sound.
This is NOT town planning. A city's population are it's life PN01
blood, and our neighborhood should not be sacrificed

It is no longer proposed to designate the Waterloo Metropolitan town centre.
The DRLLP Proposed Submission Version proposes to expand the Waterloo CAZ

See PN1c) of the DRLLP Proposed Submission
Version.
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Individual

220/1

I am writing to register my objection to your plan to
designate Waterloo as a Metropolitan Town. I am
appalled but sadly not surprised that you continue to
bombard our local community with your grand plans for
the rich but fail to take local residents into account.

PN01

Cllr Jennie
Mosley

229/2

Page 36 Para 2.02 / Page 307 Policy PN1 I appreciate
that the South Bank/Queens Walk is an area of
metropolitan significance. From what I understand
about Metropolitan Town Centres they are home to
significant retail space. In character Waterloo is an area
of residential, and artistic diversity. In my view this
needs to be maintained and supported. The
implications of being a metropolitan town centre need
to be explained and properly consulted on in line with
the Aarhus Agreement

PN01

Individual

233/4

Additionally I believer the plan to turn Waterloo into a
Croydon or Stratford like Metropolitan town centre will
be a terrible thing for all the residents. We do not have
the room for that amount of shops and offices here.

PN01

just to create a cash cow for Lambeth. It is for this
reason also that I object in the strongest terms to the
plan to promote Waterloo as a Metropolitan town
centre. This would be tremendously destructive to the
community and will be strenuously opposed at every
stage.

Officer Response
retail cluster and to identify the Lower Marsh/The Cut/Leake Street Special Policy
Area within it. The expansion of the Waterloo CAZ retail cluster recognises the
existing and emerging quantum of retail in the area. The designation of the
Special Policy Area acknowledges and protects the specialist character of Lower
Marsh/The Cut/Leake Street and its role as a long-standing and unique cluster of
smaller, independent retailers and food and drink uses, with associated street
market and cultural uses such as the Old and Young Vic theatres. Proposals for
further retail development within the wider CAZ retail cluster would need to
demonstrate they would complement and not undermine the special character of
Lower Marsh/The Cut. This has been agreed with the Mayor of London through
the Examination of the Draft London Plan. See Topic Paper 4: Town Centres.
It is no longer proposed to designate the Waterloo Metropolitan town centre.
The DRLLP Proposed Submission Version proposes to expand the Waterloo CAZ
retail cluster and to identify the Lower Marsh/The Cut/Leake Street Special Policy
Area within it. The expansion of the Waterloo CAZ retail cluster recognises the
existing and emerging quantum of retail in the area. The designation of the
Special Policy Area acknowledges and protects the specialist character of Lower
Marsh/The Cut/Leake Street and its role as a long-standing and unique cluster of
smaller, independent retailers and food and drink uses, with associated street
market and cultural uses such as the Old and Young Vic theatres. Proposals for
further retail development within the wider CAZ retail cluster would need to
demonstrate they would complement and not undermine the special character of
Lower Marsh/The Cut. This has been agreed with the Mayor of London through
the Examination of the Draft London Plan. See Topic Paper 4: Town Centres.
It is no longer proposed to designate the Waterloo Metropolitan town centre.
The DRLLP Proposed Submission Version proposes to expand the Waterloo CAZ
retail cluster and to identify the Lower Marsh/The Cut/Leake Street Special Policy
Area within it. The expansion of the Waterloo CAZ retail cluster recognises the
existing and emerging quantum of retail in the area. The designation of the
Special Policy Area acknowledges and protects the specialist character of Lower
Marsh/The Cut/Leake Street and its role as a long-standing and unique cluster of
smaller, independent retailers and food and drink uses, with associated street
market and cultural uses such as the Old and Young Vic theatres. Proposals for
further retail development within the wider CAZ retail cluster would need to
demonstrate they would complement and not undermine the special character of
Lower Marsh/The Cut. This has been agreed with the Mayor of London through
the Examination of the Draft London Plan. See Topic Paper 4: Town Centres.
It is no longer proposed to designate the Waterloo Metropolitan town centre.
The DRLLP Proposed Submission Version proposes to expand the Waterloo CAZ
retail cluster and to identify the Lower Marsh/The Cut/Leake Street Special Policy
Area within it. The expansion of the Waterloo CAZ retail cluster recognises the
existing and emerging quantum of retail in the area. The designation of the
Special Policy Area acknowledges and protects the specialist character of Lower
Marsh/The Cut/Leake Street and its role as a long-standing and unique cluster of
smaller, independent retailers and food and drink uses, with associated street
market and cultural uses such as the Old and Young Vic theatres. Proposals for
further retail development within the wider CAZ retail cluster would need to
demonstrate they would complement and not undermine the special character of

Proposed Change

See PN1c) of the DRLLP Proposed Submission
Version.

See PN1c) of the DRLLP Proposed Submission
Version.

See PN1c) of the DRLLP Proposed Submission
Version.
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Bankside Open
Spaces Trust

296/1

Map 4 - Proposed Waterloo/Southbank metropolitan
centre This change has been proposed without
consultation with the local population, in particular
residents and existing businesses. Additionally, there is
insufficient evident to support a designation of this as a
Metropolitan area - the amount of current retails, office
space etc does not meet the classification. If then it is a
proposed Metropolitan area it should be labelled as a
proposal, and local people consulted fully on this
change.
Local people should be consulted on this proposal
Section 2.82 "recognising the significance of Waterloo
and South Bank as a town centre of Metropolitan
status. " At present this policy is not justified because
the evidence does not show that Waterloo is a
metropolitan area based on the number of businesses
and Square footage of different designation such as
retail. Unless a huge amount of development takes
place - over and above what is already proposed which
is not being shown in this plan. 2.115 "There is
potential for investment in and consolidation of some
facilities to improve the quality and distribution of
provision. " What is the evidence that shows
consolidation of community facilities improves quality?
What evaluated examples have you used to come to this
conclusion? At present this policy is not justified.

PN01

Bankside Open
Spaces Trust

296/9

i) a town centre of metropolitan significance; A
question as to whether this is accurate. Waterloo is not
yet or in the plans likely to be as big as this.

PN01

London &
Continental
Railways Ltd

32/2

LCR’s Comments on the Draft Revised Lambeth Local
Plan 2020 and Revised Lambeth Local Plan Policies
Map 2020
Waterloo Area
Policy PN1 sets out the vision for Waterloo and the
South Bank by 2035. LCR fully supports the policy
aspiration to create a thriving and competitive town

PN01

Officer Response
Lower Marsh/The Cut. This has been agreed with the Mayor of London through
the Examination of the Draft London Plan. See Topic Paper 4: Town Centres.
It is no longer proposed to designate the Waterloo Metropolitan town centre.
The DRLLP Proposed Submission Version proposes to expand the Waterloo CAZ
retail cluster and to identify the Lower Marsh/The Cut/Leake Street Special Policy
Area within it. The expansion of the Waterloo CAZ retail cluster recognises the
existing and emerging quantum of retail in the area. The designation of the
Special Policy Area acknowledges and protects the specialist character of Lower
Marsh/The Cut/Leake Street and its role as a long-standing and unique cluster of
smaller, independent retailers and food and drink uses, with associated street
market and cultural uses such as the Old and Young Vic theatres. Proposals for
further retail development within the wider CAZ retail cluster would need to
demonstrate they would complement and not undermine the special character of
Lower Marsh/The Cut. This has been agreed with the Mayor of London through
the Examination of the Draft London Plan. See Topic Paper 4: Town Centres.

It is no longer proposed to designate the Waterloo Metropolitan town centre.
The DRLLP Proposed Submission Version proposes to expand the Waterloo CAZ
retail cluster and to identify the Lower Marsh/The Cut/Leake Street Special Policy
Area within it. The expansion of the Waterloo CAZ retail cluster recognises the
existing and emerging quantum of retail in the area. The designation of the
Special Policy Area acknowledges and protects the specialist character of Lower
Marsh/The Cut/Leake Street and its role as a long-standing and unique cluster of
smaller, independent retailers and food and drink uses, with associated street
market and cultural uses such as the Old and Young Vic theatres. Proposals for
further retail development within the wider CAZ retail cluster would need to
demonstrate they would complement and not undermine the special character of
Lower Marsh/The Cut. This has been agreed with the Mayor of London through
the Examination of the Draft London Plan. See Topic Paper 4: Town Centres.
It is no longer proposed to designate the Waterloo Metropolitan town centre.
The DRLLP Proposed Submission Version proposes to expand the Waterloo CAZ
retail cluster and to identify the Lower Marsh/The Cut/Leake Street Special Policy
Area within it. The expansion of the Waterloo CAZ retail cluster recognises the
existing and emerging quantum of retail in the area. The designation of the
Special Policy Area acknowledges and protects the specialist character of Lower
Marsh/The Cut/Leake Street and its role as a long-standing and unique cluster of

Proposed Change

See PN1c) of the DRLLP Proposed Submission
Version.

See PN1c) of the DRLLP Proposed Submission
Version.

See PN1c) of the DRLLP Proposed Submission
Version.
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41/5a

Representation Wording

Policy

centre that plays a full role in the central London
economy, including the new designation as a “town
centre of metropolitan significance”.
Policy PN1 is reinforced through the proposed change to
Map 4 which has been amended. The proposed
Metropolitan Centre designation is welcomed and aligns
with the vision that LCR is trying to achieve through
both the WR scheme and at Leake Street Arches. The
Waterloo and South Bank area has a wide and expansive
catchment across both London and the wider South
East, thanks to the excellent onward connectivity
brought by Waterloo Station, and could play a role in
supporting a higher proportion of high-order
comparison goods relative to convenience goods
(particularly when consented schemes such as WR are
taken into account). Significant employment, service
and leisure functions are present across the area.
Metropolitan Centre status would help support the area
in its continued aspiration to be a leading cultural
centre, by providing a supportive and permissive policy
platform for the wide range of uses that may be
required to ensure the area’s continued health and
vibrancy. As such, Metropolitan Centre status will
ensure that the continued importance of Waterloo and
the South Bank is fully recognised by City Hall, and will
help underline and support the case for future
investment in the area. That said, the policy wording
should recognise that Metropolitan Centre status is to a
certain extent derived from the area’s globally
significant cultural assets, with retail and leisure
supported as complementary development that
encourages people to stay, explore and enjoy all that
the area has to offer.
Instead the draft plan should propose that the
PN01
remaining vacant Coin Street sites are major
development opportunities for social housing and
should be designated as such and all other plans for
further development to create a 'metropolitan town
centre' should be withdrawn.
Protect these sites for the provision of at least 200 new
social/affordable homes. Apparently there is supported
funding for these homes from major local businesses
but has been refused by Coin Street Builders (and
maybe Lambeth?)

Individual

41/7

Additionally, the revised proposal to make Waterloo
into a metropolitan area with a shopping and town
centre, tall buildings (we already have monsters going

PN01

Officer Response

Proposed Change

smaller, independent retailers and food and drink uses, with associated street
market and cultural uses such as the Old and Young Vic theatres. Proposals for
further retail development within the wider CAZ retail cluster would need to
demonstrate they would complement and not undermine the special character of
Lower Marsh/The Cut. This has been agreed with the Mayor of London through
the Examination of the Draft London Plan. See Topic Paper 4: Town Centres.

It is no longer proposed to designate the Waterloo Metropolitan town centre.
The DRLLP Proposed Submission Version proposes to expand the Waterloo CAZ
retail cluster and to identify the Lower Marsh/The Cut/Leake Street Special Policy
Area within it. The expansion of the Waterloo CAZ retail cluster recognises the
existing and emerging quantum of retail in the area. The designation of the
Special Policy Area acknowledges and protects the specialist character of Lower
Marsh/The Cut/Leake Street and its role as a long-standing and unique cluster of
smaller, independent retailers and food and drink uses, with associated street
market and cultural uses such as the Old and Young Vic theatres. Proposals for
further retail development within the wider CAZ retail cluster would need to
demonstrate they would complement and not undermine the special character of
Lower Marsh/The Cut. This has been agreed with the Mayor of London through
the Examination of the Draft London Plan. See Topic Paper 4: Town Centres.
It is no longer proposed to designate the Waterloo Metropolitan town centre.
The DRLLP Proposed Submission Version proposes to expand the Waterloo CAZ
retail cluster and to identify the Lower Marsh/The Cut/Leake Street Special Policy

See PN1c) of the DRLLP Proposed Submission
Version.

See PN1c) of the DRLLP Proposed Submission
Version.
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Individual

44/5

Individual

46/2

Friends of
Jubilee Gardens

52/2

4.I do not think that Waterloo should become a
Metropolitan Town Centre, already hotel developments
in our vicinity have destroyed the individual traders in
Lower Marsh - gone is Trussons = a shop that had been
outfitters since the 1880s, gone is the ordinary market
selling vegetables (now we have rat infested fast food
trolleys), gone is the charity shop pushed out by higher
rent...all these things contribute to LOCAL atmosphere
and make a place what it is. Inviting coffee shops, fast
food chains (I hear that MacDonald's will soon occupy
the corner plot opposite La Barca - a restaurant that
luckily manages to hold fast) and hotels (now this
expansion is stopping but too late I fear) this all wrecks
the individuality and character of a locale. As planners
you must be aware of this.
I want Lambeth to stop using this area of Waterloo as a
cash cow while continuing to green light development
projects that hurt the residents already here. We
already suffer from the amount of tourism, lack of social
housing, extreme traffic, poor pollution, lack of
affordable shopping outlets, and higher prices because
of our location. The poorest members of our community
are suffering and continuing to build expensive private
housing only further isolates our community. It’s time to
stop this over gentrification and understand that this is
still Lambeth not Knightsbridge, Mayfair or Chelsea and
understand that actually while your current plans to
create a metropolitan city here would hurt this part of
Lambeth there are other areas/boroughs with nothing
where some of these plans would go a long way to
improve the area.
Proposal to designate the Waterloo area as a
Metropolitan Town Centre
Introduction of this policy is wholly unjustified in
Waterloo which already represents an over developed
area in terms of high buildings and high cost, private
residential accommodation.
Waterloo is currently a district centre. Waterloo does
not function as a typical town centre, and maintains, in

Policy

up as I write) is an anathema to the spirit of local
community. Stop tinkering, stop creating, new while
the infrastructure is failing and the council is unable to
keep up with services like rubbish removal with the
heavy use of the area as it is. Rats run rife, rubbish piles
up in filthy corners.

PN01

Officer Response
Area within it. The expansion of the Waterloo CAZ retail cluster recognises the
existing and emerging quantum of retail in the area. The designation of the
Special Policy Area acknowledges and protects the specialist character of Lower
Marsh/The Cut/Leake Street and its role as a long-standing and unique cluster of
smaller, independent retailers and food and drink uses, with associated street
market and cultural uses such as the Old and Young Vic theatres. Proposals for
further retail development within the wider CAZ retail cluster would need to
demonstrate they would complement and not undermine the special character of
Lower Marsh/The Cut. This has been agreed with the Mayor of London through
the Examination of the Draft London Plan. See Topic Paper 4: Town Centres.
It is no longer proposed to designate the Waterloo Metropolitan town centre.
The DRLLP Proposed Submission Version proposes to expand the Waterloo CAZ
retail cluster and to identify the Lower Marsh/The Cut/Leake Street Special Policy
Area within it. The expansion of the Waterloo CAZ retail cluster recognises the
existing and emerging quantum of retail in the area. The designation of the
Special Policy Area acknowledges and protects the specialist character of Lower
Marsh/The Cut/Leake Street and its role as a long-standing and unique cluster of
smaller, independent retailers and food and drink uses, with associated street
market and cultural uses such as the Old and Young Vic theatres. Proposals for
further retail development within the wider CAZ retail cluster would need to
demonstrate they would complement and not undermine the special character of
Lower Marsh/The Cut. This has been agreed with the Mayor of London through
the Examination of the Draft London Plan. See Topic Paper 4: Town Centres.

Proposed Change

See PN1c) of the DRLLP Proposed Submission
Version.

PN01

It is no longer proposed to designate the Waterloo Metropolitan town centre.
The DRLLP Proposed Submission Version proposes to expand the Waterloo CAZ
retail cluster and to identify the Lower Marsh/The Cut/Leake Street Special Policy
Area within it. The expansion of the Waterloo CAZ retail cluster recognises the
existing and emerging quantum of retail in the area. The designation of the
Special Policy Area acknowledges and protects the specialist character of Lower
Marsh/The Cut/Leake Street and its role as a long-standing and unique cluster of
smaller, independent retailers and food and drink uses, with associated street
market and cultural uses such as the Old and Young Vic theatres. Proposals for
further retail development within the wider CAZ retail cluster would need to
demonstrate they would complement and not undermine the special character of
Lower Marsh/The Cut. This has been agreed with the Mayor of London through
the Examination of the Draft London Plan. See Topic Paper 4: Town Centres.

See PN1c) of the DRLLP Proposed Submission
Version.

PN01

It is no longer proposed to designate the Waterloo Metropolitan town centre.
The DRLLP Proposed Submission Version proposes to expand the Waterloo CAZ
retail cluster and to identify the Lower Marsh/The Cut/Leake Street Special Policy
Area within it. The expansion of the Waterloo CAZ retail cluster recognises the
existing and emerging quantum of retail in the area. The designation of the
Special Policy Area acknowledges and protects the specialist character of Lower
Marsh/The Cut/Leake Street and its role as a long-standing and unique cluster of
smaller, independent retailers and food and drink uses, with associated street

See PN1c) of the DRLLP Proposed Submission
Version.
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54/2

Representation Wording
its current form, the appropriate opportunities for local
residents to access day to day amenities and local
community facilities, while maintaining its local
character and locally orientated small businesses
Development in line with a Metropolitan Town Centre
designation will irreparably damage even further the
character of Waterloo. In recent years the local
community, supported by the local authority, has
undertaken a great deal of work and made considerable
investment in the local retail areas, focussed on Lower
Marsh, in order to maintain a thriving local retail
environment serving the needs of the immediate
residential community and office workers seeking a
brief respite from the confines of work.
Designation as a Metropolitan Centre will undermine
the dedication and effort devoted to ensuring the retail
offer and its environment in Lower Marsh and
surroundings has been preserved and improved. A
Westfield style development in the Euro terminal and
on York Road will destroy the businesses on the
opposite side of the station leaving Waterloo residents
bereft of the local retail offer required on a day to day
basis and over whelming the character and heritage
which the community in association with the local
authority has fought so hard to value and preserve.
This proposed policy does not meet the test of
soundness. It is not justified in that it will not meet local
needs, but it will deprive the local community of the
areas which currently preserve local character and
valued local amenity. As the policy also represents a
leap from a District Centre to a Metropolitan Centre, it
cannot be sanctioned in panning terms and is clearly a
step too far.
Proposal to designate the Waterloo area as a
Metropolitan Town Centre
Introduction of this policy is wholly unjustified in
Waterloo which already represents an over developed
area in terms of high buildings and high cost, private
residential accommodation.
Waterloo is currently a district centre. Waterloo does
not function as a typical town centre, and maintains, in
its current form, the appropriate opportunities for local
residents to access day to day amenities and local
community facilities, while maintaining its local
character and locally orientated small businesses
Development in line with a Metropolitan Town Centre
designation will irreparably damage even further the
character of Waterloo. In recent years the local
community, supported by the local authority, has

Policy

Officer Response

Proposed Change

market and cultural uses such as the Old and Young Vic theatres. Proposals for
further retail development within the wider CAZ retail cluster would need to
demonstrate they would complement and not undermine the special character of
Lower Marsh/The Cut. This has been agreed with the Mayor of London through
the Examination of the Draft London Plan. See Topic Paper 4: Town Centres.

PN01

It is no longer proposed to designate the Waterloo Metropolitan town centre.
The DRLLP Proposed Submission Version proposes to expand the Waterloo CAZ
retail cluster and to identify the Lower Marsh/The Cut/Leake Street Special Policy
Area within it. The expansion of the Waterloo CAZ retail cluster recognises the
existing and emerging quantum of retail in the area. The designation of the
Special Policy Area acknowledges and protects the specialist character of Lower
Marsh/The Cut/Leake Street and its role as a long-standing and unique cluster of
smaller, independent retailers and food and drink uses, with associated street
market and cultural uses such as the Old and Young Vic theatres. Proposals for
further retail development within the wider CAZ retail cluster would need to
demonstrate they would complement and not undermine the special character of
Lower Marsh/The Cut. This has been agreed with the Mayor of London through
the Examination of the Draft London Plan. See Topic Paper 4: Town Centres.

See PN1c) of the DRLLP Proposed Submission
Version.
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65/1

Guy's and St
Thomas' NHS
Foundation
Trust

72/16

Representation Wording
undertaken a great deal of work and made considerable
investment in the local retail areas, focussed on Lower
Marsh, in order to maintain a thriving local retail
environment serving the needs of the immediate
residential community and office workers seeking a
brief respite from the confines of work.
Designation as a Metropolitan Centre will undermine
the dedication and effort devoted to ensuring the retail
offer and its environment in Lower Marsh and
surroundings has been preserved and improved. A
Westfield style development in the Euro terminal and
on York Road will destroy the businesses on the
opposite side of the station leaving Waterloo residents
bereft of the local retail offer required on a day to day
basis and over whelming the character and heritage
which the community in association with the local
authority has fought so hard to value and preserve.
This proposed policy does not meet the test of
soundness. It is not justified in that it will not meet local
needs, but it will deprive the local community of the
areas which currently preserve local character and
valued local amenity. As the policy also represents a
leap from a District Centre to a Metropolitan Centre, it
cannot be sanctioned in panning terms and is clearly a
step too far.
I do not wish Waterloo and Kennington to be a
Metropolitan Town Centre’

Section 11 (Places & Neighbourhood)
We welcome Policy PN1 (Waterloo & South Bank) which
proposes “a new town centre of metropolitan
significance”, including the development of “a major
location for healthcare”.

Policy

Officer Response

Proposed Change

PN01

It is no longer proposed to designate the Waterloo Metropolitan town centre.
The DRLLP Proposed Submission Version proposes to expand the Waterloo CAZ
retail cluster and to identify the Lower Marsh/The Cut/Leake Street Special Policy
Area within it. The expansion of the Waterloo CAZ retail cluster recognises the
existing and emerging quantum of retail in the area. The designation of the
Special Policy Area acknowledges and protects the specialist character of Lower
Marsh/The Cut/Leake Street and its role as a long-standing and unique cluster of
smaller, independent retailers and food and drink uses, with associated street
market and cultural uses such as the Old and Young Vic theatres. Proposals for
further retail development within the wider CAZ retail cluster would need to
demonstrate they would complement and not undermine the special character of
Lower Marsh/The Cut. This has been agreed with the Mayor of London through
the Examination of the Draft London Plan. See Topic Paper 4: Town Centres.
It is no longer proposed to designate the Waterloo Metropolitan town centre.
The DRLLP Proposed Submission Version proposes to expand the Waterloo CAZ
retail cluster and to identify the Lower Marsh/The Cut/Leake Street Special Policy
Area within it. The expansion of the Waterloo CAZ retail cluster recognises the
existing and emerging quantum of retail in the area. The designation of the
Special Policy Area acknowledges and protects the specialist character of Lower
Marsh/The Cut/Leake Street and its role as a long-standing and unique cluster of
smaller, independent retailers and food and drink uses, with associated street
market and cultural uses such as the Old and Young Vic theatres. Proposals for
further retail development within the wider CAZ retail cluster would need to
demonstrate they would complement and not undermine the special character of

See PN1c) of the DRLLP Proposed Submission
Version.

PN01

See PN1c) of the DRLLP Proposed Submission
Version.
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Individual

77/5

Individual

90/5

Proposal to designate the Waterloo area as a
Metropolitan Town Centre
Introduction of this policy is wholly unjustified in
Waterloo which already represents an over developed
area in terms of high buildings and high cost, private
residential accommodation.
Waterloo is currently a district centre. Waterloo does
not function as a typical town centre, and maintains, in
its current form, the appropriate opportunities for local
residents to access day to day amenities and local
community facilities, while maintaining its local
character and locally orientated small businesses
Development in line with a Metropolitan Town Centre
designation will irreparably damage even further the
character of Waterloo. In recent years the local
community, supported by the local authority, has
undertaken a great deal of work and made considerable
investment in the local retail areas, focussed on Lower
Marsh, in order to maintain a thriving local retail
environment serving the needs of the immediate
residential community and office workers seeking a
brief respite from the confines of work.
Designation as a Metropolitan Centre will undermine
the dedication and effort devoted to ensuring the retail
offer and its environment in Lower Marsh and
surroundings has been preserved and improved. A
Westfield style development in the Euro terminal and
on York Road will destroy the businesses on the
opposite side of the station leaving Waterloo residents
bereft of the local retail offer required on a day to day
basis and overwhelming the character and heritage
which the community in association with the local
authority has fought so hard to value and preserve.
This proposed policy does not meet the test of
soundness. It is not justified in that it will not meet local
needs, but it will deprive the local community of the
areas which currently preserve local character and
valued local amenity. As the policy also represents a
leap from a District Centre to a Metropolitan Centre, it
cannot be sanctioned in planning terms and is clearly a
step too far.
Additionally I believer the plan to turn Waterloo into a
Croydon or Stratford like Metropolitan town centre will
be a terrible thing for all the residents. We do not have
the room for that amount of shopps and offices here.

Policy

PN01

PN01

Officer Response
Lower Marsh/The Cut. This has been agreed with the Mayor of London through
the Examination of the Draft London Plan. See Topic Paper 4: Town Centres.
It is no longer proposed to designate the Waterloo Metropolitan town centre.
The DRLLP Proposed Submission Version proposes to expand the Waterloo CAZ
retail cluster and to identify the Lower Marsh/The Cut/Leake Street Special Policy
Area within it. The expansion of the Waterloo CAZ retail cluster recognises the
existing and emerging quantum of retail in the area. The designation of the
Special Policy Area acknowledges and protects the specialist character of Lower
Marsh/The Cut/Leake Street and its role as a long-standing and unique cluster of
smaller, independent retailers and food and drink uses, with associated street
market and cultural uses such as the Old and Young Vic theatres. Proposals for
further retail development within the wider CAZ retail cluster would need to
demonstrate they would complement and not undermine the special character of
Lower Marsh/The Cut. This has been agreed with the Mayor of London through
the Examination of the Draft London Plan. See Topic Paper 4: Town Centres.

It is no longer proposed to designate the Waterloo Metropolitan town centre.
The DRLLP Proposed Submission Version proposes to expand the Waterloo CAZ
retail cluster and to identify the Lower Marsh/The Cut/Leake Street Special Policy
Area within it. The expansion of the Waterloo CAZ retail cluster recognises the
existing and emerging quantum of retail in the area. The designation of the
Special Policy Area acknowledges and protects the specialist character of Lower

Proposed Change

See PN1c) of the DRLLP Proposed Submission
Version.

See PN1c) of the DRLLP Proposed Submission
Version.
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Policy

Individual

92/3

The proposed designation of Waterloo as a
Metropolitan Town Centre is unjustified. It would not
meet local needs in an area, but would exacerbate the
problems from which we suffer – lack of open spaces,
local shops and many of the facilities that a small
residential community might expect. No other similar
area in inner London has been so designated. I object to
Policy PN1 and South Bank part (a) i).

PN01

Individual

96/1

I am writing to you with my comments on the Draft
Local Plan. [Personal information redacted] and have
seen it change from a rather neglected area to one
being almost overwhelmed by development pressures.
The new plan proposes drastic changes from the current
plan and it would seem to be unnecessarily stoking up
the pressures rather than trying to control or mitigate
them. And relating to this the policies for the existing
and historic environment seems to have been diluted.
I would like to comment on the individual policies as
follows:
Policy PN1 Waterloo and the South Bank: para a)i)
Designating the area as a Metropolitan Centre is a
drastic change from the current policy. At present the
shopping centre is intended to be centred on Lower
Marsh and the Cut with retail uses being restricted
elsewhere. I am unclear where it is all going to go but I
think dramatically increasing retail space will have a
seriously detrimental effect on Lower Marsh. I also find
it surprising that expanding the shopping space is even
being considered in the current climate of changing
shopping habits and struggling retailers.
I fear another effect of the designation will be to
encourage developers to come forward with even more
grandiose schemes. Property values will increase and
the feasibility of providing social housing will be further
reduced.
I am concerned that the careful analysis of the character
of various areas in Waterloo has been deleted. It would

PN01

Officer Response
Marsh/The Cut/Leake Street and its role as a long-standing and unique cluster of
smaller, independent retailers and food and drink uses, with associated street
market and cultural uses such as the Old and Young Vic theatres. Proposals for
further retail development within the wider CAZ retail cluster would need to
demonstrate they would complement and not undermine the special character of
Lower Marsh/The Cut. This has been agreed with the Mayor of London through
the Examination of the Draft London Plan. See Topic Paper 4: Town Centres.
It is no longer proposed to designate the Waterloo Metropolitan town centre.
The DRLLP Proposed Submission Version proposes to expand the Waterloo CAZ
retail cluster and to identify the Lower Marsh/The Cut/Leake Street Special Policy
Area within it. The expansion of the Waterloo CAZ retail cluster recognises the
existing and emerging quantum of retail in the area. The designation of the
Special Policy Area acknowledges and protects the specialist character of Lower
Marsh/The Cut/Leake Street and its role as a long-standing and unique cluster of
smaller, independent retailers and food and drink uses, with associated street
market and cultural uses such as the Old and Young Vic theatres. Proposals for
further retail development within the wider CAZ retail cluster would need to
demonstrate they would complement and not undermine the special character of
Lower Marsh/The Cut. This has been agreed with the Mayor of London through
the Examination of the Draft London Plan. See Topic Paper 4: Town Centres.
It is no longer proposed to designate the Waterloo Metropolitan town centre.
The DRLLP Proposed Submission Version proposes to expand the Waterloo CAZ
retail cluster and to identify the Lower Marsh/The Cut/Leake Street Special Policy
Area within it. The expansion of the Waterloo CAZ retail cluster recognises the
existing and emerging quantum of retail in the area. The designation of the
Special Policy Area acknowledges and protects the specialist character of Lower
Marsh/The Cut/Leake Street and its role as a long-standing and unique cluster of
smaller, independent retailers and food and drink uses, with associated street
market and cultural uses such as the Old and Young Vic theatres. Proposals for
further retail development within the wider CAZ retail cluster would need to
demonstrate they would complement and not undermine the special character of
Lower Marsh/The Cut. This has been agreed with the Mayor of London through
the Examination of the Draft London Plan. See Topic Paper 4: Town Centres.

Proposed Change

See PN1c) of the DRLLP Proposed Submission
Version.

See PN1c) of the DRLLP Proposed Submission
Version.
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98/1

99/4

Representation Wording
seem less care of the existing environment is being
proposed so that the Metropolitan Centre concept can
be unleashed.
I understand that the Mayor of London has to be
persuaded that this designation is acceptable so
hopefully these destructive proposals will not proceed.
[Personal information redacted] I believe some of the
proposals in the plan will be extremely damaging not
only for the local community, but for Lambeth and
indeed London as a whole - essentially as they will
undermine the quality of life for those living and
working in the area.
My objections are as follows:
1. Proposal that Waterloo is designated as a
Metropolitan Town Centre (policy PN1 Waterloo and
South Bank part (a) i)): there is no justification for this
designation which has no precedent in London. The
level of retail space that would be required to justify this
designation would totally overwhelm the local
residential community and undermine the viability of
the historic and much-loved Lower Marsh shopping
centre. The plan fails to explain how the level of retail
floorpspace would be delivered - for instance by
identifying opportunities for this in key sites. In fact it is
silent in this respect. The proposal also seems to be at
odds with the London Plan and I object to it
* PN1 Waterloo and South Bank part (a) i) Metropolitan Town Centre - As the equivalent of a
District Centre, Waterloo currently has 6000m2 of retail
space yet to quality as a Metropolitan Town Centre, at
least 160,000m2 of retail space is required. Where on
earth is the extra 154,000m2 going to be found? (The
new proposed retail space at Waterloo Station is only
12,000m2). To propose Waterloo as a Metropolitan
Town Centre is absurd when it doesn’t even have the
retail capacity to qualify as a Major Town Centre like
Peckham, Camden or Brixton; these places have
between 50,000m2-100,000m2 of retail space and
attracts people from a much wider area from across the
borough. The suggestion of such an outlandish
development would place an enormous burden on
community facilities, possibly even squeezing out many
local residents altogether. There simply is no need for
this. The proposed policy PN1 Waterloo and South
Bank part (a) i) is unsound: there is no evidence to
justify this, it doesn’t meet local needs, and it can’t be
delivered.

Policy

Officer Response

Proposed Change

PN01

It is no longer proposed to designate the Waterloo Metropolitan town centre.
The DRLLP Proposed Submission Version proposes to expand the Waterloo CAZ
retail cluster and to identify the Lower Marsh/The Cut/Leake Street Special Policy
Area within it. The expansion of the Waterloo CAZ retail cluster recognises the
existing and emerging quantum of retail in the area. The designation of the
Special Policy Area acknowledges and protects the specialist character of Lower
Marsh/The Cut/Leake Street and its role as a long-standing and unique cluster of
smaller, independent retailers and food and drink uses, with associated street
market and cultural uses such as the Old and Young Vic theatres. Proposals for
further retail development within the wider CAZ retail cluster would need to
demonstrate they would complement and not undermine the special character of
Lower Marsh/The Cut. This has been agreed with the Mayor of London through
the Examination of the Draft London Plan. See Topic Paper 4: Town Centres.

See PN1c) of the DRLLP Proposed Submission
Version.

PN01

It is no longer proposed to designate the Waterloo Metropolitan town centre.
The DRLLP Proposed Submission Version proposes to expand the Waterloo CAZ
retail cluster and to identify the Lower Marsh/The Cut/Leake Street Special Policy
Area within it. The expansion of the Waterloo CAZ retail cluster recognises the
existing and emerging quantum of retail in the area. The designation of the
Special Policy Area acknowledges and protects the specialist character of Lower
Marsh/The Cut/Leake Street and its role as a long-standing and unique cluster of
smaller, independent retailers and food and drink uses, with associated street
market and cultural uses such as the Old and Young Vic theatres. Proposals for
further retail development within the wider CAZ retail cluster would need to
demonstrate they would complement and not undermine the special character of
Lower Marsh/The Cut. This has been agreed with the Mayor of London through
the Examination of the Draft London Plan. See Topic Paper 4: Town Centres.

See PN1c) of the DRLLP Proposed Submission
Version.
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70/6

WeAreWaterloo 75/9

Representation Wording

Policy

Policy PN1 - Waterloo and the South Bank is not a town PN01
centre by the definitions in the London Plan. The
wording in the existing local plan is a far more accurate
description of its role and functions in practice and in
terms of both the existing and draft London Plan. The
proposal to redesignate the area as a metropolitan town
centre is not sound. It is not justified, supported or
explained in the evidence base, response to public
consultation and the draft local plan itself. This baffling
and confused approach is further reinforced in Lambeth
council's submission on the London Plan where it seeks
its redesignation as a major centre and not a
metropolitan centre.The Waterloo/South Bank area falls
far short of the floorspace criteria set out in the London
Plan. The CAZ, existing designations and policies
adequately reflect the important international, strategic
and local role of the area. The sites in the development
pipeline and identified for retail and other floorspace
relating to the status of centres falls far short of what is
required for a metropolitan centre.
Policy D1 Part b), Policy PN1 Waterloo and South Bank PN01
Paragraphs 11.38, 11.41and Annex 3. Lambeth’s Draft
Local Plan describes Waterloo and Southbank and
Vauxhall as town centres. Annex 3 of the Local Plan
notes that the designation of Waterloo and South Bank
as a Metropolitan Centre needs the agreement of the
Mayor of London. The Mayor has no evidence that this
area is functioning or has the potential to function as a
Metropolitan Centre. Lambeth is welcome to include
pro-active policies to encourage town centre uses in this
area, in line with its designation as an Opportunity Area
and Central Activities Zone (CAZ). However, the new
town centre uses should not undermine the current
function of Lower Marsh/ The Cut as a CAZ retail cluster
that tends to function as a local centre and the arts,
cultural and entertainment specialist cluster of the
South Bank. In recognition of its CAZ location and
function Lambeth may also wish to apply an appropriate
CAZ designation for the Waterloo and South Bank area
and to reflect its nature and the Council’s vision for the
area.
The retail function and potential of Waterloo and South
Bank and Vauxhall should be recognised in a way that
reflects their location in the CAZ.
2. Specific comments on the policies
PN01
2.1. The proposed Waterloo/South Bank Metropolitan
Town Centre. The definition of a Metropolitan centre in
the London Plan is as follows: ‘[they] serve wide

Officer Response

Proposed Change

It is no longer proposed to designate the Waterloo Metropolitan town centre.
The DRLLP Proposed Submission Version proposes to expand the Waterloo CAZ
retail cluster and to identify the Lower Marsh/The Cut/Leake Street Special Policy
Area within it. The expansion of the Waterloo CAZ retail cluster recognises the
existing and emerging quantum of retail in the area. The designation of the
Special Policy Area acknowledges and protects the specialist character of Lower
Marsh/The Cut/Leake Street and its role as a long-standing and unique cluster of
smaller, independent retailers and food and drink uses, with associated street
market and cultural uses such as the Old and Young Vic theatres. Proposals for
further retail development within the wider CAZ retail cluster would need to
demonstrate they would complement and not undermine the special character of
Lower Marsh/The Cut. This has been agreed with the Mayor of London through
the Examination of the Draft London Plan. See Topic Paper 4: Town Centres.

See PN1c) of the DRLLP Proposed Submission
Version.

It is no longer proposed to designate the Waterloo Metropolitan town centre.
The DRLLP Proposed Submission Version proposes to expand the Waterloo CAZ
retail cluster and to identify the Lower Marsh/The Cut/Leake Street Special Policy
Area within it. The expansion of the Waterloo CAZ retail cluster recognises the
existing and emerging quantum of retail in the area. The designation of the
Special Policy Area acknowledges and protects the specialist character of Lower
Marsh/The Cut/Leake Street and its role as a long-standing and unique cluster of
smaller, independent retailers and food and drink uses, with associated street
market and cultural uses such as the Old and Young Vic theatres. Proposals for
further retail development within the wider CAZ retail cluster would need to
demonstrate they would complement and not undermine the special character of
Lower Marsh/The Cut. This has been agreed with the Mayor of London through
the Examination of the Draft London Plan. See Topic Paper 4: Town Centres.

See PN1c) of the DRLLP Proposed Submission
Version.

It is no longer proposed to designate the Waterloo Metropolitan town centre.
The DRLLP Proposed Submission Version proposes to expand the Waterloo CAZ
retail cluster and to identify the Lower Marsh/The Cut/Leake Street Special Policy
Area within it. The expansion of the Waterloo CAZ retail cluster recognises the
existing and emerging quantum of retail in the area. The designation of the

See PN1c) of the DRLLP Proposed Submission
Version.
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Policy

catchments which can extend over several boroughs
and into parts of the wider South East region. Typically
they contain at least 100,000 sq.m of retail, leisure and
service floorspace with a significant proportion of highorder comparison goods relative to convenience goods.
These centres generally have very good accessibility and
significant employment, service and leisure functions.”

Individual

101/6

Proposed Change

Special Policy Area acknowledges and protects the specialist character of Lower
Marsh/The Cut/Leake Street and its role as a long-standing and unique cluster of
smaller, independent retailers and food and drink uses, with associated street
market and cultural uses such as the Old and Young Vic theatres. Proposals for
further retail development within the wider CAZ retail cluster would need to
demonstrate they would complement and not undermine the special character of
Lower Marsh/The Cut. This has been agreed with the Mayor of London through
the Examination of the Draft London Plan. See Topic Paper 4: Town Centres.

Given the key role the area fulfils to London’s
employment, service and leisure functions, we support
the proposal to designate the area as a Metropolitan
Town Centre. However, we would suggest an extension
of the southern boundary on Waterloo Road to include
the London Ambulance Service HQ, Wellington House
and Hampton by Hilton Hotel all of which are major
town centre employers. The hospitality use is closely
connected to other uses in the rest of the town centre.
There is no policy section which sets out Lambeth’s
approach to planning in the Metropolitan Town Centre
or any related policies. It may be appropriate to set out
the reasoning behind seeking this designation and the
potential benefits it brings.
Policy PN1 (a)(iv) Hotels

Officer Response

PN01

Support noted.

No change.

PN01

Support noted.

No change.

PN01

See Topic Paper 5: Visitor accommodation for further justification of the policy
approach to visitor accommodation in Waterloo which is consistent with the

No change.

Over the last 7 years Lambeth planners have given
permission for hotels in Waterloo on an ad hoc basis,
resulting in an over-provision. They appear not to have
noticed this until local residents complained strongly.
They have given permission for 3 hotels in our market
street, Lower Marsh. This will destroy the delicate
balance of small-scale historic shop-fronts and
modernised shop-fronts. It has already driven out some
very useful shops, by raisng rents significantly and
speculatively.

Individual

114/6

SBEG and SBBID

198/5

At last they have realised that they have given too many
permissions fpr hotels, and are now not allowing any
more.
We support this policy
The Draft Plan meets local needs by banning further
hotel development in Waterloo.
PN1 a iv
Hotel Development
The policy which prohibits further hotel development in
the Waterloo area is enthusiastically supported.
Similarly, we don’t agree with the proposed deletion of
“hotels” under PN1 a) iv). South Bank is a major central
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London location for hotels which collectively provide
extensive employment opportunities for residents, and
are a crucial part of the economic ecology, especially as
South Bank grows as a business district and as a
neighbourhood that is increasingly recognised as one of
choice for the venues industry and the Meetings,
Incentives, Conferences and Events (MICE) sectors.
Whilst we understand LB Lambeth’s policy towards not
having more hotel provision in the South Bank and
Waterloo area, its status as a neighbourhood for a wide
range of hotel accommodation should be recognised in
the Plan.
PN1 a iv:
The Policy which prohibits further hotel development in
the Waterloo area is supported.
PN1 a iv:
The Policy which prohibits further hotel development in
the Waterloo area is supported.
We would suggest that Policy PN1a(iv) is strengthened
further to include specific reference to life sciences
businesses to read “a major location for offices, hotels,
healthcare, commercial, life sciences businesses and
higher education”.
As noted above, the Trust has long term ambitions for
the Westminster Bridge Campus, transforming it into a
new MedTech Cluster where NHS professionals,
academics and commercial life science businesses work
closely together to pioneer the next generation of
treatments and technologies. In addition to the
comments above, we would be interested to explore
with LB Lambeth the scope for including a new strategic
site allocation for the whole of the campus and Royal
Street, setting out a flexible framework these ambitions.
PN1 a iv:
The Policy which prohibits further hotel development in
the Waterloo area is supported.
I support the proposal not to allow any more hotels in
the area. Policy PN1 (a) (iv).
Policy PN1 Waterloo and the South Bank: para a)iv)
I was very pleased to see that hotels has been omitted
from the list of suitable uses in the area but I think it
could be put more definitely: further hotels should be
actively discouraged. I consider far too many have been
allowed already. They do little to support local facilities
such as schools, libraries and shops and they obviously
prevent more beneficial usage of their sites.
4. Hotels (Policy PN1 (a) iv)): I support the realisation by
Lambeth that Waterloo already now has far too many
hotel bedspaces - which have largely been delivered at

Policy

Officer Response

Proposed Change

London Plan which states that the intensification of the provision of serviced
accommodation should be resisted where this compromises local amenity or the
balance of local land uses.

PN01

Support noted.

No change.

PN01

Support noted.

No change.

PN01

Amendments have been made to make reference to MedTech and life sciences
businesses

PN1 of the DRLLP Proposed Submission Version
states:
By 2035 Waterloo and South Bank will continue to
be a thriving and competitive area playing a key
role in the central London and Lambeth economy.
The council will secure this by supporting and
enhancing Waterloo and South Bank’s various roles
as:
v) a major location for offices, creative and digital
industries, healthcare, MedTech and life sciences
businesses and higher education;

PN01

Support noted.

No change.

PN01

Support noted.

No change.

PN01

Support noted.

No change.

PN01

Support noted.

No change.
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the expense of more intensive employment generating
uses, or, in some cases, housing. I support the proposal
not to allow any more hotels in Waterloo.
We agree with Guy’s and St Thomas’ NHS Foundation
Trust that PN1 a) should also contain an statement that
reflects the shared ambitions and joint vision4 for the
Westminster Bridge Campus, transforming this part of
South Bank into a “Med Tech” cluster of global
significance. As suggested by Guy’s and St Thomas’ NHS
Foundation Trust, this could be achieved through an
amendment to PN1 a) vii) to read:
“a major location for offices, hotels, healthcare, life
sciences businesses and higher education.”

Policy

Officer Response

Proposed Change

PN01

PN1 has been amended to make reference to MedTech cluster.

PN1 of the DRLLP Proposed Submission Version
states:
By 2035 Waterloo and South Bank will continue to
be a thriving and competitive area playing a key
role in the central London and Lambeth economy.
The council will secure this by supporting and
enhancing Waterloo and South Bank’s various roles
as:
v) a major location for offices, creative and digital
industries, healthcare, MedTech and life sciences
businesses and higher education;

WeAreWaterloo 75/8

1.7. Policy PN1 c) i) which aims to resist the loss of A1
uses in Lower Marsh is in conformity with policy P13 in
the neighbourhood plan. The neighbourhood plan goes
further in protecting existing A3 uses also and we would
welcome a dialogue with the Council on whether they
support this approach.

PN01

Historic England

While the historic character of the area is identified as
being positive and valued the policy does not actually
require development to conserve or enhance the area’s
historic environment. Part d) of the policy should be
strengthened to refer more explicitly to this
development requirement; this will provide better
guidance for prospective applicants and for decision
makers in line with paragraph 16 (b) of the NPPF.

PN01

119/25

PN1 Part d) does helpfully make specific reference to
strategic and local views, the setting of heritage assets
and to the OUV of the Westminster WHS. This is
welcomed however; the policy requires development
only to respect these unique aspects of the Borough’s
historic environment rather than requiring their
conservation and encouraging their enhancement.
There is also no reference to the need to consider the
conservation of individual heritage assets themselves.
We recognise that the narrative of the Plan is intended
to be accessible and aspirational but in order to be
sound the Plan must conform to National guidance and

The neighbourhood plan is referenced in the supporting text. PN1 has been
updated to reflect the policies the neighbourhood plan and this will help ensure
that policies in the neighbourhood plan do not become out of date on adoption
of the Revised Local Plan. The following neighbourhood plan policies have been
reflected in PN1: Requiring at least 30 per cent of ground floor units in Lower
Marsh to be in A3 use; Supporting improvements to Lower Marsh Street Market;
Supporting office development that provides a
range of a range of unit sizes, can be subdivided to encourage flexible use and coworking; Supporting the creation of ‘greenways’ which are located away from
heavy traffic, air pollution and noise; Supporting measures to promote and
enable zero emission vehicles across the area, including the taxi fleet serving
Waterloo station.
Change to policy clause to ensure that the setting of heritage assets and the
Outstanding Universal Value of Westminster World Heritage Site are preserved.

Changes have been made to DRLLP Proposed
Submission Version to reflect neighbourhood plan
policies. This includes PN1c), PN1d) and PN1l)

PN1 of the DRLLP Proposed Submission Version
states:
e) promoting and supporting development and
uses of an appropriate height (in accordance with
Local Plan policy Q26 and Annex 11), scale and
form to reinforce Waterloo and South Bank’s
distinct identity, respecting strategic and local
views and local contextual considerations,
preserving the setting of heritage assets and the
Outstanding Universal Value of Westminster World
Heritage Site (Local Plan policy Q19), and ensuring
that design quality is worthy of a world city.
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legislation. The wording in Part d) presents more flexible
approach to the historic environment and does not
reflect the statutory obligations attached to the
management.
On this basis, it is considered that policy support should
be provided for developments and activities which
enable Southbank Centre to continue to offer the same
level of high-quality arts and cultural programming and
Southbank Centre have suggested the changes below to
draft Policy PN1. e) Promoting the continuation and
expansion of high-quality arts and cultural activities
throughout Waterloo and enhancing the South Bank
(Riverside) in its role as an international cultural and
leisure centre and a London tourist destination through
supporting the continuation and development of arts
and cultural facilities, associated and supporting
commercial uses in accordance with Policy ED13 as well
as visitor related facilities.
Waterloo and South Bank Opportunity Area Policy PN1
– a change is proposed to Policy PN1 with the intention
of providing support for developments and activities
which enable Southbank Centre to continue to offer the
same level of high-quality arts and cultural
programming;
The Local Plan should give a clear and positive
commitment to the cultural, arts and creative industries
in the South Bank and Waterloo area, in line with the
new / replacement London Plan, and the Mayor’s
Culture Strategy and the emerging London-wide Cultural
Infrastructure Plan. The new London Plan seeks to
prioritise the contribution of culture to London, and
emphasises the need for all boroughs to plan positively
for culture and the creative industries.

Policy

Officer Response

Proposed Change

PN01

No change. Enabling development would be considered under Local Plan policy
ED13.

No change.

PN01

No change. Enabling development would be considered under Local Plan policy
ED13.

No change.

PN01

Support noted. Development which enables cultural and artistic activities are
dealt with through Local Plan policy ED13.

No change.

Lambeth’s Local Plan should not only reflect these
commitments, but should promote specific policies
aimed at supporting the cultural vibrancy and dynamism
of the South Bank neighbourhood. This is not only to
maintain the status quo of the South Bank’s status and
reputation, but also in acknowledging the economic
necessity of ensuring that the area remains competitive
as other parts of London invest in, and promote their
cultural offer - whether East Bank and the Olympic Park,
Bankside, the City and its Cultural Mile, Croydon,
Westminster - especially North Bank and Victoria, and
other regeneration areas like Wembley Park.
We welcome the statements made in PN1 e) and PN1 f)
in respect of cultural and arts activities in South Bank.
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We agree with comments made by Southbank Centre
that this policy should be expanded to provide support,
not just for development which promotes the expansion
of cultural and artistic uses, but also development which
enables cultural and artistic activities to continue in the
area.
With that in mind, we strongly welcome (PN1f)
intentions to support “a high quality, safe and accessible
public realm that matches the significance of the area.”
b. Policy PN1 para f (p309)
Development at the Hungerford car park, of which twothirds is protected as Metropolitan Open Land, will only
be considered acceptable if it enables the
extension of Jubilee Gardens with the remaining area
promoting the expansion of the arts and cultural
activities of Waterloo.
However, text could be added to this policy to ensure
that in addition
- the additional costs to the Trust of managing the
extension are covered by the development
- the servicing needs of the Trust are met
b) Policy PN1 para f (p309)
Development at the Hungerford car park, of which twothirds is protected as Metropolitan Open Land, will only
be considered acceptable if it enables the extension of
Jubilee Gardens with the remaining area promoting the
expansion of the arts and cultural activities of Waterloo.
However, text should be added to this policy to ensure
that in addition
- the additional costs to the Trust of managing the
extension are covered by the development
- the servicing needs of the Trust are met
Also, as stated above, Southbank Centre transferred
ownership of the majority of Hungerford Car Park to
Braeburn in February 2017. On this basis, any
development on the portion of Hungerford Car Park
which has remained within Southbank Centre’s
ownership cannot be expected to ‘enable’ the extension
of Jubilee Gardens onto land under Southbank Centre’s
control or ownership. A minor change is suggested to
the end of Policy PN1 (f) to reflect the current
arrangement, whilst continuing the support for the
expansion of Jubilee Gardens. f) Promotion Promoting
of a high quality public realm that is high quality,
durable, well designed and maintained to reinforce
Waterloo's status as a world class centre place. The
combination of the riverfront, streetscapes, piazzas,
squares and green spaces contribute to the broader
public realm and are places for people to meet,

Policy

Officer Response

Proposed Change

PN01

Support noted.

No change.

PN01

This part of Policy PN1 (now section (h)) has been fully redrafted to include urban
design objectives for Hungerford car park, including the extension to Jubilee
Gardens

See PN1(h)

PN01

This part of Policy PN1 (now section (h)) has been fully redrafted to include urban
design objectives for Hungerford car park, including the extension to Jubilee
Gardens

See PN1(h)

PN01

This part of Policy PN1 (now section (h)) has been fully redrafted to include urban
design objectives for Hungerford car park, including the extension to Jubilee
Gardens

See PN1(h)
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socialise, activate and dwell gather for events as well as
move through. Development and uses should recognise
and add value to this important asset through the
inclusion of flexible places for people and events, and
actively contribute to the enhancement of the collective
public realm. To supplement the urban character of the
public realm, green spaces will be protected and
expanded, specifically Jubilee Gardens. Development at
the Hungerford car park, of which two-thirds is
protected as Metropolitan Open Land, will only be
considered acceptable if it enables does not prevent the
extension of Jubilee Gardens with the remaining area
promoting and supports the continuation and expansion
of the high-quality arts and cultural activities of
Waterloo the South Bank.
We are very surprised that no reference is included to
Waterloo Station: improved permeability between and
through the station and the surrounding areas,
especially Lower Marsh, is crucial and should be taken
into account in all development proposals.
Policy PN1 (h) Imax Roundabout
Most residents do not support TfL's proposal for
significantly changing the area around the Imax cinema.
When this proposal was shown to us we were not told
that the Imax was to be rebuilt as an extremely tall
builing of 130m.(site 3).

Policy

Officer Response

Proposed Change

PN01

Improvements in capacity, accessibility and interchange quality at Waterloo
station and proposals to increase permeability by providing better linkages to
Lower Marsh and other parts of Waterloo is included in PN1i).

No change.

PN01

The policy supports the principle of reconfiguration of the roundabout to improve
walking, cycling and connectivity with the wider area. Consultation on this project
has been led by Transport for London and is now entering the delivery phase.

No change.

The area at the base of the Imax has always been the
most polluted in Waterloo, because of the heavy traffic
around it. If the new proposal is built the area around it
would still be heavily polluted as the traffic flow would
be no less, and so it would not be an attractive a place
to sit for enjoyment. We see no advantages in the new
proposal. Instead, we see several disadvantages --* we would lose one single location for any bus going
North
* we would be presented with a huge area of useless
concrete
* by banning any right turn into Stamford St (for
traffic going North), the traffic would turn right at
Exton, Sandell, or Alaska streets and then a left turn
into Cornwall Rd, where a large number of family
housing units, and a nursery, front the pavements. This
would bring danger, noise and pollution to a large
number of adults and children. There is parking on both
sides of Cornwall Rd.
* TfL propose to cut down a fine group of 3 huge, 50
year old trees, to widen their proposed cycle lane. This
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would in no way be compensated for by a few tiny
'lollipop' trees.
* This scheme seems to us to be a huge, and hugely
expensive (and environmentally damaging) area of
concrete, with no advantage for residents.
* This unnecessary proposal would not be justified by
the addition of an excessively tall building in the centre
(Site 3 , 130m).
1. Policy PN1 (h) – ‘peninsularisation’ of the IMAX
roundabout – the local community has repeatedly tried
to make the Council and TFL understand that the plan to
do this is detrimental to the health and well-being of the
local neighbourhood because of the adverse traffic
patterns it would create.
TfL is proposing the reconfiguration of the IMAX
roundabout with the South Western arm of the
roundabout closed to provide new and enhanced public.
Further information on this road configuration can be
found in the TfL Spatial Planning statutory response to
this consultation.
The road reconfiguration and new public realm will
facilitate the delivery of large commercial led
developments adjacent to and above the (IMAX) (shown
as site 3 in Annex 11). The policy recognises the need to
deliver new development
We also object to Policy PN1(h) “Supporting the
reconfiguration of the Imax roundabout and its
potential as a site for the development of Central
Activity Zone appropriate to its location” [sic] The
benefits of this are simply unevidenced.
Please do not designate the IMAX as for development, it
is a wonderful building and cultural hub

4. Finally, Lambeth’s plans for the Imax Roundabout
(known locally of the Waterloo roundabout) is a further
catastrophe waiting to happen. This is causing
bewilderment to residents who live in the area and who
are not aware of any major problems with the existing
system. Bus passengers have not complained,
congestion is rarely an issue, and preventing traffic
turning left into Stamford Street will cause untold
damage in Cornwall Road.
A major cause of traffic congestion and rat-running
through the residential streets would be the
unnecessary and harmful redevelopment of the Imax
roundabout, against which residents have already

Policy

Officer Response

Proposed Change

PN01

The policy supports the principle of reconfiguration of the roundabout to improve
walking, cycling and connectivity with the wider area. Consultation on this project
has been led by Transport for London and is now entering the delivery phase.

No change.

PN01

Comment noted.

No change.

PN01

The policy supports the principle of reconfiguration of the roundabout to improve
walking, cycling and connectivity with the wider area. Consultation on this project
has been led by Transport for London and is now entering the delivery phase.

No change.

PN01

The policy supports the principle of reconfiguration of the roundabout to improve
walking, cycling and connectivity with the wider area. Consultation on this project
has been led by Transport for London and is now entering the delivery phase.
Any proposal involving the loss of a cultural facility would be considered under
Local Plan policy ED13.
The policy supports the principle of reconfiguration of the roundabout to improve
walking, cycling and connectivity with the wider area. Consultation on this project
has been led by Transport for London and is now entering the delivery phase.

No change.

The policy supports the principle of reconfiguration of the roundabout to improve
walking, cycling and connectivity with the wider area. Consultation on this project
has been led by Transport for London and is now entering the delivery phase.

No change.

PN01

PN01

No change.
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lodged compelling arguments. TfL is threatening to
devastate the area with a scheme that would drastically
alter the traffic flow and damage the environment by
removing mature trees – all this based on flawed and
misleading statistics on road use (equating one cycle
with any one other vehicle, e.g., one bus carrying up to
70 passengers). Therefore I object to Lambeth’s
proposal of a 130m tower there (Policy PN1(h)).
3. Imax roundabout (Policy PN1(h): I thoroughly object
to the proposals to reconfigure the Imax roundabout
and would like this to be removed from the proposed
plan - it has little chance of ever being realised and has
no justification in any case
* IMAX roundabout - I object to Policy PN1(h)
“Supporting the reconfiguration of the Imax roundabout
and its potential as a site for the development of Central
Activity Zone appropriate to its location.” [sic] On the
contrary, it is totally unsuitable for its location given it
would destroy views from conservation areas within its
immediate surroundings e.g. Stamford Street
conservation area and Roupell, Theed and Whittlesey
Streets. This high density of tall buildings would create a
wind tunnel along with the redevelopment of Elizabeth
House and the Shell Building skyscrapers. This proposal
was hidden from local people when TfL presented their
case for pedestrianising the Imax roundabout claiming it
was for a “much-needed pedestrian realm” (there is no
evidence to support this) and that closing off the much
used and essential underpass was bizarrely key to
making walking/access for pedestrians ‘easier’. We now
know this to be utter nonsense given this private
development was always forthcoming but very much
hidden from us. This is a fait accompli and I object to it
not only on moral ground but because it is wholly
unnecessary given the huge commercial developments
at Elizabeth House and the lack of infrastructure and
local amenities to support hundreds of extra visitors to
the area. As local residents, we are struggling as it is
with ever- diminishing and scant resources from the
many cuts to local government funding.
Annex 11: The implications for developing the IMAX site
and roundabout need to be fully investigated. Clearly
there is a need to unify an approaches to development
by TFL, National Rail and Lambeth but it must
realistically take cognizance of both local and commuter
need. This is not happening currently it seems.
IMAX site tall building allocation – Comments are
provided which seek to ensure that a major
redevelopment at the IMAX site does not prevent or

Policy

Officer Response

Proposed Change

PN01

The policy supports the principle of reconfiguration of the roundabout to improve
walking, cycling and connectivity with the wider area. Consultation on this project
has been led by Transport for London and is now entering the delivery phase.

No change.

PN01

The policy supports the principle of reconfiguration of the roundabout to improve
walking, cycling and connectivity with the wider area. Consultation on this project
has been led by Transport for London and is now entering the delivery phase.

No change.

PN01

The policy supports the principle of reconfiguration of the roundabout to improve
walking, cycling and connectivity with the wider area. Consultation on this project
has been led by Transport for London and is now entering the delivery phase.

No change.

PN01

The identification of this site as a location appropriate for tall buildings is not a
site allocation. Annex 11 has been amended to refer to locations rather than

See amendments to Annex 11.
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restrict the development potential of Southbank
Centre’s adjacent site.
IMAX Site Tall Building Allocation As LBL are aware,
Southbank Centre own a large area within the
IMAX/Waterloo Roundabout undercroft. Plan set out
below [plan included]
Southbank Centre’s site is immediately north of the
IMAX and is already significantly constrained by the
existing surrounding infrastructure. Southbank Centre’s
site is important, and the future development of this
site is critical to the shared aspiration to improve the
public realm at Waterloo in order to gain legibility for
pedestrians, as well as the aspiration to bring forward a
new arts and cultural facilities in this location.
It is noted that within the existing Waterloo Area SPD,
the IMAX is identified as being located within an “area
where there is potential to build taller subject to the
design of the proposals satisfactorily addressing views
and the setting of heritage assets.”
Draft Policy Q26 and Annex 11 of the revised Local Plan
refine areas which are considered appropriate for a tall
building and specifically identifies the IMAX site as a
suitable location for a building of up to 130m AOD, as
shown on the following plan [plan included]
Whilst it is recognised that draft Policy Q26 and Annex
11 are not a site allocation, it is critical that any major
redevelopment at the IMAX site does not prevent of
restrict the future development potential of Southbank
Centre’s adjacent site. The Local Plan should be made
clear that development within this constrained area
must not prejudice the development potential of
neighbouring sites and that the developments need to
work together to optimise the use of land and achieve
the shared aspiration of improving the public realm.
Annex 11: The implications for developing the IMAX site
and roundabout need to be fully understood. Clearly
there is a need to unify approaches to development by
TFL, National Rail and Lambeth but it must also take into
account both local and commuter need. I have
responded elsewhere to TfL on the current plans for the
Roundabout.
Policy PN1 (h) – The “peninsularisation” of the IMAX
roundabout is supported as this has the potential to
vastly improve the public realm and the quality and
safety of space for pedestrians and pedestrian
movement. This is an extremely busy area, heavily used
by pedestrians at different times of the day and night
for a wide range of purposes including those associated
with employment, education, leisure, entertainment,

Policy

PN01

Officer Response
sites. The council is bringing forward a separate Site Allocations DPD and these
comments may be used to inform this process.
The identification of this site as a location appropriate for tall buildings is not a
site allocation. Annex 11 has been amended to refer to locations rather than
sites. The council is bringing forward a separate Site Allocations DPD and these
comments may be used to inform this process.

Proposed Change

See amendments to Annex 11.

PN01

The policy supports the principle of reconfiguration of the roundabout to improve
walking, cycling and connectivity with the wider area. Consultation on this project
has been led by Transport for London and is now entering the delivery phase.

No change.

PN01

Support noted.

No change.
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Individual

200/7

Individual

200/8

Cinema Theatre
Association

231/1

Individual

233/5

Guy's and St
Thomas' Charity

140/21

Representation Wording
tourism uses as well as by local residents. Provision for
pedestrians is extremely poor as is the surrounding
environment. However, it is important that safe
provision is made for pedestrians who should take
priority over cyclist provision.
It is however, important that the existing IMAX building
is retained as it is historically iconic feature of Waterloo
in the same way as the “London Eye”.
Also any development on a greater scale than the
existing would be visually unacceptable in design terms
bearing in mind the extant Doon Street planning
permission as it would close off views across Waterloo
Bridge and from all other viewpoints.
I am the caseworker for the national Cinema Theatre
Association, as here: http://cinema-theatre.org.uk/ And
in conjunction with the Twentieth Century Society, am
trying to ascertain how far the IMAX cinema is
threatened by development.
The Twentieth Century Society has already objected to
any threat to the IMAX, as attached, but unfortunately
we have just missed yesterday's deadline. To be honest,
from my skim of Local Plan documents today I am rather
confused. Policy PN1 (e) and (f) seem to promote the
South Bank's status as a major cultural destination. Yet
the Tall Buildings map in Annexe 11 identifies the IMAX
as a development site, Site 3. Could you please tell me
(or send a link):
* Which pages of the Local Plan draft discuss the future
of the IMAX and justify development?
* Can our organisation be registered as a body to be
consulted on this issue?
* Can we still feed views into the current consultation?
I object to the proposal of a skyscraper on the Imax site
at Wateroo roundabout as this will further restrict our
views and limit the light in the area of my [Personal
information redacted]
We are broadly supportive of the policy vision and
wording but seek clarification regarding part j).
Part j) of the draft policy states that:
“Supporting the development strategies of St Thomas’
Hospital and the Guy’s and St Thomas’ Charity (acting
on behalf of the Guy’s and St Thomas’ Trust and King’s
College London) at Royal Street in accordance with an
agreed high-level masterplan for the combined estate to
achieve new health facilities; replacement housing,

Policy

Officer Response

Proposed Change

PN01

The policy supports the principle of reconfiguration of the roundabout to improve
walking, cycling and connectivity with the wider area. Consultation on this project
has been led by Transport for London and is now entering the delivery phase.
Any proposal involving the loss of a cultural facility would be considered under
Local Plan policy ED13.
Any proposal for tall buildings are considered against Q26 and Annex 11.

No change.

PN01

The policy supports the principle of reconfiguration of the roundabout to improve
walking, cycling and connectivity with the wider area. Consultation on this project
has been led by Transport for London and is now entering the delivery phase.
Any proposal involving the loss of a cultural facility would be considered under
Local Plan policy ED13. The Cinema Theatre Association has been added to the
Local Plan consultation database and will be notified about any future
consultations.

No change.

PN01

Any proposal for tall buildings are considered against Q26 and Annex 11.

No change.

PN01

Support noted. Changes have been made to policy to reflect the independence of
the identified organisations.

PN1 of the DRLLP Proposed Submission Version
states:

PN01

No change.

m) supporting the development of a MedTech
health cluster by supporting the strategies of St
Thomas’ Hospital, Guy’s and St Thomas’ Charity
and King’s College London at Royal Street in
accordance with an agreed high-level masterplan
for the estates to achieve new health facilities;
replacement housing, open space and community

440

Name

Rep
Code

Representation Wording
workspace for small businesses, open space and
community facilities; capacity for Combined Heat and
Power; new commercial development including space
for small and medium enterprises; and related and
supporting facilities such as accommodation for staff.
Creation of a new primary care centre in the wider
Waterloo area”. As the Council is aware, Guy’s and St
Thomas’ Charity are currently seeking a Development
Partner for the re-development of the Royal Street site.
A number of pre-application meetings between the
Council and the Charity and its advisors were
undertaken in 2018 to establish the parameters of any
such development proposals. Throughout these
discussions the Charity has made in consistently clear
that whilst it works in partnership with the Guy’s and St
Thomas’ Trust and Kings College London, they are
separate entities with separate land ownerships. Both
the Charity and the Trust have significant ambitions for
their own respective estates. Each redevelopment
proposal will come forward separately and they are
likely to run on significantly different timescales. As the
Council is aware, the Royal Street site, through
partnership working, enables the Trust to decant those
facilities that could otherwise prejudice its ability to colocate the Brompton and Harefield cardiovascular and
respiratory projects within the St Thomas campus.
These decant facilities form part of the Charity’s wider
ambition to reinvigorate the Royal Street site with a mix
of residential and commercial development. Given that
the Charity and the Trust and Kings College London are
separate entities, have independent land holdings, and
are working to different timescales in terms of realising
their development ambitions we consider the wording
of draft Policy PN1 to be inaccurate and unhelpful. As a
point of clarification, the Charity is not working on
behalf of the Trust and Kings College London. They are
working in partnership with both bodies. Furthermore,
the wording “combined estate” suggests there are
interdependencies between the separate land
ownerships, in addition to what you would normally
expect for adjacent development sites. Beyond the
agreement between the Trust and the Charity to enable
a decant of the outpatient’s facility and office
accommodation onto the Royal Street site, both sites
can and are to be progressed independently from one
another. On this basis we suggest deleting the words
“(acting on behalf of the Guy’s and St Thomas’ Trust and
Kings College London)” and amending “combined
estate” from draft Policy PN1(j).

Policy

Officer Response

Proposed Change
facilities; capacity for Combined Heat and Power;
new commercial development including workspace
for small and medium enterprises; and related and
supporting facilities such as accommodation for
staff. Creation of a new primary care centre in the
wider Waterloo area will be supported.
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Guy's and St
Thomas' Charity
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140/21
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Policy

In addition to these amendments we also suggest that
the proposed land uses are not limited to those set out
in the draft policy. Whilst broadly supportive of the land
uses set out, we consider that a number of the use
suggestions are too detailed in respect of the broader
policy vision. With respect to the small business uses,
the wording of the policy is repetitive and therefore we
suggest that only one reference to the size of businesses
is required. Proposed Amendment:
“Supporting the development strategies of St Thomas’
Hospital and the Guy’s and St Thomas’ Charity (acting
on behalf of the Guy’s and St Thomas’ Trust and King’s
College London) [strikethrough] at Royal Street in
accordance with an [strikethrough] agreed high-level
design principles for both independent sites masterplan
for the combined estate [strikethrough] to which could
achieve but not limited to; new health facilities;
replacement housing, workspace for small businesses
[strikethrough], open space and community facilities;
capacity for Combined Heat and Power; new
commercial development including space for small and
medium enterprises; and related and supporting
facilities such as accommodation for staff. Creation of a
new primary care centre in the wider Waterloo area”.
In addition to these amendments we also suggest that
PN01
the proposed land uses are not limited to those set out
in the draft policy. Whilst broadly supportive of the land
uses set out, we consider that a number of the use
suggestions are too detailed in respect of the broader
policy vision. With respect to the small business uses,
the wording of the policy is repetitive and therefore we
suggest that only one reference to the size of businesses
is required. Proposed Amendment:
“Supporting the development strategies of St Thomas’
Hospital and the Guy’s and St Thomas’ Charity (acting
on behalf of the Guy’s and St Thomas’ Trust and King’s
College London) at Royal Street in accordance with an
agreed high-level design principles for both independent
sites masterplan for the combined estate to which could
achieve but not limited to; new health facilities;
replacement housing, workspace for small businesses,
open space and community facilities; capacity for
Combined Heat and Power; new commercial
development including space for small and medium
enterprises; and related and supporting facilities such as
accommodation for staff. Creation of a new primary
care centre in the wider Waterloo area”.

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Changes have been made to policy to reflect the independence of the identified
organisations and to make a single reference to small business.

PN1 of the DRLLP Proposed Submission Version
states:
m) supporting the development of a MedTech
health cluster by supporting the strategies of St
Thomas’ Hospital, Guy’s and St Thomas’ Charity
and King’s College London at Royal Street in
accordance with an agreed high-level masterplan
for the estates to achieve new health facilities;
replacement housing, open space and community
facilities; capacity for Combined Heat and Power;
new commercial development including workspace
for small and medium enterprises; and related and
supporting facilities such as accommodation for
staff. Creation of a new primary care centre in the
wider Waterloo area will be supported.
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SBEG and SBBID

Guy's and St
Thomas' NHS
Foundation
Trust

Rep
Code
198/9

72/1

Representation Wording

Policy

Officer Response

Proposed Change

We also support Guy’s and St Thomas’ Charity in their
request to see amendments to the wording of PN1 j)
which reflects the independence of all three
organisations, and their joint working arrangements.
About Guy’s and St Thomas’ NHS Foundation Trust
Guy’s and St Thomas’ NHS Foundation Trust is one of
the UK’s leading hospital trusts. We have a long and
proud history of advancing health and healthcare for all,
as a local, national and international leader in clinical
care, education and research.
We are one of the largest NHS trusts in the UK, with a
turnover of £1.6 billion, contracts with 130 clinical
commissioning bodies, and 2.5 million patient contacts
and 6,567 babies delivered every year. We are one of
the biggest employers locally, with over 16,200 staff.
We train 600+ nurses per year, 750 doctors and one
fifth of England’s dentists. As a national referral centre
for highly rated, specialist services, we provide a full
range of community services, including health centres
and GP practices, across Lambeth. As an institution with
deep roots in the borough, Guy’s and St Thomas’ NHS
Foundation Trust welcomes the opportunity to respond
to the consultation on the Lambeth Draft Revised
Lambeth Local Plan (the ‘Draft Plan’).
The priority for the Trust is that the Draft Plan should
reflect and support the growing importance of the local
health economy and its potential for growth over the
next decade. St Thomas’ Hospital and wider
Westminster Bridge campus (which includes adjacent
land owned by our partners, King's College London and
Guy's and St Thomas' Charity) are the focus for this
growth, where have an ambition to make significant
investment in facilities in the next 15-20 years. The
focus of this investment will be:
1. Better integrated care for our communities, closer to
where people live, by improving technology to facilitate
mobile working, encouraging people to manage their
own health, and providing a network of well-equipped
community clusters.
2. An expanded Evelina London Children’s Hospital
providing a wider range of specialist care for twice as
many young people, in a more integrated way –
delivering a comprehensive children’s hospital for
London.
3. A partnership with Royal Brompton & Harefield NHS
Foundation Trust that will transform specialist
cardiovascular and respiratory care for London and the
UK.
4. A MedTech Cluster at our St Thomas’ Hospital Site,

PN01

Changes have been made to policy to reflect the independence of the identified
organisations.

See PN1(h)

PN01

Support noted.

No change.
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72/17

WeAreWaterloo 75/26

HB Reavis

164/21

Representation Wording

Policy

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Support noted.

No change.

PN01

Support for the Low Line is referenced in both PN1 and PN2.

No change.

PN01

The policy has been amended to make reference to the remaining potential for
new jobs identified in the London Plan in the supporting text of this policy.

Supporting text to PN1 of the DRLLP Proposed
Submission Version states:

building on the Trust’s existing strengths in emergency
care, diagnostic imaging, paediatrics and cardiovascular
care and the University’s cardiovascular, imaging and
healthcare engineering research.
Together this is expected to create a nationally
significant new life sciences district and will improve the
health and wellbeing of millions of patients, as well as
generating significant economic impact and thousands
of full-time jobs.
We have a strong and highly valued working relationship
with Lambeth and will work closely with the borough
and other partners on the delivery of this ambition. The
right policy environment is essential for success. We
support the general direction of the plan and in
particular policies on:
· New & improved social infrastructure at Royal Street.
The Draft Plan ambitions for this site are very much
aligned with our own. We see great opportunities for
the Trust, King’s College London and Guy’s and St
Thomas’ Charity to work with the Council to maximise
these benefit for Lambeth and London more broadly,
focussing specifically on our strategy to establish a
MedTech cluster.
The wording of Policy PN1j in particular provides very
PN01
helpful support for the Trust and Charity’s ambitious
plans for creating a new MedTech cluster at our
Westminster Bridge location, and we would be keen to
work closely with London Borough of Lambeth to ensure
our developing estate strategy supports the aspirations
of the Draft Plan.
2.15 Policy EN1. WeAreWaterloo supports the Low Line
concept, which seeks to improve routes alongside
railway infrastructure as key walking routes and open
space (with public facing uses in adjacent arches).
Lambeth may wish to support this ambition as there are
routes with potential between Vauxhall and Waterloo
which would benefit from such improvement. We
believe that the focus of the Low Line should be green
infrastructure / open space delivery, hence the
comment in this section.
Section 11: Waterloo and South Bank
Text at paragraph 11.12 recognises Waterloo’s location
within the Central Activities Zone and its identification
as an Opportunity Area. The text provides that “In 2007
an Opportunity Area Planning Framework was jointly
prepared by the Greater London Authority and the
council and as a result, the area has emerged as one of

11.1. Waterloo and South Bank plays a key role in
central London and is home to international
cultural landmarks, health and educational
institutions and a diverse community of residents,
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Policy

Officer Response

Lambeth’s key economic growth areas. Waterloo is
home to a resident population of around 15,600 people
and the London Plan identifies potential for an
additional 1,500 homes”
However, for completeness, and recognising the
statement that the area has emerged as one of
Lambeth’s key economic growth areas, we believe the
text above should also reference the indicative number
of new jobs identified within the draft London Plan for
the Waterloo OA, alongside the number of new homes.

SBEG and SBBID

198/18

We also suggest that paragraph 11.12 includes
reference to the South Bank and Waterloo
Neighbourhood Plan, as this addresses the planning
context for the area of which the Neighbourhood Plan is
an important aspect.

PN01

WeAreWaterloo 75/29

2.18. Para 11.12 represents the planning context for
South Bank and Waterloo and should therefore include
reference to the South Bank and Waterloo
Neighbourhood Plan. It should no longer be referred to
as the ‘emerging’ neighbourhood plan.

PN01

SBEG and SBBID

We also support the points made by LCR in its
submission that paragraph 11.14 could be strengthened
to refer to the new retail and leisure opportunities at
Waterloo station (including Leake Street Arches) which
add to the strength of the area’s night-time economy,
which is of international and national significance.

PN01

198/4

The neighbourhood plan is referenced in the supporting text. PN1 has been
updated to reflect the policies the neighbourhood plan and this will help ensure
that policies in the neighbourhood plan do not become out of date on adoption
of the Revised Local Plan. The following neighbourhood plan policies have been
reflected in PN1: Requiring at least 30 per cent of ground floor units in Lower
Marsh to be in A3 use; Supporting improvements to Lower Marsh Street Market;
Supporting office development that provides a
range of a range of unit sizes, can be subdivided to encourage flexible use and coworking; Supporting the creation of ‘greenways’ which are located away from
heavy traffic, air pollution and noise; Supporting measures to promote and
enable zero emission vehicles across the area, including the taxi fleet serving
Waterloo station.
The neighbourhood plan is referenced in the supporting text. PN1 has been
updated to reflect the policies the neighbourhood plan and this will help ensure
that policies in the neighbourhood plan do not become out of date on adoption
of the Revised Local Plan. The following neighbourhood plan policies have been
reflected in PN1: Requiring at least 30 per cent of ground floor units in Lower
Marsh to be in A3 use; Supporting improvements to Lower Marsh Street Market;
Supporting office development that provides a
range of a range of unit sizes, can be subdivided to encourage flexible use and coworking; Supporting the creation of ‘greenways’ which are located away from
heavy traffic, air pollution and noise; Supporting measures to promote and
enable zero emission vehicles across the area, including the taxi fleet serving
Waterloo station.
An amendment has been made to the supporting text to make reference to the
retail and food and drink uses coming forward at Waterloo Station and Leake
Street Arches.

Proposed Change
workers, visitors and students. Waterloo station is
the UK’s busiest railway terminus and is a strategic
transport hub and interchange for London and the
south east sub-region. The area is within the
Central Activities Zone and is identified as an
Opportunity Area in the London Plan. In 2007 an
Opportunity Area Planning Framework was jointly
prepared by the Greater London Authority and the
council and as a result, the area has emerged as
one of Lambeth’s key economic growth areas.
Waterloo is home to a resident population of
approximately 10,000 people and the London Plan
identifies remaining potential for an additional
1,500 homes and 6000 jobs between 2019 and
2041.
Changes have been made to DRLLP Proposed
Submission Version to reflect neighbourhood plan
policies. This includes PN1c), PN1d) and PN1l)

Changes have been made to DRLLP Proposed
Submission Version to reflect neighbourhood plan
policies. This includes PN1c), PN1d) and PN1l)

Supporting text to PN1 of the DRLLP states:
The London Plan has identified an extended
Waterloo Central Activities Zone retail cluster to
recognise the growing level or town centre uses
coming forward in the area to meet the needs of
residents, commuters, visitors and workers. This
includes retail and leisure uses coming forward at
Waterloo Station (former Waterloo International
Terminal) and Leake Street Arches. To complement

445

Name

London &
Continental
Railways Ltd

Cllr Kevin Craig
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32/3

At Paragraph 11.14, the Plan notes that together with
the South Bank, Waterloo is one of the capital’s most
successful tourist areas and acknowledges the Draft
London Plan’s reference to South Bank as having a
night-time economy of international or national
significance. LCR supports the general thrust of this
paragraph, however given the nature of the proposals
for both Leake Street Arches and WR, both offering new
leisure-based opportunities and both benefitting from
extant planning permission which is in the process of
being implemented, there may be merit in amending
this paragraph to recognise the role that the wider
Waterloo Station will play in contributing to this offer.
Suggested amendments are shown below in red:

185/9

Waterloo and South Bank is one of the capital’s most
successful tourist areas attracting 30 million visitors a
year and is an international centre for culture and the
arts (part of the London Plan South Bank/Bankside
Strategic Cultural Area). The South Bank is also
identified as having a night-time economy of
international or national significance in the London Plan,
whilst new proposals to bring forward retail and leisure
opportunities at Waterloo Station and Leake Street
Arches will further strengthen the range of retail and
leisure opportunities in this area, which will encourage
people to stay, explore and enjoy all that the area has to
offer. The council will seek to work with partners to
manage and mitigate the impact of an increasing
number of visitor numbers whilst also enhancing the
visitor experience.
I note with approval the various references in the Draft
Local Plan to the importance of extending Jubilee
Gardens over the two-thirds of that space which is
designated as Metropolitan Open Land i.e Strategic
Objective 11, above; para 2.105 (p41); Policy EN1 para d
(p208); Para 9.11 Supporting text for policy EN1 (p211)
and, in particular
a. para 11.17 of the introductory text to Policy PN1
which states
The area has a number of green and open spaces,
though parts are considered deficient in access to some
categories of open space. Jubilee Gardens and the

Policy

PN01

PN01

Officer Response

Change in supporting text to make reference to the retail and food and drink uses
coming forward at Waterloo Station and Leake Street Arches.

References to the role of the Jubilee Gardens Trust in maintaining Jubilee
Gardens have been added to the introductory text to policy PN1.

Proposed Change
the CAZ retail cluster, Lower Marsh/The Cut/Leake
Street has been designated as a Special Policy Area
to acknowledge and protect the area’s specialist
character and role as a long-standing and unique
cluster of smaller, independent retailers and food
and drink uses.
Supporting text to PN1 of the DRLLP states:
The London Plan has identified an extended
Waterloo Central Activities Zone retail cluster to
recognise the growing level or town centre uses
coming forward in the area to meet the needs of
residents, commuters, visitors and workers. This
includes retail and leisure uses coming forward at
Waterloo Station (former Waterloo International
Terminal) and Leake Street Arches. To complement
the CAZ retail cluster, Lower Marsh/The Cut/Leake
Street has been designated as a Special Policy Area
to acknowledge and protect the area’s specialist
character and role as a long-standing and unique
cluster of smaller, independent retailers and food
and drink uses.

See references to Jubilee Gardens Trust in
paragraphs 11.4 and 11.16.
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Jubilee Gardens
Trust

192/3

SBEG and SBBID

198/17

Representation Wording
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Proposed Change

References to the role of the Jubilee Gardens Trust in maintaining Jubilee
Gardens have been added to the introductory text to policy PN1.

See references to Jubilee Gardens Trust in
paragraphs 11.4 and 11.16.

Support noted. Change to add reference to the South Bank Employers' Group and
South Bank Business Improvement District in the community section of the
supporting text.

Supporting text to PN1 of the DRLLP states:

adjoining Hungerford car park are designated as
Metropolitan Open Land (MOL). It has been a longstanding council and GLA objective to secure the use of
Hungerford car park as an extension to Jubilee Gardens.
Two-thirds of the car park land is protected as MOL for
an extension to Jubilee Gardens with the remainder of
the site to be used for arts and cultural facilities,
including associated and supporting uses to support the
South Bank's role as a cultural quarter.
However, this paragraph could and should also mention
the other stakeholders in the Gardens extension
including the Trust and explain that the Jubilee Gardens
Trust is expected by all parties to take on the
management of the extension provided sufficient funds
are generated from the overall development to support
the Trust in the cost of doing so. That is essential.
The Trust notes with approval the various references in
PN01
the Draft Local Plan to the importance of extending
Jubilee Gardens over the two-thirds of that space which
is designated as Metropolitan Open Land i.e Strategic
Objective 11, above; para 2.105 (p41); Policy EN1 para
d (p208); Para 9.11 Supporting text for policy EN1 (p211)
and, in particular
a) para 11.17 of the introductory text to Policy PN1
which states
The area has a number of green and open spaces,
though parts are considered deficient in access to some
categories of open space. Jubilee Gardens and the
adjoining Hungerford car park are designated as
Metropolitan Open Land (MOL). It has been a longstanding council and GLA objective to secure the use of
Hungerford car park as an extension to Jubilee Gardens.
Two-thirds of the car park land is protected as MOL for
an extension to Jubilee Gardens with the remainder of
the site to be used for arts and cultural facilities,
including associated and supporting uses to support the
South Bank’s role as a cultural quarter.
However, this para should also mention the other
stakeholders in the Gardens extension including the
Trust and explain that the Trust is expected by all parties
to take on the management of the extension provided
sufficient funds are generated from the overall
development to support the Trust in the cost of doing
so.
South Bank and Waterloo Neighbourhood Plan
PN01
We welcome the reference at paragraph 11.19 to the
South Bank and Waterloo Neighbourhood Plan, which

There are a number of key stakeholders and a large
number of active local business and community
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comes at an important point in the development and
growth of the area. SBEG was an early advocate for a
Neighbourhood Plan, and saw the potential for an
effective Neighbourhood Forum, which could build on
the area’s history of resident and business engagement,
in shaping how this distinctive part of London could
grow in the 21st century. SBEG committed time,
finances and other resources to the process for getting
the Plan underway and South Bank & Waterloo
Neighbours (SoWN) established.
We note that paragraph 11.19 references the number of
key stakeholders in the area, including the We Are
Waterloo Business Improvement District. We believe it
would be appropriate to make reference to SBEG and
South Bank BID in this paragraph.
Page 306 Para 11.19: We are glad that the South Bank
and Waterloo Neighbourhood plan is referenced but we
do not see evidence that its recommendations,
developed after a very substantial community
consultation process, have been taken into account in
the recommendations.

Proposed Change
groups in the area, including South Bank and
Waterloo Neighbours, South Bank Employers’
Group (SBEG), South Bank Business Improvement
District and ‘We are Waterloo’ Business
Improvement District, the Waterloo Community
Development Group, the Jubilee Gardens Trust and
Coin Street Community Builders. The South Bank
Manifesto 2018, produced by the South Bank
Partnership, reflects the shared ambitions and key
priorities of major landowners and organisations in
the area."

St John's
Church,
Waterloo

202/5

PN01

St John's
Church,
Waterloo
Cllr Jennie
Mosley

202/6

We have similar reservations regarding the South Bank
Manifesto.

PN01

229/3

Page 306 Para 11.19: I am exceedingly concerned that
the South Bank and Neighbourhood plan is noted but no
evidence that the recommendations, developed
through an extensive local consultation process, have
been considered by Lambeth.

PN01

SoWN

95/1

We are pleased to see the Draft Revised Plan refers to
the South Bank & Waterloo Neighbourhood Plan in
paragraph 11.19 on page 306.

PN01

The neighbourhood plan is referenced in the supporting text. PN1 has been
updated to reflect the policies the neighbourhood plan and this will help ensure
that policies in the neighbourhood plan do not become out of date on adoption
of the Revised Local Plan. The following neighbourhood plan policies have been
reflected in PN1: Requiring at least 30 per cent of ground floor units in Lower
Marsh to be in A3 use; Supporting improvements to Lower Marsh Street Market;
Supporting office development that provides a
range of a range of unit sizes, can be subdivided to encourage flexible use and coworking; Supporting the creation of ‘greenways’ which are located away from
heavy traffic, air pollution and noise; Supporting measures to promote and
enable zero emission vehicles across the area, including the taxi fleet serving
Waterloo station.
The South Bank Manifesto is referenced in the supporting text.

Changes have been made to DRLLP Proposed
Submission Version to reflect neighbourhood plan
policies. This includes PN1c), PN1d) and PN1l)

The neighbourhood plan is referenced in the supporting text. PN1 has been
updated to reflect the policies the neighbourhood plan and this will help ensure
that policies in the neighbourhood plan do not become out of date on adoption
of the Revised Local Plan. The following neighbourhood plan policies have been
reflected in PN1: Requiring at least 30 per cent of ground floor units in Lower
Marsh to be in A3 use; Supporting improvements to Lower Marsh Street Market;
Supporting office development that provides a
range of a range of unit sizes, can be subdivided to encourage flexible use and coworking; Supporting the creation of ‘greenways’ which are located away from
heavy traffic, air pollution and noise; Supporting measures to promote and
enable zero emission vehicles across the area, including the taxi fleet serving
Waterloo station.
The neighbourhood plan is referenced in the supporting text. PN1 has been
updated to reflect the policies the neighbourhood plan and this will help ensure
that policies in the neighbourhood plan do not become out of date on adoption
of the Revised Local Plan. The following neighbourhood plan policies have been
reflected in PN1: Requiring at least 30 per cent of ground floor units in Lower
Marsh to be in A3 use; Supporting improvements to Lower Marsh Street Market;

Changes have been made to DRLLP Proposed
Submission Version to reflect neighbourhood plan
policies. This includes PN1c), PN1d) and PN1l)

No change.

Changes have been made to DRLLP Proposed
Submission Version to reflect neighbourhood plan
policies. This includes PN1c), PN1d) and PN1l)
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128/3

I am exceedingly concerned that the South Bank and
Neighbourhood plan is noted but no evidence that the
recommendations, developed through an extensive
local consultation process, have been considered by
Lambeth.

PN01

2.19 There are very few if any viable options for using
the river Thames as a route for removing construction
arisings or delivering freight in the South Bank as
asserted in 11.22, since there are no practical landing
points.
We also note with approval mooted enhancements to
Upper Ground and Belvedere Road, and the recognition
that “interventions to provide increase(d) security
measures for public places will also be necessary.”
Supporting text paras 11.12, 11.13 and 11.14 of Policy
PN1 (p305) set out extremely clearly both the current
scale of activity and the expected growth in jobs,
residents and visitors in Waterloo and the South Bank.
These elements of the Plan provide the context for the
ever increasing pressure on Jubilee Gardens and its
future extension, arising mainly from development.
They therefore provide a clear rationale for increased
support from CIL and S106 payments for the Gardens.
This encompasses both revenue support for
management and maintenance, and capital for the
extension, assert renewals and improvements.
Waterloo is unusual among London`s inner city areas in
its strength of community. This is due to local efforts but
also to support by previous Lambeth councillors and
town planners. Town Planning should be a public
service aimed at promoting quality of life. This
generation should not be letting the future or the past
down.
Places and Neighbourhood: Waterloo and South Bank

PN01

WeAreWaterloo 75/30

National
Theatre

168/3

Jubilee Gardens
Trust

192/10

Individual

29/3

Port of London
Authority

17/8

Policy

We request for accuracy that the words “being
prepared” are changed to “has been prepared”.

The PLA notes the inclusion of a new paragraph at 11.22

Officer Response
Supporting office development that provides a
range of a range of unit sizes, can be subdivided to encourage flexible use and coworking; Supporting the creation of ‘greenways’ which are located away from
heavy traffic, air pollution and noise; Supporting measures to promote and
enable zero emission vehicles across the area, including the taxi fleet serving
Waterloo station.
The neighbourhood plan is referenced in the supporting text. PN1 has been
updated to reflect the policies the neighbourhood plan and this will help ensure
that policies in the neighbourhood plan do not become out of date on adoption
of the Revised Local Plan. The following neighbourhood plan policies have been
reflected in PN1: Requiring at least 30 per cent of ground floor units in Lower
Marsh to be in A3 use; Supporting improvements to Lower Marsh Street Market;
Supporting office development that provides a
range of a range of unit sizes, can be subdivided to encourage flexible use and coworking; Supporting the creation of ‘greenways’ which are located away from
heavy traffic, air pollution and noise; Supporting measures to promote and
enable zero emission vehicles across the area, including the taxi fleet serving
Waterloo station.
Comment noted. It is an aspiration of the council to make better use of the River
Thames, particularly for construction.

Proposed Change

Changes have been made to Proposed Submission
Version Draft Revised Local Plan PN1 to reflect
neighbourhood plan policies. This includes PN1c),
PN1d) and PN1l)

No change.

PN01

Support noted.

No change.

PN01

Allocation of CIL is not a matter for inclusion in the Local Plan, but can be
discussed separately. The extension of Jubilee Gardens is listed in the
Infrastructure Delivery Plan as a project to be delivered in the first five years of
the plan period; and the requirement for increased management and
maintenance is acknowledged. Planning obligations on new development must
meet the statutory tests for their use (necessary to make the development
acceptable in planning terms; directly related to the development; and fairly and
reasonably related in scale and kind to the development).

See Infrastructure Delivery Plan page 17 for the
reference to the Jubilee Gardens extension.

PN01

Comment noted.

No change.

PN01

Support noted. In relation to the use of the River Thames and the potential use of
existing piers for the transportation of passengers and small scale freight and

PN1 of the DRLLP Proposed Submission Version
states:
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Policy

Officer Response

Proposed Change

construction traffic, previous text in PN1 of the Lambeth Local Plan 2015 that was
proposed to be deleted has been reinstated.

i) Reducing traffic and supporting better
conditions for walking and cycling, throughout
Waterloo alongside improvements in capacity,
accessibility and interchange quality at Waterloo
Station; this includes the implementation of the
Healthy Route Network across the area and
proposals to increase permeability by providing
better linkages to Lower Marsh and other parts of
Waterloo, while respecting the heritage context of
the station and adjoining areas. Traffic
management measures to deter unnecessary car
trips and innovative measures to reduce the
impact of freight and construction traffic will be
promoted, including increased use of the River
Thames and existing piers for transporting people
and freight. Promotion of low and zero emissions
vehicles will be a particular focus across the area.

PN01

The DRLLP Proposed Submission Version includes a range of policies, including
PN1, which seek to mitigate any negative impacts of developments in Waterloo
for local residents. This includes improvements to air quality, green
infrastructure, public realm and walking and cycling conditions. Residential uses
in the area will continued to be protected by Local Plan policy H3.

See PN1 of the DRLLP Proposed Submission
Version.

PN01

The housing section of the supporting text sets out the anticipated housing
delivery for the Waterloo and South Bank area. It makes clear that affordable
housing is a priority in Waterloo, as in all parts of Lambeth.

Supporting text to PN1 of the DRLLP states:

with regard to listing the accommodating of servicing
needs as a priority for the area, and that Waterloo’s
proximity to the Thames provides significant potential
to increase the movement of freight along the river. As
noted above, the PLA considers that consideration
should be given to the potential use of existing piers for
both the transportation of passengers and small scale
freight and goods, where appropriate.
The PLA also supports the reference within part g of
policy PN1 (Waterloo and South Bank) with regard to
the promotion of the increased use of the River Thames
to help reduce the impact of freight and construction
traffic.

Individual

101/1

Individual

101/4

The PLA supports the references under paragraphs
11.21 and 11.23 with regard to promoting measures to
improve riverside walking routes in this area, as noted
above under policy Q24, consideration must be given to
the need to ensure there is appropriate life saving
equipment across the entirety of the Thames riverside.
Lambeth's Draft Local Plan (2018) is a very great
disappointment to me. It continues the relentless
commercialisation and over-development of Waterloo
and does nothing to protect the permanently-resident
community, to provide for its needs, or to ensure its
continuity. On the contrary, if the Draft Plan is
implemented it will ensure the reduction, and eventual
disppearance, of a permanently-resident community in
Waterloo.
The evidence that I gave (in 2013) at the Public Inquiry
into the proposals for the 'Shell Centre' (York Rd SE1)
showed clearly that Waterloo has a desperate need for
more social housing. In 2008, in the area North of
Lambeth Rd, SE1, the stark numbers of housing units
were :
631 --- affordable/social units
1,847 --- private units
1,343 --- units where an estate
previously of social units is being steadily privatised
2,155 --- hostel or hotel units
---------5,976
total
--------10 years later (in 2018) the imbalance in tenure will
obviously have got much worse.
The above information was compiled with the

The London Plan identifies the CAZ retail cluster
and the South Bank as having incremental
residential growth potential. In the wider Waterloo
and South Bank area, larger sites that will or are
expected to deliver new housing include the final
phase of the Southbank Place development, Arches
at 176-177 and 202 Lambeth Road and land
bounded by Doon Street and Upper Ground. The
eastern area of Waterloo offers development
opportunities for appropriate uses including
housing that can make a long-term contribution to
the vision and objectives for the area. There is
scope for further residential growth on small sites
and this is likely to be delivered by the
extension/redevelopment of existing housing
stock, as well as new build residential and mixeduse development. There is limited scope for
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assistance of Public Landlords and of Lambeth Council. It
has not been challenged. More details are available.

Proposed Change
additional development within residential
curtilages due to the dense urban nature of this
area. Affordable housing is a priority in Waterloo,
as in all parts of Lambeth.

The compilers of the Draft Local Plan are either unaware
of this information, or do not care about its
consequences.
The Draft Plan does not meet the local needs for
housing
Individual

101/5

The Draft Plan therefore cannot be justitfied
As well as being unbalanced in housing tenure, the
Waterloo area is unbalanced in land use and in the users
of the land.
Annually, we have approximately -------

PN01

The housing section of the supporting text sets out the anticipated housing
delivery for the Waterloo and South Bank area. It makes clear that affordable
housing is a priority in Waterloo, as in all parts of Lambeth.

16,000 --- residents (all tenures)
43,000 --- workers
25,000,000 --- visitors
100,000,000 --- commuters
As residents walking our streets, using our pubs,etc, and
trying to use our open spaces (such as Jubilee Gardens
and the Riverside) we feel swamped, which spoils our
enjoyment and limits our lives. (I no longer walk along
the Riverside for pleasure).
The Draft Plan does not acknowledge this huge
imbalance, and has no plan to redress the imbalance,
Therefore the Draft Plan does not meet the local needs.

Individual

105/1

I am writing in respect of the proposed Waterloo plan
for Lambeth.
My objections are:
1 the character of the area will change with building
more grey concrete buildings. There are still streets of
old terraced housing in the area, along with old pubs
and shops and these combine to make the area
attractive to walk around and explore. I fear that this
character would be lost with tall developments.
2 local shops would suffer if a further large retail outlets
are built and this could lead to a gradual deterioration
of the existing businesses. I have witnessed this in the
Midlands leading to the 'death' of old market areas .
3 there is no guarantee that future retail developments
with thrive and they may become ghost shopping

PN01

The policy sets out that the vision for Waterloo and South Bank will be achieved
by supporting sustainable development for jobs and homes in line with London
Plan targets, securing maximum benefits for Lambeth residents and businesses
through the application of affordable housing policy, affordable workspace policy
and planning obligations for local training and employment. See also Q5 which
ensures local distinctiveness is reinforced through new development.

Supporting text to PN1 of the DRLLP states:
The London Plan identifies the CAZ retail cluster
and the South Bank as having incremental
residential growth potential. In the wider Waterloo
and South Bank area, larger sites that will or are
expected to deliver new housing include the final
phase of the Southbank Place development, Arches
at 176-177 and 202 Lambeth Road and land
bounded by Doon Street and Upper Ground. The
eastern area of Waterloo offers development
opportunities for appropriate uses including
housing that can make a long-term contribution to
the vision and objectives for the area. There is
scope for further residential growth on small sites
and this is likely to be delivered by the
extension/redevelopment of existing housing
stock, as well as new build residential and mixeduse development. There is limited scope for
additional development within residential
curtilages due to the dense urban nature of this
area. Affordable housing is a priority in Waterloo,
as in all parts of Lambeth.
See PN1 of the DRLLP Proposed Submission
Version.
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108/1
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centres that become plagued by vandalism etc. Again
this has happened in the Midlands. I cannot imagine
people travelling from the surrounding boroughs, to so
a 'special' shopping area in Waterloo.
4 I am distressed by the plight of so many homeless
people, and despite any charitable donations, it is clear
that a proper more central policy is needed to help and
encourage them, from the base of a proper dwelling.
[Personal information redacted] and lived in a modified
container, a 'pod'. I see no reason why containers could
not be insulated and equipped, to provide emergency
cheap accomodation.
5 I am not against all developments, I appreciate that an
area has to be renewed, but for an area to thrive it must
take with it the local people who have chosen to live
here.
I am writing about the local plan for Lambeth Plan which
you are presently working on. [Personal information
redacted] and I am concerned that there os no provision
in the plan for any social housing in the Waterloo area.

Policy

Officer Response

Proposed Change

PN01

The housing section of the supporting text sets out the anticipated housing
delivery for the Waterloo and South Bank area. It makes clear that affordable
housing is a priority in Waterloo, as in all parts of Lambeth.

Supporting text to PN1 of the DRLLP states:

[Personal information redacted] and for me it is
particularly concerning the members of the emergency
services cannot afford to live in the area any longer.
There are many of them stationed nearby as there are
medical staff in the local hospitals while all the new
buildings seem to be unoccupied and owned by people
who live abroad.

Individual

108/3

In regard to the proposal for the new Local Plan, I
object to the fact that there is no provision whatsoever
for social housing in the Waterloo – this is outrageous
especially in light of the chronic shortage of social
housing in the area. This is the only way, I believe to
ensure that our children and grandchildren do not have
to move a long way away from their home in order to
live, work, and raise a family.

PN01

The housing section of the supporting text sets out the anticipated housing
delivery for the Waterloo and South Bank area. It makes clear that affordable
housing is a priority in Waterloo, as in all parts of Lambeth.

The London Plan identifies the CAZ retail cluster
and the South Bank as having incremental
residential growth potential. In the wider Waterloo
and South Bank area, larger sites that will or are
expected to deliver new housing include the final
phase of the Southbank Place development, Arches
at 176-177 and 202 Lambeth Road and land
bounded by Doon Street and Upper Ground. The
eastern area of Waterloo offers development
opportunities for appropriate uses including
housing that can make a long-term contribution to
the vision and objectives for the area. There is
scope for further residential growth on small sites
and this is likely to be delivered by the
extension/redevelopment of existing housing
stock, as well as new build residential and mixeduse development. There is limited scope for
additional development within residential
curtilages due to the dense urban nature of this
area. Affordable housing is a priority in Waterloo,
as in all parts of Lambeth.
Supporting text to PN1 of the DRLLP states:
The London Plan identifies the CAZ retail cluster
and the South Bank as having incremental
residential growth potential. In the wider Waterloo
and South Bank area, larger sites that will or are
expected to deliver new housing include the final
phase of the Southbank Place development, Arches
at 176-177 and 202 Lambeth Road and land
bounded by Doon Street and Upper Ground. The
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114/1

I was one of many local residents who participated in
the government mandated process to develop the
South Bank and Waterloo Neighbourhood Plan. I was
told that Lambeth was dragging its feet in replying to us
and now I know why. You never had any intention of
allowing the local population to have any control over
its future. And I would remind you that the
Neighbourhood Plan was a coalition of local residents,
locally based businesses (some of these are
multinational corporations) and people who commute
into the area to work. We worked very hard to ensure
that the consultation was comprehensive and fair.

Policy

PN01

Officer Response

The aspirations of the neighbourhood plan have been reflected in PN1c), PN1d)
and PN1l). In addition, the Lambeth Local Plan sets out a range of policies,
including PN1, that seek to mitigate any negative impacts of developments in
Waterloo for local residents. This includes improvements to air quality, green
infrastructure, public realm and walking and cycling conditions. The required
infrastructure needed to support development in the Local Plan is set out in the
Infrastructure Delivery Plan.

Proposed Change
eastern area of Waterloo offers development
opportunities for appropriate uses including
housing that can make a long-term contribution to
the vision and objectives for the area. There is
scope for further residential growth on small sites
and this is likely to be delivered by the
extension/redevelopment of existing housing
stock, as well as new build residential and mixeduse development. There is limited scope for
additional development within residential
curtilages due to the dense urban nature of this
area. Affordable housing is a priority in Waterloo,
as in all parts of Lambeth.
The aspirations of the neighbourhood plan have
been reflected in PN1c), PN1d) and PN1l).

[Personal information redacted] and have seen the area
grow from a neglected run-down neighbourhood into a
vibrant inner city area. My concern with your plans is
that they are over ambitious for the physical
environment and that the local residents and local
resources, already stretched, will suffer. Have you tried
making your way through the crowds of tourists in the
lobby of Lambeth North Station when you are in a hurry
to get to an appointment? Tourists, who do not
understand the ticket gates, blocking the lobby and
then, when they get through the gates, blocking the lift
doors? The station was not designed for the current
level of traffic. I appreciate you are proposing to stop
hotel development but the location of some of your
designated sites for tall buildings would cause additional
strain on this station.
[Personal information redacted] where we were told of
the difficulties the practice has in recruiting enough
good staff and how stretched its services are. They need
twice as many GPs as they currently have. A number of
us said that when we have the opportunity at local
forums we bring up the problem of overstretched local
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Policy

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Policy PN1 seeks improvements to air quality. Developments will also be required
to meet the requirements of London Plan policy SI1 improving air quality.

No change.

services but that we frequently feel ignored. It dismays
me to see how planners and developers seem quite
happy to make money out of the area but have no
interest in thinking about, much less properly
resourcing, the infrastructure that is required to support
development.
We are already living in a neighbourhood which has high
levels of air pollution – and traffic that becomes
gridlocked on a daily basis. To even suggest the
potential development you have outlined in your plan
could be construed as criminal neglect of the health and
wellbeing of your citizens.
[Personal information redacted] when it was a relatively PN01
quiet part of town with less pollution than there is now.
This was important for me because, though my job
(travelling to different places every day) meant I really
needed to be near a mainline station and tube.
[Personal information redacted] I have become aware of
big changes in air quality, which I believe are primarily
caused by increased congestion caused by the bottling
up of traffic in Stamford St owing to the skyscraper
development at No.1 Blackfriars and the slower traffic
flow caused by the Cycle Superhighway on Blackfriars
Rd, which has left traffic belching out exhaust fumes for
a long crawl all the way from the main road north of
[Personal information redacted].
Recent evidence shows that when you have high
buildings on either side of a street you not only create a
wind tunnel (a problem we have to put up with every
time we go past the Union Jack building on our way to
Waterloo station and the shops there) but, more
crucially for us, you trap pollution, particularly
particulates, to a significant extent. Recent findings
show that this part of Lambeth is suffering even more
than most from illegal levels of air pollution. By
encouraging commercial developers to build high along
our main thoroughfares (e.g. Waterloo Rd) you will be
creating an unacceptable environment for children’s
developing lungs (capacity can be reduced by around
75% from growing up in smog) and for people suffering
from chronic lung conditions. [Personal information
redacted]
I’ve not really described how, our light has been
affected by the many tall buildings that have been
constructed since we moved in, and noise has increased
greatly. Although this all has psychological effects on us
as residents, it is not what would actually drive most
people out, whereas the poor air quality would, and
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119/26

Individual

148/2

Individual

148/3

Individual

148/4
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sacrificing the respiratory health of the vulnerable on
the altar of cost-saving is not what running a borough
should be about, as you will be left with those
longstanding problems long after the short-term
benefits of allowing commercial development have
become exhausted.
PN1 Parts e) and f) are also likely to be beneficial for the
historic environment in terms of promoting its
understanding and cultural role, and improving the
setting of heritage assets. Ideally parts e) and f) of the
policy, or the associated reasoned justification, could be
expanded upon to better recognise the wider benefits
of these policy criteria. This would ensure that the Plan
better reflects paragraph 185 (d) of the NPPF.
2. Lower Marsh and The Cut are unique, characterful
and long established places, of historical importance to
local people and visitors. It will be a tragedy if this is
lost.

3. The current changes to Waterloo on York Road with
huge retail developments have dominated and
darkened the street, resulting in a loss of its unique
character.
4. There is no need for yet more skyscrapers in these
areas, the need is for more social housing for local
residents and families especially at a time when
homelessness is on the increase.

Policy

Officer Response

Proposed Change

PN01

The historic environment is reflected in the relevant parts of the policy and
supporting text.

No change.

PN01

It is no longer proposed to designate the Waterloo Metropolitan town centre.
The DRLLP Proposed Submission Version proposes to expand the Waterloo CAZ
retail cluster and to identify the Lower Marsh/The Cut/Leake Street Special Policy
Area within it. The expansion of the Waterloo CAZ retail cluster recognises the
existing and emerging quantum of retail in the area. The designation of the
Special Policy Area acknowledges and protects the specialist character of Lower
Marsh/The Cut/Leake Street and its role as a long-standing and unique cluster of
smaller, independent retailers and food and drink uses, with associated street
market and cultural uses such as the Old and Young Vic theatres. Proposals for
further retail development within the wider CAZ retail cluster would need to
demonstrate they would complement and not undermine the special character of
Lower Marsh/The Cut. This has been agreed with the Mayor of London through
the Examination of the Draft London Plan. See Topic Paper 4: Town Centres.
Comment noted.

See PN1c) of the DRLLP Proposed Submission
Version.

The housing section of the supporting text sets out the anticipated housing
delivery for the Waterloo and South Bank area. It makes clear that affordable
housing is a priority in Waterloo, as in all parts of Lambeth.

Supporting text to PN1 of the DRLLP states:

PN01

PN01

No change.

The London Plan identifies the CAZ retail cluster
and the South Bank as having incremental
residential growth potential. In the wider Waterloo
and South Bank area, larger sites that will or are
expected to deliver new housing include the final
phase of the Southbank Place development, Arches
at 176-177 and 202 Lambeth Road and land
bounded by Doon Street and Upper Ground. The
eastern area of Waterloo offers development
opportunities for appropriate uses including
housing that can make a long-term contribution to
the vision and objectives for the area. There is
scope for further residential growth on small sites
and this is likely to be delivered by the
extension/redevelopment of existing housing
stock, as well as new build residential and mixed-
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Theatres Trust

149/16

Theatres Trust

149/17

Theatres Trust

149/18

South Bank
Centre

152/1

Section 11 Places and neighbourhoods Waterloo and
South Bank We welcome the renaming of this place,
which helps emphasise the value and importance of the
South Bank as a key attraction within London with
significant cultural provision.
Policy PN1 Waterloo and South Bank We support the
enhancement of this area as an international centre for
arts and culture, and the expansion of arts and cultural
activities.
While we do not object to new housing developments
within this area in principle, it must be ensured that this
does not compromise the objective of enhancing arts
and cultural activities. We would suggest the addition of
text either within this policy or within specific site
allocation briefs clarifying that new development must
provide
appropriate mitigations to protect existing uses.
Southbank Centre site is identified in the current
Lambeth Local Plan and the London Plan as being within
a Strategic Cultural Area in recognition of its role as a
strategically important area for arts, culture and
entertainment. The 5.3-hectare site is one of the UK’s
leading international cultural and tourist destinations.
Southbank Centre is also one of the largest land owners
within the Waterloo and South Bank Opportunity Area.
It is within this context that Southbank Centre recognise
the importance of the Lambeth Local Plan Review and
welcomes the opportunity to comment on this
important local planning policy document.

Policy

Officer Response

Proposed Change

PN01

Support noted.

use development. There is limited scope for
additional development within residential
curtilages due to the dense urban nature of this
area. Affordable housing is a priority in Waterloo,
as in all parts of Lambeth.
No change.

PN01

Support noted.

No change.

PN01

This is addressed by Local Plan policy ED13.

No change.

PN01

Comment noted.

No change.

Southbank Centre is a world-famous, multi-venue arts
centre providing a year-round arts and culture festivals
and programming. The site includes the Grade I Royal
Festival Hall, the Queen Elizabeth Hall, Purcell Room,
Hayward Gallery and The National Poetry Library. The
Southbank Centre’s wider estate also includes land at
the Hungerford Car Park and land beneath the Waterloo
Bridge/IMAX roundabout. Approximately 27 million
people a year visit the site to experience the 5,000+
events that Southbank Centre host, featuring worldclass artists from across the world. Southbank Centre
employ approximately 500 people across a range of
different professions and work in conjunction with over
1,000 artists on an annual basis.
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Policy

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Southbank Centre is a world-famous, multi-venue arts
centre providing a year-round arts and culture festivals
and programming. The site includes the Grade I Royal
Festival Hall, the Queen Elizabeth Hall, Purcell Room,
Hayward Gallery and The National Poetry Library. The
Southbank Centre’s wider estate also includes land at
the Hungerford Car Park and land beneath the Waterloo
Bridge/IMAX roundabout. Approximately 27 million
people a year visit the site to experience the 5,000+
events that Southbank Centre host, featuring worldclass artists from across the world. Southbank Centre
employ approximately 500 people across a range of
different professions and work in conjunction with over
1,000 artists on an annual basis.
Southbank Centre is a world-famous, multi-venue arts
centre providing a year-round arts and culture festivals
and programming. The site includes the Grade I Royal
Festival Hall, the Queen Elizabeth Hall, Purcell Room,
Hayward Gallery and The National Poetry Library. The
Southbank Centre’s wider estate also includes land at
the Hungerford Car Park and land beneath the Waterloo
Bridge/IMAX roundabout. Approximately 27 million
people a year visit the site to experience the 5,000+
events that Southbank Centre host, featuring worldclass artists from across the world. Southbank Centre
employ approximately 500 people across a range of
different professions and work in conjunction with over
1,000 artists on an annual basis.
In addition to the core arts and cultural facilities, the
site also comprises a number of complementary uses
that contribute to this site as an international tourist
destination, such as restaurants and shops. As you will
be aware, in addition to the ongoing programme of
strategic maintenance and improvement, Southbank
Centre work closely with LBL and local residents on the
installation of temporary exhibits, structures and
advertisements in support of the site’s arts and cultural
uses. Southbank Centre have been successfully
organising, hosting and managing Winter and Summer
Festivals and Events annually since 2008. Southbank
Centre continue to diversify and adapt their festivals,
events and installations to maintain interest and
excitement in arts and culture.
As discussed with Officers at a meeting on 24 October
2018, Southbank Centre are currently going through a
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Proposed Change

PN01

Support noted. Enabling development is addressed by Local Plan policy ED13.

No change.

PN01

Comment noted.

No change.

period of change. Southbank Centre is welcoming a new
Creative Director in January 2019 and the organisation is
excited to embrace new opportunities and strategies
that come with fresh perspectives. However, Southbank
Centre is also in the process of reviewing their financial
structure and implementing new funding strategies, in
response to financial challenges including increased
running costs, the decrease in public subsidies and
recent large capital expenditures, such as the Festival
Wing refurbishment. Southbank Centre is a registered
charity and, whilst their short-term financial position is
stable, funds are limited for inward investment and the
ongoing maintenance of the important historic
buildings. There are also diminishing opportunities to
generate additional revenue and, as a result, Southbank
Centre are investigating the potential of existing assets,
such as the Hungerford Car Park and land beneath the
Waterloo Bridge/IMAX roundabout.
Notwithstanding the challenging financial environment,
Southbank Centre are committed to their Core Values
(Inclusive, Exciting, Welcoming, Fun and Innovative) and
it is not intended to fundamentally change what the
organisation is or what it offers. Southbank Centre are
excited to implement a more focused programme of
activities and performances throughout the site, as well
as a coherent site-wide strategy for high-quality public
arts installation and major public art commissions.
Southbank Centre also intend to respond to cultural
changes with a stronger digital offer.

South Bank
Centre

152/17

South Bank
Centre

152/18

Within the context of Southbank Centre’s current
position and new strategy, we welcome the opportunity
to comment on the important, emerging local planning
policy document and the chance to continue our close
working relationship with LBL.
Waterloo and South Bank Opportunity Area Policy PN1
Southbank Centre welcomes the support provided in
Policy PN1 (e) and (f) for arts and cultural activities
throughout the South Bank. However, it is considered
that the policy should be expanded to provide support,
not just for development which promotes the expansion
of the arts and cultural uses, but also, development
which enables the high-quality art and cultural activities
to continue in the area.
As LBL are aware, Southbank Centre’s current financial
position is very challenging. Arts Council England’s
funding continues to be reduced and there are
considerable maintenance and capital works costs
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157/1

Canary Wharf
Group

158/35

National
Theatre

168/1

Representation Wording
associated with maintaining the Grade I Listed Royal
Festival Hall and the wider estate including the Queen
Elizabeth Hall, Hayward Gallery and Purcell Room.
Within this challenging financial environment, the
Government is strongly encouraging organisations such
as the Southbank Centre to be entrepreneurial in
developing a more diverse funding base. For these
reasons, Southbank Centre are having to be more
innovative and creative in order to make up the funding
gap, preserve the existing facilities and maintain the
same level of high-quality artistic and free programming
which is core to Southbank Centre’s values.
I object to these damaging proposals in the Lambeth
Local Plan. Particularly changes to Lower Marsh and the
Cut. [Personal information redacted] the bars and cafes
I visit are already within a bustling community and are a
big part of my daily life. People will lose jobs and
businesses that matter. They are an integral part of this
area. These are the places that make London what it is.
We are already losing well loved local areas which are
unique, attractive and welcoming. We do NOT need
more dominating huge hotels, skyrise buildings and
overwhelming expensive retail buildings. This area is
gradually becoming ugly and losing its appeal to a
younger generation of people and Lambeth, as it is
becoming increasingly more expensive, as local
community spaces are being lost. People cannot afford
to hang out in these areas any more. It seems Lambeth
is trying to kick out its local community.
• LBL should clarify their position on the status of the
Waterloo Area SPD and why it has been withdrawn if
this is the case.
The National Theatre welcomes the opportunity to
comment on the draft Local Plan. As members of the
South Bank Employers’ Group we have contributed to
the detailed response they have produced, but we
would also like to make specific comments on key
issues.

Policy

Officer Response

Proposed Change

PN01

It is no longer proposed to designate the Waterloo Metropolitan town centre.
The DRLLP Proposed Submission Version proposes to expand the Waterloo CAZ
retail cluster and to identify the Lower Marsh/The Cut/Leake Street Special Policy
Area within it. The expansion of the Waterloo CAZ retail cluster recognises the
existing and emerging quantum of retail in the area. The designation of the
Special Policy Area acknowledges and protects the specialist character of Lower
Marsh/The Cut/Leake Street and its role as a long-standing and unique cluster of
smaller, independent retailers and food and drink uses, with associated street
market and cultural uses such as the Old and Young Vic theatres. Proposals for
further retail development within the wider CAZ retail cluster would need to
demonstrate they would complement and not undermine the special character of
Lower Marsh/The Cut. This has been agreed with the Mayor of London through
the Examination of the Draft London Plan. See Topic Paper 4: Town Centres.

See PN1c) of the DRLLP Proposed Submission
Version.

PN01

The status of the Waterloo SPD is clarified in the Local Development Scheme
2019.

See Local Development Scheme 2019.

PN01

Comment noted.

No change.

At the National, we make world-class theatre that is
entertaining, challenging and inspiring. And we make it
for everyone.
We staged 20 productions at our South Bank home last
year, welcoming 712,000 people to ticketed events. Our
programme is broad and inclusive, appealing to the
widest possible audiences with new plays, musicals,
reimagined classics and work for young audiences. We
do all we can to keep ticket prices affordable and to
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Policy

Officer Response

Proposed Change

PN01

An amendment has been made to ensure developments minimise the impact of
construction activity in the area.

PN1 of the DRLLP Proposed Submission Version
states:

reach a wide audience, using our public funding to
maintain artistic risk-taking, accessibility and diversity.
We want to be as open, as diverse, as collaborative and
as national as possible. In 2017-18, we toured more
work across the UK than at any other point in our
history, with 10 productions visiting 44 towns and cities.
NT productions are seen in 65 countries around the
world. Worldwide, 3.3 million people bought tickets to
our award-winning productions on stage and in
cinemas, and a further 4.7 million people engaged with
us through our free work, learning and participation
activity, and in-depth digital content.
Our extensive Learning programme offers talks, events
and workshops for people of all ages. We believe every
child should have access to a quality creative education,
so we tour our work directly into schools, and run three
national learning programmes which cover ages 5 to 18.
Last year, we worked with 4,400 individual schools.
Every UK school can stream a selection of our
productions in class, for free, using On Demand In
Schools - 58% of UK state secondary schools have signed
up so far.

National
Theatre

Individual

168/4

171/1

To a degree, we can control all of the interactions with
our audiences detailed above. What we cannot control
is the world beyond our front doors. Once the audience
starts to find it a challenge to visit our South Bank base,
the infrastructure that supports all our activities and
engagement starts to decline.
At the same time, we recognise the inevitable
challenges that a relentless cycle of construction and
development will take on the area, its residents, its
businesses and its visitors and we welcome Lambeth’s
more constructive recent engagement with construction
coordination on the South Bank; it would be even more
valuable to make a clear statement of intent in this
regard.
[Personal information redacted] and play an active part
in the community.
I would like to make the following points:
• The Lambeth Local Plan should incorporate the South
Bank and Waterloo Neighbours Neighbourhood Plan,
which is fully comprehensive and the result of extensive
work involving a wide range of local residents and
businesses.

PN01

The neighbourhood plan is referenced in the supporting text. PN1 has been
updated to reflect the policies the neighbourhood plan and this will help ensure
that policies in the neighbourhood plan do not become out of date on adoption
of the Revised Local Plan. The following neighbourhood plan policies have been
reflected in PN1: Requiring at least 30 per cent of ground floor units in Lower
Marsh to be in A3 use; Supporting improvements to Lower Marsh Street Market;
Supporting office development that provides a
range of a range of unit sizes, can be subdivided to encourage flexible use and coworking; Supporting the creation of ‘greenways’ which are located away from

j) Working with industry stakeholders to minimise
the impact of construction activity in the area by
planning and co-ordinating activities to reduce
disruption, ensure safety, especially for vulnerable
road users, and reduce environmental impacts.
Changes have been made to DRLLP Proposed
Submission Version to reflect neighbourhood plan
policies. This includes PN1c), PN1d) and PN1l)
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TfL Commercial
Development

172/25

Policy PN1 Waterloo and Southbank

TfL Commercial
Development

Individual

Cllr Kevin Craig

Policy

Officer Response

Proposed Change

PN01

heavy traffic, air pollution and noise; Supporting measures to promote and
enable zero emission vehicles across the area, including the taxi fleet serving
Waterloo station.
Support noted.

No change.

172/26a TfL support the policy objectives to improve to public
PN01
realm in the area, particularly between Waterloo station
and Southbank as this is currently difficult for pedestrian
navigation.

Support noted.

No change.

184/1

The housing section of the supporting text sets out the anticipated housing
delivery for the Waterloo and South Bank area. It makes clear that affordable
housing is a priority in Waterloo, as in all parts of Lambeth.

Supporting text to PN1 of the DRLLP states:

TfL CD broadly supports the vision for Waterloo and
Southbank set out in this policy. We particularly agree
that the area around Waterloo station is suitable for
large commercial developments in line with the
Waterloo Opportunity Area Planning Framework
objective to provide 15,000 new jobs.

185/15

I am writing to object to the fact that there is no
provision whatsoever for social housing in the Waterloo
– this is outrageous especially in light of the chronic
shortage of social housing in the area.

PN01

Management and maintenance: pressure on Jubilee
Gardens.
Between 7 milion and 8 million people a year use
Jubilee Gardens. These numbers arise from the
extraordinary success of Waterloo and the South Bank
as a town centre, transport hub, and cultural and tourist
destination. Lambeth Council and its partners could and
should take huge credit for that.

PN01

Comment noted.

The London Plan identifies the CAZ retail cluster
and the South Bank as having incremental
residential growth potential. In the wider Waterloo
and South Bank area, larger sites that will or are
expected to deliver new housing include the final
phase of the Southbank Place development, Arches
at 176-177 and 202 Lambeth Road and land
bounded by Doon Street and Upper Ground. The
eastern area of Waterloo offers development
opportunities for appropriate uses including
housing that can make a long-term contribution to
the vision and objectives for the area. There is
scope for further residential growth on small sites
and this is likely to be delivered by the
extension/redevelopment of existing housing
stock, as well as new build residential and mixeduse development. There is limited scope for
additional development within residential
curtilages due to the dense urban nature of this
area. Affordable housing is a priority in Waterloo,
as in all parts of Lambeth.
No change.
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Jubilee Gardens
Trust

South Bank
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Group and
South Bank
Business
Improvement
District (SBEG
and SBBID)

SBEG and SBBID

Rep
Code
192/14

198/1

198/10

Representation Wording

Policy

Officer Response

Proposed Change

A number of Jubilee Gardens trustees have been closely
involved in the preparation of the draft South Bank and
Waterloo Neighbourhood Plan and the intensive local
engagement which supported it. The Trust is pleased to
note various references in the draft Local Plan to the
status and importance of neighbourhood planning and
hopes the Council will follow these principles closely as
the South Bank and Waterloo Neighbourhood Plan
progresses.
The Trust particularly supports the emphasis in the draft
Neighbourhood Plan on
a) the importance of well-maintained public open space
b) the need for S106 agreements to mitigate the impact
of development on neighbourhood facilities such as
Jubilee Gardens
c) the need for full local engagement on matters relating
to the allocation of the neighbourhood component of
CIL.
There are many aspects of the draft Plan that are
supported, especially the recognition of the South Bank
as an international centre for culture, health and
education, and home to a diverse community of
residents, employees, visitors and students (para 11.12).
This reflected in a fundamental rewrite of the relevant
paragraphs in Section 11 - Places and Neighbourhoods and the welcome addition of “South Bank” as a distinct
part of the borough, and of the Waterloo Opportunity
Area.

PN01

The neighbourhood plan is referenced in the supporting text. PN1 has been
updated to reflect the policies the neighbourhood plan and this will help ensure
that policies in the neighbourhood plan do not become out of date on adoption
of the Revised Local Plan. The following neighbourhood plan policies have been
reflected in PN1: Requiring at least 30 per cent of ground floor units in Lower
Marsh to be in A3 use; Supporting improvements to Lower Marsh Street Market;
Supporting office development that provides a
range of a range of unit sizes, can be subdivided to encourage flexible use and coworking; Supporting the creation of ‘greenways’ which are located away from
heavy traffic, air pollution and noise; Supporting measures to promote and
enable zero emission vehicles across the area, including the taxi fleet serving
Waterloo station.

Changes have been made to DRLLP Proposed
Submission Version to reflect neighbourhood plan
policies. This includes PN1c), PN1d) and PN1l) .

PN01

Support noted.

No change.

Support noted.

No change.

It is encouraging to see reference to the 2018 South
Bank Manifesto and its six priorities, and that these are
reflected, to varying degrees, in Section 11, especially
the focus on the need for a high quality public realm,
the emphasis of encouraging modal shift from vehicles
to walking and cycling, the importance of tackling air
quality, and the recognition of the need to address
employment and skills, given the area’s growing
importance as a business and retail distinct, alongside
its established sectors of culture, visitor attractions,
hospitality and health.
Since 2012, SBEG has undertaken and commissioned
PN01
detailed appraisals and assessments of South Bank’s
economic value and its investment needs. We have also
undertaken - in collaboration with Volterra - a detailed
analysis of investment (type / source / location) over the
past 25 years, including the main S106 agreements with
LB Lambeth.
A summary of this analysis was included as part of a
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Proposed Change

PN01

Support noted.

No change.

seminar of South Bank’s investment needs, held in July
2018, and led by Professor Tony Travers. This work
informed SBEG’s submission to the Mayor’s consultation
on MCIL2, and the recently held EiP. It is widely
accepted that, despite its success and recent growth,
there are significant parts of South Bank’s infrastructure
and public realm that suffer from under-investment, in
terms of capital spend, cyclical maintenance, and day to
day management.
As such, we support the statements made in the draft
Plan in terms of “promoting a high quality public realm
that is durable, well designed and maintained to
reinforce Waterloo’s status as a world class centre”
(PN1 f) and the recognition that “Waterloo and South
Bank needs a high quality, safe and accessible public
realm that matches the significance of the area” (PN1
a). We support the recognition that a high quality public
realm is vital to further growth and to achieve the roles
set out in PN1 a) i) to vii). We are pleased to see explicit
reference to the need to make a “key intervention” at
the Spine Route (Belvedere Road and Upper Ground) as set out in paragraphs 11.21 and 11.23.

SBEG and SBBID

198/2

We are also pleased to see reference in paragraph 11.23
to the need for “interventions to provide increased
security measures for public places.” We take this
reference to include the objective to deliver a second
phase of Hostile Vehicle Mitigation (HVM) in key
locations on the South Bank, following on from the first
phase of HVM measures, delivered with financial
support from the Home Office.
Vision
SBEG and South Bank BID are clear as to the significance
and importance of South Bank: as the cultural heart of
London; one of the city’s leading destinations for
visitors; a hub for the creative and digital industries; a
successful business district, with a number of key
economic clusters3 underpinned by exceptionally strong
partnerships with the area’s education and learning
organisations; and home to a world-leading teaching
hospital, and Europe’s busiest transport interchange.
Given its many strengths, we are also clear that the
area’s future success will be dependent on the
continuation of many of the dynamics that have created
the South Bank of today: continued investment by
operators, landowners and developers; attracting and
securing additional external investment, and the related
need to support the area’s infrastructure, green spaces
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and public realm.
And any vision for the area should recognise that South
Bank is a community - a real place, with a growing
residential and student community, and an associated
need for a range of community facilities and services,
especially for young people, and the elderly.
We also need to ensure that all aspects of urban
management - cleaning, refuse and waste management,
security, construction management, accessibility and
orientation, maintenance and the built and green
environment, pedestrians and traffic - receive the
necessary levels of resource, in the context of continued
growth.
For example, SBEG runs construction coordination
meetings with the growing involvement of the main
developers and their teams. The information from these
meetings is disseminated throughout the area, including
residents. Over the last few months we have welcomed
the more consistent involvement of LB Lambeth officers
and the recent appointment of a construction specialist
to focus on the South Bank area. We ask LB Lambeth to
maintain this resource and build up an independent
knowledge base about the links and dependencies
within the area, given the even greater construction
challenges that await.
We are therefore supportive of the statements made
under Policy PN1 relating to South Bank’s role in the
central London economy as:
• an international centre for culture and the arts as part
of the London Plan Southbank / Bankside Strategic
Cultural Area PN1 a) ii);
• a pre-eminent international, domestic, and local
tourist, leisure, retail and entertainment area PN1 a) iii);
• a major location for offices, healthcare and high
education PN1 a) iv);
• a mixed residential area with appropriate supporting
community, service and shopping facilities PN1 a) v);
• having a valued historic character PN1 a) vi);
• being one of London’s most important transport hubs
PN1 a) vii).
Policy PN1 does not address the issue of the need for
new and improved community facilities in the area
including a new community library/art exhibition
space/community resource space, sports and leisure
facilities or education despite the growing amount of
housing in the area and the increases in the future.
Elizabeth House provides ample scope to include
community facilities, which would be available not just

Policy

Officer Response

Proposed Change

PN01

Infrastructure requirements are set out in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan.
However the supporting text sets out that new leisure facilities are expected to
be provided as part of the Doon Street development and the council is exploring
opportunities for the location of a new Waterloo library.

Suporting text to PN1 of the DRLLP Proposed
Submission Version states:
11.5.Waterloo and South Bank is home to
significant health and education uses, including St
Thomas’ Hospital, King’s College London and
Morley College. New leisure facilities are expected
to be provided as part of the Doon Street
development and the council is exploring
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for local residents but also the vast numbers of people
working or visiting the area.
The existing library provision in the Oasis Centre is not
well located nor provides the level of services that the
Waterloo community and area deserve and need.
Please see:
https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-46504759

Policy

PN01

Officer Response

Supporting text has been amended to make reference to Waterloo library and
leisure facilities on Doon Street. Additional infrastructure requirements are set
out in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan. See also policy S2 which requires certain
developments to provide suitable childcare facilities.

In addition there should be a commitment to secure the
delivery of the sports and leisure facilities approved in
the planning permission for the redevelopment of the
Doon Street site.

St John's
Church,
Waterloo

202/1

St John's
Church,
Waterloo
St John's
Church,
Waterloo

202/52
202/9

There is an important need for nursery and school
provision in the area reflecting existing needs and those
in the future arising from housing development. The
need and commitment to address this on appropriate
sites and development should be included in the policy.
The inclusion of school provision in the development of
Keybridge House in Vauxhall is a good example of how
this has been pursued and secured in the past and
should be repeated in Waterloo.
St John’s, Waterloo is a key part of Waterloo’s social &
economic infrastructure. We provide a home for faith,
arts and community organisations, we offer a bridge
between the residential, business and leisure
communities and we play a significant role in local
community engagement. We also provide, through our
charity The Bridge at Waterloo, employment training
and heritage activities, and the Waterloo Festival,
initiated by St John’s, is one of the main cultural events
in the area, linking the South Bank and Waterloo.
We have been in the area for nearly 200 years and plan
to remain for at least another 200 so we have a longterm investment in the health and wellbeing of the
communities here. We are undergoing a £4m
redevelopment of the church so that we can improve
our contribution to the social infrastructure: we have
already raised nearly £2.5m, including financial support
from the Borough through Section 106 funding and the
Mayor’s Good Growth Fund. Once completed, the
church will be an even more vital community hub for
Waterloo and Lambeth more widely.
Page 302: Section 11: We welcome the commitment to
and recognition of the complexity of Waterloo and the
South Bank.
Waterloo has benefited in the past from radical policies,
such as the support for housing co-operatives in the

Proposed Change
opportunities for the location of a new Waterloo
library.
Suporting text to PN1 of the DRLLP Proposed
Submission Version states:
11.5.Waterloo and South Bank is home to
significant health and education uses, including St
Thomas’ Hospital, King’s College London and
Morley College. New leisure facilities are expected
to be provided as part of the Doon Street
development and the council is exploring
opportunities for the location of a new Waterloo
library.

PN01

Comment noted.

No change.

PN01

Support noted.

No change.

PN01

The housing section of the supporting text sets out the anticipated housing
delivery for the Waterloo and South Bank area. It makes clear that affordable
housing is a priority in Waterloo, as in all parts of Lambeth.

Supporting text to PN1 of the DRLLP states:
The London Plan identifies the CAZ retail cluster
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Individual

206/8

I also ask that you re-look at the SouthBank and
Waterloo Neighbours report and actively consider
recommendations it contains following extensive
consultation.

PN01

Individual

218/1

PN01

Individual

218/2

[Personal information redacted] I am appalled by the
encroachment, into a residential - supposedly protected
- neighbourhood, of extremely high building both at the
Blackfriars/Southwark end of street and at the
Waterloo/Lambeth end. It seems to demonstrate a
quite extraordinary lack of pan-London planning
attention.
I am concerned to put the following points in particular:
1. that the South Bank and Neighbourhood Plan must be
considered. There was extensive consultation on
document presented

Officer Response

1970’s. It may be necessary to consider radical
alternatives now in order to support the common good.

PN01

The neighbourhood plan is referenced in the supporting text. PN1 has been
updated to reflect the policies the neighbourhood plan and this will help ensure
that policies in the neighbourhood plan do not become out of date on adoption
of the Revised Local Plan. The following neighbourhood plan policies have been
reflected in PN1: Requiring at least 30 per cent of ground floor units in Lower
Marsh to be in A3 use; Supporting improvements to Lower Marsh Street Market;
Supporting office development that provides a
range of a range of unit sizes, can be subdivided to encourage flexible use and coworking; Supporting the creation of ‘greenways’ which are located away from
heavy traffic, air pollution and noise; Supporting measures to promote and
enable zero emission vehicles across the area, including the taxi fleet serving
Waterloo station.
The policy sets out that the vision for Waterloo and South Bank will be achieved
by supporting sustainable development for jobs and homes in line with London
Plan targets, securing maximum benefits for Lambeth residents and businesses
through the application of affordable housing policy, affordable workspace policy
and planning obligations for local training and employment.
The neighbourhood plan is referenced in the supporting text. PN1 has been
updated to reflect the policies the neighbourhood plan and this will help ensure
that policies in the neighbourhood plan do not become out of date on adoption
of the Revised Local Plan. The following neighbourhood plan policies have been
reflected in PN1: Requiring at least 30 per cent of ground floor units in Lower
Marsh to be in A3 use; Supporting improvements to Lower Marsh Street Market;
Supporting office development that provides a
range of a range of unit sizes, can be subdivided to encourage flexible use and coworking; Supporting the creation of ‘greenways’ which are located away from
heavy traffic, air pollution and noise; Supporting measures to promote and

Proposed Change
and the South Bank as having incremental
residential growth potential. In the wider Waterloo
and South Bank area, larger sites that will or are
expected to deliver new housing include the final
phase of the Southbank Place development, Arches
at 176-177 and 202 Lambeth Road and land
bounded by Doon Street and Upper Ground. The
eastern area of Waterloo offers development
opportunities for appropriate uses including
housing that can make a long-term contribution to
the vision and objectives for the area. There is
scope for further residential growth on small sites
and this is likely to be delivered by the
extension/redevelopment of existing housing
stock, as well as new build residential and mixeduse development. There is limited scope for
additional development within residential
curtilages due to the dense urban nature of this
area. Affordable housing is a priority in Waterloo,
as in all parts of Lambeth.
Changes have been made to DRLLP Proposed
Submission Version to reflect neighbourhood plan
policies. This includes PN1c), PN1d) and PN1l)

See PN1 of the DRLLP Proposed Submission
Version.

Changes have been made to DRLLP Proposed
Submission Version to reflect neighbourhood plan
policies. This includes PN1c), PN1d) and PN1l)

466

Name

Rep
Code

Representation Wording

Coin Street
Community
Builders

222/18

CSCB has been involved in the development of the draft
South Bank and Waterloo Neighbourhood Plan and
supports the positive references to neighbourhood
planning in the draft Local Plan. However, it is important
that this extends to enabling the Neighbourhood Plan to
significantly influence the allocation of CIL according to
neighbourhood priorities.

PN01

Individual

224/1

Waterloo Development future Lambeth proposals Objection. I stronglgly objects to your plan as it does not
provide for affordable housing much needed in this area

PN01

Individual

260/1

Bankside Open
Spaces Trust

296/1a

Policy

Along with many others, I'd like to add my objections to PN01
Lambeth's future plans for Waterloo and the South
Bank. The creation of even more high-density high-rise
developments upon this already crowded and
congested area will create an intolerable experience for
the community, commuters and tourists alike.
11.18 The plan needs more information as The local
PN01
resident population, as well as schools, key community
and youth spaces such as Living Space and Waterloo
Action Centre, have been left out of the community
section and plan as a whole. Residents at least should be
mentioned.

Officer Response
enable zero emission vehicles across the area, including the taxi fleet serving
Waterloo station.
The neighbourhood plan is referenced in the supporting text. PN1 has been
updated to reflect the policies the neighbourhood plan and this will help ensure
that policies in the neighbourhood plan do not become out of date on adoption
of the Revised Local Plan. The following neighbourhood plan policies have been
reflected in PN1: Requiring at least 30 per cent of ground floor units in Lower
Marsh to be in A3 use; Supporting improvements to Lower Marsh Street Market;
Supporting office development that provides a
range of a range of unit sizes, can be subdivided to encourage flexible use and coworking; Supporting the creation of ‘greenways’ which are located away from
heavy traffic, air pollution and noise; Supporting measures to promote and
enable zero emission vehicles across the area, including the taxi fleet serving
Waterloo station.
The housing section of the supporting text sets out the anticipated housing
delivery for the Waterloo and South Bank area. It makes clear that affordable
housing is a priority in Waterloo, as in all parts of Lambeth.

The policy sets out that the vision for Waterloo and South Bank will be achieved
by supporting sustainable development for jobs and homes in line with London
Plan targets, securing maximum benefits for Lambeth residents and businesses
through the application of affordable housing policy, affordable workspace policy
and planning obligations for local training and employment.
Amendments have been made to update the supporting text to include reference
to residents and local facilities.

Proposed Change

Changes have been made to DRLLP Proposed
Submission Version to reflect neighbourhood plan
policies. This includes PN1c), PN1d) and PN1l)

Supporting text to PN1 of the DRLLP states:
The London Plan identifies the CAZ retail cluster
and the South Bank as having incremental
residential growth potential. In the wider Waterloo
and South Bank area, larger sites that will or are
expected to deliver new housing include the final
phase of the Southbank Place development, Arches
at 176-177 and 202 Lambeth Road and land
bounded by Doon Street and Upper Ground. The
eastern area of Waterloo offers development
opportunities for appropriate uses including
housing that can make a long-term contribution to
the vision and objectives for the area. There is
scope for further residential growth on small sites
and this is likely to be delivered by the
extension/redevelopment of existing housing
stock, as well as new build residential and mixeduse development. There is limited scope for
additional development within residential
curtilages due to the dense urban nature of this
area. Affordable housing is a priority in Waterloo,
as in all parts of Lambeth.
See PN1 of the DRLLP Proposed Submission
Version.

See supporting text to PN1 of the DRLLP.
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300/1
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303/1

Lambeth Estate
Residents'
Association

312/1

Representation Wording

Policy

Officer Response

Proposed Change

11.17 The plan is ineffective and not properly prepared
as it does not recognise Waterloo Millennium Green as
needing support in the light of development. A park
much further away (Jubillee Gardens) from most of the
development and footfall of the station has been
named. We would seek to put WMG in this plan in
recognition of the impact development will have on it,
and as a SINC possibly under threat right in the middle
of such an area.

PN01

An amendment has been made to include reference to the Waterloo Millennium
Green in the supporting text.

Supporting text to PN1 of the DRLLP Proposed
Submission Version states:

Any new buildings on site (especially Elizabeth Heights)
should be limited to the height of the current buildings
in the area. Thank you.
I am pleased to see the Plan mentioned in para. 11.19
on page 306. The words "being prepared" should be
changed to 'has been prepared". I would like to see a
commitment to the Council working in conjunction with
the Neighbourhood Plan, which has been produced
after much engagement and consultation with the
residential and business communities by South Bank
and Waterloo Neighbours (SoWN).

PN01

Any proposal will be considered against policies in the Quality of the Built
Environment section, particularly policy Q26.

PN01

The draft plan makes inadequate recognition of the
South Bank and Waterloo Neighbours Neighbourhood
Plan, initiated under the Localism Act, which represents
the most thorough consultation of local residential and
business interests and concerns undertaken in the last
2-3 years. It is mentioned, almost in passing, yet has a
level of legitimacy far greater than implied. The Council,
in its plan, must recognise the authority of the
Neighbourhood Plan and express its commitment to
respect the conclusions reached in regard to the South
Bank and Waterloo area.

PN01

The neighbourhood plan is referenced in the supporting text. PN1 has been
updated to reflect the policies the neighbourhood plan and this will help ensure
that policies in the neighbourhood plan do not become out of date on adoption
of the Revised Local Plan. The following neighbourhood plan policies have been
reflected in PN1: Requiring at least 30 per cent of ground floor units in Lower
Marsh to be in A3 use; Supporting improvements to Lower Marsh Street Market;
Supporting office development that provides a
range of a range of unit sizes, can be subdivided to encourage flexible use and coworking; Supporting the creation of ‘greenways’ which are located away from
heavy traffic, air pollution and noise; Supporting measures to promote and
enable zero emission vehicles across the area, including the taxi fleet serving
Waterloo station.
The neighbourhood plan is referenced in the supporting text. PN1 has been
updated to reflect the policies the neighbourhood plan and this will help ensure
that policies in the neighbourhood plan do not become out of date on adoption
of the Revised Local Plan. The following neighbourhood plan policies have been
reflected in PN1: Requiring at least 30 per cent of ground floor units in Lower
Marsh to be in A3 use; Supporting improvements to Lower Marsh Street Market;
Supporting office development that provides a
range of a range of unit sizes, can be subdivided to encourage flexible use and coworking; Supporting the creation of ‘greenways’ which are located away from
heavy traffic, air pollution and noise; Supporting measures to promote and
enable zero emission vehicles across the area, including the taxi fleet serving
Waterloo station.

11.16. The area has a number of green and open
spaces, including Archbishop’s Park, Waterloo
Millennium Green, Queens Walk, Bernie Spain
Gardens, Hatfield Green, Jubilee Gardens and
Ufford Street recreation ground. However, parts of
the area are deficient in access to some categories
of open space. Jubilee Gardens and two thirds of
the adjoining Hungerford car park are designated
as Metropolitan Open Land (MOL). It has been a
long-standing council and GLA objective to secure
the use of two thirds of Hungerford car park as an
extension to Jubilee Gardens. The remainder of the
site can be used for arts and cultural facilities to
support the South Bank’s role as a cultural quarter.
Jubilee Gardens (including its future extension) are
maintained by the Jubilee Gardens Trust. Given
the extensive and growing use of this and other
open spaces in Waterloo, their effective
management and maintenance is a priority.
No change.
Changes have been made to DRLLP Proposed
Submission Version to reflect neighbourhood plan
policies. This includes PN1c), PN1d) and PN1l)

Changes have been made to DRLLP Proposed
Submission Version to reflect neighbourhood plan
policies. This includes PN1c), PN1d) and PN1l)
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Name
London &
Continental
Railways Ltd

Rep
Code
32/1

Representation Wording

Policy

Officer Response

Proposed Change

This representation to the Draft Revised Lambeth Local
Plan and Revised Lambeth Local Plan Policies Map 2020
(Regulation 18) consultation is made by London &
Continental Railways Ltd. (‘LCR’). LCR has a number of
interests within the borough, including both the former
Waterloo International Terminal, and the Leake Street
Arches. Whilst the majority of our comments are made
in the context of these two schemes, we have also
included some more general comments which we hope
are useful. We would therefore be grateful if the
comments in this letter could be fully considered by the
London Borough of Lambeth prior to the Plan being
finalised at Regulation 19 stage.
Background
For context, LCR is a Department for Transport (‘DfT’)
owned property and regeneration company that has
been managing, developing and disposing of property
assets for over 20 years. LCR is a regeneration specialist
with a Government remit to deliver homes, jobs and
economic growth. At Waterloo LCR is working with the
DfT, South Western Railway and Network Rail/Wessex
Capacity Alliance to bring the former Waterloo
International Terminal back into full use for domestic
trains as well as ancillary retail provision within the
lower levels.
Waterloo is the busiest station in UK with just under 100
million passengers passing through the station each
year. Between 1994 and 2007, platforms 20-24 served
as the London terminus for Eurostar services from
Brussels and Paris, but these platforms have since lain
vacant following the relocation of Eurostar services to
St. Pancras International. The former Waterloo
International Terminal is owned by the Secretary of
State for Transport who has appointed LCR to manage
the asset on its behalf.
LCR’s principal interest at Waterloo is the Waterloo
Retail scheme (‘WR’), which benefits from full Planning
Permission (ref 16/02973/FUL), granted 19th May 2017.
Planned works include the opening of a new station
entrance connecting to the new ‘South Square’
proposed between WR and Elizabeth House, and the
creation of links to the mainconcourse of Waterloo
Station, London Underground, surrounding streets and
bus services.
Additionally, planning permission (15/04713/FUL as
varied by 17/01350/VOC) has been granted for the
change of use of the railway arches beneath the Former
Waterloo International Terminal (‘Leake Street Arches’)
to provide:

PN01

Comment noted.

No change.
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Name

Rep
Code

Representation Wording

Policy

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Individual

335/1

I would like to see the Plan acknowledge and work in
conjunction with the Neighbourhood Plan produced
after much consultation with the residential and
business communities by South Bank and Waterloo
Neighbours (SoWN)

PN01

Changes have been made to DRLLP Proposed
Submission Version to reflect neighbourhood plan
policies. This includes PN1c), PN1d) and PN1l)

336/1

The Lambeth Local plan should take full account of the
South Bank and Waterloo Neighbourhood Plan. This
latter has involved extensive consultations of local
stakeholders incuding residents. It has come up with a
document accepted by all. We are all busy people,
often struggling to make ends meet, and we cannot be
expected to devote time to multiple consultation
initiatives in order to to protect our basic interests.
Equally, Lambeth can save itself massive duplicative
work at a time when resources are tight.

PN01

Individual

336/2

This area straddles Lambeth and Southwark and is just
across the river from other Council areas. That is why
the Lambeth plan should take account of the SOWN,
which involved extensive consultation with all involved,
including Lambeth residents and businesses affected by
Southwark, Westminster and London-wide decisions
and vice versa.

PN01

Individual

41/9

This year [Personal information redacted] on pavements
in Waterloo that are unsafe. Tread carefully, with eyes
wide open, and you can't fail to see how desstructive
the plans will be to the area as a whole.

PN01

The neighbourhood plan is referenced in the supporting text. PN1 has been
updated to reflect the policies the neighbourhood plan and this will help ensure
that policies in the neighbourhood plan do not become out of date on adoption
of the Revised Local Plan. The following neighbourhood plan policies have been
reflected in PN1: Requiring at least 30 per cent of ground floor units in Lower
Marsh to be in A3 use; Supporting improvements to Lower Marsh Street Market;
Supporting office development that provides a
range of a range of unit sizes, can be subdivided to encourage flexible use and coworking; Supporting the creation of ‘greenways’ which are located away from
heavy traffic, air pollution and noise; Supporting measures to promote and
enable zero emission vehicles across the area, including the taxi fleet serving
Waterloo station.
The neighbourhood plan is referenced in the supporting text. PN1 has been
updated to reflect the policies the neighbourhood plan and this will help ensure
that policies in the neighbourhood plan do not become out of date on adoption
of the Revised Local Plan. The following neighbourhood plan policies have been
reflected in PN1: Requiring at least 30 per cent of ground floor units in Lower
Marsh to be in A3 use; Supporting improvements to Lower Marsh Street Market;
Supporting office development that provides a
range of a range of unit sizes, can be subdivided to encourage flexible use and coworking; Supporting the creation of ‘greenways’ which are located away from
heavy traffic, air pollution and noise; Supporting measures to promote and
enable zero emission vehicles across the area, including the taxi fleet serving
Waterloo station.
The neighbourhood plan is referenced in the supporting text. PN1 has been
updated to reflect the policies the neighbourhood plan and this will help ensure
that policies in the neighbourhood plan do not become out of date on adoption
of the Revised Local Plan. The following neighbourhood plan policies have been
reflected in PN1: Requiring at least 30 per cent of ground floor units in Lower
Marsh to be in A3 use; Supporting improvements to Lower Marsh Street Market;
Supporting office development that provides a
range of a range of unit sizes, can be subdivided to encourage flexible use and coworking; Supporting the creation of ‘greenways’ which are located away from
heavy traffic, air pollution and noise; Supporting measures to promote and
enable zero emission vehicles across the area, including the taxi fleet serving
Waterloo station.
PN1g) of the DRLLP Proposed Submission Version seeks improvements to the
area's public realm.

Individual

• 2,170 sqm of shops, restaurants, cafes and bars
(A1/A3/A4 uses); and
• Public realm improvements including a new
pedestrian connection, outdoor seating, lighting, CCTV,
cycle parking and other associated works.
The Leake Street Arches consent has been fully
implemented, and a mixture of independent bars and
restaurants is now trading in the completed units.

Changes have been made to DRLLP Proposed
Submission Version to reflect neighbourhood plan
policies. This includes PN1c), PN1d) and PN1l)

Changes have been made to DRLLP Proposed
Submission Version to reflect neighbourhood plan
policies. This includes PN1c), PN1d) and PN1l)

See PN1g) of the DRLLP Proposed Submission
Version.
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Name
Friends of
Jubilee Gardens

Individual

Individual

Rep
Code
52/1

54/1

56/4

Representation Wording

Policy

Officer Response

Proposed Change

The changes and new proposals to which I object are
those which reflect the injudicious ambitions of officers
of the local authority as opposed to the realistic,
practical aspirations of the local community who wish to
live in an area which recognises, supports and serves its
local people.
The policy changes and additions referred to in this
response are not justified because:
• There is a recognised critical housing crisis on a local,
regional and national basis. The proposals omit to
address this imperative in the Waterloo area
• Waterloo is already over developed and cannot
sustain more inappropriate, high rise development
• Waterloo, as with other areas near the centre of
London, exhibits increasingly congested roads, appalling
air quality exceeding WHO limits, crumbling public
realm, loss of open space, exacerbated by little or no
new social housing, no increase in accessible, affordable
community facilities and reductions in support where
those facilities do exist.
The changes and new proposals to which I object are
those which reflect the injudicious ambitions of officers
of the local authority as opposed to the realistic,
practical aspirations of the local community who wish to
live in an area which recognises, supports and serves its
local people.

PN01

The policy sets out that the vision for Waterloo and South Bank will be achieved
by supporting sustainable development for jobs and homes in line with London
Plan targets, securing maximum benefits for Lambeth residents and businesses
through the application of affordable housing policy, affordable workspace policy
and planning obligations for local training and employment.

See PN1 of the DRLLP Proposed Submission
Version.

PN01

The policy sets out that the vision for Waterloo and South Bank will be achieved
by supporting sustainable development for jobs and homes in line with London
Plan targets, securing maximum benefits for Lambeth residents and businesses
through the application of affordable housing policy, affordable workspace policy
and planning obligations for local training and employment.

See PN1 of the DRLLP Proposed Submission
Version.

PN01

The housing section of the supporting text sets out the anticipated housing
delivery for the Waterloo and South Bank area. It makes clear that affordable
housing is a priority in Waterloo, as in all parts of Lambeth.

Supporting text to PN1 of the DRLLP states:

The policy changes and additions referred to in this
response are not justified because:
• There is a recognised critical housing crisis on a local,
regional and national basis. The proposals omit to
address this imperative in the Waterloo area
• Waterloo is already over developed and cannot
sustain more inappropriate, high rise development
• Waterloo, as with other areas near the centre of
London, exhibits increasingly congested roads, appalling
air quality exceeding WHO limits, crumbling public
realm, loss of open space, exacerbated by little or no
new social housing, no increase in accessible, affordable
community facilities and reductions in support where
those facilities do exist.
Our Waterloo community needs urgent action from
Lambeth regarding this issue, and on the desperately
serious requirement for social housing in the wider
community.
We want you to act with integrity and compassion, to
tackle homelessness head on, and to prioritise plans for
new social housing developments with the appropriate
degree of urgency that this issue demands.

The London Plan identifies the CAZ retail cluster
and the South Bank as having incremental
residential growth potential. In the wider Waterloo
and South Bank area, larger sites that will or are
expected to deliver new housing include the final
phase of the Southbank Place development, Arches

471

Name

Individual
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Code

Representation Wording

57/3

Those of us who are part and core of Waterloo
community, we feel betrayed, forgotten and
disregarded by Lambeth. Lambeth and Tfl use public
forums to include us so that nobody can say that local
community was not consulted, tick box exercise, but
when it comes to actions, our contributions and wishes
are simply ignored.

Policy

Officer Response

PN01

The policy sets out that the vision for Waterloo and South Bank will be achieved
by supporting sustainable development for jobs and homes in line with London
Plan targets, securing maximum benefits for Lambeth residents and businesses
through the application of affordable housing policy, affordable workspace policy
and planning obligations for local training and employment.

PN01

The housing section of the supporting text sets out the anticipated housing
delivery for the Waterloo and South Bank area. It makes clear that affordable
housing is a priority in Waterloo, as in all parts of Lambeth.

Proposed Change
at 176-177 and 202 Lambeth Road and land
bounded by Doon Street and Upper Ground. The
eastern area of Waterloo offers development
opportunities for appropriate uses including
housing that can make a long-term contribution to
the vision and objectives for the area. There is
scope for further residential growth on small sites
and this is likely to be delivered by the
extension/redevelopment of existing housing
stock, as well as new build residential and mixeduse development. There is limited scope for
additional development within residential
curtilages due to the dense urban nature of this
area. Affordable housing is a priority in Waterloo,
as in all parts of Lambeth.
See PN1 of the DRLLP Proposed Submission
Version.

You should not be introducing changes that are contrary
to local community wishes, you should be listening and
coming up with compromises, residents should be
included in any future decisions and you should stop
trying to change our ways of live to profit big
corporations.

Individual

66/1

Instead of introducing and building new developments,
look around what is available and try to improve it to
the benefit of local people. Waterloo local communities
are not afraid of fighting for what they believe is right
for them and future generations
I wish to register my objection to the above LABOUR
COUNCILLOR’s PLAN for Waterloo.
I am shocked that a Labour council take so little heed of
the LOCAL PLAN for Waterloo, already approved by
North Lambeth Community, that recognises the chronic
need for social housing.
Indeed, has a plan that has designated areas for social
housing.

Supporting text to PN1 of the DRLLP states:
The London Plan identifies the CAZ retail cluster
and the South Bank as having incremental
residential growth potential. In the wider Waterloo
and South Bank area, larger sites that will or are
expected to deliver new housing include the final
phase of the Southbank Place development, Arches
at 176-177 and 202 Lambeth Road and land
bounded by Doon Street and Upper Ground. The
eastern area of Waterloo offers development
opportunities for appropriate uses including
housing that can make a long-term contribution to
the vision and objectives for the area. There is
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Code

Representation Wording

71/1

[Personal information redacted] and have just looked at PN01
Lambeth’s draft local plan and consultation proposals.
I am particularly interested in the issue of social
housing. For many years we have seen the decline of
communities living in Central London, people no longer
able to afford to live here and being forced out of the
capital. I see that Lambeth Council’s proposals for
increases in offices, retail outlets and private housing in
this area but nothing for social housing. But why is this?
Waterloo and the South Bank already has well
established and thriving communities and more social
housing needs to be provided to keep the mix of
communities alive in the capital. There is plenty of scope
for further development of this type of housing. I submit
the above comments to be considered by Lambeth
Council for the provision of more social housing in the
South Bank/Waterloo area.

The housing section of the supporting text sets out the anticipated housing
delivery for the Waterloo and South Bank area. It makes clear that affordable
housing is a priority in Waterloo, as in all parts of Lambeth.

3 Like the Bus Garage debacle, the fact that Lambeth
PN01
has not been taken to the cleaners over the dreadful
state of the pavements in Sandell Street is strange, as it
has the heaviest daily foot fall in Waterloo and possibly
the whole of London. This coupled with the horrendous
wind factor, due to the height of the buildings adds to
the danger and especially to the elderly local residents.
I’m sure the Union Jack Club must regularly complain
about the state of the pavement in order to protect
their visitors, young and old.
Amazingly, recent pavement replacements were made
PN01
in the nearby Alaska and Exton Streets which are two of
the quietest streets in the area.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the
PN01
revisions to the Lambeth Local Plan. This representation
is submitted on behalf of WeAreWaterloo Business
Improvement District.

PN1g) of the DRLLP Proposed Submission Version seeks improvements to the
area's public realm.

The London Plan identifies the CAZ retail cluster
and the South Bank as having incremental
residential growth potential. In the wider Waterloo
and South Bank area, larger sites that will or are
expected to deliver new housing include the final
phase of the Southbank Place development, Arches
at 176-177 and 202 Lambeth Road and land
bounded by Doon Street and Upper Ground. The
eastern area of Waterloo offers development
opportunities for appropriate uses including
housing that can make a long-term contribution to
the vision and objectives for the area. There is
scope for further residential growth on small sites
and this is likely to be delivered by the
extension/redevelopment of existing housing
stock, as well as new build residential and mixeduse development. There is limited scope for
additional development within residential
curtilages due to the dense urban nature of this
area. Affordable housing is a priority in Waterloo,
as in all parts of Lambeth.
See PN1g) of the DRLLP Proposed Submission
Version.

Comment noted.

No change.

The neighbourhood plan is referenced in the supporting text. PN1 has been
updated to reflect the policies the neighbourhood plan and this will help ensure
that policies in the neighbourhood plan do not become out of date on adoption
of the Revised Local Plan. The following neighbourhood plan policies have been

Changes have been made to DRLLP Proposed
Submission Version to reflect neighbourhood plan
policies. This includes PN1c), PN1d) and PN1l)

Individual

74/3

Individual

74/4

WeAreWaterloo 75/1

Policy

Officer Response

Proposed Change
scope for further residential growth on small sites
and this is likely to be delivered by the
extension/redevelopment of existing housing
stock, as well as new build residential and mixeduse development. There is limited scope for
additional development within residential
curtilages due to the dense urban nature of this
area. Affordable housing is a priority in Waterloo,
as in all parts of Lambeth.
Supporting text to PN1 of the DRLLP states:

473

Name

Rep
Code

Representation Wording

Policy

WeAreWaterloo is a Business Improvement District
(BID) operating in the Waterloo area of central London.
The BID was established in 2006 following a vote of local
businesses, one of London’s first Business Improvement
Districts. We were renewed for a second five-year term
in 2011, and for a third five-year term in 2016.
The BID carries out a number of projects and services
for businesses in the Waterloo area, with the aim of
improving the economy, including environmental
services such as graffiti removal and recycling,
networking, business support, and promotion of the
area and its businesses. The BID exists to:
• Enhance the local environment including to ensure
that the condition of the public realm reflects the
reputation and unique character of the area
• Celebrate and promote the diversity and character of
the area;
• Connect and represent individual organisations,
groups and individuals;
• Create jobs for local people;
• Provide opportunities for training and small business
incubation
• Drive local footfall.

Officer Response

Proposed Change

reflected in PN1: Requiring at least 30 per cent of ground floor units in Lower
Marsh to be in A3 use; Supporting improvements to Lower Marsh Street Market;
Supporting office development that provides a
range of a range of unit sizes, can be subdivided to encourage flexible use and coworking; Supporting the creation of ‘greenways’ which are located away from
heavy traffic, air pollution and noise; Supporting measures to promote and
enable zero emission vehicles across the area, including the taxi fleet serving
Waterloo station.

These comments are made on behalf of the 400
members of the BID.
1. Neighbourhood Planning

Individual

77/2

1.1. WeAreWaterloo supports the South Bank and
Waterloo Neighbourhood Plan as it moves into the
examination phase, and we continue to work towards
the delivery of a range of its objectives, as well as
supporting its policies. We believe that the development
of a cogent plan and cohesive Forum constituted from
stakeholders from across the community is a positive
step for the development of the neighbourhood and we
are grateful to Lambeth for the support it has lent to the
process.
The policy changes and additions referred to in this
PN01
response are not justified because:
• There is a recognised critical housing crisis on a local,
regional and national basis. The proposals omit to
address this problem in the Waterloo area.
• Waterloo is already over developed and cannot
sustain more inappropriate, high rise development.
• Waterloo, as with other areas near the centre of

The housing section of the supporting text sets out the anticipated housing
delivery for the Waterloo and South Bank area. It makes clear that affordable
housing is a priority in Waterloo, as in all parts of Lambeth.

Supporting text to PN1 of the DRLLP states:
The London Plan identifies the CAZ retail cluster
and the South Bank as having incremental
residential growth potential. In the wider Waterloo
and South Bank area, larger sites that will or are
expected to deliver new housing include the final
phase of the Southbank Place development, Arches
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81/2

Lambeth Council are allowing developers to erect huge
monstrosities to be built for offices and luxury
apartments, who only the wealthy can afford.

Lambeth Estate
Residents’
Association
(LERA)

82/5

Individual

90/1

Policy

Officer Response

Proposed Change

PN01

Comment noted.

at 176-177 and 202 Lambeth Road and land
bounded by Doon Street and Upper Ground. The
eastern area of Waterloo offers development
opportunities for appropriate uses including
housing that can make a long-term contribution to
the vision and objectives for the area. There is
scope for further residential growth on small sites
and this is likely to be delivered by the
extension/redevelopment of existing housing
stock, as well as new build residential and mixeduse development. There is limited scope for
additional development within residential
curtilages due to the dense urban nature of this
area. Affordable housing is a priority in Waterloo,
as in all parts of Lambeth.
No change.

PN01

The neighbourhood plan is referenced in the supporting text. PN1 has been
updated to reflect the policies the neighbourhood plan and this will help ensure
that policies in the neighbourhood plan do not become out of date on adoption
of the Revised Local Plan. The following neighbourhood plan policies have been
reflected in PN1: Requiring at least 30 per cent of ground floor units in Lower
Marsh to be in A3 use; Supporting improvements to Lower Marsh Street Market;
Supporting office development that provides a
range of a range of unit sizes, can be subdivided to encourage flexible use and coworking; Supporting the creation of ‘greenways’ which are located away from
heavy traffic, air pollution and noise; Supporting measures to promote and
enable zero emission vehicles across the area, including the taxi fleet serving
Waterloo station.
The housing section of the supporting text sets out the anticipated housing
delivery for the Waterloo and South Bank area. It makes clear that affordable
housing is a priority in Waterloo, as in all parts of Lambeth.

London, exhibits increasingly congested roads, appalling
air quality exceeding WHO limits, crumbling public
realm, loss of open space, exacerbated by little or no
new social housing, no increase in accessible, affordable
community facilities and reductions in support where
those facilities do exist.

Waterloo is in danger of becoming gentrified by a
Labour Council, who frankly are acting more like Tories.
Finally, on another matter, LERA endorses the draft
South Bank and Waterloo Neighbourhood Plan. We
would like to see it properly acknowledged and
incorporated within the Lambeth Local Plan.

In regard to the proposal for the new Local Plan, I object
to the fact that there is no provision whatsoever for
social housing in the Waterloo – this is outrageous
especially in light of the chronic shortage of social
housing in the area.

PN01

Changes have been made to DRLLP Proposed
Submission Version to reflect neighbourhood plan
policies. This includes PN1c), PN1d) and PN1l)

Supporting text to PN1 of the DRLLP states:
The London Plan identifies the CAZ retail cluster
and the South Bank as having incremental
residential growth potential. In the wider Waterloo
and South Bank area, larger sites that will or are
expected to deliver new housing include the final
phase of the Southbank Place development, Arches
at 176-177 and 202 Lambeth Road and land
bounded by Doon Street and Upper Ground. The
eastern area of Waterloo offers development
opportunities for appropriate uses including
housing that can make a long-term contribution to
the vision and objectives for the area. There is
scope for further residential growth on small sites
and this is likely to be delivered by the

475

Name

Rep
Code

Representation Wording

Individual

92/1

Individual

94/1

[Personal information redacted] During that time
Lambeth Council has done its best to preserve the
Roupell Street and Waterloo conservation areas. But the
proposed changes in the Local Plan threaten to
overwhelm this fragile environment with tall buildings,
through traffic and greatly increased footfall, with little
or no benefit to residents.
[Personal information redacted] I have therefore seen
many changes. In the 1960s the streets round the
hospital were being knocked down to make way for
council flats. Sadly since then there has been little
provision of social housing.. The markets in the Cut and
Marsh have not been of much use to local residents and
the shops have dwindled in number and usefulness
owing to increasing rents. Coffee bars predominate and
the Sainsburys and Mark and Spencer cater mainly for
commuters, tourists, visitors and workers on building
sites.
All sense of Community is rapidly vanishing. We have no
proper meeting place, no library and few open spaces.

SoWN

95/2

Policy

PN01

The policy sets out that the vision for Waterloo and South Bank will be achieved
by supporting sustainable development for jobs and homes in line with London
Plan targets, securing maximum benefits for Lambeth residents and businesses
through the application of affordable housing policy, affordable workspace policy
and planning obligations for local training and employment.

PN01

The housing section of the supporting text sets out the anticipated housing
delivery for the Waterloo and South Bank area. It makes clear that affordable
housing is a priority in Waterloo, as in all parts of Lambeth.

We would like to see a strong commitment to the
PN01
Council working in conjunction with the Neighbourhood
Plan which has been produced after much consultation
with the residential and business communities by South
Bank and Waterloo Neighbours (SoWN). We believe that
the sections of the Neighbourhood Plan serve as a
practical and more localised response to the particular
issues in the South Bank and Waterloo alongside the
more generic policies for the Borough as a whole.
We are committed to working with the Council and look

Officer Response

The neighbourhood plan is referenced in the supporting text. PN1 has been
updated to reflect the policies the neighbourhood plan and this will help ensure
that policies in the neighbourhood plan do not become out of date on adoption
of the Revised Local Plan. The following neighbourhood plan policies have been
reflected in PN1: Requiring at least 30 per cent of ground floor units in Lower
Marsh to be in A3 use; Supporting improvements to Lower Marsh Street Market;
Supporting office development that provides a
range of a range of unit sizes, can be subdivided to encourage flexible use and coworking; Supporting the creation of ‘greenways’ which are located away from
heavy traffic, air pollution and noise; Supporting measures to promote and
enable zero emission vehicles across the area, including the taxi fleet serving
Waterloo station.

Proposed Change
extension/redevelopment of existing housing
stock, as well as new build residential and mixeduse development. There is limited scope for
additional development within residential
curtilages due to the dense urban nature of this
area. Affordable housing is a priority in Waterloo,
as in all parts of Lambeth.
See PN1 of the DRLLP Proposed Submission
Version.

Supporting text to PN1 of the DRLLP states:
The London Plan identifies the CAZ retail cluster
and the South Bank as having incremental
residential growth potential. In the wider Waterloo
and South Bank area, larger sites that will or are
expected to deliver new housing include the final
phase of the Southbank Place development, Arches
at 176-177 and 202 Lambeth Road and land
bounded by Doon Street and Upper Ground. The
eastern area of Waterloo offers development
opportunities for appropriate uses including
housing that can make a long-term contribution to
the vision and objectives for the area. There is
scope for further residential growth on small sites
and this is likely to be delivered by the
extension/redevelopment of existing housing
stock, as well as new build residential and mixeduse development. There is limited scope for
additional development within residential
curtilages due to the dense urban nature of this
area. Affordable housing is a priority in Waterloo,
as in all parts of Lambeth.
Changes have been made to DRLLP Proposed
Submission Version to reflect neighbourhood plan
policies. This includes PN1c), PN1d) and PN1l)
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Name

Individual

Rep
Code
99/3

Representation Wording
forward to the two plans developing and being
implemented in parallel.
Waterloo is already home to the UK’s biggest tourist
attraction i.e. the South Bank which os key to the
Central Activities Zone. However according to Lambeth’s
Supplementary Document 2013, “Waterloo’s land and
buildings currently balance 4 core functions and
communities: residential, business, cultural and
transport.” Therefore I object to many aspects of the
draft Local Plan as they threaten to create such a huge
imbalance of these core functions when it comes to the
residential aspect, I refer in particular to cooperative
and social homes - genuinely affordable homes, not
luxury apartments (with huge service charges) that are
often so attractive to national and foreign investors who
leave them sitting empty as if they are effectively
referred to as ‘safety deposit boxes in the sky’. There
would be no protection or provision for local people if
these sites are not designated fo social housing. There
are long established communities with people who have
brought up families here; it would be impossible for
them to own one of these homes unless they are
practically millionaires given for example, a studio flat in
somewhere like the South Bank Tower is around £900k.

Policy

Officer Response

Proposed Change

PN01

The housing section of the supporting text sets out the anticipated housing
delivery for the Waterloo and South Bank area. It makes clear that affordable
housing is a priority in Waterloo, as in all parts of Lambeth.

Supporting text to PN1 of the DRLLP states:

Guy's and St
Thomas' Charity

140/19

Policy PN1 Waterloo and South Bank We support
Lambeth’s ambition for creation of a new town centre
of metropolitan significance, including the development
of a major location for healthcare at Waterloo and
South Bank.

PN01

BFI

43/1a

Waterloo and Southbank – New Designation as
Metropolitan Centre
BFI notes that at Paragraph 2.82 Waterloo / South Bank
is identified as a town centre of Metropolitan status and
Policy D1 b) identifies Waterloo and Southbank as a
town centre.
Policy ED7 states that the Council will support the
vitality and viability of major centres by amongst
matters, delivering the regeneration of Lambeth’s town
centres and improving existing retail facilities.
Map 4 of the Proposed Changes to the Lambeth Local

PN01

It is no longer proposed to designate the Waterloo Metropolitan town centre.
The DRLLP Proposed Submission Version proposes to expand the Waterloo CAZ
retail cluster and to identify the Lower Marsh/The Cut/Leake Street Special Policy
Area within it. The expansion of the Waterloo CAZ retail cluster recognises the
existing and emerging quantum of retail in the area. The designation of the
Special Policy Area acknowledges and protects the specialist character of Lower
Marsh/The Cut/Leake Street and its role as a long-standing and unique cluster of
smaller, independent retailers and food and drink uses, with associated street
market and cultural uses such as the Old and Young Vic theatres. Proposals for
further retail development within the wider CAZ retail cluster would need to
demonstrate they would complement and not undermine the special character of
Lower Marsh/The Cut. This has been agreed with the Mayor of London through
the Examination of the Draft London Plan. See Topic Paper 4: Town Centres.
It is no longer proposed to designate the Waterloo Metropolitan town centre.
The DRLLP Proposed Submission Version proposes to expand the Waterloo CAZ
retail cluster and to identify the Lower Marsh/The Cut/Leake Street Special Policy
Area within it. The expansion of the Waterloo CAZ retail cluster recognises the
existing and emerging quantum of retail in the area. The designation of the
Special Policy Area acknowledges and protects the specialist character of Lower
Marsh/The Cut/Leake Street and its role as a long-standing and unique cluster of
smaller, independent retailers and food and drink uses, with associated street
market and cultural uses such as the Old and Young Vic theatres. Proposals for
further retail development within the wider CAZ retail cluster would need to
demonstrate they would complement and not undermine the special character of

The London Plan identifies the CAZ retail cluster
and the South Bank as having incremental
residential growth potential. In the wider Waterloo
and South Bank area, larger sites that will or are
expected to deliver new housing include the final
phase of the Southbank Place development, Arches
at 176-177 and 202 Lambeth Road and land
bounded by Doon Street and Upper Ground. The
eastern area of Waterloo offers development
opportunities for appropriate uses including
housing that can make a long-term contribution to
the vision and objectives for the area. There is
scope for further residential growth on small sites
and this is likely to be delivered by the
extension/redevelopment of existing housing
stock, as well as new build residential and mixeduse development. There is limited scope for
additional development within residential
curtilages due to the dense urban nature of this
area. Affordable housing is a priority in Waterloo,
as in all parts of Lambeth.
See PN1c) of the DRLLP Proposed Submission
Version.

See PN1c) of the DRLLP Proposed Submission
Version.
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Plan proposals Map show the proposed boundary of the
Proposed Metropolitan Centre.
Annex 3 of the draft Local Plan provides the definition of
Metropolitan centres as follows:
“Metropolitan Centres serve wide catchments which
can extend over several boroughs and into parts of the
Wider South East. Typically they contain at least
100,000m2 of retail, leisure and service floorspace with
a significant proportion of high-order comparison goods
relative to convenience goods. These centres generally
have very good accessibility and significant
employment, service and leisure functions. Many have
important clusters of civic, public and historic buildings”
Policy PN1 refers to Waterloo and the South Bank being
a thriving and competitive town centre by 2035. The
Council will secure this by supporting and enhancing
Waterloo and South Bank’s various roles as:
· a town centre of metropolitan significance
· an international centre for culture and arts as part of
the London Plan South Bank / Bankside Strategic
Cultural Area
· a pre-eminent international, domestic and local tourist,
leisure, retail and entertainment area
· a major location for offices, healthcare and higher
education
· a mixed residential area
· having a valued historic character; and
· being one of London’s most important transport hubs.
Part c) refers to optimising the area’s potential for the
full range of central London and town centre activities
consistent with its metropolitan centre status to enable
it to compete effectively, securing significant inward
investment for the benefit of the local community and
more widely for the borough.
Part d) refers to promoting and supporting development
and uses of an appropriate scale and form to reinforce
Waterloo and South Bank’s distinct identity, respecting
strategic and local views, local contextual
considerations, the setting of heritage assets and the
Outstanding Universal Value of Westminster World
Heritage Site (policy Q19), and ensuring that design
quality is worthy of a world city.
Part e) refers to promoting the expansion of arts and
cultural activities throughout Waterloo and enhancing
the South Bank in its role as an international cultural
and leisure centre and a London tourist destination
through supporting the development of arts and
cultural facilities, associated and supporting uses.
Part f) refers to promoting high quality public realm that

Policy

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Lower Marsh/The Cut. This has been agreed with the Mayor of London through
the Examination of the Draft London Plan. See Topic Paper 4: Town Centres.
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Policy

Officer Response

Proposed Change

is durable, well designed and maintained to reinforce
Waterloo's status as a world class centre.
Part g) refers to reducing traffic and supporting better
conditions for walking and cycling, throughout Waterloo
alongside improvements in capacity, accessibility and
interchange quality at Waterloo Station; this includes
proposals to increase permeability by providing better
linkages to Lower Marsh and other parts of Waterloo,
while respecting the heritage context of the station and
adjoining areas.
Part h) refers to supporting the reconfiguration of the
Imax roundabout and it’s potential as a site for the
development of Central Activity Zone uses appropriate
to its location.
Identified development sites in the Waterloo area
include Elizabeth House (Site 5), the Shell development
(Site 6). Sites removed from the Plan include Waterloo
Station (Site 7) and the ITV site (Site 9)
BFI Comments:
BFI generally supports the Metropolitan town centre
designation if it will help enable Waterloo and South
Bank to compete effectively and secure significant
inward investment for the benefit of the local
community (Policy PN1(c)). BFI notes that this part of
Lambeth has suffered from a lack of significant new
investment in recent years (save for some exceptions,
e.g. South Bank Place).
BFI is concerned that there are inconsistencies in the
Plan having regard to: the evidence base in terms of
retail capacity figures for the Borough; the designation
of the new metropolitan centre, and the current
consideration of this issue at the forthcoming
Examination in Public (‘EiP’) into the London Plan; the
requirements for affordable workspace and the CIL
Preliminary Draft Charging Schedule (‘PDCS’).
BFI is thus concerned that taken together the provisions
of the Plan may indeed hinder new inward investment
rather than encourage it. We comment in more detail
below.
It is widely acknowledged that ‘Waterloo / South Bank’
is a key regeneration area with potential for significant
new development, and where there is an opportunity to
make significant improvements to public realm,
accessibility and permeability and to vastly improve
linkages between Waterloo and the South Bank. This in
turn would have a huge benefit to maintaining and
enhancing South Bank as a major cultural destination.
The Plan therefore needs to include policies that
support the delivery of the regeneration of the
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Officer Response

Proposed Change

Waterloo / South Bank area so that it can compete with
other key regeneration areas emerging in London, not
least the ‘Battersea’ area which will become a key
destination for entertainment,employment, retail,
residential and leisure/cultural activities in the near
future. LB Wandsworth acknowledged the future town
centre status of Battersea Power Station in its adopted
Core Strategy 2016, in anticipation of a significant
development being delivered in that location. This is
acknowledged by the GLA in its proposals to identify the
Power Station as a future CAZ Retail Cluster in the
emerging new London Plan.
In the case of Waterloo / South Bank LB Lambeth’s
approach is to propose the designation of a centre of
Metropolitan significance as part of the Local Plan
Review.
BFI notes the definition of a Metropolitan centre as set
out above and specifically that such centres would
already be expected to be performing the function of a
major retail, leisure and service centre with around
“100,000m2 of retail, leisure and service floorspace with
a significant proportion of high-order comparison goods
relative to convenience goods.”
It is evident that Metropolitan centres usually include a
significant amount of retail space, whereas this is very
limited in the Waterloo / South Bank area. BFI notes
that LB Lambeth’s Topic Paper 1 – Town Centres sets
out that for this change to be made it would need to be
accepted by the Mayor in the emerging new London
Plan and that LB Lambeth intends to make the case for
this change through the Draft London Plan examination
process and further justification will be prepared to
support this.
At this stage there is limited detailed justification for the
new designation in the Local Plan Review, other than in
terms of an overall objective of securing investment.
BFI notes that the GLA’s Town Centre Health Check
Analysis Report, which supports the proposed Draft
London Plan, includes a review of current designated
centres and the potential allocation of currently
unclassified centres. Southbank forms part of this
analysis; however it is made clear within the report that
such consideration is based on its contribution to the
night time economy with ‘Recommendation 19’
specifically stating that it should be excluded from the
main town centre network as not having significant
amounts of retail or other commercial activity in the
immediate vicinity.
The GLA Analysis Report supports the designation of
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Policy

South Bank as an “area of international or national
significance” with a minimum threshold of 100,000 sq.m
leisure floorspace occupied however no emphasis is
being put on an increased provision of other retail
floorspace. Whilst BFI supports regeneration of the
Waterloo / South Bank area it is apparent that further
consideration needs to be given by LB Lambeth as to the
mechanism for delivering such regeneration and a town
centre in this location. The approach needs to be further
framed by local evidence to expand upon the
regeneration opportunity of this area and how it can
achieve town centre status in the future alongside its
designation as “area of international or national
significance”.
It is also noted that Policy ED7 of the Local Plan Review
and the evidence base to the Local Plan, as set out in
Topic Paper 1 – Town Centres, provides for only 800 sq.
m of net additional comparison retail floorspace up to
2041 for the whole of the Borough. Whilst other uses
would be expected to be included in the 100,000 sq.m
referred to above, it must be anticipated that the new
Metropolitan centre, if it is to be commensurate with
other Metropolitan centres in London, would make
provision for a significant increase in new retail
floorspace.
It is evident that there are inconsistencies between the
proposal to designate Waterloo / Southbank as a new
Metropolitan centre in advance of its development for
the identified uses set out in Policy PN1 including
significant new areas of retail space, the evidence base
and the GLA’s approach to the identification of future
town centres or future CAZ Retail Clusters in the
emerging London Plan. BFI is supportive of the
regeneration of the area and seeks to ensure that there
is a robust policy basis for delivering the wider
objectives set out in Policy PN1.
I appreciate that the South Bank/Queens Walk is an area PN01
of metropolitan significance. From what I understand
about Metropolitan Town Centres they are home to
significant retail space. In character Waterloo is an area
of residential, and artistic diversity. In my view this
needs to be maintained and supported. The
implications of being a metropolitan town centre need
to be explained and properly consulted on in line with
the Aarhus Agreement

Officer Response

Proposed Change

It is no longer proposed to designate the Waterloo Metropolitan town centre.
The DRLLP Proposed Submission Version proposes to expand the Waterloo CAZ
retail cluster and to identify the Lower Marsh/The Cut/Leake Street Special Policy
Area within it. The expansion of the Waterloo CAZ retail cluster recognises the
existing and emerging quantum of retail in the area. The designation of the
Special Policy Area acknowledges and protects the specialist character of Lower
Marsh/The Cut/Leake Street and its role as a long-standing and unique cluster of
smaller, independent retailers and food and drink uses, with associated street
market and cultural uses such as the Old and Young Vic theatres. Proposals for
further retail development within the wider CAZ retail cluster would need to
demonstrate they would complement and not undermine the special character of
Lower Marsh/The Cut. This has been agreed with the Mayor of London through
the Examination of the Draft London Plan. See Topic Paper 4: Town Centres.

See PN1c) of the DRLLP Proposed Submission
Version.
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Policy
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16. Section 11 deals with Places and Neighbourhoods. In
respect of Waterloo and the South Bank it confirms the
"key role" it plays in central London and notes that the
area is home to international cultural landmarks as well
as a diverse community of workers, residents, visitors
etc. The vision that is set out at Policy PN1 to see
Waterloo and South Bank become, by 2035, a thriving
and competitive town centre playing a full role in the
central London economy is supported.

PN01

See PN1c) of the DRLLP Proposed Submission
Version.

Port of London
Authority

17/10

Places and Neighbourhood: Vauxhall

PN02

It is no longer proposed to designate the Waterloo Metropolitan town centre.
The DRLLP Proposed Submission Version proposes to expand the Waterloo CAZ
retail cluster and to identify the Lower Marsh/The Cut/Leake Street Special Policy
Area within it. The expansion of the Waterloo CAZ retail cluster recognises the
existing and emerging quantum of retail in the area. The designation of the
Special Policy Area acknowledges and protects the specialist character of Lower
Marsh/The Cut/Leake Street and its role as a long-standing and unique cluster of
smaller, independent retailers and food and drink uses, with associated street
market and cultural uses such as the Old and Young Vic theatres. Proposals for
further retail development within the wider CAZ retail cluster would need to
demonstrate they would complement and not undermine the special character of
Lower Marsh/The Cut. This has been agreed with the Mayor of London through
the Examination of the Draft London Plan. See Topic Paper 4: Town Centres.
Support noted.

Kennington,
Oval and
Vauxhall
Neighbourhood
Forum

102/6

Change to remove reference to strategically-important hotels. See Topic Paper 5:
Visitor Accommodation for the justification for the policy approach to hotels in
Vauxhall.

PN2 of the DRLLP Proposed Submission Version
states:

VCI Holding Ltd

126/4

Kennington,
Oval and
Vauxhall
Neighbourhood
Forum

102/7

ITV PLC

No change.

The PLA supports the reference under paragraph 11.39
that states that the River Thames makes a significant
contribution to transport accessibility in Vauxhall,
specifically highlighting Lambeth Pier and St George Pier
that provide riverboat passenger services, and
highlighting the potential to use the river more for the
increased transportation of freight and waste during the
construction of major developments in the area.
PN2 (a) A limit must be applied to the development of
‘strategically important hotels’. As evidenced by the
situation in Waterloo, Vauxhall Nine Elms must not be
designated for unchecked hotel development. A
significant increase in the temporary, transient
population will have a detrimental effect on the stability
of the local community, detracting from community
cohesion and from the character and valued heritage of
the area. A policy welcoming over development in
terms of strategically important hotels would be
unsound and ineffective, in that it will completely
change the character of the area and make little or no
contribution to the life of the existing local community.
These objectives are reflected in Policy PN2, which sets
out the vision for Vauxhall. VCI supports the updated
text at part a) which provides support for strategically
important hotels as well as a wider mix of uses in the
area.
PN2 (c) ‘A1 retail to meet the needs of local residents
and workers.’
As referred to above, the local community, local
businesses plus the residents of the new housing and
new businesses attracted to the area require a basic
level of A2 uses in ground floor units in the district
centre. The policy would be more effective and would

PN02

PN02

Support noted.

PN02

Planning policies can not specify that specific facilities such as banks and post
offices should be provided as planning policies relate to Use Classes rather than
specific facilities/operators. PN2 specifies the proportion of units that should be
in A1 (shops) use. The approach to A2 uses (financial and professional services) is
dealt with by Local Plan policy ED10.

A retail cluster will be created at Vauxhall, known
as Vauxhall Cross. Mixed-use development will be
supported that contributes to the creation of this
centre including town-centre uses such as retail,
employment, housing, leisure, entertainment and
other creative, cultural and community uses in line
with its Central Activity Zone (CAZ) designation and
as part of the wider London Plan Vauxhall/Nine
Elms/Battersea Opportunity Area (now known as
Nine Elms Vauxhall).
No change.

No change.
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Vauxhall One

211/24

Kennington,
Oval and
Vauxhall
Neighbourhood
Forum

102/8

Kennington,
Oval and
Vauxhall
Neighbourhood
Forum

102/15

Vauxhall One

211/25

Representation Wording
offer realistic, practical to support to the local
residential and business community if the district centre
is designated to include banking facilities and post office
facilities, as well as community delivery hub
• Lambeth believe the plans for the Vauxhall gyratory
will give Vauxhall a “centre.”
“The Vauxhall One Business Improvement District is
working to make Vauxhall safer, cleaner and greener for
the benefit of businesses, residents, workers and
visitors. Vauxhall One can highlight the work it is doing
in increase the range of activities/things to do in
Vauxhall to show that it is ideally placed to deliver a
bustling centre for Vauxhall, visitors and residents.
PN2 (d) ...’expansion of the cultural and evening
economy as part of a network of activities between
places of interest.’
As discussed above, expansion of the evening economy,
to be effective and not detrimental to the area, must be
conditional on appropriate, effective management and
control of the evening/night time economy. Expansion
of cultural activity and the cultural economy is
supported, however, the success and effectiveness of
the policy will be greatly enhanced by the diversification
of the cultural offer, attracting a wider range of
customers and contributing to mitigating the less
welcome effects of the expansion of the night time
economy.
PN2 (r) Partnership working: The policy must include
partnership working with the Kennington, Oval and
Vauxhall Forum. Elsewhere, the draft LLP includes
reference to the emerging Neighbourhood Plan. The
KOV Neighbourhood Plan focuses specifically on
improvement to green infrastructure and preserving
and improving the public realm. The effectiveness of
the LLP policy will be significantly increased by
acknowledging and embracing the Neighbourhood Plan
and working in close partnership with the KOV Forum to
ensure the measures in the emerging plan to protect
and enhance the public realm are prioritised.
Lambeth Council see the arches as being a significant
part of the plan to improve the area. They refer to them
as “an active spine”.

Policy

Officer Response

Proposed Change

PN02

Comment noted.

No change.

PN02

An amendment has been made to ensure the diverse evening economy is
appropriately managed. See also Local Plan policy ED8 which requires a
management plan and customer management plan, including mitigation
measures.

PN2 of the DRLLP Proposed Submission Version

Reference has been added to partnership working with the neighbourhood
forum, noting the focus on improvements to green infrastructure in the draft KOV
neighbourhood plan.

PN2 of the DRLLP Proposed Submission Version
states:

PN02

Comment noted.

No change.

PN02

Support noted.

No change.

PN02

b) Promoting the new retail cluster, Vauxhall Cross,
which will increase the vitality of the area and form
a growth pole in keeping with the CAZ designation;
creating opportunities for affordable retail; and
focusing active-frontage uses to support the retail
cluster and underpin its viability, ensuring that the
diverse evening economy offer is appropriately
managed. At least 25 per cent of ground floor units
within the retail cluster should be in A1 retail use
to meet the needs of local residents and workers;

o) social infrastructure, the public realm
environment and green spaces will be further
strengthened by Lambeth's ongoing partnership
working with organisations that are already
operating in the locality including the business
improvement district, Vauxhall One, Network Rail,
Kennington, Oval and Vauxhall neighbourhood
forum, TfL and landowners.

Vauxhall One in conjunction with local businesses has
developed strategies to improve the commercial
viability of a number of businesses that use arches.
Port of London
Authority

17/10a

The PLA broadly welcomes the increased emphasis in
part f of policy PN2 (Vauxhall), which looks to reconnect
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Kennington,
Oval and
Vauxhall
Neighbourhood
Forum

102/9

Kennington,
Oval and
Vauxhall
Neighbourhood
Forum

102/10

VCI Holding Ltd

126/5

TfL Commercial
Development

172/28

Representation Wording
Vauxhall to the river with new pedestrian links through
the transformation of Vauxhall’s transport
infrastructure and public realm, improvement of the
riverside walk and enlivening the waterfront with
activities. The PLA would welcome a future discussion
on these proposals.
PN2 (h) ‘create enlarged and new open spaces where
possible.’
An ambition to be supported, however, ineffective
unless the potential locations for enlarged and new
open spaces are identified and protected as part of the
policy.
PN2 (k) ‘The transport experience through the area,
...maximising the opportunities to walk and cycle safely
and comfortably throughout the whole area.’
Walking and cycling safely and comfortably in this
currently hostile and threatening traffic environment
must be implemented by positively prioritising walking
and cycling above motorised traffic. To be effective and
to support the requirements of the local community and
the needs of users of public transport in the area the
walking and cycling environment must be improved
dramatically and the non negotiable mechanisms to
achieve this improvement must be incorporated in the
policy.
Part k) of this policy references revisions to the existing
one-way road system in the area and building of a new
modern bus station and canopy, and further explanation
is provided at paragraphs 11.38-11.41. These aspirations
are particularly relevant given the relationship between
the proposed development and the existing bus station
and gyratory. The proposed development is sited on
land that is partly within TfL’s ownership as part of the
existing Vauxhall bus station, and the proposed
development will facilitate the wider aspirations for the
improved road network in and around Vauxhall. VCI
supports LBL’s aspirations for these key infrastructure
items and encourages ongoing dialogue between the
relevant parties in order to realise the delivery of both
schemes, which will improve the arrangement for road
users, as well as significantly enhance the public realm
for pedestrians, resulting in improved connectivity
through the area.
It is welcome that the borough is supportive of the
proposed reconfiguration of Vauxhall Gyratory one-way
system to improve the pedestrian and public transport
experience in the area.

Policy

Officer Response

Proposed Change

PN02

New open space/green infrastructure would be protected by Local Plan policy
EN1.

No change.

PN02

PN2h), PN2i) and PN2j) of the DRLLP Proposed Submission Version seek to reduce
traffic and improve opportunities for walking and cycling.

See PN2h), PN2i) and PN2j) of the DRLLP Proposed
Submission Version.

PN02

Support noted.

No change.

PN02

Support noted.

No change.
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186/2

Kennington,
Oval and
Vauxhall
Neighbourhood
Forum

102/11

Kennington,
Oval and
Vauxhall
Neighbourhood
Forum

102/12

Kennington,
Oval and
Vauxhall
Neighbourhood
Forum
Mayor of
London

102/1

11.37 Whilst appreciating that this section represents
the policy included in the OAPF, the intention must be
to extend the Northern Line Extension to Clapham
Junction to link with the proposed Cross Rail II

PN02

No change. There are no known plans to extend the northern line to Clapham
Junction.

70/41

Paragraph 11.37. It should be recognised that Table 2.1
of the Draft New London Plan sets out indicative
guidelines for new homes and jobs in London’s
Opportunity Areas. The indicative guidelines are that
Lambeth should contribute towards the Vauxhall Nine
Elms Battersea Opportunity Area to deliver 18,500 new
homes and 18,500 new jobs and this should be
recognised in the Draft Local Plan.
The final bullet point in that section refers to ‘the
creation of a sustainable place with new social
infrastructure’. Whilst acknowledging the increasing

PN02

Change to reflect the remaining potential for new homes and jobs identified in
the London Plan.

Kennington,
Oval and
Vauxhall

102/30

Representation Wording

Policy

Officer Response

Proposed Change

K
Line 6
Replace ‘a’ with ‘an’
2) When reconfiguring the Vauxhall Cross bus
station/station area, I hope the work will be done s
quickly as possible, with the needs of its many current
users well considered. It is for me a highly valued and
brilliantly integrated public transport hub (and as it
happens I quite like the current bus station and cover, it
feels open and safe and easy to navigate - but I know
that ship has sailed).
PN2 (l) Public realm improvements on Durham Street
are essential. The policy, to be fully effective, must
incorporate the requirement to close Durham Street to
motor traffic, once two way working is introduced on
the main roads in the area, and to create a
pedestrianised green link (business deliveries permitted
by arrangement). This will reduce air pollution on
Durham Street and create a welcoming, pleasant
walking and cycling environment and a destination for
small business and office workers during working hours.
PN2 (m) Albert Embankment; currently presents an
anonymous face to the pedestrian public using the 6/7
lane highway between Vauxhall Bridge and Lambeth
Bridge. The area will be more welcoming and the policy
more effective if improved access to the river walk/river
front is required/prioritised.

PN02

Comment accepted and an amendment made to change 'a' to 'an'.

See PN2h) of the DRLLP Proposed Submission
Version.

PN02

It is anticipated the new bus station and the reconfigured gyratory will be
delivered by 2022.

No change.

PN02

PN2i) sets out that the council will work with TfL to investigate whether the oneway system at Kennington Lane/Durham Street/Harleyford Road can be replaced
with two-way working system. Any project is likely to deliver public realm
improvements.

No change.

PN02

Amendment made to reinstate previously deleted text regarding accessibility to
the River Thames.

PN2 of the DRLLP Proposed Submission Version
states:

PN02

Planning policies can not specify that specific facilities such as banks and post
offices should be provided as planning policies relate to Use Classes rather than
specific facilities/operators. PN2 specifies the proportion of units that should be

l) 1 and 2. In the Lambeth Gateway and Central
Embankment this means enhancing the
appearance and character of Albert Embankment,
with active ground-floor frontages and an
expanded range of employment and residential
uses. The area needs to become highly accessible
and well connected to the surrounding area,
maintaining and improving safe access to the River
Thames.
No change.

Supporting text to PN2 of the DRLLP Proposed
Submission Version now states:
11.19. The London Plan identifies remaining
potential for 18,500 new homes and 18,500 jobs in
the Nine Elms Vauxhall area. The London Plan
identifies Vauxhall as an emerging CAZ retail
cluster.
No change.
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Kennington,
Oval and
Vauxhall
Neighbourhood
Forum
Kennington,
Oval and
Vauxhall
Neighbourhood
Forum

102/2

102/31

Kennington,
Oval and
Vauxhall
Neighbourhood
Forum

102/32

Kennington,
Oval and
Vauxhall
Neighbourhood
Forum

102/3

Kennington,
Oval and
Vauxhall
Neighbourhood
Forum

102/4

Representation Wording
use of digital technology, the policy would be more
effective and would offer realistic, practical support to
the local residential and business community if the
social infrastructure specifically includes banking
facilities and post office facilities, as well as community
delivery hubs.
11.38 KOV NF agrees that it is exceedingly important
that ‘Vauxhall’s unique identity and character is both
retained and enhanced’.

Policy

Officer Response

Proposed Change

in A1 (shops) use. The approach to A2 uses (financial and professional services) is
dealt with by Local Plan policy ED10.

PN02

Comment noted.

No change.

Also that ‘its existing communities can easily access
those benefits (that is ‘significant economic and social
benefits’). However, to be effective, the LLP must be
explicit as to the mechanisms by which existing
communities will access and benefit from the proposed
developments.

PN02

Existing communities can access and benefit from new developments in a
No change.
number of ways and this is set out in a range of development plan policies such as
affordable housing, employment and skills contributions, affordable workspace,
improved public realm and public access to leisure and community facilities.

The statement ‘The existing offer to be complemented
by a stronger evening economy’, in order to be a sound,
effective proposal must be accompanied by a clear
policy setting out effective mechanisms by which the
night time economy in the area will be
managed/controlled and supported to ensure the
residential community is protected from the
unfortunate and often distressing side effects of a
‘stronger’ night time economy. The policy will serve the
needs of the existing local community more effectively if
intensification of the night economy is also
complemented by a more explicit focus on the daytime
social and community offer. Viable community
facilities/amenities must be required when planning
permission is given to new developments, including
financial support to ensure the continued viability of
those facilities.
11.40 ‘Provision for people who cycle needs to be
carefully balanced with the needs of pedestrians at the
busiest locations.’
Such a requirement is not disputed, however, the major
issue is the balance between provision for cycling and
the all consuming, over whelming, self centred
requirements of motorised traffic.
11.43 Kennington, Oval and Vauxhall Neighbourhood
Forum in the emerging Neighbourhood Plan also
expresses great concern in relation to:
‘Vauxhall’s increase in residents will also require
investment in its social and green infrastructure and
parts of Vauxhall are already deficient in access to
multiple types of open space.’

PN02

An amendment has been made to ensure the diverse evening economy is
appropriately managed. See also Local Plan policy ED8 which requires a
management plan and customer management plan, including mitigation
measures.

PN2 of the DRLLP Proposed Submission Version

PN02

PN2h), PN2i) and PN2j) of the DRLLP Proposed Submission Version seek to reduce
traffic and improve opportunities for walking and cycling.

See PN2h), PN2i) and PN2j) of the DRLLP Proposed
Submission Version.

PN02

As set out in the supporting text, the council will work in partnership with local
stakeholders to development public realm improvements in north Vauxhall.

Supporting text to PN2 of the DRLLP Proposed
Submission Version states:

b) Promoting the new retail cluster, Vauxhall Cross,
which will increase the vitality of the area and form
a growth pole in keeping with the CAZ designation;
creating opportunities for affordable retail; and
focusing active-frontage uses to support the retail
cluster and underpin its viability, ensuring that the
diverse evening economy offer is appropriately
managed. At least 25 per cent of ground floor units
within the retail cluster should be in A1 retail use
to meet the needs of local residents and workers;

The council will work in partnership with local
stakeholders to develop public realm
improvements in north Vauxhall.
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Kennington,
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Historic England

119/29

Representation Wording
The proposal for public realm improvements is
inadequate and will, therefore, not be sufficiently
effective and will not make up for the deficiency in
green spaces and open spaces, particularly bearing in
mind the vast increase in the residential community
predicted over the next few years. Specific proposals
for improved public realm and access to open space
must be included with reference to South Lambeth
Road. The new developments in Nine Elms must not be
allowed to exclude and ignore the current residential
and business community centred on South Lambeth
Road.
11.44 As identified in the emerging Kennington, Oval
and Vauxhall Neighbourhood Plan, and referred to in
the draft LLP, KOV Forum, supported by the KOV
community, is deeply concerned about the air quality in
Vauxhall and in most other parts of the north of the
Borough.
KOV Forum is also concerned to ensure that the
requirements of the energy masterplan are applied and
enforced without exception and planning applications
which do not adhere to this key, essential requirement
are not approved. If the policy is not applied on a non
negotiable basis, it goes without saying, it will be
pointless and ineffective.
PN2 (q) As the tall buildings policy has already allowed
highly inappropriate development in the Vauxhall area
and the local authority is determined to pursue such a
policy, objections appear to be futile. (Towers are the
enemies of social vitality. They are silent stakes driven
through a city’s sense of community: mere memorials to
Britain’s greed for foreign cash in the 21st century, and
to a newly philistine public realm.)
It is regrettable that the draft revised Plan seeks to
delete paragraphs 11.28 of the supporting text and the
first sentence of criterion q) of the policy itself. These
points outline the sensitive and important nature of the
area’s historic environment; this has not diminished
since 2015. The omission of these points therefore
weakens the Plan in heritage terms. We acknowledge
that the area has been identified as an Opportunity Area
but this has been the case since 2012, well before the
2015 version of the Plan was adopted. The 2015 version
was drafted with reference to the 2012 OPAF as such it
is not clear how the situation regarding the significance
of the historic environment has changed since then. The
evidence does not appear to justify this change of
approach. The revised “Environment” section of the

Policy

Officer Response

Proposed Change

PN02

The policy supports measures to improve air quality, recognising it is an air
quality focus area.

No change.

PN02

Planning applications will be required to meet the requirements of the policies
set out in the development plan, unless material planning considerations indicate
otherwise.

No change.

PN02

Any proposal for tall buildings are assessed against policy Local Plan policy Q26.

No change.

PN02

Change to supporting text and policy to address Historic England's concerns that
the significance of heritage assets in Vauxhall are not recognised.

Supporting text to PN2 of the DRLLP Proposed
Submission Version states:
11.20. Vauxhall sits within the setting of and
approaches to the Westminster World Heritage
Site. Riverside views to the Thames and Houses of
Parliament are some of the most ‘special’ in
London. In recognition of this, two background
consultation areas protect strategic views to the
Palace of Westminster. Albert Embankment
contains some important and sensitive buildings,
some of which are listed. It is designated as a
conservation area.
PN2 states: n) remaining locations appropriate for
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Policy

Officer Response

supporting text (pg. 329) simply lists the heritage assets
within the Albert Embankment area and does not
reinforce the significance of these places.

tall buildings are identified in Annex 11. For greater
detail on the composition of the cluster, see the
Vauxhall Area SPD. The appropriateness of tall
building development will be subject to acceptable
impacts on the settings of heritage assets
(especially the Westminster World Heritage Site).
See Local Plan policies Q19 and Q26.

The policy and supporting text should recognise the
irreplaceable nature of the historic environment and
heritage assets, it should convey the importance of the
historic environment and how it helps creates a sense of
local distinctiveness and contributes towards the
creation of high quality places that people want to live
and work in. The need to conserve or enhance the
historic environment should be referred to explicitly;
this could be added to criterion q) as a minor
amendment.

VCI Holding Ltd

126/6

Individual

14/2

Kennington,
Oval and
Vauxhall
Neighbourhood
Forum

102/13

Theatres Trust

149/19

Port of London
Authority

17/10b

The reduction of a heritage emphasis in the policy PN2
is all the more confusing given that paragraph 3.9 of the
2018 Vauxhall and Albert Embankment Tall Buildings
Assessment concludes that there is no scope to add to
the number of tall buildings already approved in the
Albert Embankment area due to the very limited
number of suitable remaining sites.
Part q) of this policy sets out that heights in the region
of 150m may be acceptable in the core area, but we
would encourage the council to revisit this height
guidance in light of the emerging schemes within the
VNEB area where taller heights have been permitted, as
detailed further below.
I could not understand what changes are planned for
the bus station site at Vauxhall and if the railway arches
at Vauxhall are going to be renovated.
Tyers Street: Reference to Tyers Street appears to be
omitted in this section. As already demonstrated by the
community in the immediate area, the Local Plan must
include improvements to the public realm along Tyers
Street, including a significant increase in green
infrastructure with a view to pedestrianising. The policy
for this area will be a great deal more effective and
comprehensive to ensure it adequately serves the needs
of the local residential community and the new
residents accommodated in new developments if it
covers investment in improving the environment of
Tyers Street.
Policy PN2 Vauxhall We support the broadening of uses
within the new Vauxhall Cross district town centre to
include creative and cultural uses.
As noted under the Waterloo and South Bank comments
above, consideration must be given ensuring there is
appropriate life saving equipment in the area, and the

Proposed Change

PN02

See Q26 and Annex 11 for the approach to tall buildings in Vauxhall.

See Q26 and Annex 11.

PN02

Planning permission has been granted for a new bus station. As set out in PN2d)
the council will encourage and facilitate the use of the railway arches for
employment and business uses and also cultural, artistic and community uses.
As set out in the supporting text, the council will work in partnership with local
stakeholders to development public realm improvements in north Vauxhall.

No change.

PN02

Supporting text to PN2 of the DRLLP Proposed
Submission Version states:
The council will work in partnership with local
stakeholders to develop public realm
improvements in north Vauxhall.

PN02

Support noted.

No change.

PN02

The requirements for riparian lifesaving equipment have been added to policy
Q24.

Q24d) states:
Development fronting the river should provide
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maximisation of use, where appropriate of existing
riverside infrastructure, for both passengers and freight.

Proposed Change
riparian life-saving equipment where necessary
and appropriate.
Supporting text to Q24 states:

TfL Commercial
Development

172/27

CLS Holdings plc

181/7

Vauxhall One

211/10

Policy PN2 Vauxhall
TfL CD are supportive of the vision for the Vauxhall area
set out within the draft Local Plan which is mainly
consistent with the objectives set out in the OAPF for
the area. It is welcome
that the draft Local Plan recognises that Vauxhall will
see the development of approximately 3,500 new
homes and the creation of at least 8,000 new jobs
within a new district centre.
The draft plan Policy PN2 (Vauxhall) seeks to reinforce
the character of the Glasshouse Walk area. The policy
seeks to develop a creative residential quarter centred
on Vauxhall Walk. The Spring Garden’s site located on
Vauxhall Walk is currently occupied by the National
Crime Agency and is therefore within office use. Our
client’s recent development at Spring Mews comprises
student accommodation, office floorspace and serviced
apartments/ Hotels fronting Vauxhall Walk. The area is
therefore not primarily characterised by existing
residential uses and is mixed use in character and our
client’s aspirations for both the Rose and Spring Mews
would be to maintain these for commercial uses which
is in accordance with the Council’s own policies as set
out above. The aspirations for the ‘Glasshouse Walk
character area’ are overly prescriptive given the broad
area that this covers and are therefore in conflict with
the existing land uses and we would suggest that the
area should be promoted for mixed use development.
The Council sees local heritage as an important cultural
asset and have produced a list of sites.
Vauxhall One would like to underline the value in adding
the Vauxhall Pleasure Gardens to this list. The Pleasure
Gardens have an unique historical importance as the

PN02

Support noted.

PN02

Change to reference the Glasshouse Walk area as a mixed-use area.

The council will continue to support initiatives
which deliver a safe and attractive river
environment including suicide prevention
measures (CCTV, signage, and information) and
lighting initiatives such as the Illuminated River
project. The provision of riparian life-saving
equipment such as grab chains, access ladders and
life buoys will be considered on a case by case
basis taking account of the type of development,
its location and any potential risks.
No change.

PN2 of the DRLLP Proposed Submission Version
states:
3. At Glasshouse Walk, to reinforce the character
of this area, lower density development than
elsewhere in the Vauxhall area will be supported:
developing a creative mixed-use quarter centred
on Vauxhall Walk; maximising opportunities for the
use of the railway arches for commercial, leisure
and night-time uses; promoting creative uses
around Vauxhall Walk; improving existing public
spaces including Pedlar’s Park; and regenerating
Vauxhall Pleasure Gardens to create a high quality
public green space that serves a community focal
point which is highly connected, accessible, active
and safe.

PN02

Change to reflect the cultural and historical importance to the Vauxhall Pleasure
Gardens.

Supporting text to PN2 of the DRLLP Proposed
Submission Version states:
11.26. Vauxhall has a small but growing town
centre. Vauxhall has a range of cultural and
creative activities, including the Newport Street
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211/11

The council wants to promote visitor attractions in
Vauxhall but stresses that the management structures
must be in place for them to be run properly.

Policy

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Change to reflect the cultural and historical importance to the Vauxhall Pleasure
Gardens.

Gallery, as well as a small number of successful
independent retail and food outlets. The London
Plan identifies the potential CAZ retail cluster as
having a night-time economy of regional or subregional significance and Vauxhall’s various lesbian,
gay, bisexual and transgender (LGBTQ+) venues
such as the Royal Vauxhall Tavern and the Above
the Stag theatre and other venues make a very
significant contribution to the character of the
area. Vauxhall Pleasure Gardens also has a unique
historical and cultural importance.
Supporting text to PN2 of the DRLLP Proposed
Submission Version states:

birthplace of modern entertainment. A history that
belongs to the people of Lambeth but which also has
international resonance.

PN02

Vauxhall One are putting forward plans to enable
people to learn, understand and enjoy this significant
cultural phenomenon. The BID is going to to
reinvigorate the area and to promote it locally and
nationally. Vauxhall One plans around establishing the
Pleasure Gardens as an educational and tourist
attraction – include developing a VR experience to tell
the story of the gardens and an iconic Pavilion which will
act as a beacon and a space to learn the incredible
history of the gardens.

Vauxhall One

211/12

Lambeth is proud of the cultural assets in the borough
but only the Oval House Theatre is mentioned in
Vauxhall.

PN02

Change to include reference to other cultural venues in the supporting text.

Vauxhall One would like to encourage the council to
recognise the place that Vauxhall has in the
contemporary arts scene and see the creation of the
Vauxhall Gallery District as a major cultural asset for the
borough. It should also recognise the place that Above
the Stag and (perhaps to a slightly lesser extent) the RVT
have in promoting LGBTQIA+ Theatre in the country.

Vauxhall One

211/13

• Lambeth recognises the importance of the “gayowned businesses and venues” in Vauxhall.

PN02

Comment noted.

11.26. Vauxhall has a small but growing town
centre. Vauxhall has a range of cultural and
creative activities, including the Newport Street
Gallery, as well as a small number of successful
independent retail and food outlets. The London
Plan identifies the potential CAZ retail cluster as
having a night-time economy of regional or subregional significance and Vauxhall’s various lesbian,
gay, bisexual and transgender (LGBTQ+) venues
such as the Royal Vauxhall Tavern and the Above
the Stag theatre and other venues make a very
significant contribution to the character of the
area. Vauxhall Pleasure Gardens also has a unique
historical and cultural importance.
Supporting text to PN2 of the DRLLP Proposed
Submission Version states:
11.26. Vauxhall has a small but growing town
centre. Vauxhall has a range of cultural and
creative activities, including the Newport Street
Gallery, as well as a small number of successful
independent retail and food outlets. The London
Plan identifies the potential CAZ retail cluster as
having a night-time economy of regional or subregional significance and Vauxhall’s various lesbian,
gay, bisexual and transgender (LGBTQ+) venues
such as the Royal Vauxhall Tavern and the Above
the Stag theatre and other venues make a very
significant contribution to the character of the
area. Vauxhall Pleasure Gardens also has a unique
historical and cultural importance.
No change.
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211/19
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Proposed Change

• Lambeth remains an area of high crime and crime
remains the main concern of residents. Vauxhall’s work
to reduce crime in the area and improve the night-time
safety of visitors and residents should be highlighted.

PN02

The supporting text recognises the work Vauxhall One is doing to make Vauxhall
safer, cleaner and greener for the benefit of businesses, residents, workers and
visitors. The policy requires that the evening economy is appropriately managed.

No change.

The London Plan recognises the importance of Vauxhall
to London’s overall night-time economy.

PN02

The supporting text recognises the work Vauxhall One is doing to make Vauxhall
safer, cleaner and greener for the benefit of businesses, residents, workers and
visitors. The importance of Vauxhall's night-time economy is recognised in PN2
and the policy requires that the evening economy is appropriately managed.

No change.

PN02

The policy states social infrastructure, the public realm environment and green
spaces will be further strengthened by the council's ongoing partnership with
organisations already operating in the area, including the BID.

No change.

PN02

The supporting text recognises the work Vauxhall One is doing to make Vauxhall
safer, cleaner and greener for the benefit of businesses, residents, workers and
visitors.

No change.

PN02

As set out in the supporting text, the council will work in partnership with local
stakeholders to development public realm improvements in north Vauxhall.

Supporting text to PN2 of the DRLLP Proposed
Submission Version states:

PN02

Comment noted.

The council will work in partnership with local
stakeholders to develop public realm
improvements in north Vauxhall".
No change.

PN02

As set out in the supporting text, the council will work in partnership with local
stakeholders to development public realm improvements in north Vauxhall.

Supporting text to PN2 of the DRLLP Proposed
Submission Version states:

Vauxhall One would like to highlight the work it is doing
to promote this (including building a Vauxhall Brand and
Website and marketing activity lined up for next year).
Vauxhall One would also like to emphasise our plans
and strategies working to tackle the negative elements
that can be associated with the Vauxhall clubs. Including
employing dedicated section 92 officers, investing in
CCTV, co-ordinating a group of all the major police
forces operating in the area and running the Licensing
partnership.
• Improving transport infrastructure is a major part of
the council’s plans, with the interchange between
Vauxhall overground and underground being
highlighted, as well as increasing bus routes into the
area.
Vauxhall One would like to work as part of the
partnership between LBL and TFL in the delivery of the
improved public realm following this.
• Urban Greening is highlighted as a key way to tackle
climate change - Vauxhall undertaken and the
continuing efforts of Vauxhall One to green the area
should be highlighted
• The council want to find opportunities of increasing
public green space in Nine Elms and Vauxhall as those
areas undergo redevelopment. -Godin Street - Newport
Street
• Lambeth see Vauxhall as an area which will see major
economic and social benefits from redevelopment but
are keen to make sure that it does not lose its unique
identity and character.
Vauxhall One can highlight the work it is doing in
promoting a brand that helps preserve this identity.
Goding Street, Albert Embankment and Newport street
offer significant opportunity for economic growth
increased employment and aesthetic improvement.
Goding Street in particular is a rutted and damaged road

The council will work in partnership with local
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211/31

By 2021, Lambeth want to have “ensured that residents
live within a 20 minutes’ walk of affordable cultural
activities and that 85% of residents are engaged in
culture and keep themselves fit and healthy”.

Policy

Officer Response

an unappealing back entrance to businesses facing the
Albert Embankment. However if plans to create a
pedestrian and cycling friendly surface are advanced
there is great potential to let out more of the arches
which in turn could open towards the park creating an al
fresco dining opportunities. Therefore investment in
Godin Street will improve the local environment,
encourage greater employment opportunities and drive
up rateable income to the council.

stakeholders to develop public realm
improvements in north Vauxhall".

PN02

The Gallery District is referenced in the supporting text. Change to reflect the
cultural and historical importance to the Vauxhall Pleasure Gardens

Supporting text to PN2 of the DRLLP Proposed
Submission Version states:

PN02

Comment noted.

11.26. Vauxhall has a small but growing town
centre. Vauxhall has a range of cultural and
creative activities, including the Newport Street
Gallery, as well as a small number of successful
independent retail and food outlets. The London
Plan identifies the potential CAZ retail cluster as
having a night-time economy of regional or subregional significance and Vauxhall’s various lesbian,
gay, bisexual and transgender (LGBTQ+) venues
such as the Royal Vauxhall Tavern and the Above
the Stag theatre and other venues make a very
significant contribution to the character of the
area. Vauxhall Pleasure Gardens also has a unique
historical and cultural importance.
No change.

PN02

Change to support text to recognise that Vauxhall has capacity to provide office
space that could accommodate major new creative and digital industries.

Supporting text to PN2 of the DRLLP Proposed
Submission Version states:

Vauxhall One with LBL has put on mixture of free
activities, Summer Cinemas, Bearpit Karaoke, Victorian
Vauxhall, Rueda dance classes Anti Freeze art, that they
put on throughout the year and are planning for next
year. Again, the importance of the Vauxhall Gallery
District should be highlighted, and the work planned on
increasing the awareness of the cultural impact of the
Pleasure Gardens.

Vauxhall One

211/5

Vauxhall One

211/6

• The 10 principles set our in the Vauxhall SPD (2013) on
how to improve the area:
1. Create a sustainable mix
2. Create a new district centre for Vauxhall
3. Reinforce neighbourhood destinations
4. Rediscover the arches
5. Reconnect Vauxhall to the river
6. Improve streets and spaces
7. Connect and improve green spaces
8. Support infrastructure
9. Place making
10. Ensure a good transport experience
• Vauxhall is flagged by Lambeth Council as an
‘internationally recognised location’ and seen as a key
asset in achieving good economic growth in the area
Currently most jobs are provided in the public sector –
however, Vauxhall is recognised as being a crucial hub
to deliver more office-based, private-sector jobs to the
area, an industry that delivers greater economic returns.

Proposed Change

11.27. The London Plan identifies the emerging
CAZ retail cluster as having high commercial
growth potential. The Creative and Digital
Industries study 2017 identifies that new office
developments in Vauxhall have capacity to provide
space that could accommodate major new creative
and digital industries.
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Proposed Change

• There are 1,445 small business enterprises in Lambeth
and reportedly 35,000 self-employed residents. Vauxhall
can therefore capitalise on having an entrepreneurialfriendly feel, providing space for small businesses and
sole-traders to flourish.

PN02

Change to support text to recognise that Vauxhall has capacity to provide office
space that could accommodate major new creative and digital industries.

Supporting text to PN2 of the DRLLP Proposed
Submission Version states:

Vauxhall One has initiatives in place in its new B2B
marketing plan that are directly aimed at encouraging
entrepreneurial and SME activity in the area. There is
significant scope for joint working between the BID and
LBL on this.
• Vauxhall Cross is designated as an Air Quality Focus
Area. The Council flags this area as one of the places
that has the lowest air quality and highest public
exposure.
Vauxhall One is bringing forward Green Walls, increased
greening, pocket parks. Vauxhall One would like to work
with LBL to bring forward opportunities to green streets
in the Vauxhall. Given poor air quality surrounding the
gyrator Vauxhall One would like to work with LBL to
encourage TFL to make the Hub for ultra low emission
buses.
Do not sanitise it and keep the village feel and avoid tall
towers away from the river
I am strongly opposed in the weakening of existing
restrictions to the erection of tall buildings in the
Vauxhall area, especially where they are adjacent to
existing Conservation Areas. This is a desperate attempt
by Lambeth to tweak its policy wording to making it
easier to build ever more tall buildings in the area,
which would be a terrible policy mistake that will blight
the area for decades to come.
• The following areas are of interest to the council:
1. Lambeth Gateway
2. Central Embankment
3. Glasshouse Walk
4. Vauxhall Cross
5. Miles Street
6. Pascal Place
TfL CD welcomes Lambeth’s recognition that Vauxhall
bus station is suitable for redevelopment. TfL CD will
work closely with Lambeth regarding the
redevelopment of the bus
station and there may be an opportunity to optimise
residential development in suitable locations at this site
in the future.

11.27. The London Plan identifies the emerging
CAZ retail cluster as having high commercial
growth potential. The Creative and Digital
Industries study 2017 identifies that new office
developments in Vauxhall have capacity to provide
space that could accommodate major new creative
and digital industries.
PN02

The policy states social infrastructure, the public realm environment and green
spaces will be further strengthened by the council's ongoing partnership with
organisations already operating in the area, including the BID.

No change.

PN02

The approach to tall buildings is set out in policy Q26 and Annex 11.

No change.

PN02

See Local Plan policy Q26.

PN02

There is no proposed weakening of the tall building approach in Vauxhall. In
response to consultation responses the locations considered appropriate for tall
buildings in Vauxhall have been reduced in area and the height threshold in a
number of locations is proposed to be lower than is currently the policy position
under the Lambeth Local Plan, 2015. The policy approach is therefore getting
stricter rather than more relaxed. It should be noted also that the Council has restructured the wording of Policy Q26 to place greater emphasis on conservation
considerations.
Comment noted.

PN02

Support noted.

No change.

No change.
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Policy

• Lambeth wants more businesses from the creative and PN02
digital industries (CDI) to move into the borough. This is
a major push as an entire strategic document has been
created around it. However, there is an odd discrepancy
as Vauxhall is clearly highlighted being able to deliver
new, private-sector job growth in the Lambeth Plan, but
is then overlooked (with a major focus on Brixton) as an
area that could deliver more CDI jobs.
Vauxhall One working with agents on strategies to bring
a diverse business mix into the area. Vauxhall One has
developed a new place-brand deliberately positioning
Vauxhall as the sort of place that will resonate with CDI
businesses.
The principles set out in the policy parts F and G are
supported. The traffic reduction, the creation of highquality public spaces and the improved linkages within
the town centre and connections with adjoining areas
would enhance the overall character and successfulness
of Brixton.
We continue to be supportive of providing a 50/50%
split between A1 and A3 within the ground floor of the
markets. The Markets collectively offer a balanced mix
of services for the community – from the fishmongers
and green grocers, to retail and restaurants that reflect
the diverse nature of Brixton and we are keen for this to
continue.
We note that the policy now refers to floorspace as
follows “where no less than 50 per cent of floorspace
should be in A1 use and no more than 50 per cent
floorspace should be in A3 use within each indoor
market (Brixton Village, Market Row, Reliance Arcade),
subject to a management plan being in place that is
agreed between the council and the managers of the
indoor markets.” The policy then goes on to state that
“the thresholds for A1 and A3 floorspace requirements
relate to ground floor units and connected upper floors
that share the same access.” Whilst HE has no in
principle objection to providing the floorspace areas for
the market, there is some concern as to how this will be
managed now that the policy proposes to include the
upper floor units that are ancillary. At the moment,
there is a small proportion of floorspace on the first
floor that is used as ancillary space. Due to market
conditions, it cannot be confirmed at this stage which
parts of the first floors will be used as ancillary space to
some of the restaurants currently in use on the ground
floor. In addition, the size of the some of the spaces on
the first floor are currently larger than some of the units

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Change to support text to recognise that Vauxhall has capacity to provide office
space that could accommodate major new creative and digital industries.

Supporting text to PN2 of the DRLLP Proposed
Submission Version states:
11.27. The London Plan identifies the emerging
CAZ retail cluster as having high commercial
growth potential. The Creative and Digital
Industries study 2017 identifies that new office
developments in Vauxhall have capacity to provide
space that could accommodate major new creative
and digital industries.

PN03

Support noted.

No change.

PN03

Support noted.

No change.

PN03

The DRLLP Proposed Submission Version proposes to continue with the approach
of managing the proportion of A1 and A3 uses by floorspace rather than units to
ensure a range of unit sizes are maintained in each use and that existing B1 and
D1 floorspace is protected. This approach is consistent with the two planning
permissions for Brixton Village and Market Row (19/00559/FUL and
19/00559/FUL) which set out the thresholds for A1/A3 uses by both floorspace
and by unit. See Topic Paper 4: Town Centres for further justification of this policy
approach.

No change.
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on the ground floor and therefore if some of these
spaces are then included within the area overall, this
will inhibit the provision of A3 floorspace on the ground
floor. In our view, this policy wording is too prescriptive
and a more flexible approach should be taken for the
upper floor. In order to ensure that the viability and
vitality of the markets is maintained, we believe that the
policy should continue to refer to the number of units. If
not, and the floorspace approach is carried through, we
ask that this solely relates to the ground floor to ensure
that the flexibility is maintained.
Part B of policy PN3 refers to the evening economy zone
which doesn’t include the markets. Our understanding is
that part b of the policy relates specifically to markets
and that the criteria within parts c and d of PN3 do not
apply as the markets will have their own independent
management plan which will be agreed between the
council and HE.
Policy PN3 Part c) and Policy PN4 Part e). While the first
part of the policies seek to promote the growth and
diversity of the night-time economy they state further
on that ‘no more bars (A4) will be permitted’. A more
flexible approach which seeks to diversify the night time
offer would better reflect the Mayor’s ambition to
promote London as a 24-hour city and would better
capitalise on Brixton’s NT2 status and the fact that the
centre is well served by the night tube. Amendments to
Lambeth’s Policies PN3 and PN4 should take into
account the approaches set out in Policies HC6 and
SD6B of the Draft New London Plan which recognise
that diversification of town centre uses can help to
reduce cumulative impacts arising from high
concentrations of licensed premises. Policy SD6B of the
Draft New London Plan further supports the
diversification of town centres in response to the
challenges and opportunities brought about by multichannel shopping and changes in technology and
consumer behaviour.
The Mayor encourages greater collaborative approaches
through strategic and local partnership working to
develop strong, resilient and adaptable town centres in
accordance with Draft New London Plan Policy SD9.

Regarding para c, the Evening Economy Management
Zone is welcome in principle but is far too small to offer
much relief to Town Centre residents, as previously
referred to under ED8 above.

Policy

Officer Response

Proposed Change

PN03

Uses in the indoor markets will be managed by PN3b).

See PN3b) of the DRLLP Proposed Submission
Version.

PN03

The policy has been amended to offer a more flexible approach to A4 uses in the
evening economy management zone by applying a threshold approach.

PN3c) and PN3d) of the DRLLP Proposed
Submission Version are amended to clarify that the
thresholds apply to all units:

PN03

The boundary of the evening economy management zone is considered to be the
appropriate boundary to manage the concentration of evening and night time
economy uses in this part of the town centre, based on the evidence base. See

c) implementing an evening economy
management zone which will seek to support the
growth and diversification of the evening and
night-time economy whilst managing its impact on
local residents and the local environment. In the
evening economy management zone, the
proportion of units in evening and night-time
economy uses (A3/A4/A5 and nightclubs) should
not exceed 40 per cent, taking account of
unimplemented planning permissions for change
of use. No more than 10 per cent of ground floor
units in the evening economy management zone
should be in A4 use. In addition, no more than 3 in
5 consecutive ground floor units should be in
evening and night-time economy uses (A3/A4/A5
and nightclubs), taking account of unimplemented
planning permissions for change of use. There will
be a presumption against the use of rooftops and
terraces for evening and night-time economy uses
(A3/A4/A5 and nightclubs) in the evening economy
management zone unless it can be robustly
demonstrated there will be no harmful impact as a
result of these uses.
No change.
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Name

Rep
Code

Representation Wording

Mayor of
London

70/46

Network Rail

163/1

PN3 Part e) and PN7 Part d) iii). The Mayor welcomes
the approach to supporting the Creative Enterprise
Zones in Brixton through the provision of affordable
workspace for the creative and digital industries.
Policies should also seek the protection, re-provision
and the use of necessary planning obligations to protect
against the loss of these types of spaces.
This consultation response has already provided
feedback covering several points raised within Policy T4
Public transport infrastructure. Please see further
comments below which provide additional details in
response to points raised within Policy T4 and the wider
Draft Revised Local Plan:

Brixton Society

155/37

Brixton Society

155/38

Brixton Society

155/39

Theatres Trust

149/20

Hondo
Enterprises

150/1

• Policy PN3 Brixton, Part g) - As explained earlier within
this consultation response, when considering additional
stops, the challenge here is to consider new services or
stops within the wider social and physical geography
served by this rail route. Any proposals need to
objectively assess costs / benefits to stopping additional
services within a complex and busy section of the
network. Network Rail would welcome further
engagement with Lambeth on this.
In para i, (former multi-storey car park) we still consider
that the development should include some public car
parking, in order to attract a range of shoppers to
Brixton, including those collecting bulky items.
In para r, Somerleyon Road development, note that the
waste depot provision has already been removed. We
are disappointed that the Council has been slow to
progress the housing development, despite the
enthusiasm of Brixton Green.
In para s, Tesco site in Acre Lane, it is important that the
existing supermarket use is retained in any
development.
Policy PN3 Brixton We note support within part r. for
theatre/arts facilities within the Somerleyton Road area
which would include the replacement Ovalhouse
Theatre.
Hondo Enterprises (HE) owns, leases and manages
Market Row and Brixton Village. The sites are set within
the heart of Brixton Town Centre within close proximity
of Brixton Station. The owners’ key vision is to provide a
thriving destination for shopping eating and cultural
events building on the unique character of the markets
and Brixton’s rich, diverse heritage. We welcome the
opportunity to make representations on the Revised

Policy

Officer Response

Proposed Change

PN03

Topic Paper 4: Town Centres. Elsewhere these uses will be managed through a
threshold approach.
Support noted. The loss of workspace suitable for creative and digital industries
would be would be assessed against the relevant economic development, retail
and town centre uses policies.

No change.

PN03

PN3 has been amended to remove reference to a new Overground station in the
area has been removed from due to the feasibility of the project. Instead, PN3
will focus on access improvements and improved metro-style frequency services
to improve east to west links.

PN3g) of the DRLLP Proposed Submission Version
states:

PN03

PN3k) states the council will support development on sites 15 and 16 in
accordance with the site allocation policies for those sites and the guidance and
principles set out in the Brixton Central Supplementary Planning Document.

See PN3k) and Site Allocations for 15 and 16.

PN03

Comment noted.

No change.

PN03

No change.

PN03

The council is preparing a separate Site Allocations DPD. It will consider
comments made on particular land uses for sites at that stage. The policy does
not prevent a supermarket being reprovided on site.
Support noted.

PN03

Comment noted.

No change.

g) improving the quality of public transport
provision and interchange; seeking further
improvements in the quality and connectivity of
public transport such as a fully accessible
refurbished mainline train station; working with TfL
to open the rear entrance to Brixton Underground
Station on Electric Lane; delivering a cycle parking
hub near the tube station; and exploring
opportunities to improve access to east to west rail
links.

No change.
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Name

Rep
Code

Hondo
Enterprises

150/4

Brixton Society

155/11

Brixton Society

155/34

Brixton Society

155/35

Brixton Rec
Users Group

37/1

Representation Wording
Draft Lambeth Local Plan and we look forward to
continued engagement throughout the Local Plan
process. This letter outlines a number of key comments
and observations which we would like to record on the
draft of the Lambeth Local Plan mainly relating to the
policies relevant to Market Row, Brixton Village and
Brixton Town Centre.
Policy PN3 Brixton We are strongly supportive of the
overarching ambition to ensure that Brixton’s role as a
distinctive major multicultural and diverse town centre
will be safeguarded and promoted through careful and
sensitive regeneration, recognising its local heritage and
historic built environment, with a specific focus on
different character areas, and supporting economic,
social and environmental sustainable development.
However the proposed boundary (map 5) of the Brixton
Evening Economy Management Zone is ridiculously
small. Ideally it should cover the whole of Brixton Town
Centre, but as a minimum to protect existing residential
accommodation, it must include: • The triangle
bounded by Atlantic Road, Brixton Road and
Coldharbour Lane; • 1-9 Acre Lane (mainly to protect
residents of Porden Road); • The block bounded by
Brixton Station Road, Popes Road, Canterbury Crescent
and Brixton Road.
PN3 Brixton: What is not clear is the extent of the area
where this policy package applies. Map 5 shows a
reduced “Major Centre” boundary to previous Town
Centre plans, though some sites described under PN3
now lie outside this boundary. We deplore the Council’s
capricious changes in Town Centre boundaries, which
work against long-term planning of improvements and
only create confusion.
Changes of Use: Within paras b, c and d, target
percentages are set for different uses, but it is not clear
what these are percentages of. While we support the
thrust of these policies, it needs to be clear whether the
percentages are based on individual shopping parades,
the entire street, or the Town Centre as a whole.
Otherwise applicants will be able to evade the policy at
appeal.
The Brixton Rec Users Group have decided that they
want this paragraph from the Brixton SPD inserted into
the section on Brixton in the draft revised Lambeth Plan
BRUG played role in getting the building Grade two
listed. BRUG are long standing representative of users of
the Brixton Rec.

Policy

Officer Response

Proposed Change

PN03

Support noted.

No change.

PN03

The boundary of the evening economy management zone is considered to be the
appropriate boundary to manage the concentration of evening and night time
economy uses in this part of the town centre, based on the evidence base. See
Topic Paper 4: Town Centres. Elsewhere these uses will be managed through a
threshold approach.

No change.

PN03

The boundaries on the diagrams in the Places and Neighbourhoods section are
indicative. The town centre boundary is as per the Policies Map. The diagrams in
the Places and Neighbourhoods section have been updated to reflect new
proposed boundaries.

See Proposed Changes to the Policies Map and the
updated diagrams in the Places and
Neighbourhoods section.

PN03

Comment noted. Clauses c) and d) amended to clarify how the thresholds are to
be applied.

See PN3c) and PN3d) of the DRLLP Proposed
Submission Version.

PN03

Supporting text (community section) recognises the historical and cultural
importance of the Brixton Rec.

Supporting text to PN3 of the DRLLP Proposed
Submission Version states:
11.41: There is a need to improve and enhance
leisure and community facilities in the centre of
Brixton, including the need to improve access for
all communities. The historical and cultural
importance of the existing Brixton Recreation
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Name

Rep
Code

Mayor of
London

70/43

Mayor of
London

70/43a

Lambeth
Staying Healthy
Partnership
Board
Mayor of
London

225/6

70/45

Representation Wording

Policy

Officer Response

Can you let us know if this will happen. If not please give
reason.
Paragraph is:
The need to improve and enhance leisure and
community facilities in the centre of Brixton including
the need to improve access for all communities. The
historical and cultural importance of the existing Brixton
Recreation Centre ( Grade two listed building )to the
community is recognised and it will be retained and
refurbished;
Page 39 , section 4.2.1 of the Brixton SPD
Policy PN3 Brixton. It should be noted that Brixton and
Lambeth’s other town centres (of regional significance)
are identified in Table A1.1 of the Draft New London
Plan, containing information, including those relating to
office guidelines, strategic location and night-time
classification. Information contained in Table A1.1
should be reflected in Lambeth’s area-based policies
wherever they relate to town centres or retail clusters.
Lambeth’s successful bid in designating Brixton as a
Creative Enterprise Zone (CEZ) should be taken forward
in the Local Plan by providing maps showing the extent
of the CEZ boundary, making clear distinctions between
affordable workspace and low-cost business spaces and
differentiate between cultural uses that are
underpinned by policies which seek to protect and / or
re-provide cultural spaces and affordable workspace. It
is understood that as being designated a CEZ in
accordance with the London Plan, Lambeth will be
working closely with the Mayor’s Culture Team. The
Culture Team will be publishing guidance in Spring 2019
that will help boroughs bring forward cultural
development in their area.
We agree with the designation of an ‘evening economy
management zone’ in Brixton to manage the number of
bars in this area and align planning and licensing policy
approaches.
Policy PN3 Part c) and Policy PN4 Part e). Amendments
to Lambeth’s Policies PN3 and PN4 should take into
account the approaches set out in Policies HC6 and
SD6B of the Draft New London Plan which recognise
that diversification of town centre uses can help to
reduce cumulative impacts arising from high
concentrations of licensed premises. Policy SD6B of the
Draft New London Plan further supports the
diversification of town centres in response to the
challenges and opportunities brought about by multi-

Proposed Change
Centre (Grade two listed building) to the
community is recognised.

PN03

Changes have been made throughout the Places and Neighbourhoods section to
reflect the classifications for each town centre set out in Table A1.1.

Changes made to all relevant Places and
Neighbourhoods policies.

PN03

The extent of the CEZ is included in the Proposed Changes to the Policies Map.
PN3e) sets out the policy approach for the CEZ. The borough-wide approach to
affordable workspace is set out in ED2.

See Proposed Changes to the Policies Map January
2020.

PN03

Support noted.

No change.

PN04

The amendments to PN4 have taken account of London Plan policies and have
had regard to changing retail patterns. The policy focusses on diversifying uses in
the town centre whilst maintaining a retail core to provide retail and other local
services to residents.

See updated PN4 of the DRLLP.

498

Name

Rep
Code

Theatres Trust

149/21

Network Rail

163/7

InStreatham
BID

282/1

InStreatham
BID

Maven Plan

282/2

321/13

Representation Wording

Policy

channel shopping and changes in technology and
consumer behaviour.
The Mayor encourages greater collaborative approaches
through strategic and local partnership working to
develop strong, resilient and adaptable town centres in
accordance with Draft New London Plan Policy SD9.
Streatham We welcome reference within paragraph
PN04
11.92 to the potential for the ‘former Streatham Bingo
theatre’ to deliver cultural uses. We suggest the name is
revised though for accuracy to ‘former Streatham Hill
Theatre’.
Paragraph 11.95 (Streatham Hill and Streatham
PN04
Common stations) - Network Rail, alongside Southern /
GTR, welcome engagement with Lambeth on the subject
of accessibility at Streatham Hill and Common stations.
We agree the Town Centre's role is changing and that
PN04
there is a need to increase work spaces on the ground
floor of our high streets to boost the daytime economy
and support the retail and food and beverage offer. As a
result we accept that there will need to be changes in
the percentages of A1 retail retained but strongly
maintain a need for some level of retail to maintain the
provision for the local community.

We would like to grow a Creative Enterprise Zone for
Streatham like the plan for West Norwood to support
mixed-use development that provides workspace for
creative and digital industries.

PN04

We support this policy in in particular e) ii) which
encourages redevelopment and intensification around
Streatham station for mixed-use development including
housing. We suggest amending e ii) to read: "ii)
Streatham Central â€“ the area surrounding Streatham
Station has the potential for redevelopment potentially
with tall buildings and intensification and the council
will encourage landowners to work together to bring

PN04

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Amendments have been to accurately reflect the name of the venue.

All references to the venue have been changed to
the "former Streatham Hill Theatre".

Comment noted.

No change.

It is proposed to maintain the threshold for A1 uses in each primary shopping
area at 60 per cent rather than the 50 per cent proposed in the Draft Revised
Lambeth Local Plan.

PN4b) of the DRLLP Proposed Submission Version
states:

Creative Enterprise Zones are identified by the Mayor of London. However the
policy has been amended to reference support for growth in creative and digital
industries in Streatham.

The approach to tall buildings in set out in Local Plan policy Q16.

safeguarding retail uses in the two primary
shopping areas (Streatham Hill and Streatham
Central) and supporting appropriate new retail
uses. Within the major centre as a whole, no fewer
than 60 per cent of ground floor units in each of
the two primary shopping areas (Streatham Hill
and Streatham Central) are to be in A1 use and
within each area no more than 25 per cent food
and drink use (A3/A4/A5) and no more than 2 in 5
consecutive food and drink uses. Outside of the
two primary areas ground floor uses should be A, D
or B1 use class. No more betting shops or payday
loan shops will be supported across the centre as a
whole.
PN4a) of the DRLLP Proposed Submission Version
states:
supporting development which enhances the
vitality and viability of the town centre by bringing
forward new housing, retail, leisure, offices and
workspace for creative and digital industries, whilst
being sensitive to the centre’s conservation area
status and valued heritage assets.
No change.
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Name

Rep
Code

Maven Plan
Lambeth Green
Party

321/6
215/36

Lambeth Green
Party

215/37

InStreatham
BID

Network Rail

282/3

163/5

Representation Wording
forward a mixed use development with retail at ground
floor and housing on upper floor levels."
We support a) Streatham is a major town centre.
Streatham Policy PN4 and the accompanying supporting
text sets out a vision for Streatham which focuses on
attracting people to the area to shop. This is in contrast
to the problem previously identified in the Streatham
Masterplan of the need to keep local people in the area
to shop in order to create a resilient local economy. We
would like to see the focus for this area stay on keeping
residents shopping locally, and in turn keeping money
circulating in the local economy, by providing good
access for local people to useful close amenities, in
particular through being able to walk and cycle easily
around the area.
The draft plan as it stands makes no mention of cycling
or walking improvements under policy PN4 - we hope to
see this change in the final draft of the Local Plan.

Policy

Officer Response

Proposed Change

PN04
PN04

Support noted.
PN4b) seeks to maintain 60 per cent of units in A1 use in each primary shopping
area to maintain retail uses and other local services. This will assist in ensuring
that residents can access services locally.

No change.
No change.

PN04

PN4d) supports improvements to walking and cycling through improvements to
the safety and accessibility of public realm and through measures to reduce the
impact and dominance of road traffic.

PN4d) of the DRLLP Proposed Submission Version
states

We agree with the need for diversification of the high
street but feel the need to protect the primary shopping
area in central Streatham. This retail offer is essential to
supporting the F&B offer locally and policy needs to
protect and maintain the sizes of units.

PN04

11.101 - Additional stops at Clapham High Street for
Victoria bound services would face challenges to

PN05

It is proposed to maintain the threshold for A1 uses in each primary shopping
area at 60 per cent rather than the 50 per cent proposed in the Draft Revised
Lambeth Local Plan. See Topic Paper 3: Town Centres for further justification for
the proposed changes to the boundary of the Streatham Central Primary
Shopping Area.

The creation of a rail service from Clapham High Street to Victoria remains a
council aspiration.

: supporting sustainable travel, the accessibility
and use of public transport including buses and rail
services, walking and cycling through
improvements to the safety and accessibility of
public realm and public transport facilities and
through measures to reduce the impact and
dominance of road traffic and to improve air
quality. Development should have regard to
parking stress across much of the area and in
particular on streets around the town centre and
the stations including Norbury station situated just
outside the borough.
PN4b) of the DRLLP Proposed Submission Version
states:
safeguarding retail uses in the two primary
shopping areas (Streatham Hill and Streatham
Central) and supporting appropriate new retail
uses. Within the major centre as a whole, no fewer
than 60 per cent of ground floor units in each of
the two primary shopping areas (Streatham Hill
and Streatham Central) are to be in A1 use and
within each area no more than 25 per cent food
and drink use (A3/A4/A5) and no more than 2 in 5
consecutive food and drink uses. Outside of the
two primary areas ground floor uses should be A, D
or B1 use class. No more betting shops or payday
loan shops will be supported across the centre as a
whole.
No change.
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Name

Individual

Stockwell
Group Practice

Brixton Society

Rep
Code

298/1

177/1

155/41

Representation Wording
implement. The station is on a busy and mixed-use
approach to Victoria, which is a critical location for Citywide and South-East regional rail capacity and
performance. Any service change here or alteration of
the timetable would have to be considered objectively
in terms of the benefits / costs of all rail users. Please
note that the Crossrail 2 proposal, although serving
stations further South-west, has a core aim to relieve
pressure on the Northern Line.
Note planning issues for Clapham Common relies on
support for Clapham Common Master Plan and
conclude that there is a need to review thoroughly to
ensure compatibility across policies. The Common and
its surrounds need to be seen as a unity. See plan notes
the intent to allow increased densities of population but
needs stronger policies to ensure the City, Lambeth and
Clapham remain healthy; improve health and remain a
good place to live. Would like to see more rigorous
policies for the protection of outdoor amenities,
activities, sports and 'nature'. Regret there does not
seem to be an indication of the relationship of Lambeth
and Wandsworth Borough Council who have planning
responsibilities for part of the Common but do not own,
manage or help finance this land

These representations have been submitted by hgh
Consulting on behalf of the Stockwell Group Practice
(“the Group”), the owners and operator of land at 107
Stockwell Road, in response to the consultation on the
Draft Revised Lambeth Local Plan (October 2018).
The Group supports the Council’s vision for Stockwell as
a “distinct centre with a clear and distinguishable
community focus and heart and a clear physical sense of
place supported by its heritage assets”.
PN6 Stockwell: This policy is limited in scope but
broadly supported.

Policy

Officer Response

Proposed Change

PN05

An amendment has been made to the supporting text to reflect that Common is
cross-border with London Borough of Wandsworth.

Supporting text (environment section) to PN5 of
the DRLLP Proposed Submission Version states:

PN06

Support noted.

Clapham Common is designated Metropolitan
Open Land and part of the Common is cross-border
with the London Borough of Wandsworth. It was
awarded a Green Flag Award in 2018.Together
with the High Street, it lies within a conservation
area. It is an extremely popular community space
and venue for formal and informal leisure and
recreational activities. The Common’s sports
facilities include football, rugby and
lacrosse/hockey pitches, tennis and basketball
courts and a bowling green, all of which are used
for local sports participation. It also hosts festivals
and music events, some of which draw up to
twenty thousand participants and spectators, with
people coming from across the capital and beyond.
The Clapham Common Management Advisory
Committee has developed a masterplan and a
Management Plan for improvements to Clapham
Common – many of which have already been
carried out – with due regard to the heritage
importance of the Common, working jointly with
the neighbouring borough of Wandsworth. Though
generally Clapham is considered to have good
access to all forms of open spaces, parts of the
area is deficient in access to smaller parks.
No change.

PN06

Support noted.

No change.
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Name
Norwood
Action group et
al

Rep
Representation Wording
Code
196/465 a)

Policy

Officer Response

Proposed Change

PN07

It is noted that this has been highlighted by the respondent as not being carried
forward in the DRLLP. No further comment has been provided.

No change.

PN07

No change has been made to Site 18 which includes new public space as a
preferred use.

No change.

PN07

Increased parking has been delivered through recent improvements.

No change.

Note no explicit mention of car parking in draft LLP.
Impact on viability and vitality of centre as evidenced by
businesses concerns about the outcome of StreetWorks.
196/468 and explores the potential for a local energy network

PN07

No change.

Energy network is omitted from the draft other than in
the table for Site 18. Is the table correct?
196/471 to increase the amount and quality of retail

Site allocation 18 states that support will be given to development that explores
the potential for a local energy network within the
development.

PN07

The policy has been amended to seek to improve the quality and variety of retail
floorspace rather than an increase.

PN7a) of the DRLLP Proposed Submission Version
states:

a new public space to provide a main focal point for the
town centre
car parking, which should be minimised
training and investment schemes
transport improvements
explores the potential for a local energy network
opportunities for landmark buildings

Norwood
Action group et
al

Norwood
Action group et
al

Norwood
Action group et
al
Norwood
Action group et
al

Respondent highlights that this text has not been
carried forward in the DRLLP
196/466 a) West Norwood Town Centre Opportunity Site –
promoting retail-led mixed-use development including
housing; a new public space to provide a main focal
point for the town centre
Public Space lost from PN7 other than in the table for
Site 18, (ix). Annex 9 states “no change” in policy.
196/467 smaller retail units fronting Norwood Road and car
parking, which should be minimised;

Increased retail, but how? Empty policy.

a) The council will promote the role of West
Norwood/Tulse Hill as a vibrant district centre
through the development of key sites, to improve
the quality and variety of retail floorspace and to
increase workspace, education uses, community
facilities, cultural uses and housing. Development
in the area will need to be of a scale and form
related and appropriate to its context with
particular regard to local views and heritage assets.
Housing densities should be optimised, particularly
on highly accessible sites and where there is a
broader need to realise a range of public benefits
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Name

Rep
Code

Representation Wording

Norwood
Action group et
al

196/472 education, community facilities

Norwood
Action group et
al

196/473 cultural uses

Norwood
Action group et
al

196/474 and housing

Policy

PN07

Where? How? Empty policy.

PN07

Where? How? Empty policy.

Presumably Site 18, where current plans are very
unambitious, and CEZ.

PN07

Officer Response

Proposed Change
through major regeneration opportunities, such as
Site 18. The role and contribution of West
Norwood cemetery as a major historic asset and
visitor attraction will be promoted.
PN7a) of the DRLLP Proposed Submission Version
states:

The policy states the council will promote the role of West Norwood/Tulse Hill as
a vibrant district centre through the development of key sites, to improve the
quality and variety of retail floorspace and to increase workspace, education uses,
community facilities, cultural uses and housing.
a) The council will promote the role of West
Norwood/Tulse Hill as a vibrant district centre
through the development of key sites, to improve
the quality and variety of retail floorspace and to
increase workspace, education uses, community
facilities, cultural uses and housing. Development
in the area will need to be of a scale and form
related and appropriate to its context with
particular regard to local views and heritage assets.
Housing densities should be optimised, particularly
on highly accessible sites and where there is a
broader need to realise a range of public benefits
through major regeneration opportunities, such as
Site 18. The role and contribution of West
Norwood cemetery as a major historic asset and
visitor attraction will be promoted.
The policy states the council will promote the role of West Norwood/Tulse Hill as PN7a) of the DRLLP Proposed Submission Version
a vibrant district centre through the development of key sites, to improve the
states:
quality and variety of retail floorspace and to increase workspace, education uses,
community facilities, cultural uses and housing.
a) The council will promote the role of West
Norwood/Tulse Hill as a vibrant district centre
through the development of key sites, to improve
the quality and variety of retail floorspace and to
increase workspace, education uses, community
facilities, cultural uses and housing. Development
in the area will need to be of a scale and form
related and appropriate to its context with
particular regard to local views and heritage assets.
Housing densities should be optimised, particularly
on highly accessible sites and where there is a
broader need to realise a range of public benefits
through major regeneration opportunities, such as
Site 18. The role and contribution of West
Norwood cemetery as a major historic asset and
visitor attraction will be promoted.
Housing will be supported in the town centre and in the wider West
PN7a) of the DRLLP Proposed Submission Version
Norwood/Tulse Hill area.
states:
a) The council will promote the role of West
Norwood/Tulse Hill as a vibrant district centre
through the development of key sites, to improve
the quality and variety of retail floorspace and to
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Norwood
Action group et
al
Norwood
Action group et
al

Knight's Hill
Councillors

Norwood
Action group et
al

Norwood
Action group et
al

Rep
Code

Representation Wording

196/475 b) It will safeguard and encourage shopping uses
How? Empty policy.
196/476 Throughout the centre as a whole, there should be no
more than 15 per cent and no more than 2 in 5
consecutive A5 uses
May be hard to apply if mixed A3 and A5 come forward.
Are empty shops a better option which could be the
consequence of strict application of policy?
84/5
Retail in town centres
The decline of retail is escalating with preference for
wider choice, low prices & delivery service offered by
online shopping. West Norwood has a good range of
services with high street frontage, eg: laundrette, care
agency, dry cleaners, early years nursery, bike repairs,
hairdresser, nail bar, car repair, copy-shop, bank, pawn
broker, library, cinema, car parking, train station, bus
services, auction house, cemetery, meeting rooms.
Reducing the 50% retail requirement may still be too
high for a town centre 2020 to 2024. It is vital to retain
shop fronts but not necessarily retail.
196/470 c)
youth provision
Respondent highlights that this text has not been
carried forward in the DRLLP
There is now no reference In PN7 or PN11. However
identified as an issue in Plan at 2.116 and Policy 7.3.
Currently great concerns.
196/477 c) The council will promote its development
“its” makes no sense – what is “its”? Presumably West
Norwood district centre as a whole, not just Site 18.
Essential this is clarified as developers will reference
this – c).

Policy

Officer Response

Proposed Change
increase workspace, education uses, community
facilities, cultural uses and housing. Development
in the area will need to be of a scale and form
related and appropriate to its context with
particular regard to local views and heritage assets.
Housing densities should be optimised, particularly
on highly accessible sites and where there is a
broader need to realise a range of public benefits
through major regeneration opportunities, such as
Site 18. The role and contribution of West
Norwood cemetery as a major historic asset and
visitor attraction will be promoted.
No change.

PN07

Retail uses are safeguarded through the requirement for 50 per cent of ground
floor units to be in A1 use.

PN07

The policy seeks to limit the proliferation of A5 uses but does not preclude other
uses coming forward.

No change.

PN07

It is necessary for the policy to specify a minimum percentage of A1 retail uses in
the town centre to provide necessary local retail and services. The policy allows
flexibility for other uses to come forward such as bars, restaurants and cafes to
complement the town centre's retail offer.

No change.

PN07

It is noted that this has been highlighted by the respondent as not being carried
forward in the DRLLP. Youth provision is a community facility which are
supported in the policy.

No change.

PN07

The policy has been amended for clarity.

See PN7 of the DRLLP Proposed Submission
Version.
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Norwood
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Norwood
Action group et
al
Norwood
Action group et
al
Norwood
Action group et
al

Knight's Hill
Councillors

Rep
Representation Wording
Code
196/478 c) The council will promote its development as a hub of
community life and a centre of commercial activity and
will ensure that development results in the viability and
vitality of the centre as a whole.
How? Empty policy. Word ‘optimised’ used elsewhere.
196/479 Housing densities must be maximised
Must be on ‘suburban’ scale in keeping with area, and
‘quality’ living, not bulk low quality.
196/480 as will the development of appropriate sites to meet
educational need in the area
Where? Vale Street plan cancelled.
196/430 Context
The conservation areas of Lancaster Avenue and
Norwood Cemetery area should be mentioned here.

84/1

Norwood High Street CEZ
The proposal is to remove parts of Norwood High St
(from Cotswold Street to Rothschild St and from
Windsor Grove to the Boat house by Pilgrim Hill) out of
the town centre where A1 use is required.
By becoming a Creative Enterprise Zone, future
developments will need to be B1 cultural industries use
on ground floor. A number of sites with frontage on
Norwood High St are already in the KIBA eg Milton
Lloyd, Travis Perkins, Alton Motors and so will not be in
the CEZ. Some frontage sites are already intensive
housing eg David Pitt House #24-28, flat conversions at
#68-74. Many of the shop fronts have already become
residential – some are going through planning
enforcement.
There are 2-3 pubs in the CEZ which are protected by
the Pub Policy ED9 which presumably overrides the CEZ
The empty site on the corner of Windsor Grove may
have a planning application submitted in advance of the
adoption of the Local Plan and so will not have to meet
the CEZ.
Therefore, the sites available for CDI are relatively small
(eg compare with Brixton CEZ). Traffic on the one-way
stretch is fast and not conducive to bringing west & east

Policy

Officer Response

Proposed Change

PN07

The policy has been amended for clarity.

See PN7 of the DRLLP Proposed Submission
Version.

PN07

Densities will be considered on a case by case basis, in accordance with the
design-led approach set out in the London Plan.

No change.

PN07

See Infrastructure Delivery Plan.

No change.

PN07

Reference to conservation areas has been added to the supporting text.

Supporting text to PN7 of the DRLLP states:

PN07

The CEZ has been amended. Instead, it is proposed to designate a Creative
Business Cluster to support mixed-use development which provides appropriate
workspaces for creative and digital industries. As set out in the policy PN7,
residential on the upper floors will not be supported if it negatively affects the
function of the Business Cluster or the function of the adjacent KIBA. A
neighbourhood development order would need to be taken forward by the
designated neighbourhood forum. The council will produce a Supplementary
Planning Document for this section of Norwood High Street.

11.94. There are a number of conservation areas in
the area, including Lancaster Avenue, Rosendale
Road and West Norwood. The area around St
Luke’s Church and West Norwood station is
evolving as a cultural and heritage hub with a
number of sites and buildings of interest, including
West Norwood Cemetery, Portico Gallery, South
London Theatre, West Norwood Health and Leisure
Centre and the new cinema and library complex.
West Norwood CEZ is now proposed as the West
Norwood Creative Business Cluster. See PN7f)(iii)
of the DRLLP Proposed Submission Version.
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Rep
Code

173/13

Representation Wording

Policy

Officer Response

Proposed Change

PN07

The policy for West Norwood Central Retail Area has been amended.

PN7f)(i) of the DRLLP Proposed Submission Version
states:

sides of the street together. The Brixton CEZ gets
discount rents in the Local Plan – but not in Norwood
CEZ. More support will be needed to give Norwood
High Street an uplift. Artists need discounted rents, &
are not usually found in new build – is the idea the
residential above will cross subsidize?
We need to take care that the CEZ is not seen as mainly
as an enabler for housing in the commercial area.
Housing will start to limit the KIBA uses. Can we require
the CDI units in the ground floor be required to be
occupied before the housing? Can we also prefer 100%
KIBA use for CDI rather than partial SCDI topped with
multiple floors of housing?
We do want to encourage substantial improvements to
Norwood High St, currently the shabbiest main street in
West Norwood. Is a Neighbourhood Development
Order an option? Or a Planning Brief?
Traffic calming measures need to be part of the
approach.
Heights of any new building must be limited. In an area
currently mainly 2 storey. 6 storeys was the maximum
but 4 storeys is preferred . 6 storeys on both sides of the
road risk a canyon effect with less light and more wind
tunnels .
Detailed factual corrections and comments on Policy
PN7
d) delete reference to the development being retail-led,
and refocus on creative enterprise (see comments
above).

i) West Norwood Central Retail Area (Site 18) –
promoting mixed-use development including
housing; a new street frontage pulled back to
widen the shopping parade for the town centre, an
improved east-west permeability route through
the site, preferably aligned with Chatsworth Way.
In order to incentivise land assembly and
comprehensive redevelopment opportunities the
density of new development should be optimised,
provided that the architectural quality and
detailing is of a high standard to enhance the
appearance of the town centre and does not harm
locally important views. New commercial
floorspace must provide flexible workspace to
provide opportunities for creative and digital
industries. Any redevelopment must improve the
vitality and viability of the town centre as a whole,
as well as creating a new sense of place and
attracting back shoppers who currently go
elsewhere.
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Norwood
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Norwood
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Rep
Representation Wording
Code
196/481 i) West Norwood Central Retail Area – Promoting retailled mixed-use development including housing; a new
street frontage pulled back to widen the shopping
parade for the town centre, an improved east-west
permeability route through the site, preferably aligned
with Chatsworth Way

Policy

Officer Response

Proposed Change

PN07

The policy relates to Site 18.

No change.

PN07

Any proposal would be assessed against the relevant policies in the Quality of the
Built Environment section and PN7f(i).

No change.

PN07

The reference to Ecology Park has been removed from the policy.

See PN7 of the DRLLP Proposed Submission
Version.

PN07

Uses in the KIBA will be protected by ED3 and PN7f)(ii). B2 uses, such as the bus
garage, will be protected through this policy. It should be noted that the CEZ is
now known as the West Norwood Creative Business Cluster and uses in this
cluster will complement the KIBA. The council will produce a Supplementary
Planning Document for this section of Norwood High Street.

See PN7 of the DRLLP Proposed Submission
Version.

PN07

See London Plan policy E7 and Local Plan policy ED3 which set out how industrial
uses can be intensified.

No change.

How? Empty policy.
196/485 overlooking the Ecology Park

PN07

The reference to Ecology Park has been removed from the policy.

Doesn’t exist. It is the privately owned land of West
Norwood Car Breakers. There is no development land
adjacent.
196/486 particularly attractive architectural design

See PN7 of the DRLLP Proposed Submission
Version.

PN07

No change.

How will this be assessed and enforced?
196/487 and destination uses

Any proposal would be assessed against the relevant policies in the Quality of the
Built Environment section.

PN07

PN7f)(ii) has been amended to remove reference to destination uses.

See PN7 of the DRLLP Proposed Submission
Version.

How can these be achieved? Which plots?
196/482 provided that the architectural quality and detailing is of
an exemplar standard
Developers and Officers note. How will this be assessed
and enforced?
173/14 d)ii): the location of the “Ecology Park” is unknown, is
probably a simple error and should probably be deleted,
though such a park would no doubt be welcome.
196/483 Protecting Lambeth’s largest industrial area whilst
supporting opportunities for the evolution of West
Norwood Commercial Area as a hub of creative
enterprise
How? Empty policy.
How does this relate to bus garage and paint and other
large B2 uses, and indeed car repairers etc. These uses
need places from which they can operate. Not
everywhere can be creative.

Norwood
Action group et
al
Norwood
Action group et
al
Norwood
Action group et
al
Norwood
Action group et
al

How does this relate to CEZ on Norwood High Street? d)
iii)
196/484 supporting commercially-led redevelopment to provide
an increase in the range, quality and flexibility of
business premises

What “attractive” destination uses when B2 and B8 and
sui generis, like waste processing.
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Name
Norwood
Action group et
al

Rep
Representation Wording
Code
196/488 Taller buildings and landmarks
These should not be built speculatively in hope of
demand for multi-storey commercial. Ongoing
underuse of commercial space resulting in conversion
(legal or otherwise), to low quality residential, or places
of worship. This latter space should be prioritised for
enforcement and should provide more suitable space
for many KIBA type businesses.
d)iii): Insert here Council plans to improve local
infrastructure (see comments above on CEZ)
CEZ
The designation of a CEZ in West Norwood is welcome,
but the proposal is disappointing in its lack of ambition.
A much larger CEZ is proposed in Brixton, and has
already attracted Mayoral and Council funding.
Such a small tightly drawn area along Norwood High
Street is unlikely to flourish without initial council
investment in infrastructure. Council investment is
required in the street scene in order to develop a sense
of place for the cultural and historic hub: signage, street
furniture, publicity etc, and this should be spelt out in
the Plan.
Higher buildings are mooted for Norwood High Street,
but this will create a canyon effect and increased noise
levels for existing residents. Existing traffic speeds over
this stretch are illegally high and therefore very noisy;
calming measures should be implemented before any
four-five storey buildings are approved. The Council’s
stated intention to provide pedestrian enhanced access
from the station to Norwood Park could assist in this.
The LLP should highlight what’s already there to act as a
catalyst. Furthermore, the timescale, likelihood of
Mayoral or other funding and an overall plan to
establish the CEZ should be summarised.
10. Creative Enterprise Zones are welcomed but have
weak ‘underpinning’ to enable objectives, especially in
West Norwood where no funding is committed.
6. The proposed CEZ for creative and digital industries
may help, but lacks ‘underpinning’. Issues of delivery
need specific measures, funding and promotion.

Individual

173/15

Individual

173/3

Norwood
Action Group et
al
Norwood
Action Group et
al

196/10

Norwood
Action group et
al

196/489 iii) Norwood High Street – Designating part of Norwood
High Street a Creative Enterprise Zone (CEZ)

196/24

Policy iii all new. However there appears no means to
achieve these objectives. All privately owned, and no
creative/digital planning classes exist to enforce use or

Policy

Officer Response

Proposed Change

PN07

PN7f)(ii) has been amended to remove reference to taller buildings and
landmarks.

See PN7 of the DRLLP Proposed Submission
Version.

PN07

PN7c) and PN7d) sets out improvements to public transport and improvements to
walking and cycling through the implementation of the Healthy Route Network.
The CEZ has been amended. Instead, it is proposed to designate a Creative
Business Cluster. No changes have been made to the boundary of the Creative
Business Cluster - this is considered the appropriate boundary to develop a
cluster of workspaces for creative and digital industries and to also complement
the adjacent town centre and KIBA. The council will produce a Supplementary
Planning Document for this section of Norwood High Street.

See PN7c) and PN7d) of the DRLLP Proposed
Submission Version.
See PN7f)(iii) of the DRLLP Proposed Submission
Version

PN07

Comment noted.

No change

PN07

The CEZ has been amended. Instead, it is proposed to designate a Creative
Business Cluster. See PN7f)(iii) for how the Creative Business Cluster will be
delivered. The council will produce a Supplementary Planning Document for this
section of Norwood High Street.
The CEZ has been amended. Instead, it is proposed to designate a Creative
Business Cluster. See PN7f)(iii) for how the Creative Business Cluster will be
delivered. The council will produce a Supplementary Planning Document for this
section of Norwood High Street.

See PN7f)(iii) of the DRLLP Proposed Submission
Version.

PN07

PN07

No change.
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Norwood
Action group et
al
Norwood
Action group et
al
Norwood
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Norwood
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al

Rep
Code

Representation Wording

Policy

Officer Response

Proposed Change

PN07

References have been changed to West Norwood Cultural and Heritage Area
throughout the policy for consistency.

See PN7 of the DRLLP Proposed Submission
Version.

PN07

It should be noted that it is no longer proposed to designate a Creative Enterprise
Zone in West Norwood. Instead it is proposed to designate a Creative Business
Cluster to support mixed-use development which provides appropriate
workspaces for creative and digital industries and complements the adjacent
KIBA.

References to the West Norwood CEZ have been
changed to 'West Norwood Creative Business
Cluster'.

PN07

No change.

No specific planning class for creative/digital so other
businesses could use.
196/492 such as include ancillary

Creative and digital industries can fall into a range of use classes, primarily Use
Class B1.

PN07

No change.

It seems that retail is not allowed on its own or does this
mean “ancillary” to area as a whole, not a particular
development?
196/493 iv) West Norwood Heritage and Cultural Area

A small amount of ancillary retail space could come forward as part of a mixeduse development if it was required to display or sell products being produced in
the workspace. Standalone retail units should be directed towards town centres,
as set out in the town centre first principle of the NPPF.

PN07

Cultural and Heritage Area to maintain nomenclature at
PN7 d).
196/494 community and heritage assets at Norwood Hall

References have been changed to West Norwood Cultural and Heritage Area
throughout the policy for consistency.

See PN7 of the DRLLP Proposed Submission
Version.

PN07

References to specific venues have been updated in the supporting text.

Supporting text to PN7 of the DRLLP Proposed
Submission Version states:

development of this kind. Most of the ground floor units
have slipped into residential uses already.
196/490 and the heritage and cultural area in the town centre
Cultural and Heritage Area to maintain nomenclature
set at PN7 d) above.
70/47
Lambeth should work with the Mayor’s Culture Team to
determine whether the approach to Norwood High
Street can be integrated into the designation of Brixton
as a CEZ. As stated earlier a map clearly showing the
extent of the proposed CEZ boundary should be
provided.
196/491 and creative and digital enterprises;

Incorrect. Now West Norwood Health & Leisure Centre

196/495

, West Norwood Library, Nettlefold Hall
Incorrect. Now West Norwood Library and
Picturehouse.

PN07

References to specific venues have been updated in the supporting text.

11.94. There are a number of conservation areas in
the area, including Lancaster Avenue, Rosendale
Road and West Norwood. The area around St
Luke’s Church and West Norwood station is
evolving as a cultural and heritage hub with a
number of sites and buildings of interest, including
West Norwood Cemetery, Portico Gallery, South
London Theatre, West Norwood Health and Leisure
Centre and the new cinema and library complex.
Supporting text to PN7 of the DRLLP Proposed
Submission Version states:
11.94. There are a number of conservation areas in
the area, including Lancaster Avenue, Rosendale
Road and West Norwood. The area around St
Luke’s Church and West Norwood station is
evolving as a cultural and heritage hub with a
number of sites and buildings of interest, including
West Norwood Cemetery, Portico Gallery, South
London Theatre, West Norwood Health and Leisure
Centre and the new cinema and library complex.
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Rep
Representation Wording
Code
196/496 A priority is to enhance the arrival of pedestrians
through significant improvements to West Norwood
station

Policy

Officer Response

Proposed Change

PN07

Improvements to the station will be delivered by working in partnership with
industry stakeholders.

No change.

PN07

PN7f)(v) has been amended to remove reference to landmark buildings.

See PN7f)(v) of the DRLLP Proposed Submission
Version.

The concept of taller “focal points for the gateway” has
been opposed locally previously and is contentious.
Therefore should be dropped.
196/498 and reinforce the sense of destination

PN07

The Georgian and Victorian buildings on the north side
already provide a sense of destination. Taller buildings
would harm the “setting of heritage assets” referred to
immediately following!
196/499 the density of new development should be optimised

PN7f)(v) has been amended to reference not harming locally important views or
the setting of heritage assets.

See PN7f)(v) of the DRLLP Proposed Submission
Version.

PN07

Appropriate densities will be determined through the design-led approach set out
in the London Plan.

No change.

PN07

Any proposal would be assessed against the relevant policies in the Quality of the
Built Environment section.

No change.

PN07

Comment noted.

No change.

PN07

Refurbishment is required to improve accessibility.

See PN7f)(v) of the DRLLP Proposed Submission
Version.

PN07

PN7f)(v) has been amended to remove reference to taller buildings.

See PN7f)(v) of the DRLLP Proposed Submission
Version.

PN07

Active frontages are required given the area is within the town centre.

No change.

How? Surely Network Rail led. Could be funded through
s106 and/or CIL – or Council itself. A new bridge would
be required to enable platform extension for longer
trains. Possibly includes the highway and, for example,
the route to the Leisure Centre.
196/497 v) Tulse Hill – improving its role as a gateway to the
wider West Norwood area. Taller landmark buildings are
supported where they provide a focal point for the
gateway

Does this mean maximised – high and dense? MDO47
approved scheme could be overshadowed, or a new
plan. See comments above re height and density
concerns in a suburban area.
196/500 provided the architectural quality and detailing is of an
exemplar standard
Developers and Officers note. How will this be assessed
and enforced?
196/501 or the setting of heritage assets
i.e. the Georgian and Victorian heritage assets.
196/502 Specific objectives include refurbishment of the railway
station,
Recently done. So history, or more?
196/503 taller buildings around the station
This is not supported by community or councillors on
the west side of TH station, or higher than MDO47
approved plan on the east side.
196/504 encouraging improved active frontages along either side
of the railway line
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Representation Wording

Rail track-sides and all of MDO47 are proposed as a
SINC. Active frontage on TPR doomed to failure (there
is none currently and levels issues). Council protection
of the main entrance to TH station and Station Rise for
active frontage has failed. Trying for more is not
realistic.
196/505 improved links from Tulse Hill Station to the area to its
east
What improvements? There are two entrances/exits but
surely step-free access for all platforms must be a
priority. Or is the reference relating to the access in via
MDO47?
196/506 supporting improvements to the public realm to
enhance connectivity and circulation.

Policy

Officer Response

Proposed Change

PN07

Refurbishment is required to improve accessibility.

See PN7f)(v) of the DRLLP Proposed Submission
Version.

PN07

Policy amended to include reference to improved walking and cycling. Bus routes
across the borough will be reviewed as part of the Transport Strategy
Implementation Plan.

PN7 of the DRLLP Proposed Submission States:

There is need to improve east-west bus links for jobs,
shopping and leisure fluidity. Secure bike parking spaces
are needed especially on east side where there are
none. But no explicit mention of these bus and cycle
improvements

173/16

d)iv): line three - delete “Norwood Hall, {this was
demolished in 2012}, West Norwood Library, Nettlefold
Hall {now part of the library/cinema} ” and insert “ West
Norwood Library & Picturehouse”
line nine: delete “leisure centre” and insert “Library &
Picturehouse, Health & Leisure Centre” and after “West
Norwood Cemetery” insert “and Portico Gallery”.
Norwood Park is at least ¾ mile away from the station;
is it really the Council’s plan to enhance pedestrian
access all this way along Norwood High Street and Elder
Road?

PN07

References to specific venues have been updated in the supporting text.

v) Tulse Hill – improving its role as a gateway to the
wider West Norwood area. Given the area’s high
accessibility, the density of new development
should be optimised, provided the architectural
quality and detailing is of a high standard to
enhance the appearance of the town centre and
ensure it does not harm locally important views or
the setting of heritage assets. Specific objectives
include refurbishment of the railway station, with
improved access and intensification of uses around
the station interchange; supporting higher density
residential-led growth with mixed-use retail and
food and drink uses; encouraging improved active
frontages along either side of the railway line;
improved links from Tulse Hill Station to the area
to its east; supporting improvements to the public
realm to improve safety, accessibility and
connectivity; and removal of the gyratory system
which causes significant severance to the area,
carrying high volumes of traffic on the South
Circular and resulting in a hostile environment for
walking and cycling.
Supporting text to PN7 of the DRLLP Proposed
Submission Version states:
11.94. There are a number of conservation areas in
the area, including Lancaster Avenue, Rosendale
Road and West Norwood. The area around St
Luke’s Church and West Norwood station is
evolving as a cultural and heritage hub with a
number of sites and buildings of interest, including
West Norwood Cemetery, Portico Gallery, South
London Theatre, West Norwood Health and Leisure
Centre and the new cinema and library complex.

511

Name
Eco World
London
Development
Ltd.

Rep
Code
117/10
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Norwood
Action group et
al

Policy PN7 West Norwood
Policy PN7 West Norwood supports the provision of tall
landmark buildings at Tulse Hill, which we would
support on Knolly’s Yard. The policy states that:
Tulse Hill – improving its role as a gateway to the wider
West Norwood area. Taller landmark buildings are
supported where they provide a focal point for the
gateway and reinforce the sense of destination. Given
the area’s high accessibility the density of new
development should be optimised provided the
architectural quality and detailing is of an exemplar
standard to enhance the appearance of the town centre
and does not harm locally important views or the
setting of heritage assets.
The provision of tall buildings at Knolly’s Yard would be
appropriate given its close proximity to the station, and
the potential for place making attributes for the site. As
part of any redevelopment proposals it is proposed to
include a footbridge to allow for a through route
opening up the site and benefiting residents around the
site by introducing desire lines and quick links to the
railway station. We would therefore support the
provision of tall buildings Tulse Hill and specifically at
Knolly’s Yard.
163/9
Policy PN7 West Norwood v) Tulse Hill Station - Network
Rail welcome engagement with Lambeth on aspirations
to refurbish the station. Network Rail’s Route Business
Development and Southern/ GTR should be contacted in
order to begin discussion on Tulse Hill Station.
196/424 11.127
Many use cars to access shops and services, and suitable
parking will be provided.

Norwood
Action group et
al

Respondent highlights that this text has not been
carried forward in the DRLLP
196/425 11.127
It suffers from not having a recognised hub of activity
though

Network Rail

Norwood
Action group et
al

Respondent highlights that this text has not been
carried forward in the DRLLP
196/426 11.132
There is concern in some parts of Norwood that a high
rate of conversion of family sized houses into flats is
changing the character of the area and the balance of
communities.

Policy

Officer Response

Proposed Change

PN07

Proposals for tall buildings will be assessed in accordance with Local Plan policy
Q26.

See Local Plan policy Q26.

PN07

The council will continue to engage with Network Rail.

No change.

PN07

It is noted that this has been highlighted by the respondent as not being carried
forward in the DRLLP. No further comment has been provided.

No change.

PN07

It is noted that this has been highlighted by the respondent as not being carried
forward in the DRLLP. No further comment has been provided.

No change.

PN07

It is noted that this has been highlighted by the respondent as not being carried
forward in the DRLLP. No further comment has been provided.

No change.

Respondent highlights that this text has not been
carried forward in the DRLLP
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Individual

Norwood
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Rep
Representation Wording
Code
196/427 Opportunities for new housing development on
suitable sites will be supported.
NB new policy which prevents conversion if house
150m2 or less should have same effect
196/428 11.134
The Vale Street depot has been identified as a site for
the provision of further primary school places in
Norwood (see site allocation 3). The expansion of other
existing primary schools is also being investigated to
provide additional places.
Respondent highlights that this text has not been
carried forward in the DRLLP
196/429 11.136
as a creative and cultural community hub
Respondent highlights that this text has not been
carried forward in the DRLLP
196/431 11.139
The hillsides provide challenges for older people,
parents and toddlers, and people with reduced mobility

173/10

The following has been dropped from the 2015 plan:
“Many use cars to access shops and services, and
suitable parking will be provided.” There are no
proposals as to address the problems of these groups of
challenged persons. It is therefore imperative that
“suitable parking” continues to be provided and is
included in policy.
Detailed factual corrections and comments on
description of West Norwood
11.140: numbers of types of premises needs updating to
reflect position as at beginning of 2019.

196/432 11.140
The reference to “suitable parking will be provided” has
been dropped. Now no commitment to parking. (see
JR1)

Policy

Officer Response

Proposed Change

PN07

Comment noted.

No change.

PN07

It is noted that this has been highlighted by the respondent as not being carried
forward in the DRLLP. No further comment has been provided.

No change.

PN07

It is noted that this has been highlighted by the respondent as not being carried
forward in the DRLLP. No further comment has been provided.

No change.

PN07

Additional parking has been provided as part of recent improvements. The
council will continue to prioritise parking for people with disabilities.

No change.

PN07

Reference to specific mix of units has been removed.

Supporting text to PN7 of the DRLLP states:

PN07

Additional parking has been provided as part of recent improvements. The
council will continue to prioritise parking for people with disabilities.

11.101. West Norwood/Tulse Hill has a linear
district town centre, stretching along Norwood
Road from Tulse Hill in the north and including the
northern ends of Knight’s Hill and Norwood High
Street in the south. It has a good selection of
independent retailers providing for a range of
shopping goods and services but a limited number
of multiple comparison retailers. The communityled Norwood Feast market takes place monthly.
The northern end of the centre at Tulse Hill is
performing less well and would benefit from
investment through development of key sites.
No change.
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Action group et
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Rep
Representation Wording
Code
196/433 The district centre had 174 retail and service units, 58
food and drink units and 5 betting shops in 2017, with a
ground floor vacancy level of 10%.

Policy

Officer Response

Proposed Change

PN07

Change to remove specific numbers of units to prevent the figures becoming
quickly out of date.

Supporting text to PN7 of the DRLLP states:

Not verified, other than only 3 betting shops (not 5).

Norwood
Action group et
al

196/434 The community-led Norwood Feast food market takes
place monthly.

Norwood
Action group et
al

196/435 the southern part of Norwood High Street is currently
performing comparatively weakly

Norwood
Action group et
al
Norwood
Action group et
al

Norwood
Action group et
al

PN07

An amendment has been made to remove reference to Feast being a food
market.

PN07

See Topic Paper 4: Town Centre for further justification on this approach.

11.101. West Norwood/Tulse Hill has a linear
district town centre, stretching along Norwood
Road from Tulse Hill in the north and including the
northern ends of Knight’s Hill and Norwood High
Street in the south. It has a good selection of
independent retailers providing for a range of
shopping goods and services but a limited number
of multiple comparison retailers. The communityled Norwood Feast market takes place monthly.
The northern end of the centre at Tulse Hill is
performing less well and would benefit from
investment through development of key sites.
No change.

PN07

Comment noted.

No change.

PN07

The CEZ has been amended. Instead, it is proposed to designate a Creative
Business Cluster. No changes have been made to the boundary of the Creative
Business Cluster - this is considered the appropriate boundary to develop a
cluster of workspaces for creative and digital industries and to also complement
the adjacent town centre and KIBA. The council will produce a Supplementary
Planning Document for this section of Norwood High Street.
The CEZ has been amended. Instead, it is proposed to designate a Creative
Business Cluster. See PN7f)(iii) for how the Creative Business Cluster will be
delivered. The council will produce a Supplementary Planning Document for this
section of Norwood High Street.

See PN7f)(iii) of the DRLLP Proposed Submission
Version

More than food.

Gross understatement. Failed and deprived area.
196/436 with many ground floor units vacant or being converted
to non-town centre uses
Many illegally converted.
196/437 and has been removed from the town centre boundary,
and has instead been identified as a Creative Enterprise
Zone
It should be noted that the Policies Map 6.2 includes 3
solely residential properties in Dunkirk Street.
196/438 Within the CEZ, the council will support new mixed use
development that brings forward business space to
encourage the growth of creative and digital industries
and complements the role of the Commercial Area.

11.101. West Norwood/Tulse Hill has a linear
district town centre, stretching along Norwood
Road from Tulse Hill in the north and including the
northern ends of Knight’s Hill and Norwood High
Street in the south. It has a good selection of
independent retailers providing for a range of
shopping goods and services but a limited number
of multiple comparison retailers. The communityled Norwood Feast market takes place monthly.
The northern end of the centre at Tulse Hill is
performing less well and would benefit from
investment through development of key sites.
Supporting text to PN7 of the DRLLP states:

PN07

See PN7f)(iii) of the DRLLP Proposed Submission
Version

This is an empty aspiration as there are no means to
achieve this (more later).

514

Name
Norwood
Action group et
al

Norwood
Action group et
al

Norwood
Action group et
al

Norwood
Action group et
al

Norwood
Action group et
al

Norwood
Action group et
al

Rep
Representation Wording
Code
196/439 The removal of the southern part of Norwood High
Street from the town centre boundary will help to
concentrate new retail development within the
remainder of the town centre.
This too is an empty assertion as there has been no new
retail development on Norwood High Street to
concentrate in the town centre. In addition, data
elsewhere in the Plan at 3.4 suggests there is almost no
additional demand expected for comparison goods
across whole borough through to 2041.
196/440 11.142 . A significant opportunity for town centre
improvement exists through the potential development
of the site at 286 - 362 Norwood Road
This aspiration is not robust. A current planning
application if approved would effectively render town
centre improvement policy dead.
196/441 potential development of the site at 286 - 362 Norwood
Road for a retail-led mixed-use scheme including
housing
This does not adequately define the site; factually
incorrect. It includes properties outside Site 18 and
excludes others within it.
196/442 Any redevelopment must improve the vitality and
viability of the town centre as a whole, as well as
creating a new sense of place and attracting back
shoppers who currently go elsewhere.
This requirement on redevelopment should be noted by
developers and officers.
196/443 opportunities to re-provide the existing retail unit
should be explored
Re-provision of parking must be included as frequent
heavy/bulky DIY purchases. B&Q unlikely to agree to
redevelopment otherwise, or would leave town centre.
196/444 11.143.
Within this section there’s no mention of proposed
Knolly’s and Parade Mews KIBAs.

Policy

Officer Response

Proposed Change

PN07

The de-designation of this part of the town centre will help consolidate retail in
the rest of the centre as retail and other town centre uses would no longer be
supported in this part of Norwood High Street, as per the sequential test set out
in the NPPF. See Topic Paper 4: Town Centres for further justification for the dedesignation.

No change.

PN07

This paragraph has been amended.

See paragraph 11.103 of the supporting text to
PN7 of the DRLLP Proposed Submission Version.

PN07

The address is correct.

No change.

PN07

Comment noted.

No change.

PN07

Re-provision of parking would be considered as part of any application for the site
and in accordance with the policy and site allocation.

No change.

PN07

Reference to Park Hall Road Trading Estate, Parade Mews and Knolly's Yard have
been added to the supporting text.

Supporting text to PN7 of the DRLLP Proposed
Submission Version states:
11.105. The Park Hall Road Trading Estate is
another KIBA accommodating over 100 businesses,
which is becoming an established centre for
creative industries, drawn by proximity to Brixton
and the lower rents than in neighbouring areas.
Parade Mews is a smaller cluster of studios in Tulse
Hill providing much valued space for artists and
makers, including pottery and glass blowing.
Knolly’s Yard is in use by businesses supporting the
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196/445 West Norwood has strong existing business activity in
construction, printing, retail, engineering, food, tourism
and media, and hosts a growing concentration of artists
and artists’ studios.

Policy

PN07

Officer Response

The paragraph has been amended.

Largely nonsense. In order of size: transport (bus garage
employs 450); corrosion protection; paint manufacture;
food; tourism.

Norwood
Action group et
al

Norwood
Action group et
al

Norwood
Action group et
al

196/446 It is home to the largest concentration of land in
employment use in Lambeth in the West Norwood
Commercial Area (a Key Industrial and Business Area
[KIBA])
There is no mention of removing illegal use by
numerous places of worship. These occupy industrial
space needed by small local businesses.
196/447 A number of major development sites within this KIBA
provide an opportunity to densify and intensify
workspace
What is the mechanism to achieve this.
Is there a difference between densify and intensify?
What exactly do they mean? See Appendix B.
196/448 and to increase the range and quality of business space
and jobs in the area

Proposed Change
construction sector and has further potential as
designated industrial land.
Supporting text to PN7 of the DRLLP Proposed
Submission Version states:
11.104. The main employment sectors in West
Norwood are health, education, retail and smallscale manufacturing. There has been recent
growth in professional services activities, ICT and
creative and digital industries and an increasing
concentration of artists and artists’ studios. It is
home to the largest concentration of land in
employment use in Lambeth in the West Norwood
Commercial Area Key Industrial and Business Area
(KIBA). A broad range of uses operate in the KIBA,
including manufacturing, food manufacturing,
construction, motor trade activities, wholesale
activities and waste management. It is also home
to West Norwood bus garage. A number of sites
within this KIBA provide an opportunity to densify
and intensify workspace provision in accordance
with London Plan policy on industrial land and to
increase the range, size and quality of business
space and jobs in the area. There is also an
opportunity to improve public realm and
connectivity with the wider area.
No change.

PN07

The use of units without planning permission will be dealt with through the
council's enforcement powers rather than local plan policy.

PN07

See London Plan policy E7 and Local Plan policy ED3 which set out how industrial
land can be intensified.

No change.

PN07

Comment noted.

No change.

Noted that this KIBA would not have residential on
upper floors or elsewhere on site with reprovision of
equivalent employment. So different to Knolly’s, and
what some want e.g. for Travis Perkins.
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196/449 The Park Hall Road Trading Estate is another KIBA, which
is becoming an established centre for creative
industries, drawn by proximity to Brixton and the lower
rents than in neighbouring areas.

173/11

History! No longer true; many creative businesses have
left due to ever increasing costs.
11.144, line 3, after South London Theatre: insert
“Portico Gallery”
11.144, line 4: delete “new cinema and library complex”
and insert “West Norwood Library & Picturehouse”.
11.144, line 8, “Heritage Lottery Fund investment” the
outcome of the latest and major funding bid is actually
due in January 2019. Provided this is successful, the
programme to be delivered needs to be reflected in this
para.
11.144, delete last sentence and insert ”The South
London Theatre has moved back into the Heritage
Lottery Fund restored Grade II Listed Old Fire Station.”.

196/450 The area around St Luke’s Church and West Norwood
station is evolving as a cultural and heritage hub
In this draft it is subsequently referred to as a Cultural &
Heritage Area. Which is it to be: two hubs or a single
area?
196/451 West Norwood Health and Leisure Centre

Policy

Officer Response

Proposed Change

PN07

The Park Hall Road Trading Estate does contain creative industries. This
statement is consistent with evidence contained in the KIBA Review.

No change.

PN07

References to specific venues have been updated in the supporting text.

Supporting text to PN7 of the DRLLP Proposed
Submission Version states:
11.94. There are a number of conservation areas in
the area, including Lancaster Avenue, Rosendale
Road and West Norwood. The area around St
Luke’s Church and West Norwood station is
evolving as a cultural and heritage hub with a
number of sites and buildings of interest, including
West Norwood Cemetery, Portico Gallery, South
London Theatre, West Norwood Health and Leisure
Centre and the new cinema and library complex.

PN07

The policy references the West Norwood Cultural and Heritage Area.

No change.

PN07

References to specific venues have been updated in the supporting text.

Supporting text to PN7 of the DRLLP Proposed
Submission Version states:

Cultural or heritage?! Portico would be a better
mention, or even Rosebery’s. St Lukes?

196/452 Additional Heritage Lottery Fund is being invested to
support the restoration of the Grade II Listed fire station
in Norwood High Street to be occupied by the South
London Theatre.
History. Should be deleted, unless further HLF work
expected.
196/453 The West Norwood and Tulse Hill: A Manual for Delivery
provides a vision

PN07

An amendment has been made to delete this sentence to reflect that this project
is completed.

PN07

The Manual for Delivery remains part of the evidence base and is a material
planning consideration. It has no formal weight as a planning policy document.
However, recommendations in the Manual for Delivery are reflected in PN7.

11.94. There are a number of conservation areas in
the area, including Lancaster Avenue, Rosendale
Road and West Norwood. The area around St
Luke’s Church and West Norwood station is
evolving as a cultural and heritage hub with a
number of sites and buildings of interest, including
West Norwood Cemetery, Portico Gallery, South
London Theatre, West Norwood Health and Leisure
Centre and the new cinema and library complex.
See PN7 of the DRLLP Proposed Submission
Version.

No change.
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No more status than “vision” (and included in evidence
base). Should this be given the status of policy?
196/454 The Station to Station Business Improvement District
covers both the town centre and the West Norwood
Commercial Area

Policy

Officer Response

Proposed Change

PN07

Change to reference Park Hall Road Trading Estate

Supporting text to PN7 of the DRLLP Proposed
Submission Version states:

PN07

The diagram for the PN7 has been amended to include both neighbourhood
planning areas.

11.97. The Station to Station Business
Improvement District covers the town centre, the
Park Hall Road Trading Estate and the West
Norwood Commercial Area, focussing on growing
existing business and supporting public realm
improvements. The Norwood Action Group is an
active community group.
See diagrams for PN7 of the DRLLP Proposed
Submission Version.

PN07

Comment noted.

No change.

PN07

The supporting text has been amended to remove this sentence.

See PN7 of the DRLLP Proposed Submission
Version.

PN07

Change to policy to reference improvements to green infrastructure and access
to open space.

PN7 of the DRLLP Proposed Submission Version
states:

The policy has been amended to include the removal of the gyratory system.

e) The council will support measures to increase
green infrastructure, improve access to open space
and improve air quality.
PN7 of the DRLLP Proposed Submission States:

Parkhall should be added as also in BID

Norwood
Action group et
al

Norwood
Action group et
al

Norwood
Action group et
al

Norwood
Action group et
al

Individual

196/455 In January 2016, the council designated Tulse Hill
Neighbourhood Forum to bring forward a
neighbourhood plan for the Tulse Hill neighbourhood
area
Little of the area covered by this policy. TH station and
shops in NPA. A map showing boundaries is necessary.
196/456 In July 2017, the council designated Norwood Planning
Assembly as a neighbourhood forum to bring forward a
neighbourhood plan for the Norwood Planning
Assembly neighbourhood area .
Which includes most of the three Norwood wards
including all KIBAs and the town centre.
196/457 Social rented housing is concentrated in Knight's Hill and
Gipsy Hill wards, while Thurlow Park ward is the most
affluent part of the area
Given Peabody estates are in TP ward as are the estates
off Rosendale Road and Croxted Road, probably more
accurate to say this ward has a greater spread of wealth
and poverty.
196/458 are deficient in access to multiple types of open space
and opportunities to improve this will be sought.
Nothing put forward in PN7 despite identified
deficiencies.
173/12

11.149, lines 3 - 5, delete ” good radial public transport
into and out of central London. Transport links eastwest are much weaker and need to be enhanced” and
insert “deteriorating public transport towards central
London, despite growing demand from the rising local
population. Enhanced services to central London are
required, coupled with new east-west transport links
which would assist in reducing pressure on existing
routes.”

PN07

v) Tulse Hill – improving its role as a gateway to the
wider West Norwood area. Given the area’s high
accessibility, the density of new development
should be optimised, provided the architectural
quality and detailing is of a high standard to
enhance the appearance of the town centre and
ensure it does not harm locally important views or
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Policy

Officer Response

Proposed Change

PN07

Comment noted.

the setting of heritage assets. Specific objectives
include refurbishment of the railway station, with
improved access and intensification of uses around
the station interchange; supporting higher density
residential-led growth with mixed-use retail and
food and drink uses; encouraging improved active
frontages along either side of the railway line;
improved links from Tulse Hill Station to the area
to its east; supporting improvements to the public
realm to improve safety, accessibility and
connectivity; and removal of the gyratory system
which causes significant severance to the area,
carrying high volumes of traffic on the South
Circular and resulting in a hostile environment for
walking and cycling.
No change.

PN07

An amendment has been made to include improvements to public transport in
the policy. See also the Transport Strategy Implementation Plan.

11.149, line 8, delete “in 2017-18” and insert “from
2017-18”. Add at end “A commitment is awaited from
TfL to fund the removal of the Tulse Hill gyratory, to be
completed by 2022.”.

196/459 The centre is served by West Norwood and Tulse Hill
overland railway stations at either end of the shopping
area, plus nine bus routes
12 if one includes Tulse Hill. Plus another 1, and another
1 night bus on Croxted Road.
196/460 Transport links east-west are much weaker and need to
be enhanced.

PN7 of the DRLLP states:

196/461 to enhance pedestrian and cyclist movement and safety,

PN07

Comment noted.

c) The council will work with stakeholders to
promote improvements to public transport
services to the area, including accessibility
improvements to the rail stations and the wider
objective to improve the reliability and frequency
of rail services across the area. The council will
work with TfL to reduce traffic dominance caused
by Tulse Hill gyratory, seeking to introduce twoway working, creating better, safer connections for
walking and cycling and an improved environment.
No change.

These not yet achieved.
196/462 bus accessibility and interchange,

PN07

The policy has been amended to include the removal of the gyratory system.

PN7 of the DRLLP Proposed Submission States:

For which there seem to be no proposals in LLP or the
Transport Strategy.

Although not in 2017-2018, it’s assumed this alludes to
gyratory works. Should this be directly referenced?
Given it’s the most expensive project in area (after the
cemetery) – and arguably could be transformational.

v) Tulse Hill – improving its role as a gateway to the
wider West Norwood area. Given the area’s high
accessibility, the density of new development
should be optimised, provided the architectural
quality and detailing is of a high standard to
enhance the appearance of the town centre and
ensure it does not harm locally important views or
the setting of heritage assets. Specific objectives
include refurbishment of the railway station, with
improved access and intensification of uses around
the station interchange; supporting higher density
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Officer Response

Proposed Change
residential-led growth with mixed-use retail and
food and drink uses; encouraging improved active
frontages along either side of the railway line;
improved links from Tulse Hill Station to the area
to its east; supporting improvements to the public
realm to improve safety, accessibility and
connectivity; and removal of the gyratory system
which causes significant severance to the area,
carrying high volumes of traffic on the South
Circular and resulting in a hostile environment for
walking and cycling.
No change.

196/104 This presents a unique opportunity to co-locate services
within neighbourhoods through a co-ordinated
partnership approach and to achieve a significant
improvement to the strength and cohesiveness of
communities as a result.
WNH&LC has much underused and unused space
(second surgery did not move in). Intensification of this
resource should be in PN7.
196/19 1. Local distinctiveness is protected by policy, but needs
further strengthening.

PN07

Intensification of use of existing venues is a matter for the
management/operation of the building rather than for planning policy to specify.

PN07

No change. Local distinctiveness is protected through Local Plan policy Q5.

No change.

196/20

2. The policy of support for our shopping centre needs
means of delivery, including promotion.

PN07

No change.

196/21

3. To support the shopping centre, current parking
should not be reduced and the commitment to ‘suitable
parking’ maintained. The difficulties of local hills for
many (PTAL 1 & 2) is acknowledged in LLP and should
not be overlooked. Nor should be made worse by overstringent parking standards. London Plan guidance for
development in such areas is more generous.
5. This area has always been a home to small businesses
due to affordable workspace which is fast being
redeveloped. This needs protective measures such as
Article 4 direction where permitted development is a
possiblity.
9. It is not understood why ‘West Norwood & Tulse Hill
– A Manual for Delivery’ has remained only part of the
evidence base and not more comprehensively adopted
into policy. PN7 is very light on policy.
10. It is not understood why the StreetWorks/TfL
scheme for improvements to the Tulse Hill gyratory and
street scene are not part of PN7.

PN07

No change. The policy adequately plans for the district centres shopping needs by
setting a threshold approach to A1 uses. Other methods of promoting the district
centre include work undertaken by the Business Improvement District.
No change. Additional parking has been provided as part of recent
improvements.

PN07

Employment and industrial uses are protected by ED1, ED3 and ED4.

No change.

PN07

The Manual for Delivery remains part of the evidence base and is a material
planning consideration. It has no formal weight as a planning policy document.
However, recommendations in the Manual for Delivery are reflected in PN7.

No change.

PN07

An amendment has been made to include reference to the removal of the
gyratory.

PN7 of the DRLLP Proposed Submission States:

Norwood
Action Group et
al

196/23

Norwood
Action Group et
al

196/27

Norwood
Action Group et
al

196/28

No change.

v) Tulse Hill – improving its role as a gateway to the
wider West Norwood area. Given the area’s high
accessibility, the density of new development
should be optimised, provided the architectural
quality and detailing is of a high standard to
enhance the appearance of the town centre and

520

Name

Norwood
Action group et
al

Rep
Code

196/289 x) platform lengthening at Clapham High Street and
Wandsworth Road to permit Victoria trains to call at
these stations;

Norwood
Action Group et
al

196/29

Norwood
Action Group et
al
Norwood
Action Group et
al

196/30

Norwood
Action group et
al

Norwood
Action group et
al

Representation Wording

196/31

Add need at West Norwood so can accommodate full
length trains. Add also to PN7.
11. It’s concerning that references to Healthcare and
Youth Provision have been removed. Generic policy
does not show likelihood of any local effect on either
challenge.
12. There is concern that several policies have no means
of delivery, and are therefore empty aspirations.
13. Generic Transport Strategy provides specific
programmes elsewhere in the borough but none locally
for buses, trains or stations. This is increasingly
important with intensifying restrictions on private
vehicles. West Norwood needs platforms for longer
trains and others need step-free access, plus more
capacity on trains.

14. In particular, new orbital travel east-west would
improve employment, shopping and leisure fluidity.
196/314 (ii) Requiring major development in areas of open space
deficiency and/or in areas of access to nature deficiency
to provide appropriate new on-site provision of open
space/access to nature improvements.
Potential on West Norwood Site 18. Add to PN7.
196/316 (iii) Where appropriate and feasible, ensuring that
development is designed so as to contribute to the
creation or extension of green chains and links

Policy

Officer Response

Proposed Change

PN07

There are currently no known proposals to extend platforms at West Norwood.

ensure it does not harm locally important views or
the setting of heritage assets. Specific objectives
include refurbishment of the railway station, with
improved access and intensification of uses around
the station interchange; supporting higher density
residential-led growth with mixed-use retail and
food and drink uses; encouraging improved active
frontages along either side of the railway line;
improved links from Tulse Hill Station to the area
to its east; supporting improvements to the public
realm to improve safety, accessibility and
connectivity; and removal of the gyratory system
which causes significant severance to the area,
carrying high volumes of traffic on the South
Circular and resulting in a hostile environment for
walking and cycling.
No change.

PN07

PN7 supports education uses and community facilities. Healthcare and youth
provision are community uses and therefore do not need to be specifically
referenced in the policy.

No change.

PN07

The aspirations set out in the Places and Neighbourhood policies will be delivered
through developments and projects that come forward.

No change.

PN07

See Transport Strategy Implementation Plan.

No change.

PN07

Any development proposals for Site 18 would be subject to the requirements of
ED1. PN7e) supports measures to increase green infrastructure and to improve
access to open space.

No change.

PN07

Any development proposals for Site 18 would be subject to the requirements of
ED1. PN7e) supports measures to increase green infrastructure and to improve
access to open space.

No change.
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Policy

Officer Response

Proposed Change

196/32

Site 18? Add to PN7
15. There are no policies indicated for the proposed
Cultural and Heritage Area.

PN07

See policy PN7f)(iv).

No change.

196/401

West Norwood and Tulse Hill Manual for Delivery 2017

PN07

The Manual for Delivery remains part of the evidence base and is a material
planning consideration. It has no formal weight as a planning policy document.
However, recommendations in the Manual for Delivery are reflected in PN7.

No change.

PN07

It is noted that this has been highlighted by the respondent as not being carried
forward in the DRLLP. No further comment has been provided.

No change.

PN07

It is noted that this has been highlighted by the respondent as not being carried
forward in the DRLLP. No further comment has been provided.

No change.

PN07

Support noted.

No change.

PN07

The policy supports housing in the town centre and wider West Norwood/Tulse
Hill area.
The policy supports housing in the town centre and wider West Norwood/Tulse
Hill area.

No change.

PN07

The policy supports housing in the town centre and wider West Norwood/Tulse
Hill area.

No change.

PN07

Proposals are considered against relevant policies in the Section 10: Quality of the No change.
Built Environment, including Q26: Tall Buildings.

PN07

Supported noted. It should be noted that the CEZ is now known as the West
Norwood Creative Business Cluster.

Why is this document which is the result of extensive
study and consultation following-on from the 2009
Masterplan not incorporated into Policy PN7?
196/463 Policy PN7 West Norwood
including healthcare,
Respondent highlights that this text has not been
carried forward in the DRLLP
196/464 Taller or distinctive buildings of high quality will be
sought to act as focal points and destinations.

Individual

285/1

Individual

286/1

Individual

287/1

Individual

290/1

Knight's Hill
Councillors

84/3

Lambeth
Staying Healthy
Partnership
Board

225/5

Respondent highlights that this text has not been
carried forward in the DRLLP
I support more housing in this area and it's good for
business
I want more and cheaper houseing for local people
please.
You can never have enough housing in London - more is
always needed. This area round Norwood Road needs
housing.
It would be great to have more affordable housing in
the area, or perhaps something more community led ie
space or a hall rather than any industrial use.
PN7 Norwood
The document points out West Norwood’s unique
characteristics. It would be very helpful to give
developers a maximum height of residential housing. A
maximum of six storeys would help retain West
Norwood’s character as a relatively small and familyfriendly town centre and allow the iconic St Luke’s
Church to remain the highest building.
We support the de-designate Norwood High Street
south of the railway line from the district town centre
and re-designate it as a Creative Enterprise Zone to
support mixed-use development that provides
workspace for creative and digital industries. We would
want to strengthen the relationship of these industries
with schools and training and employment agencies to
encourage relevant skills development and employment
of local young people and residents.

PN07

No change.

West Norwood CEZ is now known as the West
Norwood Creative Business Cluster.
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215/39

Lambeth Green
Party

215/40

Kennington,
Oval and
Vauxhall
Neighbourhood
Forum

102/22

Individual

141/20

Kennington,
Oval and
Vauxhall
Neighbourhood
Forum

102/23

Representation Wording

Policy

Officer Response

Proposed Change

West Norwood The section in the draft local plan on
West Norwood does not currently address the parking
issues on Norwood High Street and the surrounding
roads; parking restrictions have been imposed which
have had a negative impact on trade for the usinesses
on the high street. These parking issues need to be
worked through with local traders and residents.
Furthermore, the state of many of the roads and
pavements in this area are poor and traffic levels are
too high which taken together are making cycling and
walking dangerous, buses slow and contributing to the
poor air quality. There is also the issue of vehicles
travelling too fast when given the opportunity. This
section should therefore include plans for improving the
roads, reducing traffic levels and improving the cycling
infrastructure.

PN07

There has been an increase in parking delivered as part of recent improvements
in West Norwood. The council will continue to prioritise parking for people with
disabilities.

No change.

PN07

Change to policy to support implementation of the Healthy Routes Network to
improve walking and cycling and to improvements to public transport and
reducing traffic dominance.

PN7 of the DRLLP states:

(a) ‘The Council will support growth ... while reinforcing
and adding to the quality of its existing well defined
character and sense of place and seeking maximum
community benefit from development proposals.’ Such
a policy is, of course, supported, however, as described
above, it is extremely disappointing to know that
policies purportedly intended to maximise community
benefit are dismissed as not important in officer
recommendations to the Planning Applications
Committee with reference to major planning
applications. The policy, to be sound and effective,
must be non-negotiable and understood as such by
applicants and the local authority.
Policy PN8 seeks “maximum community benefit from
development proposals” and seeks an area wide
approach to investment and growth to ensure
integration with neighbouring Opportunity Areas but
does not also seek to reflect the development pressures
in adjoining areas associated with these opportunity
areas.
(e) To reiterate, managing the impact of huge numbers
of visitors to the Surrey County Cricket Club premises is
essential. SCCC plans to increase seating capacity by
some 8,000 over the next few years. Permission for
such proposals must be strictly conditional on improved
spectator management and control outside the ground,
further traffic management measures, particularly on
Kennington Oval, plus a vast improvement to the public
realm of Kennington Oval. LLP policy must include these
provisions in order to take account of the needs of the

PN08

Planning applications will be determined in accordance with the development
plan, including PN8, unless material planning considerations indicate otherwise.

PN08

Development pressures from adjoining Opportunity Areas will be addressed
through a number of ways such as seeking maximum community benefit from
development proposals, an area-wide approach to investment and growth,
reducing traffic and improving links to adjoining areas.

No change.

PN08

PN8d) requires development proposals to mitigate any harmful impacts of large
number of visitors on the surrounding area.

No change.

c) The council will work with stakeholders to
promote improvements to public transport
services to the area, including accessibility
improvements to the rail stations and the wider
objective to improve the reliability and frequency
of rail services across the area. The council will
work with TfL to reduce traffic dominance caused
by Tulse Hill gyratory, seeking to introduce twoway working, creating better, safer connections for
walking and cycling and an improved environment.
No change.
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Kennington,
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local residential community including the 750 home
Kennington Park Estate and the Ashmole Estate on the
Harleyford Road side of the ground. It is also necessary
to include proposals for measures to all approach
roads/routes to the cricket ground to ensure these
routes are afforded appropriate protection from crowds
entering and leaving the ground.
(h) ‘Seeking the improvement of traffic, air quality and
environmental conditions for pedestrians and cyclists...’
Improvements to traffic, air quality and environmental
conditions will be totally undermined if there is no
policy/regulation to prohibit journeys by motorised
vehicles for pupils to and from school. Local roads
(Bowling Green Street, Kennington Oval) are rendered
almost impassable and risky to negotiate, twice a day by
motor traffic delivering children to and picking them up
from school. This irresponsible activity also exacerbates
air pollution outside schools, even more so when, as is
often the case, motor vehicles stand outside schools
with engines running. It is almost futile seeking these
improvements and such a policy is rendered just about
ineffective if the policy is not supported by firm
measures to prohibit/control parking outside schools.
(i) ‘improvements to green infrastructure and access to
open space...’
The policy must include increasing as well as improving
green infrastructure and open space. The LLP
acknowledges the area is deficient in open space. It is
essential positively to address this deficiency by
ensuring locations for public open space are identified
and protected and the open space provision in new
developments represents good quality open space,
adequate for the size of the development with provision
for long term maintenance. Open space must not be
allowed to be described as such if it is also a motor
vehicle route.
11.150 As stated above, the intention must be to
extend the Northern Line Extension to Clapham
Junction. However, while Kennington and Oval is
becoming an increasingly popular area, transport
capacity is inadequate. The issue must not be
addressed by increasing transport capacity on public
roads and highways. It must be dealt with by reducing
motor vehicle traffic, increasing cycling and walking and
improving public transport.
Paragraph 11.150 states that proximity to Opportunity
Areas means that the Kennington/Oval area is “well
placed to benefit from the opportunities that this

Policy

Officer Response

Proposed Change

PN08

Journeys to and from schools are addressed through travel plans which
encourage journeys by walking, cycling or public transport.

No change.

PN08

The policy seeks improvements to green infrastructure and access to open space
throughout the area in order to address areas which are deficient in multiple
types of open space. This could include extensions to existing or the creation of
new forms of open space/green infrastructure. See EN1 which sets out
requirements for major developments in areas of open space deficiency.

No change.

PN08

There are no known projects to extend the northern line to Clapham Junction.
Reference to the council's Healthy Route Network has been added to policy to
improve walking and cycling.

PN8 of the DRLLP Proposed Submission Version
states:

PN08

Development pressures from adjoining Opportunity Areas will be addressed
through a number of ways such as seeking maximum community benefit from

i) implementing the council’s Healthy Route
Network in the area, including improvements to
Cycleway 7 on the A3 corridor, Cycleway 5 on
quieter streets and the direct link to Waterloo via
Kennington Lane. The council will support TfL in
the delivery of planned routes on the A23 linking to
Brixton and the A202 linking to Camberwell.
No change.
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growth will bring”. However, the rest of the section on
Kennington/Oval doesn’t reflect the development
pressure associated with that proximity to these
Opportunity Areas or to the Central Activities Zone.
11.153 (iv) ‘regeneration of the Oval gas works and the
neighbouring Tesco site, deriving maximum community
benefit’. Unfortunately, LLP policy has already been
ignored by the local authority. Planning permission has
allowed significant over development of the two sites.
The planning permission for the two sites is completely
at odds with the values and requirements of the local
community. The people of Kennington fundamentally
object to a replication of the characterless, oppressive
towers of Nine Elms in this area. The architectural
approach to the whole site is not in sympathy with the
local area, not in style, not in materials, and particularly
not in height and massing. There is inadequate
infrastructure provision for a development of this size
with so many residential units (specifically inadequate
community facilities). The, so called, public open space
offered is also identified as the main service road
through the site. It cannot, therefore, be deemed to
provide public amenity space for quiet enjoyment as it
will be used continuously by traffic, much of it heavy
goods vehicles. As discussed at length by members of
the Planning Applications Committee, the clear lack of
provision of play space for young children is completely
in breach of policy in the LLP and in the London Plan.
This lack of provision is exacerbated by precisely no play
and recreation provision for children in the older age
group of 12 years and over. These young people are
expected to use Kennington Park, a ten minute walk
from the gas holder site involving crossing the six or
seven lane highway of Kennington Park Road. If this is
the way in which LLP planning policy intends to ensure
maximum community benefit, efforts by the local
community to influence policy and decision making are
pointless.
11.153 (vii) and (ix) Oval cricket ground/stadium.
Managing the impact of huge numbers of visitors is
essential. SCCC plans to increase seating capacity by
some 8,000 over the next few years. Permission for
such proposals must be strictly conditional on improved
spectator management and control outside the ground
with further traffic management measures, particularly
on Kennington Oval, plus a vast improvement to the
public realm of Kennington Oval. LLP policy must
include these provisions in order to take account of the
needs of the local residential community including the

Policy

Officer Response

Proposed Change

development proposals, an area-wide approach to investment and growth,
reducing traffic and improving links to adjoining areas.
PN08

Comment noted.

No change.

PN08

The policy requires that any harmful impacts of large numbers of visitors are
mitigated.

No change.
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750 home Kennington Park Estate immediately adjacent
to the ground and the Ashmole Estate on the Harleyford
Road side of the ground.
11.153 (x) St Mark’s churchyard is a significant asset to
the local community. In order to be fully effective the
policy must make provision to ensure resources are
allocated to maintaining and improving the churchyard
in order better to serve the local community
11.153 (xii) Oval House Theatre site: Policy in relation to
the prominent site of the Oval House Theatre must
include designation for community use and cultural use.
This area will shortly lose the culture and entertainment
provision offered by the Theatre and in order most
beneficially to serve the local community it is essential
to preserve cultural and community use. The policy will
be deemed wholly ineffective if the site is given
permission for a characterless, hotel showing no
architectural merit and making no contribution to
serving and supporting the local community.
11.159 Much of Kennington/Oval is deficient in multiple
types of open space. As stated above the emerging
Neighbourhood Plan attempts to preserve, enhance and
extend open spaces in the area and it is strongly
recommended that to ensure the effectiveness of LLP
policy, partnership with the Neighbourhood Forum to
prioritise these key elements of the Neighbourhood Plan
is specifically included.
Kennington/Oval Specific Policy It is assumed that the
area in the north east of Princes’ ward between
Kennington Park Road and Kennington Road,
encompassing Kennington Lane, is included within the
definition of “Kennington/Oval”. However, the section
on Kennington/Oval does not reference any obvious
locations within this northern part of Princes’ ward and
no specific policies appear to have been proposed for
this part of Princes’ ward. This is unfortunate, given the
significant development pressures to this particular
area, accruing from the Opportunity Area designation
within London Borough of Southwark.
The draft Local Plan appears inward looking, i.e.
focussing on issues arising from within London Brough
of Lambeth and does not appear to have adequately
considered the cross boundary issues affecting this part
of the borough. This aspect of the draft Local Plan also
leads to a question mark as to whether the duty to
cooperate has been adequately demonstrated in this
respect.
The Kennington/Oval section reflects on the better
access that the Northern line extension will bring to

Policy

Officer Response

Proposed Change

PN08

The policy states that the vision for Kennington/Oval will be sought through
supporting and enhancing the heritage quality and attributes of St Mark's Church
and the use of its churchyard for community and town centre uses.

No change.

PN08

The policy will be applied in decision-making on new proposals and not schemes
already granted planning permission.

No change.

PN08

The policy seeks improvements to green infrastructure and access to open space
throughout the area in order to address areas which are deficient in multiple
types of open space.

No change.

PN08

The boundaries of the places and neighbourhoods are not fixed. However, the
Kennington/Oval area includes the northern part of the Princes ward and is
therefore included in the policy which seeks to ensure an area-wide approach to
investment growth and integration with neighbouring Opportunity Areas to
ensure the area can benefit from the investment opportunities coming forward in
the Opportunity Areas.

No change.

PN08

The cross-border issues arising from any neighbouring Opportunity Areas are
dealt with through the Duty to Cooperate.

No change.

PN08

There is no evidence that there will be a reduction in capacity for residents in
Kennington/Oval as a result of the northern line extension.

No change.
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Battersea but doesn’t highlight the resulting reduction
in capacity for residents of this part of Princes’ ward of
the Northern line trains at Kennington station that will
be the consequence of that extension of the Northern
line.
[Personal information redacted] The development is
designed to take account of existing designations
including the Water Tower and the Master’s House
(currently occupied by the Cinema Museum) and
adjoining conservation areas, including Renfrew Road
and Eliot’s Row and West Square Conservation Areas,
the latter being in the London Borough of Southwark.

Policy

Officer Response

Proposed Change

PN08

The boundaries of the places and neighbourhoods are not fixed. However, the
Kennington/Oval area includes the northern part of the Princes ward and is
therefore included in the policy which seeks to ensure an area-wide approach to
investment growth and integration with neighbouring Opportunity Areas to
ensure the area can benefit from the investment opportunities coming forward in
the Opportunity Areas.

No change.

Support noted.

No change.

Support noted.

No change.

Support noted.

No change.

From a review of the draft Lambeth Local Plan it does
not appear to specifically consider the northern part of
Princes ward in its assessment of the Kennington/Oval
area. By extension the draft Local Plan does not
consider the implications of development pressure
arising from the northern part of Princes’ ward being
located immediately adjacent to the Elephant and Castle
Opportunity Area and near to the Central Activities
Zone. More detailed consideration in the draft Local
Plan of this part of the borough is especially important
as proposals increasingly come forward for significant
development, development which is considered by
current residents as inappropriate for the area.
Policy PN8 Kennington/Oval We are broadly supportive PN08
of Policy PN8 which supports the role of growth in
Kennington/Oval as an important residential and
employment area.
Policy PN8 Kennington/Oval
PN08
With regards to this places and neighbourhoods policy,
we welcome the insertion of part (d) which seeks the
protection and encouraging intensification within the
area’s KIBAs. We also welcome the removal of the
section of part (f) relating specifically to Kennington
Business Park. We note the buildings fronting Brixton
Road contribute towards the townscape and character
of the area. As such, there are limited opportunities to
increase the vitality of Brixton Road through active
frontages – we consider this would be contrary to urban
design based policies.
Kennington/Oval Area
PN08
Berkeley are encouraged by Lambeth’s positive support
in the regeneration in the Kennington/Oval area under
Policy PN8. The draft local plan recognises that some of
the key priority issues for the area are to achieve the
successful regeneration of the Oval Gasworks site and
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the neighbouring Tesco site, deriving maximum
community benefit including affordable housing and
new employment opportunities and enable successful
intensification of the remaining Montford Place Key
Industrial and Business Area.
Housing being built is only affordable for the wealthy - I
fail to see much benefit for those already in the
community. [Personal information redacted]. The draft
talks of integration but does not seem to consider that
in fact, these developments are pushing people out of
the area as many can no longer afford to live in London.
It is becoming a playground for the rich. As a resident of
Kennington, I see this daily. The continuous work is
also causing mayhem to the environment from what I
have seen. Constant building and road developments
and regeneration plans have caused awful and
continuous traffic build up throughout the Kennington
and Oval area where I live. For example, Kennington
Lane is now backed up with traffic practically 24/7. This
is in no way helping to improve the air quality as is listed
as a priority in the draft. (Please do not think that
adding in more bike lanes will solve this issue - that idea
is one of the main reasons for the diabolical traffic).
The draft also states to have a neighbourhood plan for
Kennington, yet no one seems to be too concerned
about breaking up communities and neighbourhoods
when people move away because they can no longer
afford to live in Lambeth or do not want to be
overshadowed by a 35 storey block. Regeneration
plans to have tall tower blocks all the way from
Kennington to Vauxhall is an utter shambles. They are
housing that no one can afford, contribute to noise
pollution, ruin the existing environment, block out
resident's light as well as contributing to traffic and
pollution due to the number of new residents and the
extra vehicles this brings. It's a complete joke.
Ruined by the regeneration schemes. We aren't in the
regeneration zone but developments from the Elephant
and Castle are trying to creep into the area.
I am strongly opposed in the weakening of existing
restrictions to the erection of tall buildings in the
Kennington/Oval area, especially where they are
adjacent to existing Conservation Areas. This is a
desperate attempt by Lambeth to tweak its policy
wording to making it easier to build ever more tall
buildings in the area, which would be a terrible policy
mistake that will blight the area for decades to come.
Policy PN8 Kennington Oval
3.15 In addition, the approach of deleting the provisions

Policy

Officer Response

Proposed Change

PN08

Planning proposals in the area are required to provide affordable housing in
accordance with Local Plan policy H2 and proposals for tall buildings will be
considered against Local Plan policy Q26. It should also be noted that the policy
seeks to minimise the impact of construction activity in the area by planning and
co-ordinating activities to reduce disruption, ensure safety and reduce
environmental impacts.

PN8j) of the DRLLP Proposed Submission Version
states:

The policy seeks to address the impact of adjoining Opportunity Areas through an
area-wide approach to investment and growth which seeks integration with the
Opportunity Areas.
Proposals for tall buildings in the area will be considered against Local Plan policy
Q26.

No change.

The change is consistent with the KIBA policy - active frontage uses such as retail
would not be permitted in a KIBA.

No change.

PN08
PN08

PN08

working with industry stakeholders to minimise the
impact of construction activity in the area by
planning and co-ordinating activities to reduce
disruption, ensure safety, especially for vulnerable
road users, and reduce environmental impacts.

No change.
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within Policy PN8 Kennington Oval which signals the
opportunity for the Kennington Business Park to
increase the vitality and attractiveness of the Brixton
Road Local Centre through provision of active frontage
and other uses beneficial to the function of the Centre is
not justified by the evidence base. The published
evidence base to support the Local Plan Review does
not include an updated review of the Brixton Road Local
Centre or rationale to justify the change in approach
and deletion of this policy provision. It therefore fails
soundness test (b) as the change to policy is not
justified.
PN9 Herne Hill: At present there is an anomaly insofar
as a neighbourhood plan boundary has been approved,
but not a forum to oversee it. If and when a new forum
application is made, its members may have a different
view on what the boundaries should be. In the
meantime, it remains our view that the Herne Hill NP
area should not include any part of SW2 or Coldharbour
Ward.
Policy PN10 Loughborough Junction
c) See comments under 11.174
In relation to Part g) i), Network Rail requests that
greater flexibility is considered in terms of the amount
of A class uses that could be facilitated within the
Rathgar Road railway arches.
k) Ridgway Road not Ridgeway Road.
11.160:
We do not support the inclusion of Loughborough
Junction in the Brixton Creative Zone for the reasons
already given.
11.168
It is Elam Street Open Space not Elam Gardens.
With regards the current draft, we would like to ask that
the following inaccurate statement with regards to
Ruskin Park in 11.168 (the section on Loughborough
Junction) is removed or revised.
"Ruskin Park to the south and Myatts Fields to the north
are the two major parks, both of which have had
significant investment in recent years."
In fact, Ruskin Park has not had the major capital
investment it requires and we are only now at the start
of a process to develop and adopt a masterplan for the
park. Investment in Ruskin Park would be of significant
benefit to people living in Loughborough Junction,
particularly given the likely housing growth there.
If you would like to discuss this further please do not
hesitate to get in touch. We have also raised this with

Policy

Officer Response

Proposed Change

PN09

Changes to the boundaries of designated neighbourhood planning areas can only
be made through the neighbourhood plan process.

No change.

PN10

All references to the Loughborough Junction Masterplan have been removed in
the policy and supporting text.
This is considered the appropriate level of A class uses to minimise impact on the
viability and the vitality of the local centre.

See supporting text and PN10 of the DRLLP
Proposed Submission Version.
No change.

References to Ridgeway Road have been changed to Ridgway Road in both the
supporting text and PN10 of the DRLLP Proposed Submission Version.
The boundary of the Creative Enterprise Zone reflects the CEZ identified by the
Mayor of London as one of London's six CEZs.

See supporting text and PN10 of the DRLLP
Proposed Submission Version.
No change.

Reference to Elam Gardens has been changed to Elam Street Open Space in the
supporting text.
Change to supporting text to reflect a masterplan for Ruskin Park.

See supporting text of the DRLLP Proposed
Submission Version.
Supporting text to PN10 of the DRLLP states:

PN10

PN10
PN10

PN10
PN10

11.145. Ruskin Park to the south and Myatts Fields
to the north are the two major parks and the
council and Friends of Ruskin Park are producing a
masterplan for improvements to Ruskin Park.
Smaller parks include Milkwood Community Park,
Loughborough Park, Wyck Gardens and Elam
Street Open Space. Loughborough Park contains a
children’s play area, a basketball court, a
community building and a food growing area. Wyck
Gardens has recently received investment, with a
new entrance and orchard, and has a number of
facilities including the Ebony Horse Club stables,
volleyball courts, a children’s play area and the
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163/8

11.171 (new Overground Station in Loughborough
Junction) - Engagement with Network Rail is critical to
gauging feasibility of a new station at this location. The
new station would be proposed on the busy and mixeduse South London Line, a number of physical and
timetable-based constraints to would need to be
considered as part of any future analysis.]

103/6

Policy

Officer Response

Kevin Crook, Assistant Director for Neighbourhoods, and
understand he is available to discuss the wording.

11.172
The first two sentences should read:
“The community in Loughborough Junction is active and
includes projects such as urban farming at
Loughborough Farm, Loughborough Farm community

PN10

PN10

Reference to a new Overground station has been removed from both the policy
and supporting text. Instead the council will promote improvements to the
existing station and longer term options to improve rail services as part of TfL's
metroisation proposals.

The supporting text has been amended to include reference to projects such as
urban farming at Loughborough Farm, the Grove Adventure Playground and
Marcus Lipton Youth Centre.

Proposed Change
Loughborough Farm community café. There is
potential to improve the relationship between the
Ridgway Road arches and Wyck Gardens, including
the quality of the walking and cycling environment.
Community engagement has expressed a strong
aspiration to group the existing car repair
businesses towards the western end of the
Ridgway Road arches; this would help to improve
this relationship. Elam Street Open Space has a
wetland area and is important for local
biodiversity. There are well-tended communal
gardens on the Loughborough estate. Despite
these assets, much of Loughborough Junction is
categorised as being deficient in access to multiple
types of open space and opportunities to improve
access will be sought.
Supporting text to PN10 of the DRLLP states:
The area is served by a number of bus routes and
Loughborough Junction station. The station does
not provide step-free access and generally requires
refurbishment. Rail services are crowded at peak
times and passenger numbers at the station have
declined. The council will promote access and
environmental improvements at the station and
longer term options to improve rail services as part
of TfL’s ‘metroisation’ proposals.
PN10c) states: c) The council will work with local
groups to improve transport infrastructure to
respond to growing demand. This will prioritise
walking, cycling and the use of public transport
over car use and seek improvements to the station,
including step-free access. The council will plan for
and promote a reduction in the number of people
driving through the Loughborough Junction area,
particularly for journeys under two miles, including
through the provision of Cycleways and green
routes. The Healthy Route Network identifies a
number of priority links for walking and cycling to
provide connections to Brixton, Camberwell, Herne
Hill and Oval. Brixton Liveable Neighbourhood
includes the provision of enhanced walking and
cycling links to Brixton town centre.
The supporting text to PN10 of the DRLLP
Proposed Submission Version states:
11.133. In recent years local community groups
have formed and come together with the purpose
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Policy

Officer Response

café and the reopening of the Grove Adventure
Playground. In addition there is community activity at
the Marcus Lipton Youth Centre and at many places for
worship.”

Proposed Change
of regenerating their area and to consider how the
area can respond to change. The Loughborough
Junction Action Group (LJAG) is one of a number of
a local resident-led groups of volunteers whose
stated purpose is to improve the environment and
lives of people living in Loughborough Junction.
Other local groups include the Loughborough
Junction Neighbourhood Forum and the LJ Works
Steering Group. In 2013, LJAG worked with the
council to produce the Loughborough Junction
Plan.
11.134. Bringing the community together via art is
important in Loughborough Junction as the area as
a high proportion of artists working in artists’
studios and railway arches. LJAG has already
initiated the 7 Bridges Project, with improvements
to the bridges at Cambria Road and Loughborough
Road already delivered. The project aims to
improve the railway bridges which define the area
with colour, light and art in order to engender a
sense of identity for Loughborough Junction as a
separate and distinct neighbourhood and to
showcase local artists. Projects such as urban
farming at Loughborough Farm and activities at the
Marcus Lipton Youth Centre and the area’s places
of worship have also proven successful.

LJAG

103/7

LJAG

103/8

11.173
LJAG worked with the council to produce the
Loughborough Junction Plan (2013).
There is no masterplan in place for Loughborough
Junction.
11.174
LJAG questions the inclusion of the “emerging
Loughborough Junction Masterplan” in the entry for
Loughborough Junction. This entry implies that there is

PN10

All references to the Loughborough Junction Masterplan have been removed in
the policy and supporting text.

11.135. Assets designated as Assets of Community
Value include the Green Man Skills Zone, Sunshine
International Arts, Ebony Horse Club, The Platform,
the Cambria public house and Grove Adventure
Playground. The Marcus Lipton Youth Centre and
the Grove Adventure Playground are particularly
important to the Loughborough Junction area by
providing supervised facilities and activities for
children and young people. The adjacent Elam
Open Space also provides essential local play
facilities and requires enhancement as an open
space for the local community."
See supporting text and PN10 of the DRLLP
Proposed Submission Version.

PN10

All references to the Loughborough Junction Masterplan have been removed in
the policy and supporting text.

See supporting text and PN10 of the DRLLP
Proposed Submission Version.
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a draft masterplan in existence which “sets out a
strategic response to the development pressure the
area now finds itself under, with proposals to increase
and diversify employment space in the area, while also
bringing forward much need(ed) housing and public
realm improvements. The document sets out key
objectives for the regeneration of Loughborough
Junction under the themes of identity, housing,
employment, safety, connections, green spaces and
community.”
The draft masterplan which was published and
consulted on in September and October 2016 contained
a series of site plans with absolutely no overview or
context as implied in the above statement.
11.175
See comments under 11.174
3. PN10 Loughborough Junction
The LJ Neighbourhood Forum has been working on the
entry for Loughborough Junction for over a year.
Unfortunately, we were unable to get you our proposed
revised entry by the first consultation date so we are
attaching it now for the council’s consideration.
We are broadly in support of the principle of Policy
PN10 ‘Loughborough Junction’ proposed by the council
and this policy is considered to be sound, subject to full
consultation on the Loughborough Junction Master Plan
referenced within Policy PN10 (see below).
4. Loughborough Junction Masterplan
The LJ Neighbourhood Forum request that full
consultation on the Loughborough Junction Masterplan
referenced within Policy PN10 is undertaken prior to the
submission of the Local Plan. This will enable the LJ
Neighbourhood Forum and all interested parties and
stakeholders to comment on specific aspects of the plan
for Loughborough Junction. Until a time that this
consultation is undertaken the LJ Neighbourhood Forum
is unable to definitively comment on the soundness of
policy PN10 or any other relevant policies in a
comprehensive way. LJ Neighbourhood Forum
questions why the masterplan has not been included as
part of the consultation given the importance this
document will have in the spatial evolution of
Loughborough Junction.
DRAFT ENTRY FOR LOUGHBOROUGH JUNCTION IN THE
LOCAL PLAN
11.90 Loughborough Junction is defined in the Local
Plan as a district centre. It is situated between Brixton,
Camberwell and Herne Hill.

Policy

Officer Response

Proposed Change

PN10

All references to the Loughborough Junction Masterplan have been removed in
the policy and supporting text.
Support noted. The policy and supporting text provided by Loughborough
Junction Neighbourhood Forum has been considered and incorporated into PN10.
See Appendix 1 to the Draft Revised Lambeth Local Plan 2018 Consultation
Report.

See supporting text and PN10 of the DRLLP
Proposed Submission Version.
See the supporting text and PN10 of the DRLLP
Proposed Submission Version.

PN10

All references to the Loughborough Junction Masterplan have been removed in
the policy and supporting text.

See supporting text and PN10 of the DRLLP
Proposed Submission Version.

PN10

Support noted. The policy and supporting text provided by Loughborough
See the supporting text and PN10 of the DRLLP
Junction Neighbourhood Forum has been considered and incorporated into PN10. Proposed Submission Version.
See Appendix 1 to the Draft Revised Lambeth Local Plan 2018 Consultation
Report.

PN10
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11.91 Loughborough Junction is defined by its high-level
railway lines, railway arches and railway bridges and it is
this natural convergence which forms the centre of the
neighbourhood.
11.92 After years of under-investment local groups are
working with the council to transform the area into a
lively and attractive mixed use neighbourhood where
shops, industrial spaces and homes sit comfortably
together.
11.93 The area has a number of large estates of social
housing and east and south of the station there are
streets of Victorian and Edwardian terraces houses,
many of which are now divided into flats both owneroccupied and privately rented from private and social
landlords. The oldest houses, dating from the 1840s, are
in the Loughborough Park conservation area where
there is a mix of social and owner-occupied houses and
converted flats. The Milkwood Estate is a housing
association-owned estate of small Victorian terrace
houses south of the station.
The centre of Loughborough Junction, notably the area
between Herne Hill Road and Hinton Road, is subject to
redevelopment plans which will bring an estimated 400
additional units of housing to the area in the period
2018-2022. The development plans are being brought
forward by a housing association and private developers
and will require the replacement of existing workplace
space. The amount of affordable housing will be in
accordance with the requirements of the Lambeth Local
Plan. No new buildings to be higher than the highest
already in the neighbourhood, ie the 12 storey blocks on
the Loughborough Estate and should not overshadow
existing homes.
11.94 Ruskin Park to the south and Myatt’s Fields to the
north are the two major parks, both of which have had
investment in recent years. Smaller parks include
Milkwood Community Park, Loughborough Park, Wyck
Gardens and Elam Street Open Space. Wyck Gardens,
between Barrington Road, Millbrook Road and
Loughborough Road has recently received investment
with a new entrance and a new orchard. It is home to
the Ebony Horse Club stables; volleyball courts; a
children’s play area and a “meanwhile” space known as
the Platform, home to the Loughborough Farm
community café. Loughborough Park, with entrances on
Moorlands Road and Loughborough Park, has a
children’s play area; a basketball court; and a
community building and food growing area which are
currently unused. Elam Street Open Space, with
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entrances on Gordon Grove and Lilford Road has a
“natural” feel with a wetland area; many wildflowers;
mature trees; and simple landscaping ideal for fostering
bio-diversity. As an area with a high concentration of
flats and few private gardens, public open space and
parks needs to be protected for health and wellbeing.
11.95 The centre of Loughborough Junction remains
industrial with a large number of motor repair
workshops existing alongside artists’ studios, recycling
centres and an electricity sub-station. The Shakespeare
Biz Centre contains 97 small business units occupied
mainly by the creative industries. The Mahatma Gandhi
Industrial Estate on Milkwood Road provides larger
industrial units. Some former industrial premises are
now used as places of worship by groups of different
faiths. The level of unemployment in Loughborough
Junction is high, particularly among young people. The
creation of opportunities for employment is therefore
key to the regeneration of the area. This requires space
for local businesses to start up and grow, good transport
connections to other areas of employment and
programmes of support to enable people to find work.
The development of LJ Works on Loughborough Road is
a positive development. LJ Works is funded by the GLA’s
Regeneration Fund and Lambeth council on a piece of
land designated a Key Industrial and Business Area
(KIBA) which has been temporarily occupied by a
community food growing project, the Loughborough
Farm. The development will provide 850 square metres
of affordable workspace, including a shared kitchen and
textile workshops with local people having priority when
the units are allocated. As well as workspace, LJ Works
will include a communal kitchen and communal textile
workshop which will be available to rent by the hour.
The Loughborough Farm will have a permanent home
on the site and will provide the green landscaping.
11.96 The local town centre has lost significant trade
over the last thirty years but, although that decline
appears to be in reverse, there remain empty units.
There are 36 commercial units in the town centre along
Coldharbour Lane of which seven are empty. There are
additional shops on Milkwood Road and Loughborough
Road where all units are occupied. The shops serve the
day-to-day needs of the neighbourhood but there is a
lack of retail diversity
11.97 Loughborough Junction station is served by the
cross-London Thameslink Wimbledon and Sutton loop
line with trains running north to St Albans, Bedford and
Luton and south to Wimbledon and Sutton. Passengers
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passing through the station numbered an estimated
854,826 in 2016/2017. The number of people using
Loughborough Junction station has been declining with
overcrowding the likely cause.
Loughborough junction is served by a number of bus
routes: the P4 and P5, the 35, 45 and 345.
Loughborough Junction is located in both Coldharbour
and Herne Hill wards. In the 2011 census Coldharbour
ward has the lowest level of car ownership in Lambeth
and Herne Hill ward has the highest level of cycling to
work in South London.
11.98 In recent years local community groups have
formed and come together to consider how the area
should respond to change, these include the
Loughborough Junction Action Group (LJAG), the 7
Bridges Project, the LJ Neighbourhood Forum, and the LJ
Works Steering Group. In 2013 LJAG worked with the
council to produce the Loughborough Junction Plan.
11.99 Bringing the community together via art is central
to Loughborough Junction and is spearheaded by the 7
Bridges project. Loughborough Junction has a high
proportion of artists working in artists’ studios and
railway arches. The 7 Bridges project uses the bridges as
canvases to showcase local artists, establish a sense of
place, and bring art and science to the community.
Projects have included work on two bridges: the
Cambria Road bridge where 32 artists worked on a fossil
theme and the Loughborough Road bridge where nine
local artists worked on an African theme. Other
ventures have included a mural by Polish artist Jola, a
photomontage of local people and two street
photography projects: We are Loughborough Junction
and Made in Loughborough Junction.
11.10 The local community has been active in protecting
community assets. LJAG has registered the following as
Assets of Community Value within Loughborough
Junction: The Green Man Skills Zone; Sunshine
International Arts; Ebony Horse Club; The Platform and
Grove Adventure Playground. The Cambria pub is also
listed as an asset of community value.
Policy PN10
PN10
Loughborough Junction
The council will work with local organisations and
stakeholders to support the role of Loughborough
Junction as a local centre with a clear identity and sense
of place. This will be done by using the railway bridges
as a catalyst for change, improving the public realm with
imaginative and well-designed schemes which will
engender a sense of pride in Loughborough Junction

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Support noted. The policy and supporting text provided by Loughborough
See the supporting text and PN10 of the DRLLP
Junction Neighbourhood Forum has been considered and incorporated into PN10. Proposed Submission Version.
See Appendix 1 to the Draft Revised Lambeth Local Plan 2018 Consultation
Report.
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and improve safety. The creative industries will be
developed and encouraged. Greater use of under-used
spaces will be made to increase public safety and the
appearance of the area.
The council and local groups will resist development on
valuable open space and will protect assets which are of
community value.
The council will work with local groups to improve the
transport infrastructure in order to cope with the
expected rise in population over the next ten years. This
will prioritise walking, cycling and the use of public
transport over private car use. Measures to include:
widening pavements; pedestrian crossings on local
desire lines; Dutch style cycle infrastructure; within
building curtilage, secure cycle storage for all homes and
businesses, on-street cycle parking for visitors; the
provision of a locked cycle park at Loughborough
Junction station; There is an opportunity to create green
walking and cycling routes alongside the railway
viaducts by removing existing impediments and
preventing development close to railway lines. Bus
priority via 24-hour clearways; bus lanes and bus gates;
the provision of hire bike schemes and additional car
hire spaces.
The council will use the Community Infrastructure Levy
(CIL) and Section 106 to contribute to measures that
prioritise walking and cycling and public transport over
private car use.
The council and local groups to lobby for improvements
to Loughborough Junction station including the
provision of a lift to improve accessibility; more rush
hour trains; and new stations on the Overground at
Brixton East and at Camberwell Station Road.
The council will require all new housing development in
Loughborough Junction to be private car free except for
all ability car club parking space.
The council will work with local groups to improve the
retail and leisure environment of Loughborough
Junction with extensions to the town centre boundary.
The council will identify local development
opportunities and will prioritise the reprovision of
industrial and business use, the provision of affordable
housing and new public open green space. High quality
design will be promoted.
The amount of affordable housing* in any new
development will be in accordance with Lambeth’s Local
Plan which states that: “On sites of at least 0.1 hectares
or capable of accommodating 10 or more homes, at
least 50 per cent of units should be affordable where
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public subsidy is available, or 40 per cent without public
subsidy.” The affordable housing shall be as stated in
the Lambeth Local Plan ie 70 per cent of housing units
should be social and affordable rent and 30 per cent
intermediate provision and the mix of sizes will
encourage the provision of family units ie no more than
20 per cent will be one bedroom units; no more than
between 20 and 50 per cent will be two bedroom units
and 40 per cent will be three or more bedroom units.
The council will protect the mixed used nature of
Loughborough Junction by protecting and encouraging
local businesses especially those in the railway arches.
The council will plan to provide all essential services:
food, retail, primary healthcare, public transport and
access to employment to be within close, 200m, walking
distance of every home.
*Affordable housing can be for social rent, affordable
rent or intermediate housing. Affordable rent is housing
owned by local authorities and private registered
providers, such as housing associations, determined
through the national rent regime. Affordable rent is
subject to rent controls and can be no more than 80 per
cent of the local market rent, including service charges
where applicable. Intermediate housing is homes for
sale and rent provided at a cost above social rent but
below market levels. These can include shared equity ie
shared ownership and equity loans.
PN10 Loughborough Junction: These policies are
broadly supported. However, an explicit addition should
be made, to retain and improve the Grove Adventure
Playground in Gordon Grove.

Policy

Officer Response

Proposed Change

PN10

The supporting text has been amended to include reference to the Grove
Adventure Playground. The policy has been amended to ensure an adequate
supply of community facilities in the area.

The supporting text to PN10 of the DRLLP
Proposed Submission Version states:
11.133. In recent years local community groups
have formed and come together with the purpose
of regenerating their area and to consider how the
area can respond to change. The Loughborough
Junction Action Group (LJAG) is one of a number of
a local resident-led groups of volunteers whose
stated purpose is to improve the environment and
lives of people living in Loughborough Junction.
Other local groups include the Loughborough
Junction Neighbourhood Forum and the LJ Works
Steering Group. In 2013, LJAG worked with the
council to produce the Loughborough Junction
Plan.
11.134. Bringing the community together via art is
important in Loughborough Junction as the area as
a high proportion of artists working in artists’
studios and railway arches. LJAG has already
initiated the 7 Bridges Project, with improvements
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to the bridges at Cambria Road and Loughborough
Road already delivered. The project aims to
improve the railway bridges which define the area
with colour, light and art in order to engender a
sense of identity for Loughborough Junction as a
separate and distinct neighbourhood and to
showcase local artists. Projects such as urban
farming at Loughborough Farm and activities at the
Marcus Lipton Youth Centre and the area’s places
of worship have also proven successful.

163/16

Loughborough Junction Town Centre Extension
Network Rail confirms its support for the proposed
extension to the Loughborough Junction Local Centre
and Policy PN10 Loughborough Junction. It is considered
that the proposed extension will support the principles
of the draft Loughborough Junction Action Plan.
Specifically the inclusion of Rathgar Road into the town
centre will assist in providing additional and a unique
space for additional town centre uses in a small cluster
away from the main Coldharbour Lane centre. This will
also support a new route through one of the arches to
improve links from Loughborough Estate to the rail
station.
196/527 and other appropriate town -centre activities

PN10

Support noted.

PN11

Town centre uses are defined in the glossary to the National Planning Policy
Framework and include a range of uses including retail development (including
warehouse clubs and factory outlet centres); leisure, entertainment and more
intensive sport and recreation uses (including cinemas, restaurants, drive-through
restaurants, bars and pubs, nightclubs, casinos, health and fitness centres, indoor
bowling centres and bingo halls); offices; and arts, culture and tourism
development (including theatres, museums, galleries and concert halls, hotels
and conference facilities). The supporting text recognises the area's evening
economy.
This will be delivered through clauses c), d) and e) of PN11.

Vague, needs specifics.
Worth emphasising night time economy – restaurants ,
bars, new cinema, etc.

Norwood
Action group et
al.

Officer Response

196/528 and will seek to improve traffic and environmental
conditions

PN11

11.135. Assets designated as Assets of Community
Value include the Green Man Skills Zone, Sunshine
International Arts, Ebony Horse Club, The Platform,
the Cambria public house and Grove Adventure
Playground. The Marcus Lipton Youth Centre and
the Grove Adventure Playground are particularly
important to the Loughborough Junction area by
providing supervised facilities and activities for
children and young people. The adjacent Elam
Open Space also provides essential local play
facilities and requires enhancement as an open
space for the local community."
No change.

No change.

No change.

How will it "seek"?
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196/529 The council will support the vibrant arts and cultural
scene

Policy

Officer Response

Proposed Change

PN11

PN11 supports retail uses and other appropriate town-centre uses, which include
cultural uses. It will also protect Cooper's Yard for cultural uses.

No change.

How “support”? Empty policy.
196/530 also encourage the growth

PN11

No change.

How “growth”, when policy below is restricted to
“protecting” Cooper’s Yard? - f) below
196/531 creative and digital industries sector in the area

Creative and digital industries are not only supported at Cooper's Yard but in the
wider Upper Norwood/Crystal Palace area, subject to other planning policies.

PN11

No change.

How? No planning class for creative/digital?
196/532 b) safeguarding and encouraging retail uses

Creative and digital industries can fall into a range of use classes, primarily Use
Class B1.

PN11

See PN11a) which sets out thresholds for retail uses.

No change.

PN11

Changes have been made throughout the Local Plan to reflect the continued
aspiration for an extension to the tramlink.

No change.

PN11

As part of the Transport Strategy Implementation Plan the council will review bus
services across the borough.

No change.

PN11

As part of the Transport Strategy Implementation Plan the council will review bus
services across the borough.

No change.

The policy has been amended to state there will be a co-ordinated approach to
road danger reduction, parking and servicing control and management.

PN11d) of the DRLLP Proposed Submission Version
states:

How "encourage"?
196/533 c) supporting the extension of Tramlink to Crystal
Palace;
This was last cancelled in 2008. It has now been deleted
from the LLP at 1.25, 3.6 and T4 a) xii) and so should be
deleted here.
Worth considering alternatives. Improvements at GH
station to ensure full SFA, lobbying for better train
services.
196/534 d) working with Transport for London on options to
improve bus services towards central London;
TfL will say they are fine, even those going east-west.
Why nothing similar for WN and TH re east-west link
which Lambeth says are poor, and indeed are.
196/535 towards central London;

Are Central London services are poor? Even with a direct
service buses will be slower than trains (over 1 hour).
But one of the best connected places by bus there is.
http://content.tfl.gov.uk/bus-route-maps/crystalpalace-a4.pdf
196/536 including the consideration of parking controls;
PN11
Must be subject to cross-borough consultation. Parking
controls often just displace problems, possibly
worsening them.

d) investigating with Transport for London and
other adjoining boroughs ways in which traffic
conditions in the area can be improved to
ameliorate access to sustainable modes of
transport, control speeds, reduce congestion and
improve air quality, including the consideration of
re-introducing two-way working at the triangle and
a co-ordinated approach to road danger reduction,
parking and servicing control and management;
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196/537 f) protecting Coopers Yard Studios for cultural, creative
and digital uses; and

Policy
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PN11

Creative and digital industries can fall into a range of use classes, primarily Use
Class B1.

No change.

The council works with adjoining boroughs to address cross-borough issues
through Duty to Cooperate. There is also quarterly Street Works Co-ordination
meetings involving the 5 boroughs.

No change.

An amendment has been made to remove 'other' and to reflect that the Upper
Norwood/Crystal Palace areas is across five boroughs.

The supporting text to PN11 of the DRLLP
Proposed Submission Version states:

PN11

Comment noted.

The Upper Norwood/Crystal Palace area, in the
south east corner of the borough, is shared
between five London boroughs: Croydon, Bromley,
Lewisham, Southwark and Lambeth. Upper
Norwood is the highest point in the borough and is
one of the highest points in London, offering
panoramic views towards central London and has a
distinctive character. The area has two
conservation areas and a number of statutory
listed buildings.
No change.

PN11

An amendment has been made to remove references to specific numbers of units
in the town centre.

The supporting text to PN11 of the DRLLP
Proposed Submission Version states:

How? No planning class for creative/digital, though
possibly cultural.
196/538 g) working closely with the adjoining boroughs to ensure PN11
a co-ordinated approach to the management of the
centre.
How? What mechanisms? Is there a regular and
frequent coordinated mechanism?
196/517 11.177.
PN11
The Upper Norwood area, in the south east corner of
the borough, is shared between four other London
boroughs: Croydon, Bromley, Lewisham, Southwark and
Lambeth
Lambeth is in the list that follows, so ‘other’ makes no
sense.

Norwood
Action group et
al.
Norwood
Action group et
al.

Norwood
Action group et
al.

196/518 Upper Norwood is the highest point in the borough and
is one of the highest points in London
At 110metres, fifth highest…
196/519 191 commercial ground floor units in 2017 and a
vacancy level of 17 10 per cent,
Not verified.

196/520 This includes assets in Lambeth, such as the Upper
Norwood Library, an independent but public library
funded by both Lambeth and Croydon councils. Coopers
Yard studios is home to a range of creative and digital
enterprises.
What is in the other boroughs should be mentioned.

PN11

An addition has been made to refer to assets in other boroughs.

The shopping centre, split between the boroughs
of Lambeth, Bromley and Croydon and centred
around Westow Hill, Westow Street and Church
Road ('the triangle'), is identified in the London
Plan as a district centre. It has many independent
shops and a good variety of food and drink uses
resulting in a healthy evening economy. There is a
weekly food market on Haynes Lane. A limited
presence of comparison retail units and national
multiple retailers lends it a distinctive character.
The triangle is a destination in its own right,
attracting trips from a wide catchment area.
The supporting text to PN11 of the DRLLP
Proposed Submission Version states:
The London Plan identifies the district centre
having low commercial growth potential. However,
in addition to the established retail and
entertainment offer, the area is also home to
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cultural, creative and leisure uses. This includes
assets such as the Upper Norwood Library, an
independent but public library funded by both
Lambeth and Croydon councils, and a cinema.
Cooper’s Yard studios is home to a range of
creative and digital enterprises.
The London Borough of Croydon has identified the
area as a location suitable for an enterprise centre
for creative and cultural industries. The London
Plan identifies Crystal Palace Park and Crystal
Palace train and Overground station in the London
Borough of Bromley as a Strategic Outer London
Development Centre due to the area's existing and
potential leisure, tourism, arts, cultural and sports
functions.
No change.

196/521 needs further investment to help the area prosper.

PN11

No policy to deliver this.
196/522 with the nearest stations located

Policy PN11 supports a range of uses in the district centre and the wider Upper
Norwood/Crystal Palace area which will deliver investment into the area.

PN11

Comment noted.

No change.

PN11

No change.

Some parts near the stations have very good
accessibility as does Crystal Place Parade
196/524 11.183. The area

The supporting text sets out that although the area has a good level of public
transport accessibility around the town centre, the surrounding area is relatively
poorly served by public transport.

PN11

This should read “The district centre…”
196/525 frequent or reliable as they could be

The transport and public realm paragraphs of the supporting text have been
amended.

See paragraphs 11.153 to 11.155 of the supporting
text to PN11.

PN11

As part of the Transport Strategy Implementation Plan the council will review bus
services across the borough.

No change.

PN11

The paragraph reflects the highway authorities that cover the triangle.

No change.

PN11

Changes have been made throughout the Local Plan to reflect the continued
aspiration for an extension to the tramlink.

No change.

“Remaining stations” ( the CP High Level Station was
located off CP Parade).
196/523 the surrounding area is relatively poorly served by
public transport

Evidence please –they seem pretty good looking across
all 5 boroughs and especially what is on offer on CP
Parade – this is said to be the busiest street for buses
after Oxford Street.
196/526 A cross-borough approach to parking, traffic
management and highway improvement is required as
the triangle has three different highway authorities
143/20

4 –only Lewisham does not get as far as the Triangle.
Policy PN11 Upper Norwood, page 417
Reference to extension of Tramlink to Crystal Palace is
inconsistent with changes proposed elsewhere e.g. page
14 where it is deleted. This project is not actively being
progressed by TfL.
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196/290 xii) extension of the Croydon Tramlink to Crystal Palace
and Streatham;

Policy

Officer Response

Proposed Change

PN11

Changes have been made throughout the Local Plan to reflect the continued
aspiration for an extension to the tramlink.

Change to T4xii): "xii) extension of the Croydon
Tramlink to Crystal Palace and Streatham"

PN11

Supporting text has been amended to include reference to conservation areas.

Upper Norwood At present, Upper Norwood is suffering
from under investment by the council. For example, the
Central Hill Estate, with 460 homes on it, has been run
down over many years and despite a decision to
demolish the estate there are no clear plans or finances
in place to redevelop or regenerate the estate. Repairs
are not being carried out and this is affecting the
wellbeing and health of the residents. The
interdependent community is gradually being eroded
away and, even though residents are still paying rent,
there are significant safety and environmental issues
with the buildings and the estate. Even if developments
do take place and there are an extra 1,000 properties,
there has been no public provisioning of additional
services in the area.
Joint funding for the library which was jointly
maintained by Croydon and Lambeth is gradually being
run down and the Trust running the hub will need to
continue to work very hard to maintain levels of service.
More council funded librarians are required and work
should be done with neighbouring boroughs to secure
long term funding for the library service.
There are no safe cycling routes from Upper Norwood
through to the North of Lambeth with no traffic free
routes, proper cycle routes or 'quietways'. Residential
roads are used as rat-runs and speeding is a big problem
despite the 20mph speed limit across the area. There
needs to be much better provisioning of bike hangars as
many residents are requesting them.

PN11

The policy seeks to encourage investment to Upper Norwood/Crystal Palace by
safeguarding and encouraging retail, other town centre uses, housing and
supporting the area's vibrant arts and cultural scene.

The supporting text to the PN11 of the DRLLP
Proposed Submission Version states: The Upper
Norwood/Crystal Palace area, in the south east
corner of the borough, is shared between five
London boroughs: Croydon, Bromley, Lewisham,
Southwark and Lambeth. Upper Norwood is the
highest point in the borough and is one of the
highest points in London, offering panoramic views
towards central London and has a distinctive
character. The area has two conservation areas
and a number of statutory listed buildings.
See PN11 of the DRLLP Proposed Submission
Version.

PN11

The provision of libraries is addressed through the Infrastructure Delivery Plan.

No change.

PN11

The policy supports the implementation of the Healthy Route Network to
improve walking and cycling routes.

PN11 of the DRLLP Proposed Submission Version
states:

Many residents feel that this area of Lambeth is
neglected because it is the furthest point in the southeast of the borough. Policy PN11 currently doesn’t go

PN11

Still in PN11. Project dead, so remove.
196/516 Upper Norwood
Context
Conservation areas of Westow Hill (north side) and
Gipsy Hill should be mentioned, as well as local listing of
pubs.

Lambeth Green
Party

215/41

Lambeth Green
Party

215/42

Lambeth Green
Party

215/43

Lambeth Green
Party

215/44

The policy has been amended to include support for retail, other town centre
uses, housing and creative and digital industries. It also supports improvements
to public transport, conditions for walking and cycling, green infrastructure and

e) implementing the Healthy Route network from
Crystal Palace to Herne Hill via Gipsy Hill and West
Dulwich and exploring opportunities to deliver
improved links southward, particularly to Croydon
town centre;
See PN11 of the DRLLP Proposed Submission
Version.
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196/40

Mayor of
London

70/6a

Individual

342/1

Individual

347/7

Representation Wording
far enough to allay these fears and seems to focus
predominantly on retail uses in the area.
Bromley recommends that the Draft Revised Local Plan
refers to and supports the proposed designation of
Crystal Palace Park as a Strategic Outer London
Development Centre, given its geographical location
serving residents in Lambeth and several other
neighbouring boroughs and in recognition of the crossborough engagement to date in respect of regeneration
of the park.

Norwood need more housing please. Any site that can
have housing should deliver it

○ the potential to extend the Tramlink to Crystal Palace
and Streatham
Deleted, but still part of Policy PN11. As project ‘dead’,
should be deleted from PN11.
Policy PN2 Vauxhall The retail function and potential of
Waterloo and South Bank and Vauxhall should be
recognised in a way that reflects their location in the
CAZ.
we need more security in our neighbourhoods more
Civilian & CCTV camera aroud
I believe that people are more likely to go shopping in a
well-maintained and tidy neighbourhood where all
rubbish has been put into council wheely bins. Yet the
council condemn Norwood Road residents to putting

Policy

PN11

PN11

PN11

PN2

Officer Response

Proposed Change

air quality. It sets out that the council will work closely with adjoining boroughs to
ensure a co-ordinated approach to the management of the centre.
The Strategic Outer London Development Centre has been referenced in the
supporting text.

The supporting text to PN11 of the DRLLP
Proposed Submission Version states:

Changes have been made to the policy to support housing in the Upper
Norwood/Crystal Palace area.

The London Borough of Croydon has identified the
area as a location suitable for an enterprise centre
for creative and cultural industries. The London
Plan identifies Crystal Palace Park and Crystal
Palace train and Overground station in the London
Borough of Bromley as a Strategic Outer London
Development Centre due to the area's existing and
potential leisure, tourism, arts, cultural and sports
functions.
PN11 of the DRLLP Proposed Submission Version
states:

Changes have been made throughout the Local Plan to reflect the continued
aspiration for an extension to the tramlink.

The council will support the role of Upper
Norwood/Crystal Palace as a district centre and
work with the adjoining London boroughs to
safeguard and encourage retail uses and other
appropriate town-centre uses, including housing. It
will support opportunities for physical
improvements to the centre which enhance and
improve its character, increase green
infrastructure, improve air quality and will seek to
improve traffic, safety, accessibility and
environmental conditions for pedestrians and
cyclists in the area and public transport links to
other parts of London. The council will support the
vibrant arts and cultural scene and also encourage
the growth of the creative and digital industries
sector in the area. New housing in the wider Upper
Norwood/Crystal Palace area will be supported.
Change to bullet point list in paragraph 1.25:
the potential to extend the Tramlink to Crystal
Palace and Streatham"

PN2 has been amended to reflect the CAZ retail cluster.

See updated PN2 of the DRLLP.

Safety, crime prevention and counter terrorism is dealt with under policy Q3.

No change.

Comment noted.

No change.
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their rubbish and recycling on the pavement. You have
to go to slums in Brazil to see something like that
The tone of the whole section is to remove most
remaining restrictions and impediments to the erection
of further tall buildings. I am strongly opposed to
weakening such restrictions, as exemplified in the
proposed Policy Q26.

Policy

Officer Response

Proposed Change

The council's approach to tall buildings is set out in Q26 and is cross referenced
where relevant in the Places and Neighbourhood policy.

See Q26 of the DRLLP Proposed Submission
Version.
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Action
group et
al.
Norwood
Action
group et
al.

Agent

Rep
Representation Wording
Code
196/422 Affordable housing
See National Planning Policy Framework
and London Plan policy H5.
196/423 without having to secure planning
permission.
Would be worth saying many require prior
approval.

Policy/Sites/General/Policies
Map/Issue
Affordable housing

Officer Response

Proposed Change

The DRLLP text appears to have been incorrectly
struckthrough by the respondent

No change.

Permitted development rights

The definition of permitted development rights
is generally consistent with the London Plan
definition and technical guidance for 'permitted
development rights for householders'. It is not
considered necessary to explain when prior
approval would be required as this is governed
by regulations which may change.

No change.
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Sites
Name
Guy's and St
Thomas'
Charity

Rep
Code
140/1

Representation Wording

Site Type

Site

Officer Response

Proposed Change

We write on behalf of Guy’s and St Thomas’ Charity who own a 5.4 acre site in the
Waterloo area referred to as the Royal Street site. Established over 500 years ago, the
Charity’s purpose is to improve the health of people in the London boroughs of Lambeth
and Southwark, two of the UK’s most diverse and deprived areas. This is achieved through
the Charity working with a range of partners to identify, test and scale new approaches to
health and healthcare, and by supporting Guy’s and St Thomas’ NHS Foundation Trust
through a combination of fundraising and the Charity’s own philanthropic support. The
Charity has an endowment of over £800m of assets which forms the backbone of its
resources. A considerable part of this comprises the Charity’s property portfolio, which
includes significant land holding in Lambeth. Whilst supporting Guy’s and St Thomas’ NHS
Foundation Trust is a central part of the Charity’s work, and the organisations are
strategically aligned, it should be noted that as of April 2015, the Charity became
independent and is no longer governed by NHS legislation.

Existing Site
Allocation

Site 01

Noted.

No change

With regards to the Royal Street site the southern portion of the site falls within the Site
Allocation 1 Land north and south of and including 10 Royal Street (Founders Place), as set
out on in the draft Local Plan. Guy’s and St Thomas’ Charity have engaged in the preceding
rounds of public consultation and look forward to continuing to develop an appropriate
framework to create the certainty of outcome required to enable this key site to be
brought forward for development with confidence. In addition to the Guy’s and St Thomas’
Charity engagement with the Local Plan process, the Charity has been actively engaged
with the Council through the pre-application process to discuss the development potential
of the site. As discussed throughout the pre-application process, the Charity are currently in
the process of tendering for a development partner who will work in partnership with the
Charity to deliver a development scheme onsite. The Charity are currently exploring options
to optimise the site to deliver a mixed-use proposal.
The Charity recognise the importance of the planning policy framework to help it and its
partners from realising their respective ambitions for growth and expansion. In large, the
Charity are supportive of the Council’s approach and strategy for growth set out in the draft
Local Plan. However, there are some matters within the plan where we either seek
clarification or raise concern. Where concerns are raised against matters of the plan which
we consider could prejudice the Charity’s ability to realise its ambitions, we have suggested
proposed amendments to the plan for your consideration which will help all.
Allocations
The site falls within the following policy designations:
· Waterloo London Plan Opportunity Area
· Central Activities Zone (CAZ).
· Site Allocation 1 Land north and south of and including 10 Royal Street (Founders Place)
· Regional Area of Open Space Deficiency across the majority of the site (with the
remainder under the District category)
· Lambeth Palace conservation area (comprising the former school and other buildings on
the south side of Royal Street)
· Archaeological Priority Area (Lambeth Palace and Lambeth Riverfront)
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Name

Rep
Code

Representation Wording

Site Type

Site

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Existing Site
Allocation

Site 01

All existing site allocation policies have been retained
unchanged in the DRLLP PSV (unless they are proposed
for deletion). Existing site allocation policies will be
reviewed where necessary through the forthcoming
Site Allocations DPD. These comments will be retained
and used to inform that review.

No change

In addition to the above, the site is located adjacent to:
· Archbishop’s Park is a Site of Local Nature Conservation Importance (SINC)
· Lambeth Palace Gardens is a Site of Borough Nature Conservation Importance (SINC)
Guy’s and St Thomas’ Charity vision for Royal Street The Charity’ vision is to redevelop the
Royal Street estate as a hub at the heart of Waterloo and to optimise the site for a flexible
mix of uses which could include residential, office, outpatients centre, retail and leisure. As
you will be aware the Charity are keen to maintain flexibility in the balance of those uses
over and above a no net loss policy position.

Guy's and St
Thomas'
Charity

140/8

The Charity (as part of a joint venture with a development partner) are committed to
bringing forward a new ‘place’ at Royal Street which will become a thriving and integrated
part of the wider area and provide the outpatient unit and office facilities required to
enable the Guy’s and St Thomas’ NHS Foundation Trust to upgrade facilities on the St
Thomas’ hospital site. Development onsite will provide a positive contribution to Lambeth
both in terms of delivering upgraded medical facilities, residential dwellings and associated
jobs.
Site Allocation 1- Land north and south of and including 10 Royal Street (Founders Place)
The draft Regulation 19 plan seeks to retain the wording of Site Allocation 1 as per the
adopted 2015 Lambeth Local Plan. The allocation also seeks to designate the same
boundary as per the 2015 plan as shown in the map below [map included] In principle, the
Charity support the identification of the site for re-development. However, the extent of
the Charity’s land ownership, and the boundary of the Masterplan discussed through preapplication consultation with the Council, differs to the allocation. As such, we propose that
the boundary of Site Allocation 1 is amended to take into account Becket House and the
railway arches to the east of the site. An amended allocation boundary plan is set out in
Appendix 1. [Appendix 1 included]
In addition to a change in the boundary, we also seek amendments to the wording of draft
Policy Site 1 to either provide clarification to the Council where there are in accuracies or to
enable a more positive framework for the sites re-development. The draft site allocation
proposes that the preferred land use requirements are: “Health use for the expansion of St
Thomas’ Hospital to provide clinical and ancillary hospital uses; replacement of affordable
housing”. We support the proposal for the site allocation to include health uses and/or
other operational facilities to enable the expansion of St Thomas’s Hospital. As outlined
above, in partnership with the Trust, the Charity’s vision for the site includes provision of a
new outpatient’s centre for St Thomas’ Hospital and office accommodation.
However, the requirement to provide replacement affordable housing on the site, does not
reflect the status of the current housing. As outlined through the pre-application
discussions between the Charity and the Council none of the existing 129 residential units
on the Royal Street site are secured as or used as affordable housing. There is no legal
requirement for the homes to be ‘Affordable’ and the homes can be let on Market Rates.
As such, the wording of the draft allocation is not justified or effective as there is no
affordable housing of which to reprovide. We therefore propose that the text is amended
to accurately reflect the tenure of the existing housing which should be replaced in any
comprehensive re-development scenario (amendments noted in red text here and
throughout these representations).
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Rep
Code

Representation Wording

Site Type

Site

Officer Response

Proposed Change

In addition to amendments to the existing text we note that the site is located within the
CAZ and an Opportunity Area whereby a number of other uses would be deemed
acceptable as part of a re-development of the site. As such, we propose that uses such as
office, residential, leisure and retail uses should also be encouraged through the site
allocation. Proposed Amendment
“Preferred Use: Health use for the expansion of St Thomas’ Hospital to provide clinical and
ancillary hospital uses; replacement of affordable housing, thereafter to optimise potential
through a mix of uses which could include office, residential, leisure and retail.
Design principles and Development Considerations The Charity is broadly supportive of the
draft allocations design principles and development considerations. However, we note that
part ii) of the policy states the Council will support development that: “retains 10 Royal
Street and Holy Trinity Urban Centre that are considered to make a positive contribution to
the conservation area” The requirement to retain 10 Royal Street and Holy Urban Trinity
Centre is considered to be onerous and would not enable both the Council and the Charity
to make best use or seek greatest benefit from this well-located brownfield site. There is
also historic precedence for its loss. The Charity acknowledges that the Lambeth Place
Conservation Area Character Appraisal recognises the building as a positive contributor to
the Conservation Area. However, the detail of how the building makes a positive
contribution is lacking. In contrast, the contribution of the building was discussed at length
during the appeal for the proposals on the Founders Place site, granted planning
permission by the Secretary of State on 10 October 2007 following a public inquiry. The
Inspector’s report to the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government (18
June 2007), stated that the case for the demolition of the Holy Trinity Buildings was
‘overwhelming’. The Inspector concluded this on the basis that no objections to the
demolition had been received from English Heritage (a statutory consultee), the
Commission for Architecture and the Built Environment and the Mayor. Furthermore, the
Inspector noted that the Council’s conservation officers were of the that view that
demolition of the buildings would not harm the conservation area. The principle of the
demolition of the buildings has been accepted under the appeal permission. This fact
coupled with the heritage position presented by English Heritage and the Council’s
Conservation Officers, we do not consider the retention of the buildings to be a justified
design principle of development consideration. Its retention would also stifle any redevelopment scheme from realising the huge potential of this prominent corner site. We
therefore suggest that this element of the policy is not justified or effective in making best
use of a sustainable site and we therefore request that the wording is deleted as shown:
“ ii) retains 10 Royal Street and Holy Trinity Urban Centre that are considered to make a
positive contribution to the conservation area”
In addition to the above, we note that part iii) of the policy expects proposals to “restricts
building heights in the southern part of the site due to its location within the conservation
area and proximity to the park” The Charity recognises that the southern part of the site is
considered to be a more sensitive location in terms of design due to the neighbouring
heritage context and LVMF views. However, the wording in the draft allocation is
considered to place too much emphasis on the building heights rather than the design of
buildings responding to the local context. The draft London Plan design and tall building
policies emphasise the importance of proposals following design led approach that
promoted the highest standard of architecture. As such we propose the wording is
amended to the following “iii) restricts building heights in the southern part of the site due
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Name

Canary Wharf
Group

Rep
Code

Representation Wording

158/27

Site 1 – Land north and south of and including 10 Royal Street (Founders Place) The
boundary of the site does not include Beckett House and therefore is not reflective of the
way in which the Site has come to market. The boundary of the Site should be updated to
include Beckett House to ensure that the Site comes forward comprehensively.

Site Type

Site

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Existing Site
Allocation

Site 01

All existing site allocation policies have been retained
unchanged in the DRLLP PSV (unless they are proposed
for deletion). Existing site allocation policies will be
reviewed where necessary through the forthcoming
Site Allocations DPD. These comments will be retained
and used to inform that review.

No change

Site 01

All existing site allocation policies have been retained
unchanged in the DRLLP PSV (unless they are proposed
for deletion). Existing site allocation policies will be
reviewed where necessary through the forthcoming
Site Allocations DPD. These comments will be retained
and used to inform that review.
Support noted.

No change

All existing site allocation policies have been retained
unchanged in the DRLLP PSV (unless they are proposed
for deletion). Existing site allocation policies will be
reviewed where necessary through the forthcoming
Site Allocations DPD. These comments will be retained
and used to inform that review.

No change

to its location within the conservation area and proximity to the park, buildings proposed in
the southern part of the site should respond to the context and character of the local area
and Lambeth Palace Conservation Area”

It is noted that the Site allocation states that “replacement affordable housing” is a
preferred use. This is strongly disputed as there is no evidence to suggest that the existing
housing on the Site is, or ever has been classified or defined as “affordable housing”. We
would therefore suggest that the word “affordable” is removed. Furthermore, there is no
justification as to why the replacement housing would need to be provided on Site. Greater
flexibility should be allowed to explore other options for the replacement housing (i.e. an
off-site provision) to ensure that most appropriate mix of land uses are provided on the
Site.

Canary Wharf
Group

158/38

Individual

200/11

Guy's and St
Thomas' NHS
Foundation
Trust

72/10

We note that the Site Allocation specifically calls for the retention of 10 Royal Street and
the Trinity Urban Centre. We propose that this is amended to allow for greater flexibility for
the removal of these buildings (subject to heritage assessment) as their retention would
have a detrimental impact on the deliverability of a comprehensive scheme.
• LBL should remove the reference to “affordable” housing as a preferred use in the
Existing Site
Founders Place (Site Allocation 1). Furthermore, the requirement for the retention of 10
Allocation
Royal Street and the Trinity Urban Centre should be afforded more flexibility to allow the
redevelopment of the Site to come forward comprehensively.
Replacement affordable housing on Site 1 – Land north and south of and including 10 Royal
Street (Founders Place) is supported.
Section 7 (Social Infrastructure)
We note that Policy S2 in Section 7 identifies the preferred use of 10 Royal Street (Founders
Place) as “Health use for the expansion of St Thomas’ Hospital to provide clinical and
ancillary hospital uses; replacement of affordable housing”. This site is owned by Guy's and
St. Thomas' Charity, which is a partner to our Estates Development Plan.
While we support a policy that protects sites around the St Thomas’ Hospital estate for
healthcare uses, S2 should be refined to reflect our shared ambition to create a MedTech
cluster at the Westminster Bridge Campus. It is intended that a proportion of the new
buildings developed at Royal Street could be occupied by life sciences businesses as well as
the NHS.

Existing Site
Allocation
Existing Site
Allocation

Site 01
Site 01

No change

The creation of a new MedTech Cluster will bring new treatments and technologies to
market faster and offer patients access to these advances at an earlier stage, whilst
maintaining high standards of care in Lambeth. We therefore suggest the preferred use of
Site 1 (Land north and south of and including 10 Royal Street (Founders Place)) should be
revised to read “Health use for the expansion of St Thomas’ Hospital to provide clinical and
ancillary hospital uses; life sciences businesses; replacement of housing”.
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Name
Brixton
Society

Rep
Code
155/16

Norwood
Action group
et al.

196/54
6

Brixton
Society

155/15

Norwood
Action group
et al.

196/26
1

Individual

101/10

Historic
England

119/27

Representation Wording

Site Type

Site

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Deletion of site 2 is only acceptable because an alternative site is now being developed in
Mandrell Road.

Existing Site
Allocation

Site 02

No change

Another primary school site of similar size will be needed in the wider Brixton area, to
accommodate future needs, but preferably not on a main road frontage.
Site Allocation deletion:
• SA3 Vale Street Depot (was allocated for a primary school)

The planned expansion of Sudbourne Primary School on
Mandrell Road will provide additional primary school
places to serve this part of the borough.

Existing Site
Allocation

Site 03

The Council intends to retain the Reuse and Recycling
Centre at Vale Street.

No change

Existing Site
Allocation

Site 04

Noted.

No change

Existing Site
Allocation

Site 04

The position on school places reflects the council's
evidence on public place planning.

No change

Existing Site
Allocation

Site 05

All existing site allocation policies have been retained
unchanged in the DRLLP PSV (unless they are proposed
for deletion). Existing site allocation policies will be
reviewed where necessary through the forthcoming
Site Allocations DPD. These comments will be retained
and used to inform that review.

No change

Existing Site
Allocation

Site 05

All existing site allocation policies have been retained
unchanged in the DRLLP PSV (unless they are proposed
for deletion). Existing site allocation policies will be
reviewed where necessary through the forthcoming
Site Allocations DPD. These comments will be retained
and used to inform that review.

No change

Much of allocated site not used for waste recycling. Consider redevelopment of these
elements at least for housing if not needed for school. Better locations for depot in KIBA.
The plan fails to identify sufficient sites for its 10-15 year horizon. Inclusion of site 4 (New
Park Road) is welcomed because this will complement the new housing development in the
Clapham Park Master-plan.
Education use (two forms of entry as a proposed expansion of nearby Telferscot primary
school, with associated nursery places) with
It has been said earlier no need for more primary school places. However, this seems
improbable.
The proposal for part of the ground floor of Elizabeth House (site 4 ) (facing the station),
and the unseen proposal for retail use of part of the ground floor of the station (facing
Elizabeth House) are both speculative. If they are implemented they are likely to be very
high-rent, and therefore very unlikely to meet the essential shopping needs of the local
residents. We classify essential shopping as that which supports family life eg: including /
food / chemist / newsagent / baker / burcher / supermarket / stationer .
The Draft Local Plan does not meet the local residents' need for additional essential
shopping
Site 5 Elizabeth House:
We note that a planning permission (ref. 12/01327/FUL) was granted in December 2014
although it is not clear if this permission remains extant. It is possible that this may not be
implemented as such the site specific policy should still outline clear expectations for how
the site can be developed sustainably and should outline how decision makers should react
to proposals in order to be robust throughout the life of the plan period.
Generally the Design Principles and Key Development Issues outlined on page 312 are
appropriate in our view and we are pleased to see an emphasis on ground level
permeability and public realm improvements. This should also be of benefit to the historic
environment in terms of improving the setting and experience of heritage assets. However,
we request that the policy is amended to include an additional criterion that specifically
requires development to conserve or enhance nearby heritage assets and their settings.
This will better outline the overall expectations for the site and will ensure that the historic
environment is afforded due consideration in the formulation of any prospective
development proposals.
Particular care should be taken when considering the implications of development in
relation to the OUV of the Westminster World Heritage Site, views of the Queen Elizabeth
Tower from Parliament Square, and the settings of the Grade I Royal Festival Hall and the
Grade II* County Hall. Additional development of this site could have adverse implications
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Representation Wording

Site Type

Site

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Existing Site
Allocation

Site 05

All existing site allocation policies have been retained
unchanged in the DRLLP PSV (unless they are proposed
for deletion). Existing site allocation policies will be
reviewed where necessary through the forthcoming
Site Allocations DPD. These comments will be retained
and used to inform that review.
All existing site allocation policies have been retained
unchanged in the DRLLP PSV (unless they are proposed
for deletion). Existing site allocation policies will be
reviewed where necessary through the forthcoming
Site Allocations DPD. These comments will be retained
and used to inform that review.
All existing site allocation policies have been retained
unchanged in the DRLLP PSV (unless they are proposed
for deletion). Existing site allocation policies will be
reviewed where necessary through the forthcoming
Site Allocations DPD. These comments will be retained
and used to inform that review.
All existing site allocation policies have been retained
unchanged in the DRLLP PSV (unless they are proposed
for deletion). Existing site allocation policies will be
reviewed where necessary through the forthcoming

No change

upon local views so we also recommend that this is highlighted from the outset. The World
Heritage Committee has expressed concern regarding the development of this site and
identified tall building development here to have negative impacts upon the OUV of the
Westminster WHS. As such it is important that the policy does not seek to reinforce this
identified harm and indeed seeks to avoid it. The policy should identify the threat posed by
the cumulative impacts of further tall buildings development in this area and discourage
further harm.
The policy is silent on archaeological issues which could be an oversight given the scale of
potential development on this site is likely to require significant amounts of excavation. The
policy would be strengthened if it included a criterion for the provision of desk based
assessment along with a Heritage Statement upon application. Potential excavation may
also affect nearby heritage assets and this should again be outlined in the policy in case the
Council wishes a construction method statement to accompany an application for planning
permission.

TfL

143/19

Careful consideration should also be given to the treatment of the Grade II listed Victory
Arch. The setting of war memorials often plays a dominant role in determining their
significance. Victory Arch is a substantial memorial in an elevated and prominent position,
and it would be regrettable if this aspect of its interest was diminished. Its location
immediately adjacent to the site could result in its setting being particularly impacted. The
location and setting of the memorial is an important aspect of how it is experienced and
how its commemorative nature is communicated. It is important therefore, to ensure that
this sensitivity is articulated in the policy and reasoned justification. Improvements to the
exposed flank of the arch would be welcomed and we are pleased to see that the policy
seeks an enhancement in this respect.
Site 5 – Elizabeth House, York Road SE1, page 312
A requirement for redevelopment of this site to provide for step-free access to the
Bakerloo (northbound) and Northern line platforms should be included.

Network Rail

163/20

For example, the development opportunity offered by Elizabeth House is significant, but it
is essential that the development acknowledges its impact and relationship with the station
and therefore must respond accordingly through mitigation works and financial
contributions. It is hoped to continue discussions on the site with you and the new
Developer in order to ensure that ay issues are properly considered and addressed.

Existing Site
Allocation

Site 05

HB Reavis

164/7

HB Reavis also objects that a requirement to provide subsidised retail space will introduce
further substantial costs to the redevelopment of Elizabeth House, alongside those
discussed in our response to Policy ED2 (affordable workspace).

Existing Site
Allocation

Site 05

London &
Continental
Railways Ltd

32/6

Adjoining Sites

Existing Site
Allocation

Site 05

Immediately to the west of the WR scheme lies Elizabeth House, which is allocated as ‘Site
5’ in the Plan. Whilst LCR fully supports its allocation for office-led development with a mix
of central London activities, it is important that any scheme brought forward on the site

No change

No change

No change
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Code

Representation Wording

Site Type

Site

considers its relationship with the consented Waterloo Retail scheme. Given the new
western exit to Waterloo Station that will be delivered as part of the WR scheme, it is vital
that the two schemes integrate seamlessly with one another, particularly with regard to
issues such as pedestrian comfort levels. To this end, we would like to suggest the following
additions (shown in red) to the design principles and key development considerations:

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Site Allocations DPD. These comments will be retained
and used to inform that review.

“The council will support development that:

Canary Wharf
Group

158/3

Network Rail

163/18

i) Respects and recognises the primacy and prevalence of commercial land uses in this area
ii) creates a varied footprint and skyline with development broken up to avoid replicating
the wall- like separation of York Road from Waterloo Station;
iii) increases the ground level permeability of the site with access to Waterloo Station,
ensuring successful integration with the permitted Waterloo Retail
Scheme;
iv) provides active frontages along primary routes as well as active frontages facing the
Waterloo Retail Scheme and secondary routes between towers;
v) creates a new area of public open space onto York Road;
vi) provides enhanced east–west pedestrian links to the station forecourt and new street
level entrances into Waterloo Station in the façade facing the development. This should
align with the new western entrance that will be created through the permitted Waterloo
Retail Scheme and a direct street level entrance into the “Orchestra Pit”;
vii) improved pedestrian links to connect the station and riverside walk and to Lower Marsh
with the enhancement of Leake Street
viii) recognises Leake Street’s emerging status as a location for leisure and the evening
economy, and can demonstrate that this status has been considered through an
appropriate design response which mitigates potential conflicts between the different land
uses
ix) improves/treats the exposed flank wall of Victory Arch;
x) provides streetscape improvements to primary and secondary routes;
xi) demonstrates that a coherent design is in place to provide a new street-level pedestrian
route to replace the upper-level walkway from the station;
xii) creates secondary/residential streets adjacent to Waterloo Station and between tower
blocks;
xiii) allows for the potential to connect to a future district-wide combined heat and power
network”.
As a means of background, in December 2012 Braeburn Estates (comprising Canary Wharf
Group (CWG) and Qatari Diar) submitted a planning (LPA application ref. 12/04708/FUL)
and associated applications for the major mixed-use redevelopment of the Shell Centre,
Waterloo. This application was subsequently approved by the Secretary of State on 5th
June 2014.
Waterloo
Waterloo Station is a key transport hub linking much of the south and south east of England
with Central London. The station, which also includes Waterloo Underground Station, is the
busiest by passenger numbers in the United Kingdom. Waterloo Station has recently
undergone alterations as part of a desire to improve passenger facilities and amenities at
the station. It is envisaged that further major works will be required in the future to address
the operational needs of the network and the needs of the passengers.

Existing Site
Allocation

Site 06

Noted

No change

Existing Site
Allocation

Site 07

All existing site allocation policies have been retained
unchanged in the DRLLP PSV (unless they are proposed
for deletion). Existing site allocation policies will be
reviewed where necessary through the forthcoming
Site Allocations DPD. These comments will be retained
and used to inform that review.

No change

Network Rail requests that a flexible approach is set out to development at the station as it
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Name

Rep
Code

London &
Continental
Railways Ltd

32/4

Individual

101/8

Representation Wording

Site Type

Site

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Existing Site
Allocation

Site 07

Accepted

A reference to Leake
Street's importance
as a pedestrian
route has been
added at paragraph
11.13.

Existing Site
Allocation

Site 08

The site allocation has been deleted because
redevelopment of the bus station is not a realistic
prospect.

No change

Existing Site
Allocation

Site 08

The site allocation has been deleted because
redevelopment of the bus station is not a realistic
prospect.

No change

Existing Site
Allocation

Site 08

The site allocation has been deleted because
redevelopment of the bus station is not a realistic
prospect.

No change

may be necessary to make significant changes to the station in order to deliver the much
needed capacity and interchange improvements.
Furthermore, Network Rail specifically requests that the new Plan acknowledges the need
for Developers of sites near to Waterloo Station to contribute to both mitigation of any
impacts as a result of their developments, but also to contribute to improvements to the
station and interchange. This can be delivered through S106 Agreements and Community
Infrastructure Levy, but must be supported by appropriate policy.
The adopted 2015 Lambeth Local Plan designates Waterloo Station as ‘Site 7’, which
provides key principles and development considerations for proposals brought forward at
Waterloo Station. As this allocation has now been deleted in the Draft Revised Local Plan,
LCR would therefore request that the importance of Leake Street as a pedestrian route
continues to be recognised elsewhere in the Plan. To this end, references to the
enhancement of Leake Street (i.e. improved pedestrian links) in the Policy Text for Site 5,
Elizabeth House, are supported. It should however be noted that pedestrian improvements
will need to be balanced against the continued servicing requirements of both the WR
scheme and Leake Street Arches, which rely on Leake Street itself. Any improvement to the
general pedestrian environment should therefore be fully cognisant of this essential
operational requirement.
Cornwall Rd Bus Garage --- (Site 8)
After much lobbying by local residents, about pollution, health hazards and noise, Lambeth
designated the site of the Bus Garage primarily for housing in a previous Local Plan. This is
how we would like the site to be designated in this Draft Local Plan. Because the buses are
now fueled by electricity we believe that they could be located either under or over
Waterloo Station. Alternatively they could stay in their present site and have housing built
over them.
Because of Waterloo's serious need for more social housing we urge Lambeth to consider
all and any sites.

Individual

114/5

Waterloo
Community
Development
Group

182/5

Because Lambeth is not considering this site for housing the Draft Local Plan is not meeting
local needs.
Cornwall Road Bus Garage
The omission of designation of this site for social housing misses a significant opportunity to
plan for its use to address the housing crisis and to serve the needs of the local community
(badly in need of affordable housing for local people). This space must, therefore, be
designated for development of social housing. The bus garage, now reconfigured for
electric vehicles only, can be developed with social housing on the upper levels.
Alternately, the bus garage could be relocated to the lower levels of Waterloo Station
freeing this site for a significant social housing development.
We object to the deletion of the Cornwall Rd bus garage (Site 8) as a major redevelopment
opportunity. There is no justification for maintaining Central London’s only open-air bus
garage in the middle of an Opportunity Area where, within a couple of hundred yards the
draft Plan seeks to justify development up to 130m! While the reasons for attempting to
get rid of the bus garage (emissions and noise) may have disappeared since the buses all
became electric, the space above the site could accommodate up to 200 flats in a relatively
modest development, and more if worked together with the Cornwall Rd/ Wootton St site.
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Name
Individual

Rep
Code
200/9

Friends of
Jubilee
Gardens

52/4

Individual

54/4

Individual

74/2

Individual

77/7

Individual

96/3

Individual

99/15

Representation Wording

Site Type

Site

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Site 8 – Cornwall Road Bus Garage, Cornwall Road SE1 should be reinstated as a
development opportunity site as in the existing local plan. No convincing evidence has been
put forward to justify the proposed change and therefore its deletion is not soundly based
especially as it provides an important and valuable opportunity to address housing needs
particularly for affordable housing within the locality.
Cornwall Road Bus Garage
Must be designated for development of social rent housing. The bus garage, now
reconfigured for electric vehicles only, can be developed with social rent housing on upper
levels. Alternatively, the bus garage could be relocated to the lower levels of Waterloo
Station freeing this major site for a significant social rent housing development. The
omission of designation of the site for social housing misses a significant opportunity to
plan for its use to address the housing crisis and to serve the needs of the local community
and the people of Lambeth as a whole
Cornwall Road Bus Garage
Must be designated for development of social rent housing. The bus garage, now
reconfigured for electric vehicles only, can be developed with social rent housing on upper
levels. Alternatively, the bus garage could be relocated to the lower levels of Waterloo
Station freeing this major site for a significant social rent housing development. The
omission of designation of the site for social housing misses a significant opportunity to
plan for its use to address the housing crisis and to serve the needs of the local community
and the people of Lambeth as a whole
2. Lambeth lifelong supporters, were also badly let down in the late 90s when they tried
unsuccessfully to get the bus garage removed from within 4 blocks of flats in Cornwall Road
(still in place today) and situated in an area that had the highest level of pollution in London
and the highest level of chest problems in the young and old! Do please remember, these
things are never forgotten.

Existing Site
Allocation

Site 08

The site allocation has been deleted because
redevelopment of the bus station is not a realistic
prospect.

No change

Existing Site
Allocation

Site 08

The site allocation has been deleted because
redevelopment of the bus station is not a realistic
prospect.

No change

Existing Site
Allocation

Site 08

The site allocation has been deleted because
redevelopment of the bus station is not a realistic
prospect.

No change

Existing Site
Allocation

Site 08

The site allocation has been deleted because
redevelopment of the bus station is not a realistic
prospect.

No change

Cornwall Road Bus Garage
Must be designated for development of social rent housing. The bus garage, now
reconfigured for electric vehicles only, can be developed with social rent housing on upper
levels. Alternatively, the bus garage could be relocated to the lower levels of Waterloo
Station freeing this major site for a significant social rent housing development. The
omission of designation of the site for social housing misses a significant opportunity to
plan for its use to address the housing crisis and to serve the needs of the local community
and the people of Lambeth as a whole
Policy PN1 Waterloo and the South Bank: Site 8

Existing Site
Allocation

Site 08

The site allocation has been deleted because
redevelopment of the bus station is not a realistic
prospect.

No change

Existing Site
Allocation

Site 08

The site allocation has been deleted because
redevelopment of the bus station is not a realistic
prospect.

No change

Site 08

The site allocation has been deleted because
redevelopment of the bus station is not a realistic
prospect.

No change

I regret the exclusion of the Cornwall Road bus garage site from the new plan. This is an
ugly presence in the middle of a residential area. It would be highly suitable for social
housing which could even be built over it if absolutely necessary. I understand that this is
an overspill garage with the main focus being Camberwell bus garage so it may not be
difficult to exclude buses from here. But I think every effort should be made to deal with
this detracting site.
* Site 8 - Cornwall Road bus garage - I object to the proposed deletion of ‘Site 8’ as being
Existing Site
designated for redevelopment for example, it could easily function as a bus garage but
Allocation
with much ended social housing built on top. All buses will be electric soon so there would
be no problem with pollution/fumes so they could be housed underneath Waterloo Station
where there is ample space. Otherwise it’s a waste of a significant Waterloo site given
London’s chronic social homes shortage and homelessness crisis.
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Name

Representation Wording

Site Type

Site

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Individual

Rep
Code
22/2

I also object to site 9 being designated as ‘residential’ when it should be for social housing.

Existing Site
Allocation

Site 09

No change

Individual

24/2

As a long-term Waterloo resident, I was part of the community effort which fought for all
the Coin Street sites to be designated for social housing. While some of these sites have
been developed for that purpose, it is disgraceful that after many decades the sites on
Doon Street, Cornwall Road/Stamford Street junction and Princes and Gabriel’s Wharves
stand vacant (or are in temporary use), and are in danger are losing designated status,
especially when the need for social housing locally is enormous.

Existing Site
Allocation

Site 09

All existing site allocation policies have been retained
unchanged in the DRLLP PSV (unless they are proposed
for deletion). Existing site allocation policies will be
reviewed where necessary through the forthcoming
Site Allocations DPD. These comments will be retained
and used to inform that review.
All existing site allocation policies have been retained
unchanged in the DRLLP PSV (unless they are proposed
for deletion). Existing site allocation policies will be
reviewed where necessary through the forthcoming
Site Allocations DPD. These comments will be retained
and used to inform that review.

Existing Site
Allocation

Site 09

All existing site allocation policies have been retained
unchanged in the DRLLP PSV (unless they are proposed
for deletion). Existing site allocation policies will be
reviewed where necessary through the forthcoming
Site Allocations DPD. These comments will be retained
and used to inform that review.

No change

Existing Site
Allocation

Site 09

No change

Existing Site
Allocation

Site 09

Existing Site
Allocation

Site 09

All existing site allocation policies have been retained
unchanged in the DRLLP PSV (unless they are proposed
for deletion). Existing site allocation policies will be
reviewed where necessary through the forthcoming
Site Allocations DPD. These comments will be retained
and used to inform that review.
All existing site allocation policies have been retained
unchanged in the DRLLP PSV (unless they are proposed
for deletion). Existing site allocation policies will be
reviewed where necessary through the forthcoming
Site Allocations DPD. These comments will be retained
and used to inform that review.
All existing site allocation policies have been retained
unchanged in the DRLLP PSV (unless they are proposed
for deletion). Existing site allocation policies will be
reviewed where necessary through the forthcoming
Site Allocations DPD. These comments will be retained
and used to inform that review.

Individual

28/2

These sites provide a major opportunity for provision of social housing and therefore it is
essential that they be designated as such to enable and encourage such development to go
ahead. As part of this, I object to Gabriel’s Wharf and Princes Wharf being designated
(ambiguously) for offices and ‘residential, but not specifically for ‘social housing’.
Waterloo has a huge social housing need. There are sites all around Waterloo begging to be
used for housing.
·
·

Port of
London
Authority

17/9

Hatfield’s
Gardens
Communicati
on Group

100/2

Historic
England

119/28

Gabriel’s Wharf (temporary market - could be retained with housing above)
Prince’s Wharf (vacant ITV studios)

Please consider these sites.
Lambeth has a chance to make a massive change for hundreds of families.
To note, Site 9 ‘ITV Centre and Gabriel’s Wharf’ includes a reference to the garden bridge
development, on the site plan and under the ‘design principles and key development
considerations’ section of the site description. As this scheme is no longer progressing the
PLA considers that references to this specific project should be removed from the Local
Plan.
The remaining vacant sites are Doon Street, vacant since 1984, B2 - corner of Cornwall Rd
and Stamford Street (vacant since 1985), Gabriel’s Wharf and Prince’s Wharf.
In the current draft plan, Gabriel’s Wharf and Princes Wharf are conflated with the sites
described for “offices” and “residential” - this should specifically say Social Housing as per
the covenants from 1984.
Site 9: ITV Centre and Gabriel’s Wharf:
This site falls within the Southbank Conservation Area and protected Viewing Corridor point
8A.1 as defined by the London View Management Framework (LVMF). The site is also in
visual proximity to the Westminster World Heritage Site (WHS) and the Grade I listed
Somerset House, which lies directly opposite the site on the northern bank of the Thames.
The Grade II* listed National Theatre could also be affected by the development of this site;
as such we recommend that the Heritage section of the table on page 323 is amended to
recognise this. Development of this site has the potential to directly impact upon the
setting of these nationally important heritage assets. We therefore request the insertion of
an additional policy criterion that requires development to conserve or enhance the
significance of heritage assets and their settings.

No change

No change

No change
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Name

Rep
Code

Canary Wharf
Group
Caroline
Pidgeon AM

158/32

ITV PLC

188/19

Coin Street
Community
Builders

222/2

Coin Street
Community
Builders

222/3

160/2

Representation Wording
At present the only references to the historic environment are made in bullet point iv),
which states that designs and layouts should reinforce the historic wharf character. As
above, the policy should require development to conserve or enhance the historic
environment rather than only reinforcing its character as this is a less stringent test than
those outlined within primary legislation and the NPPF. Heritage is also referred to in the
context of requiring the submission of a Heritage Statement to justify the loss of important
heritage assets although these assets have not been identified in the Plan. This statement is
of considerable concern as the policy is in effect suggesting that the loss of important
heritage assets may be acceptable from the outset. The NPPF tells us that great weight
should be given to the conservation of a heritage asset irrespective of the level of harm
posed (paragraph 193). The policy does not reflect the NPPF in this respect, and the policy
wording does not follow the iterative tests set out in paragraphs 194-99 of the NPPF. Policy
HC1 part c) of the draft New London Plan highlights the importance of avoiding harm in the
first instance which further undermines this policy statement.
Site 9- ITV Centre and Gabriel’s Wharf, Upper Ground SE1 It is noted that the site
allocation is retained and remains unaltered, this is supported.
It is vital to fulfil the promise made in 1984 that those sites would provide at least 200 more
social homes in an area with desperate need and to bring a sensible balance to
development in the area. The remaining vacant sites are Doon Street, vacant since 1984, B2
- the corner of Cornwall Rd and Stamford Street (vacant since 1985), Gabriel’s Wharf and
Prince’s Wharf. In the current draft plan, Gabriel’s Wharf and Princes Wharf are conflated
with the sites described for “offices” and “residential”, when instead they should
specifically say social housing as set out in the covenants from 1984.
17. Paragraph 1.5, p7 notes that existing site allocation policies "have been retained where
still relevant" whilst paragraph 1.6 states that additional site allocation policies may be
brought forward as part of a subsequent Site Allocations Development Plan Document. As
such, Site 9 -ITV Centre and Gabriel's Wharf, Upper Ground SEl, is retained in the Plan. This
is supported.
SITE 9: ITV CENTRE & GABRIEL’S WHARF Following ITV’s decision to sell the London
Television Centre and GBT’s decision not to proceed with the garden bridge, this site’s
designation needs to be reviewed. In accordance with the existing designation and before
ITV announced its decision, CSCB commissioned Stanton Williams to draw up proposals for
a nursing home and public piazza (linking Upper Ground to the riverside) on Gabriel’s Wharf
and an enabling office development on Prince’s Wharf. The development incorporated
essential parking and servicing in a shared basement underneath both sites. This appears to
be an efficient and sensible strategy.
The current site allocation shows a new pedestrian link from Upper Ground to the riverside
between Prince’s Wharf and any redevelopment of the former London Television Centre.
Before ITV announced its decision not to proceed with its development, our respective
architects had agreed a scheme to provide such a pedestrian link. This involved both parties
designating land to provide a pedestrian route which gradually ramped up to the riverside
walkway. The indicative plan is attached. It is essential to safeguard this route in the Local
Plan so it secures the commitment of any purchaser of the former London Television site
and is taken into account in design development. The new route to the riverside would
address the priority given in many sections of the plan to walking and public realm
improvements (Policies T2 a, Q6, PN1 f) and to the River (Policy T5 v, and Q24 a vii),
together with many further relevant references in supporting text.

Site Type

Site

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Existing Site
Allocation
Existing Site
Allocation

Site 09

Support noted.

No change

Site 09

All existing site allocation policies have been retained
unchanged in the DRLLP PSV (unless they are proposed
for deletion). Existing site allocation policies will be
reviewed where necessary through the forthcoming
Site Allocations DPD. These comments will be retained
and used to inform that review.

No change

Existing Site
Allocation

Site 09

Noted.

No change

Existing Site
Allocation

Site 09

All existing site allocation policies have been retained
unchanged in the DRLLP PSV (unless they are proposed
for deletion). Existing site allocation policies will be
reviewed where necessary through the forthcoming
Site Allocations DPD. These comments will be retained
and used to inform that review.

No change

Existing Site
Allocation

Site 09

All existing site allocation policies have been retained
unchanged in the DRLLP PSV (unless they are proposed
for deletion). Existing site allocation policies will be
reviewed where necessary through the forthcoming
Site Allocations DPD. These comments will be retained
and used to inform that review.

No change
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Name

Rep
Code
222/4

Representation Wording

Site Type

Site

Officer Response

Proposed Change

CSCB’s current planning application for Bernie Spain Gardens and Queen’s Walk Gardens
has made provision for this pedestrian route to the riverside which is indicated in the
existing site designation. We believe that a clearer reference in the supporting text would
be helpful.

Existing Site
Allocation

Site 09

No change

Coin Street
Community
Builders

222/5

Existing Site
Allocation

Site 09

Coin Street
Community
Builders

222/6

Existing Site
Allocation

Site 09

All existing site allocation policies have been retained
unchanged in the DRLLP PSV (unless they are proposed
for deletion). Existing site allocation policies will be
reviewed where necessary through the forthcoming
Site Allocations DPD. These comments will be retained
and used to inform that review.

No change

Individual

233/2

Before bringing forward proposals for a nursing home on Gabriel’s Wharf, CSCB
commissioned Laing Buisson to assess the need for such a facility. It then discussed the
proposals with LB Lambeth, LB Southwark, and Guys & St Thomas’s NHS Trust. These
studies and discussions confirmed the need for a nursing home in this locality. We also
note:
• para 2.11 of the Draft Plan which states that the number of older people in the borough is
projected to rise; and
• para 2.61 reporting that the number of those aged over 85 is expected to increase with
consequential increases in age-related conditions and demand for care services. This
includes some people with enduring mental health needs who will become part of the
ageing population, with particular housing needs.
Once initial proposals had been prepared by Stanton Williams, JLL Healthcare carried out a
business planning exercise which led to a revision of the initial proposals which we now
believe to be sound. CSCB is keen to progress the proposals but:
• The nursing home requires both capital and ongoing revenue subsidy;
• This requires an enabling development on Prince’s Wharf; and
• ITV holds a lease expiring in 2029 on Prince’s Wharf.
CSCB will seek to negotiate an early release of Prince’s Wharf but will need some certainty
in the new Lambeth Plan that the proposed development will be acceptable.
In your proposed draft Plan, Gabriel’s Wharf and Princes Wharf are conflated with the ITV
site and identified as ‘Site 9’ for offices and ‘residential’, but not specifically social housing. I
strongly Object to this to.

All existing site allocation policies have been retained
unchanged in the DRLLP PSV (unless they are proposed
for deletion). Existing site allocation policies will be
reviewed where necessary through the forthcoming
Site Allocations DPD. These comments will be retained
and used to inform that review.
Noted.

Existing Site
Allocation

Site 09

No change

Friends of
Jubilee
Gardens

52/7

The Coin Streets sites present major development opportunities for social housing and
must be designated for social rent housing, that is housing to rent, at a social rent as
defined by the local authority. That is:
• Gabriels Wharf, used as a temporary market. Should be redesigned with new housing on
upper levels
• Prince’s Wharf; vacant ITV studio

Existing Site
Allocation

Site 09

All existing site allocation policies have been retained
unchanged in the DRLLP PSV (unless they are proposed
for deletion). Existing site allocation policies will be
reviewed where necessary through the forthcoming
Site Allocations DPD. These comments will be retained
and used to inform that review.
All existing site allocation policies have been retained
unchanged in the DRLLP PSV (unless they are proposed
for deletion). Existing site allocation policies will be
reviewed where necessary through the forthcoming
Site Allocations DPD. These comments will be retained
and used to inform that review.

Existing Site
Allocation

Site 09

All existing site allocation policies have been retained
unchanged in the DRLLP PSV (unless they are proposed
for deletion). Existing site allocation policies will be
reviewed where necessary through the forthcoming
Site Allocations DPD. These comments will be retained
and used to inform that review.

No change

Existing Site
Allocation

Site 09

All existing site allocation policies have been retained
unchanged in the DRLLP PSV (unless they are proposed

No change

Coin Street
Community
Builders

Individual

Individual

77/10

83/2

The conflation of Prince’s Wharf and the ITV site as Site 9 for office and residential is
strongly opposed. The two sites must designated separately primarily for social housing.
The Coin Streets sites present major development opportunities for social housing and
must be designated for social rent housing, that is housing to rent, at a social rent as
defined by the local authority. That is:
• Gabriels Wharf, used as a temporary market. Should be redesigned with new housing on
upper levels
• Prince’s Wharf; vacant ITV studio
Specifically I would encourage you to look at the potential for such housing at:
Gabriel’s Wharf and Prince’s Wharf. With regard to the later two sites I specifically object

No change

No change
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Rep
Code

Representation Wording

Individual

87/1

1. Coin Street Site 9 housing.

Individual

90/3

Individual

98/7

Individual

99/2

Site Type

Site

to them being amalgamated as one, namely ‘site 9’ and further identified for offices and
residential, but NO mention of social housing.
I object to any residential development that is not social

Site 09

In your proposed draft Plan, Gabriel’s Wharf and Princes Wharf are conflated with the ITV
site and identified as ‘Site 9’ for offices and ‘residential’, but not specifically social housing.
I strongly to this. Object to this.

Existing Site
Allocation

Site 09

4 of the sites )Down Street, corner of Stamford Street / Cornwall Road, Gabriel's Wharf and
Prince's Wharf) remain undeveloped and CSCB has delivered only 220 social housing units.
As the sites are all subject to a restrictive covenant that requires them to be used for the
social housing promised, it is essential that Lambeth designates these sites accordingly in
the new plan. Taken together, the sites have the potential to deliver a significant amount of
social housing for Lambeth and this opportunity must not be lost. It is unclear why Lambeth
would not have listed the sites accordingly in the plan. This would be totally consistent with
both the London Plan and national policy, would be fully justified and could easily be
delivered (there being no land cost to factor into the delivery of affordable housing on
these sites). I therefore urge the Council to designate the sites for affordable housing in the
new plan.
3. Gabriel’s Wharf is a popular temporary market which could easily be retained whilst
social homes are built above it.

Existing Site
Allocation

Site 09

Existing Site
Allocation

Site 09

All existing site allocation policies have been retained
unchanged in the DRLLP PSV (unless they are proposed
for deletion). Existing site allocation policies will be
reviewed where necessary through the forthcoming
Site Allocations DPD. These comments will be retained
and used to inform that review.

No change

Existing Site
Allocation

Site 10

All existing site allocation policies have been retained
unchanged in the DRLLP PSV (unless they are proposed
for deletion). Existing site allocation policies will be
reviewed where necessary through the forthcoming
Site Allocations DPD. These comments will be retained
and used to inform that review.

No change

I strongly object to the fact that in Lambeth’s draft Plan, Gabriel’s Wharf and Prince’s Wharf
are conflated with the ITV site and identified as ‘Site 9’ for offices and ‘residential’, but not
specifically for social housing.
119/30

for deletion). Existing site allocation policies will be
reviewed where necessary through the forthcoming
Site Allocations DPD. These comments will be retained
and used to inform that review.
All existing site allocation policies have been retained
unchanged in the DRLLP PSV (unless they are proposed
for deletion). Existing site allocation policies will be
reviewed where necessary through the forthcoming
Site Allocations DPD. These comments will be retained
and used to inform that review.
All existing site allocation policies have been retained
unchanged in the DRLLP PSV (unless they are proposed
for deletion). Existing site allocation policies will be
reviewed where necessary through the forthcoming
Site Allocations DPD. These comments will be retained
and used to inform that review.
All existing site allocation policies have been retained
unchanged in the DRLLP PSV (unless they are proposed
for deletion). Existing site allocation policies will be
reviewed where necessary through the forthcoming
Site Allocations DPD. These comments will be retained
and used to inform that review.

Proposed Change

Existing Site
Allocation

4. Prince’s Wharf has recently become available again now that ITV are selling their site.

Historic
England

Officer Response

Site 10: Albert Embankment
Site 10 is located within the Albert Embankment Conservation Area. It is noted that
Vauxhall is identified as an Opportunity Area and earmarked for substantial growth. This
includes proposals for tall building development immediately adjoining, as opposed to
within, the conservation area along Albert Embankment. The site also falls within LVMF
Wider Consultation Area points 2A.2, 2B.1, and 4A.2. The Lambeth Palace Character
Appraisal produced by the Council also identifies views of the Lambeth Palace complex
(including St Mary’s Church Tower) from Albert Embankment Gardens / Lambeth Palace
Road as locally important; it would therefore be helpful to identify this in the policy. The
Council has produced an SPD (2013) for Vauxhall which identifies the Albert Embankment
area as exceptionally important.

No change

No change

No change
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Rep
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Representation Wording

Site Type

Site

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Existing Site
Allocation

Site 10

All existing site allocation policies have been retained
unchanged in the DRLLP PSV (unless they are proposed
for deletion). Existing site allocation policies will be
reviewed where necessary through the forthcoming
Site Allocations DPD. These comments will be retained
and used to inform that review.

No change

The site contains the Grade II listed Lambeth Fire Station HQ, Grade II listed Drill Tower,
and lies immediately adjacent to the Grade II listed Southbank House (former Doulton
Pottery). A key aspect of the Fire Station’s significance is its appearance as a landmark
building on the south bank of the Thames. The setting of the Fire Station and its
consequent appearance as a landmark is an important aspect of its significance.
Significance is also derived from the group value of the Fire Station with the drill tower, the
drill tower was used for training and the balconies at the back of the main Fire Station
Headquarters building were designed to be used as display platforms to enable people to
watch weekly public drill displays. This important relationship between the two structures
should be considered as part of any subsequent development proposals and should be
highlighted within the policy itself and its reasoned justification.
Although set away from the site to the north, the Lambeth Place Conservation Area, the
Grade I listed Lambeth Palace, and its associated Grade II Registered Park and Garden
(RPAG) and other Grade II and II* listed structures, could potentially be impacted upon by
the development of this site. Lambeth Palace is a complex of great significance both
architecturally and historically, and has a strong constitutional and visual relationship with
the Palace of Westminster on the north bank of the Thames. The Lambeth Palace Character
Appraisal, which forms part of the published evidence base for the current Local Plan,
specifically outlines that the area’s large open spaces that contribute to the exceptional
importance of this designated heritage asset. The intimate and contemplative nature of the
Gardens is also an integral aspect of this asset’s significance. Development of Site 10 has
the potential to impact upon the setting and OUV of the WWHS; this should be highlighted
within the policy in order to reflect draft New London Policy HC2.
Given the historic significance of the area and the presence of the heritage assets identified
above, we acknowledge the retention of point iv) on page 336 which highlights that the site
is inappropriate for tall buildings due to its heritage sensitivities. We do recommend
however, that this criterion is expanded to make specific reference to the need for
development to conserve or enhance the significance of heritage assets and their settings;
in particular we request that reference is made to the Lambeth Palace complex and the
WWHS. This will better outline the overall expectations for the site and will ensure that the
historic environment is afforded due consideration in the formulation of any prospective
development proposals from the outset as required by draft New London Plan policy HC1.

London Fire
Commissione
r

132/1

The development expectations for this site are unclear. On one hand the policy says that
the site is unsuitable for tall buildings, the 2018 Tall Buildings Assessments also concludes
that this is the case (paragraph 3.9 pg), and yet Annex 11 has been deleted and the
associated maps redrawn to show the site suitable of accommodating buildings of up to
90m in height. This indicates a gap in the evidence base.
U+I Group PLC (U+I), working in partnership with the LFC, is progressing proposals for the
redevelopment of the LFC’s former headquarters site at 8 Albert Embankment, including
the former workshop building to the east of Lambeth High Street and land on the corner of
Newport Street/Black Prince Road. On behalf of U+I, Lichfields has submitted detailed
representations to this consultation, which include matters relating to land use, housing,
the built environment and transport, as well as the site allocation Policy PN2 Site 10.
The LFC wishes to endorse these representations by Lichfields (that were shared with the
LFC before submission), which should inform the next version of the emerging Local Plan by
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Name

Individual

Individual

Rep
Code

193/1

193/2

Mayor of
London

70/48

U+I Group Plc

79/17

U+I Group Plc

79/18

Representation Wording

Site Type

Site

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Existing Site
Allocation

Site 10

All existing site allocation policies have been retained
unchanged in the DRLLP PSV (unless they are proposed
for deletion). Existing site allocation policies will be
reviewed where necessary through the forthcoming
Site Allocations DPD. These comments will be retained
and used to inform that review.

No change

Existing Site
Allocation

Site 10

No change

Existing Site
Allocation

Site 10

All existing site allocation policies have been retained
unchanged in the DRLLP PSV (unless they are proposed
for deletion). Existing site allocation policies will be
reviewed where necessary through the forthcoming
Site Allocations DPD. These comments will be retained
and used to inform that review.
All existing site allocation policies have been retained
unchanged in the DRLLP PSV (unless they are proposed
for deletion). Existing site allocation policies will be
reviewed where necessary through the forthcoming
Site Allocations DPD. These comments will be retained
and used to inform that review.

Existing Site
Allocation

Site 10

No change

Existing Site
Allocation

Site 10

All existing site allocation policies have been retained
unchanged in the DRLLP PSV (unless they are proposed
for deletion). Existing site allocation policies will be
reviewed where necessary through the forthcoming
Site Allocations DPD. These comments will be retained
and used to inform that review.
All existing site allocation policies have been retained
unchanged in the DRLLP PSV (unless they are proposed
for deletion). Existing site allocation policies will be
reviewed where necessary through the forthcoming
Site Allocations DPD. These comments will be retained
and used to inform that review.

the London Borough of Lambeth.
Nevertheless, the LFC also wishes to reserve its position to be able to provide any further
representations to future consultation on the emerging Local Plan or any other material.
Preferred use - Exceptionally, configuration of the site to include some residential within
the KIBA boundary may be considered, if it can be demonstrated that this is necessary to
achieve an acceptable scheme in all other respects.
please change to‘ if it can be demonstrated that this creates more high quality space for
priority KIBA uses, than a KIBA only use of this part of the site. The residential to consist
only of tenures that positively contribute to the KIBA viability.’
Design principles and key development considerations - (ii) respects the silhouette of the
head-quarters building as viewed from across the river;
Change to:
(ii) respects the skyline around the silhouette of the head-quarters building as viewed from
across the river
Site 10 – 8 Albert Embankment. This allocation proposes to introduce an element of
residential within the LSIS boundary of the site. This would be considered acceptable only
where it is demonstrated that through a process of intensification of remaining industrial
uses on site that there would be a net increase (or at the very least, no net loss) of
industrial floorspace capacity within the LSIS boundary in accordance with Draft New
London Plan Policies E4 and E7. Where residential use is introduced within the site, active
frontages should be maximised onto the public facing sides of development proposals and
where appropriate, wrapping around inactive frontages in accordance with the qualitative
design aspects set out in Table 3.2 of the Draft New London Plan. Residential uses may
therefore be considered more acceptable at ground floor level on non-public facing sides of
proposed development. Pre-application advice provided by GLA officers regarding potential
development of the site, indicated support for plans for a Fire Museum and for tall
buildings, of a scale which respects the visual proximity of the Westminster World Heritage
Site as stated in our earlier comments regarding Policy Q26 Tall buildings and Annex 11.
For consistency, the site allocation (PN2 Site 10) should be updated to acknowledge that
the Central Site is no longer identified as being inappropriate for tall building development.

Policy PN2 Site 10 – 8AE Site Allocation
U+I welcomes the continued allocation of 8 Albert Embankment for mixed residential and
employment uses. As a number of related policy updates are requested/proposed
elsewhere within the draft Local Plan (including to KIBA and tall buildings policies). U+I
requests that the site allocation is updated for consistency, as below:
• Site area – update to confirm that The Workshop is currently occupied in temporary D1
use;
• Ownership – update site ownership to London Fire Commissioner (LFC) to reflect the
abolishment of the London Fire and Emergency Planning Authority;
• Current use – updated to reflect temporary uses in The Workshop;
• Preferred use – update to align with KIBA policy (as requested above) and expand to

No change

No change
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Site Type

Site

Officer Response

Proposed Change

include a London Fire Brigade Museum (in line with the Mayors’ Draft Cultural Strategy);
• Planning history – update to refer to application reference 18/04185/VOC; and
• Design principles and key considerations – update to (1) note that the Central Site is “not
inappropriate for tall building development” (criteria iv) to align with revised Policy Q26 (2)
delete ix “does not provide ground floor residential uses on any part of the site”
acknowledging that a small number of ground floor units may be appropriate subject to
flooding considerations and (3) update viii to allow active frontages (including retail)
elsewhere within the site.
Suggested revised wording to the site allocation is included at Appendix 1.
Appendix 1: Amended Policy and Site Allocation Wording
The below sets out recommended revised wording for the relevant emerging plan policies:
• Bold text: New text inserted by Lichfields on behalf of U+I Group PLC.
• Strike-through: Deleted text.
Site area
the vacant workshop (in temporary D1 use) fronting
Ownership
London Fire Commissioner (LFC) The London Fire and Emergency Planning Authority
(LFEPA)
Current use
Key Industrial and Business Area (KIBA)., and is currently in temporary D1 use.
How the site was identified and relevant planning history
Appeals against the above refusals dismissed in May 2013 16/03122/FUL (as extended by
17/05142/VOC and 18/04185/VOC)
Preferred use
Retention/provision of an operational fire station and provision of a London Fire Brigade
Museum. Mix of uses including residential and employment. Exceptionally, configuration of
the site to include some residential within the KIBA boundary may be considered, if it can
be demonstrated that this is necessary to achieve an acceptable scheme in all other
respects. The amount of replacement employment generating uses should be maximised
and should include space for small and medium enterprises.
Design principles and key development considerations
iv Relates in height and bulk to the adjacent townscape taking into account the height,
massing and scale of neighbouring buildings and the historic built form of the area; the
heritage sensitivity of the site makes it inappropriate for tall building development;
vii Focuses employment generating
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Rep
Code

Representation Wording

Site Type

Site

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Existing Site
Allocation

Site 10

All existing site allocation policies have been retained
unchanged in the DRLLP PSV (unless they are proposed
for deletion). Existing site allocation policies will be
reviewed where necessary through the forthcoming
Site Allocations DPD. These comments will be retained
and used to inform that review.

No change

viii Provides active frontages including retail uses at ground level, in particular
ix Does not provide ground-floor residential uses on any part of the site;
U+I Group Plc

79/2

x
Introduction
We write on behalf of our client U+I Group PLC (U+I) in response to the above consultation
seeking views on the Lambeth Local Plan Review. These comments follow earlier comments
provided in relation to the initial consultation on the Lambeth Local Plan Review (on 30
November 2017).
With a £9.5bn+ portfolio of complex, mixed-use, community focused regeneration projects,
including a £146m investment portfolio, U+I unlocks complicated urban sites bristling with
potential in London, Manchester and Dublin.
U+I has a strong track record and specialism in public private partnership projects with local
authorities and other public bodies and is inter alia currently progressing a number of
innovative projects, including 8 Albert Embankment with the London Fire Commissioner
(LFC). In this regard, U+I welcomes the opportunity to comment on the Lambeth Local Plan
Review at this stage in the consultation process.
8 Albert Embankment
The site is located on the east side of Albert Embankment, at the junction with Black Prince
Road. It is bounded by Whitgift Street to the north, Newport Street to the east, Black Prince
Road to the south and Albert Embankment to the west.
It covers an area of approximately 1.1 hectares and contains nearly 18,000sq.m of
floorspace. It is subdivided into three separate parcels of land by Lambeth High Street and
the railway lines. The three parcels are referred to as the “west”, “central” and “east” sites.
The west site faces Albert Embankment and provides accommodation (a fire station and
former LFB headquarters above, which is now largely vacant) for the London Fire Brigade in
a stepped nine to ten storey Grade II listed building. The listed building was constructed in
1937 and since then has undergone several changes, mainly relating to the internal layout
of ground to third floors but also including a three storey modern concrete extension
known as the Communications Mobilising Centre (CMC Building), constructed in 1982.
The east part of the site on Newport Street comprises hard standing, previously used as a
surface car park, but currently used as a temporary garden. The central site includes a two
to four storey building (The Workshop) and fronts onto Lambeth High Street. Whilst until
recently the building was vacant, as part of U+I’s worthwhile use strategy for the site, it has
since November 2016 been used as a temporary LFB Museum, an event and consultation
space (Use Class D1). The Workshop has also been used by a number of local charities,
social and start up enterprises and artists; it includes the Migration Museum and Institute
of Imagination. The LFB Museum has proved particularly successful, welcoming over 47,500
visitors through its doors since opening in November 2016.
Site Allocation
Of substantial relevance to these representations:
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Rep
Code

Representation Wording

Site Type

Site

Officer Response

Proposed Change

a the current LB Lambeth Local Plan allocates the entire site for redevelopment (Policy Site
10); and
b the central and east sites fall within the Southbank House and Newport Street Key
Industrial and Business Area (KIBA).
The existing adopted Local Plan allocation for the site states that the preferred use
comprises:
“Retention/provision of an operational fire station. Mix of uses including residential and
employment. Exceptionally, configuration of the site to include some residential within the
KIBA boundary may be considered, if it can be demonstrated that this is necessary to
achieve an acceptable scheme in all other respects. The amount of replacement
employment should be maximised and should include space for small and medium
enterprises.”
U+I and LFC are currently engaged in pre-application discussion with LB Lambeth and the
GLA to bring forward this required mixed-use redevelopment of the 8 Albert Embankment
site. The emerging proposals
that have been subject to public consultation include a replacement fire station, a London
Fire Brigade Museum, offices (including discount market rent) and other employment
spaces, retail, a hotel, residential
(including affordable) and public open space.
Comments
The below comments should be read alongside U+I’s suggested text changes to the draft
policies (Appendix 1).
Appendix 1: Amended Policy and Site Allocation Wording
The below sets out recommended revised wording for the relevant emerging plan policies:
• Bold text: New text inserted by Lichfields on behalf of U+I Group PLC.
• Strike-through: Deleted text.
Site area
the vacant workshop (in temporary D1 use) fronting
Ownership
London Fire Commissioner (LFC) The London Fire and Emergency Planning Authority
(LFEPA)
Current use
Key Industrial and Business Area (KIBA)., and is currently in temporary D1 use.
How the site was identified and relevant planning history
Appeals against the above refusals dismissed in May 2013 16/03122/FUL (as extended by
17/05142/VOC and 18/04185/VOC)
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Code

Representation Wording

Site Type

Site

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Existing Site
Allocation

Site 10

All existing site allocation policies have been retained
unchanged in the DRLLP PSV (unless they are proposed
for deletion). Existing site allocation policies will be
reviewed where necessary through the forthcoming
Site Allocations DPD. These comments will be retained
and used to inform that review.

No change

Existing Site
Allocation

Site 10

All existing site allocation policies have been retained
unchanged in the DRLLP PSV (unless they are proposed
for deletion). Existing site allocation policies will be
reviewed where necessary through the forthcoming
Site Allocations DPD. These comments will be retained
and used to inform that review.

No change

Preferred use
Retention/provision of an operational fire station and provision of a London Fire Brigade
Museum. Mix of uses including residential and employment. Exceptionally, configuration of
the site to include some residential within the KIBA boundary may be considered, if it can
be demonstrated that this is necessary to achieve an acceptable scheme in all other
respects. The amount of replacement employment generating uses should be maximised
and should include space for small and medium enterprises.
Design principles and key development considerations
iv Relates in height and bulk to the adjacent townscape taking into account the height,
massing and scale of neighbouring buildings and the historic built form of the area; the
heritage sensitivity of the site makes it inappropriate for tall building development;
vii Focuses employment generating
viii Provides active frontages including retail uses at ground level, in particular
ix Does not provide ground-floor residential uses on any part of the site;
Individual

207/2

x
Site 10 - 8 Albert Embankment Preferred use - Exceptionally, configuration of the site to
include some residential within the KIBA boundary may be considered, if it can be
demonstrated that this is necessary to achieve an acceptable scheme in all other respects.
Change ‘ if it can be demonstrated that this is necessary to achieve an acceptable scheme in
all other respects.’ To ‘ if it can be demonstrated that this creates more high quality space
for priority KIBA uses, than a KIBA only use of this part of the site. The residential to consist
only of tenures that positively contribute to the KIBA viability.’
Site 10 - 8 Albert Embankment Design principles and key development considerations - (ii)
respects the silhouette of the head-quarters building as viewed from across the river;
Change to: (ii) respects the skyline around the silhouette of the head-quarters building as
viewed from across the river;

Whitgift
Estate TRA

208/3

Site 10 - 8 Albert Embankment Preferred use - Exceptionally, configuration of the site to
include some residential within the KIBA boundary may be considered, if it can be
demonstrated that this is necessary to achieve an acceptable scheme in all other respects.
Change ‘ if it can be demonstrated that this is necessary to achieve an acceptable scheme in
all other respects.’ To ‘ if it can be demonstrated that this creates more high quality space
for priority KIBA uses, than a KIBA only use of this part of the site. The residential to consist
only of tenures that positively contribute to the KIBA viability.’
Site 10 - 8 Albert Embankment Design principles and key development considerations - (ii)
respects the silhouette of the head-quarters building as viewed from across the river;
Change to: (ii) respects the skyline around the silhouette of the head-quarters building as
viewed from across the river;
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Name
Individual

Rep
Code
212/1

Representation Wording

Site Type

Site

Officer Response

Proposed Change

I completely object to your proposals for the listed site of no 8 albert embankment. The site
is a listed site with 2 grade 2 listed buildings and this heritage should be respected.

Existing Site
Allocation

Site 10

No change

Existing Site
Allocation

Site 10

All existing site allocation policies have been retained
unchanged in the DRLLP PSV (unless they are proposed
for deletion). Existing site allocation policies will be
reviewed where necessary through the forthcoming
Site Allocations DPD. These comments will be retained
and used to inform that review.
All existing site allocation policies have been retained
unchanged in the DRLLP PSV (unless they are proposed
for deletion). Existing site allocation policies will be
reviewed where necessary through the forthcoming
Site Allocations DPD. These comments will be retained
and used to inform that review.

Existing Site
Allocation

Site 10

No change

Existing Site
Allocation

Site 10

All existing site allocation policies have been retained
unchanged in the DRLLP PSV (unless they are proposed
for deletion). Existing site allocation policies will be
reviewed where necessary through the forthcoming
Site Allocations DPD. These comments will be retained
and used to inform that review.
All existing site allocation policies have been retained
unchanged in the DRLLP PSV (unless they are proposed
for deletion). Existing site allocation policies will be
reviewed where necessary through the forthcoming
Site Allocations DPD. These comments will be retained
and used to inform that review.

Existing Site
Allocation

Site 10

All existing site allocation policies have been retained
unchanged in the DRLLP PSV (unless they are proposed
for deletion). Existing site allocation policies will be
reviewed where necessary through the forthcoming
Site Allocations DPD. These comments will be retained
and used to inform that review.

No change

Existing Site
Allocation

Site 12

All existing site allocation policies have been retained
unchanged in the DRLLP PSV (unless they are proposed
for deletion). Existing site allocation policies will be

No change

I also object to your proposal for tall buildings on the warehouse site as this completely
changes the character of the heritage area
Individual

212/3

Site 10 - 8 Albert Embankment Preferred use - Exceptionally, configuration of the site to
include some residential within the KIBA boundary may be considered, if it can be
demonstrated that this is necessary to achieve an acceptable scheme in all other respects.
Change ‘ if it can be demonstrated that this is necessary to achieve an acceptable scheme in
all other respects.’ To ‘ if it can be demonstrated that this creates more high quality space
for priority KIBA uses, than a KIBA only use of this part of the site. The residential to consist
only of tenures that positively contribute to the KIBA viability.’

No change

Site 10 - 8 Albert Embankment Design principles and key development considerations - (ii)
respects the silhouette of the head-quarters building as viewed from across the river;
Change to: (ii) respects the skyline around the silhouette of the head-quarters building as
viewed from across the river;
Individual

219/2

Individual

219/4

Individual

223/2

As someone who believed in the previous Lambeth Plan I object in particular to the
apparent reclassification of the listed building facade of 8 Albert Embankment. Before, it
was accepted that the outline of the building be maintained. Now it is effectively saying
that the overall impact of the building can’t change too much. In other words the listed
nature of the facade, the rear and the outline are all not material - how can that be and
why would that be?
Finally I think the plan has far too little regard for the traffic impact of the buildings that
have already been approved and built, quite apart from the extraordinary gridlock that will
be added by the proposed development at 8 Albert Embankment and its environs. Even
now there are many times each day when Black Prince Road is blocked and the Albert
Embankment spur road by White Hart Dock is impassable. Yet there appears to be no
recognition that the proposals for 8AE will not be able to operate within the existing road
infrastructure. It is for these three reasons - and many others - that I am objecting to the
new Lambeth Plan.
Site 10 - 8 Albert Embankment Preferred use - Exceptionally, configuration of the site to
include some residential within the KIBA boundary may be considered, if it can be
demonstrated that this is necessary to achieve an acceptable scheme in all other respects.
Change ‘ if it can be demonstrated that this is necessary to achieve an acceptable scheme in
all other respects.’ To ‘ if it can be demonstrated that this creates more high quality space
for priority KIBA uses, than a KIBA only use of this part of the site. The residential to consist
only of tenures that positively contribute to the KIBA viability.’

No change

Site 10 - 8 Albert Embankment Design principles and key development considerations - (ii)
respects the silhouette of the head-quarters building as viewed from across the river;
Change to: (ii) respects the skyline around the silhouette of the head-quarters building as
viewed from across the river;
Mayor of
London

70/49

Site 12 Land bounded by Wandsworth Road to the west, Parry Street to the north,
Bondway and the railway viaduct to the east SW8. The supporting text/table for this site
allocation indicates that there is existing warehousing uses (B8) on the site. Lambeth is a
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Rep
Code

VCI Holding
Ltd

126/1

VCI Holding
Ltd

126/7

TfL
Commercial
Development

172/30

VCI Holding
Ltd

126/9

Representation Wording
‘retain capacity’ borough for industrial uses and should therefore adopt a ‘no net loss’
approach in safeguarding existing industrial capacity in line with Draft New London Plan
Policy E4 and therefore the loss of any warehousing floorspace through redevelopment
should be re-provided.
In 2017 VCI acquired the Vauxhall Cross site, which benefited from an extant planning
permission granted on appeal (ref.10/02060/FUL) for two tower buildings providing
residential, office, hotel, retail, and community floorspace. The site is located in the VNEB
Opportunity Area and is adjacent to the existing Vauxhall bus station and gyratory.
Although the 2010 permission has been implemented, Lambeth Council did not consider
that this met its aspirations for the creation of a new district centre at Vauxhall. VCI
therefore took the opportunity to review the approved scheme and made the decision to
progress new proposals for the development of the site. An application for “Removal of
existing structures and the construction of a mixed-use development comprising two
towers of 53 storeys (185m) and 42 storeys (151m), with a connecting podium of 10storeys (49m), containing office (B1), hotel (C1), residential (C3) and flexible ground floor
retail and non-residential institution (A1/A2/A3/A4/D1) uses plus plant, servicing, parking
and other ancillary space; the provision of hard and soft landscaping; the creation of a new
vehicular access point on Wandsworth Road and a vehicular layby on Parry Street and other
works incidental to the development” (“the proposed development”) was submitted to LB
Lambeth (LBL) in November 2017 and is currently pending and scheduled to be presented
to LBL’s Planning Applications Committee on 18 December 2018.
The proposed development is located within the area designated at Site 13: Plot bounded
by Parry Street, Bondway and 7-93 Wandsworth Road SW8 (Vauxhall Island Site). VCI’s
proposals have been developed with regard to the details and aspirations set out in this
allocation, and VCI continues to support the council’s vision for this area. In particular, the
proposed development provides a mixed-use scheme with ground-level town centre uses
and a new public square with increased connectivity through the site, in line with the
council’s broader aspirations for the site and wider VNEB area.
We would, however, encourage the council to revisit and update this allocation in light of
principles that have been established over the last several years. Since the OAPF was
published in 2012 with a tall buildings strategy, several tall buildings in excess of 150m have
been approved in the Vauxhall area which have evolved the approach, including Vauxhall
Square, New Bondway, and One Nine Elms. Heights in the cluster have increased and we
would encourage the council to apply flexibility in the application of building heights at the
Vauxhall Cross site, and to not consider 150m as a maximum. This applies also to the tall
buildings map at Annex 11.
The new planned road configuration will enable strategic to the north of Vauxhall Bridge
Road/Kennington Lane to the east of Albert Embankment to come forward for
development.
This land can play a role in the creation of the district centre for Vauxhall and help in
meeting the target for 3,500 new homes and 8,000 news jobs. Development on the site
would enhance the setting of the railway arches to the East and be designed so as not to
have a detrimental impact on the setting of the MI6 building to the West. The ground floor
uses of the property could be A1 in line with the objectives of the draft Local Plan.
Given the site’s prominent location with high levels of connectivity, the site is able to
support several land uses and still maintain a focus on the development of the site for
town-centre uses. We would encourage the council to recognise the benefits and

Site Type

Site

Officer Response

Proposed Change

reviewed where necessary through the forthcoming
Site Allocations DPD. These comments will be retained
and used to inform that review.
Existing Site
Allocation

Site 13

Noted.

No change

Existing Site
Allocation

Site 13

All existing site allocation policies have been retained
unchanged in the DRLLP PSV (unless they are proposed
for deletion). Existing site allocation policies will be
reviewed where necessary through the forthcoming
Site Allocations DPD. These comments will be retained
and used to inform that review.

No change

Existing Site
Allocation

Site 13

Comment noted. Where comments relate to existing
site allocation policies, these will be considered through
the forthcoming Site Allocations Development Plan
Document.

No change

Existing Site
Allocation

Site 13

All existing site allocation policies have been retained
unchanged in the DRLLP PSV (unless they are proposed
for deletion). Existing site allocation policies will be

No change
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Representation Wording

Network Rail

163/4

Individual

173/2

Site 16 (Brixton Central) - Network Rail would welcome engagement on development
opportunities at Brixton Central. The station is one of Network Rail’s priorities for
pedestrian capacity interventions. Network Rail are eager to discuss the plans and
proposals for a new station entrance and pedestrian links to inform productive
development.
Site 18

Site Type

Site

acceptability of offices and strategic level hotel uses in addition to residential, in line with
the Plan’s wider policy aspirations.

The draft plan sets out an ambition to develop the status of the West Norwood area
through a cultural and heritage hub and small cultural enterprise zone. The Plan should
seize the opportunity to be far more ambitious by applying these principles to site 18, the
major development site in the area. This is the real opportunity to make the whole West
Norwood area a recognised makers, cultural and historical area. One in six jobs in London
are now in the creative industries, the DRLLP fails to actively support and develop this
essential part of our economy here in West Norwood.

Officer Response
reviewed where necessary through the forthcoming
Site Allocations DPD. These comments will be retained
and used to inform that review.
Noted. These discussions are underway in association
with the emerging Brixton Central SPD.

Proposed Change

Existing Site
Allocation

Site 16

No change

Existing Site
Allocation

Site 18

All existing site allocation policies have been retained
unchanged in the DRLLP PSV (unless they are proposed
for deletion). Existing site allocation policies will be
reviewed where necessary through the forthcoming
Site Allocations DPD. These comments will be retained
and used to inform that review.

No change

Existing Site
Allocation

Site 18

Comment not understood.

No change

Existing Site
Allocation

Site 18

No changes to Site Allocation 18 are intended in the
DRLLP PSV.

No change

Existing Site
Allocation

Site 18

This error in numbering will be corrected

Numbering error
corrected.

Site 18 should be developed with an overall focus on the provision of live work spaces and
buildings with flexible space suitable for small businesses, artisans and artists studios and
workshops. Buildings might be double height workshops at ground floor level, with flats
above. There is no evidence of demand for larger retail shops, a town square, large
supermarkets or standard offices. Pursuing these limited ambitions could mean the site
being blighted for a further 25 years. Tastes and local demands have changed.
The Council should instead use its compulsory purchase powers to deliver a realistic plan
for the site, building on its ownership of Waylett Place car park. The car park is still thought
to be essential for a thriving high street; a new car park (which could be bordered by
workshops to accommodate existing semi-legal garages and other businesses) with housing
development above might be a way forward. The LLP does not present any detail on the
Council’s plans for the area.
Norwood
Action group
et al.

196/12
6

Norwood
Action Group
et al

196/22

Norwood
Action group
et al.

196/50
7

The neighbouring B&Q should be retained, and it looks like the Plan will protect this site.
Limited additional increases in quantity of open space will be pursued on major
development sites as opportunities arise
Site 18? Is ‘square’ in or out?
4. Site 18 policy is stated to be unchanged in Annex 12, though in PN7 some small changes
are evident, so perhaps unintentional. ‘Site Assembly’ is a requirement in current and draft
LLP (conforming with current and draft London Plan). It is only through site assembly that
Site 18 can be developed in adequate conformity with Policy PN7.
Site 18 – 260-367 Norwood Road SE27
To accord with text above at 11.142, numbering should be 286-362; similarly immediately
below. However, this does not adequately identify the site. The plan is an old one and
does not represent Site 18 as it is has been designated over recent years with south east
corner removed. Plan also includes properties on York Hill and Knowles, Woodfall and
Homecare which are not intended for redevelopment – or has this changed? It shows the
open space which is no longer referenced in the text but is in the table at ix). It would be
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Site Type

Site

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Existing Site
Allocation

Site 18

No change

Existing Site
Allocation

Site 18

Existing Site
Allocation

Site 18

Existing Site
Allocation

Site 18

Existing Site
Allocation

Site 18

Existing Site
Allocation

Site 18

Existing Site
Allocation

Site 18

All existing site allocation policies have been retained
unchanged in the DRLLP PSV (unless they are proposed
for deletion). Existing site allocation policies will be
reviewed where necessary through the forthcoming
Site Allocations DPD. These comments will be retained
and used to inform that review.
All existing site allocation policies have been retained
unchanged in the DRLLP PSV (unless they are proposed
for deletion). Existing site allocation policies will be
reviewed where necessary through the forthcoming
Site Allocations DPD. These comments will be retained
and used to inform that review.
All existing site allocation policies have been retained
unchanged in the DRLLP PSV (unless they are proposed
for deletion). Existing site allocation policies will be
reviewed where necessary through the forthcoming
Site Allocations DPD. These comments will be retained
and used to inform that review.
All existing site allocation policies have been retained
unchanged in the DRLLP PSV (unless they are proposed
for deletion). Existing site allocation policies will be
reviewed where necessary through the forthcoming
Site Allocations DPD. These comments will be retained
and used to inform that review.
All existing site allocation policies have been retained
unchanged in the DRLLP PSV (unless they are proposed
for deletion). Existing site allocation policies will be
reviewed where necessary through the forthcoming
Site Allocations DPD. These comments will be retained
and used to inform that review.
All existing site allocation policies have been retained
unchanged in the DRLLP PSV (unless they are proposed
for deletion). Existing site allocation policies will be
reviewed where necessary through the forthcoming
Site Allocations DPD. These comments will be retained
and used to inform that review.
All existing site allocation policies have been retained
unchanged in the DRLLP PSV (unless they are proposed
for deletion). Existing site allocation policies will be
reviewed where necessary through the forthcoming
Site Allocations DPD. These comments will be retained
and used to inform that review.

helpful to indicate where frontages on Norwood Road can be pulled-back, presumably
when redevelopment occurs.
Is this the best location for public space on Site 18? NPA event thought it should not be
hidden but on Norwood Road.
Site area: 1.90ha

Norwood
Action group
et al.

196/50
8

Norwood
Action group
et al.

196/50
9

Current use: Mix of independent retail units, a DIY store, residential, car park and laundry

Norwood
Action group
et al.

196/51
0

Heritage: There are no heritage assets on or close to the site .

Norwood
Action group
et al.

196/51
1

However, there have been no recent relevant planning applications.

Norwood
Action group
et al.

196/51
2

The regeneration of all or part of this site provides the opportunity to

Norwood
Action group
et al.

196/51
3

avoiding a canyon effect

Norwood
Action group
et al.

196/51
4

pedestrian link through the site to improve access to the York

Is this still correct?

Laundry ceased a decade or more ago. List should include fuel filling station; vehicle repair
workshops; vehicle cleaning; place of worship.

The Cemetery is close – shown on plan above. Sainsbury’s is on the Local List. Also
contradicts design consideration at (i) below.

There is currently a very significant planning application from Leyton Clubs, plus recently
another application from Juno Asset Management for part of the site was refused, soon to
be resubmitted (a more ambitious but probably flawed scheme).

This list does not agree with the preceding policy statement at PN7 D i).

This proposal would actually create a canyon effect, so heights should be no more than
currently.

Councillors have established that estate residents do not want this – it will make them
more vulnerable to intrusion and nuisance.

No change

No change

No change

No change

No change

No change
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Rep
Code
196/51
5

Representation Wording

Site Type

Site

Officer Response

Proposed Change

explores the potential for a local energy network

Existing Site
Allocation

Site 18

No change

Individual

93/2
119/23

Existing Site
Allocation
Existing Site
Allocations

Site 18

Historic
England

Site 18 - I am very supportive of Lambeth sticking to its vision for the site as a whole and
not to allow developers to cherry pick parts of it, as this will not deliver the vision.
General comments on site specific policies

All existing site allocation policies have been retained
unchanged in the DRLLP PSV (unless they are proposed
for deletion). Existing site allocation policies will be
reviewed where necessary through the forthcoming
Site Allocations DPD. These comments will be retained
and used to inform that review.
Noted
All existing site allocation policies have been retained
unchanged in the DRLLP PSV (unless they are proposed
for deletion). Existing site allocation policies will be
reviewed where necessary through the forthcoming
Site Allocations DPD. These comments will be retained
and used to inform that review.

No change

Historic
England

119/24

All existing site allocation policies have been retained
unchanged in the DRLLP PSV (unless they are proposed
for deletion). Existing site allocation policies will be
reviewed where necessary through the forthcoming
Site Allocations DPD. These comments will be retained
and used to inform that review.

No change

Norwood
Action group
et al.

Impossible with piecemeal development.

One overarching comment common to all the site allocation policies is the use of terms
such as retaining character or respecting appearance. In these instances we request that
the wording of the policy is amended to require development to “conserve or enhance” the
historic environment, nearby heritage assets and their settings. This will better outline the
overall expectations for the site and will ensure that the historic environment is afforded
due consideration in the formulation of any prospective development proposals. This
amendment will ensure that the statutory obligations of the Town and Country Planning
(Conservation Areas and Listed Buildings) Act 1990 are properly reflected in the policy.
Many of the site allocations are located within Archaeological Priority Areas which indicate
the potential presence of archaeological remains of interest. Where this has been identified
we request that the policies are amended to require the submission of a desk based
archaeological assessment upon application as required by paragraph 189 of the NPPF. This
will ensure that the impacts upon archaeology can be properly considered in the decision
making process and will outline what sorts of information applicants will need to provide
from the outset.

Existing Site
Allocations

No change

Wider archaeological and townscape impacts are important considerations and need to be
factored into site assessment. The possible cumulative impact of a number of site
allocations in one location could also cause considerable harm to the historic townscape
and should be considered in the site selection process.
Our advice note 3 on site allocations in local plans sets out a suggested approach to
assessing sites and their impact on heritage assets. It advocates a number of steps,
including understanding what contribution a site, in its current form, makes to the
significance of the heritage asset/s, and identifying what impact the allocation might have
on significance. We recommend that this methodology is applied to the assessment and
selecting of sites within a plan. In assessing sites it is important to identify those sites which
are inappropriate for development and also to assess the potential capacity of the site in
the light of any historic environment (and other) factors.
If a site is allocated, we would expect to see reference in the policy and supporting text to
the need to conserve and seek opportunities to enhance the on-site or nearby heritage
assets and their setting, the need for high quality design and any other factors relevant to
the historic environment and the site in question.
The Historic Environment and Site Allocations and Local Plans - Advice Note 3
https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/historic-environment-and-siteallocations-in-local-plans/
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Name
Individual

Rep
Code
200/10

Mayor of
London

70/42

Stockwell
Group
Practice

177/6

Level (1) SE1
Limited

165/7

Grandseal
Limited and
Connect
Properties
Limited
(Bourne
Capital)

Representation Wording

Site Type

Officer Response

Proposed Change

The provision of affordable housing is very important in a high value area such as
Waterloo/South Bank where there is considerable need for low cost housing to address
local needs. Therefore not withstanding the affordable housing policy H2 there is an
important need to specifically include the requirement for affordable housing on the
various development sites - Site 5 – Elizabeth House, York Road SE1; Site 8 – Cornwall Road
Bus Garage, Cornwall Road SE1; and Site 9 – ITV Centre and Gabriel’s Wharf, Upper Ground
SE1.
Site allocations/General. The list of site allocations in the Draft Local Plan are clear and
concise. However, site tables lack information relating to some designations, including
those for biodiversity, open space and others. Industrial capacity should be retained on
those sites where it is identified as an existing use.

Existing Site
Allocations

All existing site allocation policies have been retained
unchanged in the DRLLP PSV (unless they are proposed
for deletion). Existing site allocation policies will be
reviewed where necessary through the forthcoming
Site Allocations DPD. These comments will be retained
and used to inform that review.

No change

Existing Site
Allocations

All existing site allocation policies have been retained
unchanged in the DRLLP PSV (unless they are proposed
for deletion). Existing site allocation policies will be
reviewed where necessary through the forthcoming
Site Allocations DPD. These comments will be retained
and used to inform that review.
This comment will be considered through the
forthcoming Site Allocations Development Plan
Document.

No change

In summary, there is overall support for the Draft Revised Lambeth Local Plan (October
2018). However, in the spirit of the Revised NPPF and in making the most efficient use of
land, we request that the subject site [107 Stockwell Road] – being in a highly accessible
location - is recognised as an appropriate site for a future mixed-use development
incorporating replacement and improved health care facilities with residential use.
Overall, there is general support for the Draft Revised Lambeth Local Plan (October 2018).

Other site

107
Stockwell
Road

Other Site

79-89
Westminster
Bridge Road
and 2&4
Newnham
Terrace

This comment will be considered through the
forthcoming Site Allocations Development Plan
Document.

No change

Other Site

99-101
Waterloo
Road,
103/107
Waterloo
Road, 117
Waterloo
Road, 109119
Waterloo
Road and
124 and 126
Cornwall
Road

This comment will be considered through the
forthcoming Site Allocations Development Plan
Document.

No change

However, it is essential that housing densities are optimised on suitable sites – particularly
those within the newly proposed Waterloo and Southbank Metropolitan Centre to reflect
its key role in Central London.

68/1

Accordingly, the land at 79-89 Westminster Bridge Road and 2&4 Newnham Terrace
provides an available and suitable opportunity to secure a mixed-use development –
potentially including retail and office/residential – in a highly accessible (PTAL 6b) location.
Recognition of the site’s development potential in the Local Plan is therefore requested.
On behalf of our client Grandseal Limited and Connect Properties Limited (Bourne Capital),
the freehold owners of the above properties, we wish to make representations pursuant to
the draft Revised Lambeth Local Plan.
Our client’s site currently accommodates office, retail and leisure uses and presents a
significant development opportunity to extend and improve the employment floorspace,
provide enhanced retail opportunities, and improve the public realm through
enhancements to Emma Cons Gardens and a new public through-route from Waterloo
Road to Cornwall Road.
These representations are made pursuant to the Recommended General Building Heights
for Site 6: 99,119 Waterloo Road and a proposed site allocation for the Revised Lambeth
Local Plan in relation to Policy ED3 Large Offices, Section 11: Places and Neighbourhoods
and Policy PN1 Waterloo of the adopted Local Plan 2015, Lambeth’s Waterloo Area
Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) and the Mayor’s Waterloo Opportunity Area
Planning Framework (OAPF).

Site

No change

PROPOSED SITE ALLOCATION
Local Plan 2015
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Name

Rep
Code

Representation Wording

Site Type

Site

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Policy ED3 Large Offices
The Policy states that proposals for offices greater than 1,000 sq m will be supported within
the Central Activities Zone and Waterloo Opportunity Area. The Policy also supports the
redevelopment of large offices for a mix of uses if the quantity of original B1 floorspace is
replaced or increased as part of the development or elsewhere in the immediate area.
Section 11: Places and Neighbourhoods – Waterloo
Waterloo is described as a major office location which already holds more than half of
Lambeth’s jobs and is infield within the London Plan as having the potential to provide an
additional 15,000 jobs in the area.
Policy PN1 Waterloo
The Council seek to support and enhance Waterloo as a key part of central London and
Lambeth and its economy in various roles as an international, domestic and local tourist
area for leisure and entertainment, a major location for offices, and an area for appropriate
supporting service and shopping facilities. To achieve this, the Council seek to:
• Support sustainable development for jobs;
• Optimise the area’s potential for the full range of central London and town centre
activities;
• Promote and support development and uses of an appropriate scale and form, where the
Waterloo OAPF is identified as being appropriate for higher-density development with
potential for tall buildings clustering around the station; and
• Promote a public realm that is high quality, durable, well designed and maintained to
reinforce Waterloo’s status as a world class place.
Waterloo Area SPD (March 2013)
The Union Jack Club/Mercury House site is designated as an opportunity site within the
Waterloo Area SPD, defined by the red line below. (SEE PDF ATTACHED TO EMAIL)
The site’s development principles include:
• A landmark building fronting Waterloo station, forming a gateway to the station;
• Redevelopment should take advantage of the location and maximise new floor space;
• Primary active frontage along Waterloo Road and secondary live frontage along Cornwall
Road;
• A new east-west pedestrian connection;
• Improve approach to Waterloo East;
• Office (B1) above;
• Residential fronting Cornwall Road;
• Public realm improvements along Waterloo Road and Cornwall Road; and
• Retain and upgrade Emma Cons Gardens.
Waterloo OAPF (October 2007)
The OAPF supports the use of public realm to bring the different parts of Waterloo together
and better address pedestrian movement/connections, and also the location of tall
buildings above and around Waterloo Station to deliver strategic employment growth,
unlock development potential and give greater legibility.
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Rep
Code

Representation Wording

Site Type

Site

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Other Site

Acre
Lane/King's
Avenue
Christchurch
Road/Streath
am Hill

This site is within a Key Industrial and Business Area and
has planning consent to provide electricity
infrastructure.
This site will be considered for inclusion in the
forthcoming Site Allocations Development Plan
Document.

No change

Proposed Site Allocation
Site Description and Context:
This representation is in relation to the area shown within the red line below, comprising
91 Waterloo Road, Union Jack Club (UJC), 99-101 Waterloo Road, 103/107 Waterloo Road,
117 Waterloo Road, 109-119 Waterloo Road (Mercury House), 124 and 126 Cornwall Road
and Emma Conns Gardens.
The Site ranges in size from 1-storey to 25-storeys and is occupied by retail (A1/A3/A4),
office (B1a), hotel (C3) and Sui Generis uses. The Site is bound by Waterloo Road to the
west, Sandell Street to the north, Cornwall Road to the east and The Cut to the south. The
Site has a PTAL of 6b and is located adjacent east to Waterloo train and underground
station and adjacent south-west of Waterloo East train station.
Designations: Waterloo Opportunity Area, Central Activities Zone
Site Area: 6,122 sq m
Site Vision:
Redevelopment of the Site must:
• Provide a landmark building fronting Waterloo Station
• Provide a commercial mixed-use development
• Create a new east-west pedestrian connection
• Include improvements to Emma Conns Gardens and associated public realm

Individual

354/2

Individual

20/1

Individual

21/1

Lambeth Council's commitment to providing housing has not been addressed: the plot on
the corner of Acre Lane and King's Avenue has been vacant now for 7 years - no plans to
build.
I am writing about the current designation of the above plot (Land at the corner of
Christchurch Road Streatham Hill) as “open land” at a time when Lambeth desperately
needs affordable housing. Please designate the plot as being suitable for residential
building purposes. There are a number of reasons why I believe that the plot should be redesignated but the most important are that;
• It is currently a fenced off site where nobody can actually access the ground for any
purpose
• It would be good to open up this site for the public to obtain access
• There is room on the site for desperately needed affordable housing
• I understand that Lambeth Community Land Trust; a non profit making organization, are
interested in developing the site and I would strongly support housing being delivered on
this site through that mechanism
The plot has been vacant and a wasted resource for a number of years. I believe that
historically there were homes on the plot and think that it would be a good use of resource
if the plot could be returned to a classification that enabled affordable houses to be built
there again.
Former TFL land, Christchurch Road, Streatham Hill (the Site)
Please note my support for the CLT scheme for the Site to be used for affordable housing.

Other Site

Other Site

Christchurch This site will be considered for inclusion in the
Road/Streath forthcoming Site Allocations Development Plan
am Hill
Document.

No change

No change

I am a resident of Streatham Hill since 2006. My home address is 18 Keymer Road SW2 3AP.
I work as a lawyer in the affordable housing sector and believe that local authorities need
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Rep
Code

Representation Wording

Site Type

Site

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Other Site

Christchurch This site will be considered for inclusion in the
Road/Streath forthcoming Site Allocations Development Plan
am Hill
Document.

No change

Other Site

Christchurch This site will be considered for inclusion in the
Road/Streath forthcoming Site Allocations Development Plan
am Hill
Document.

No change

Other Site

Christchurch This site will be considered for inclusion in the
Road/Streath forthcoming Site Allocations Development Plan
am Hill
Document.

No change

to lead the way on creating affordable housing in their areas and looking at innovative ways
to do this. There is every imperative on Lambeth to enable affordable homes to be built.
I understand that there is an issue with the Local Plan in respect of the Site, because the
land at Christchurch Road has been classified as an open space; this erroneous classification
risks the success of the CLT’s planning application for an affordable housing development.
This is an opportunity for Lambeth to change the designation and support development for
affordable housing at this Site.
In addition:
• I can confirm that the site is fenced-off and not accessible to the public and not in use.
• It would be good to find a way to open this site up for public access.

Individual

23/1

Individual

106/1

• I understand there is space on this site for an affordable housing scheme.
There is a fenced off site on the corner of Christchurch Road/Streatham Hill, currently not
being used for anything. It would be good to find a way to open up this site for public
access. There is also space on this site for some desperately needed affordable housing. I
would support this housing being delivered through a Community Land Trust, and support
more CLT homes in Lambeth generally.
I anm concernded about this land and feel that the following action should be taken
- There is a fenced off site on the corner of Christchurch Road / Streatham Hill owned by
TFL who are flexible to whom they sell
- It would be good to find a way to open this site up for public access
- There is also space on the site for some desperately-needed affordable housing. This land
should not be sold off to a private developer but rather
I would support this housing being delivered through a Community Land Trust, and support
more CLT homes in Lambeth generally

Individual

118/1

please keep me informed as to progress on this piece of land
Support for Lambeth CLT
My name is Constantinos Christou and I am a 20-year-old student who was born in
Lambeth and have lived in South London my entire life. Over the years, I have observed my
local area change beyond recognition, creating both opportunities and challenges for my
community. The greatest challenge of all is the lack of affordable housing, which, as I’m
sure you are aware, has left many people across the borough priced out of the area they
call home. This effects everyone in the community, be it directly or indirectly; schools are
understaffed, hospitals struggle to recruit, young children are moved around the city (and
the country) without any stability and communities are ripped apart.
Three years ago, a group of young campaigners participating in The Advocacy Academy
fellowship decided to take this delicate and complex issue head-on by campaigning for a
site in the borough on which to build desperately-needed genuinely and sustainably
affordable housing. What began as a campaign idea in a community centre in a council
estate in Oval has since become a campaign that has received widespread attention and
praise, from Time Out Magazine to the Mayor of London, Sadiq Khan.
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Rep
Code

Representation Wording

Site Type

Site

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Other Site

Christchurch This site will be considered for inclusion in the
Road/Streath forthcoming Site Allocations Development Plan
am Hill
Document.

No change

Other Site

Christchurch This site will be considered for inclusion in the
Road/Streath forthcoming Site Allocations Development Plan
am Hill
Document.

No change

Other Site

Christchurch This site will be considered for inclusion in the
Road/Streath forthcoming Site Allocations Development Plan
am Hill
Document.

No change

As a result of years of campaigning and hard work, the campaign was gifted a TFL-owned
site on which to build these homes. This site, in a prominent junction on Christchurch Road,
is currently blocked off from public access by a large fence. Not only would this site be the
perfect opportunity to open this space for public access, it also provides enough land to
build some desperately-needed affordable housing.
Allowing Lambeth CLT to build these homes would create an excellent precedent for more
community land trusts to be established across both the borough and the city, as seen with
the success of the CLT in St Clement's, Whitechapel. These homes would be established by
members of the community, for members of the community. As such, the needs and ideas
of local people will be listened to and respected throughout the process, creating an
element of trust that redevelopment projects can often lack.

Individual

122/1

Individual

139/1

London
Community
Land Trust

147/1

I ask you for your support in redefining how we approach the housing crisis and take this
important step to empower local people to work alongside local authorities to create
sustainable solutions to large-scale problems.
I write to request that addition be made to the Lambeth Local Plan to state explicit support
and commitment to building Community Land Trust homes within the borough. This will
help to create sustainable, genuinely affordable housing within the borough at a high
standard. There is an ideal site for this in the fenced off area on the corner of Christchurch
Road/ Streatham Hill - it would be great to work out how this could be opened up for public
access and use. There is obviously a desperate need for more genuinely affordable housing
in the borough and this would be a great site on which to build some of these properties. I
am strongly in support of a Community Land Trust delivering the housing on this site and I
believe it would be of huge benefit to the whole borough if many more sites were
identified for building of Community Land Trust homes.
It has come to my attention that there is a fenced off site on the corner of Christchurch
Road / Streatham Hill. It would be good to find a way to open this site up for public access.
Following the problem there is with affordable housing it would make sense for this spaced
to be used for some desperately-needed affordable housing. I would support this housing
being delivered through a Community Land Trust, and support more CLT homes in Lambeth
generally.
London CLT is hoping to secure over 120 new genuinely and permanently affordable homes
for local people across London by 2022, approximately 25 of which could be provided in
Lambeth by 2021. In order to be able to provide permanently affordable homes for local
people in housing need, London CLT is focusing on developing new affordable homes,
linked to local median incomes, on public land made available specifically for communityled housing. One of these sites is the land at the corner of
Christchurch Road and Streatham Hill.
Proposal:
1. Allocate TfL owned on Christchurch Road / Streatham site for affordable housing.
2. Include Community Land Trust homes as one route to delivering affordable housing in
perpetuity, as proposed in the Lambeth Labour Manifesto 2018
London CLT promotes community-led housing for people on median incomes and provides
100% ‘discounted market sale in perpetuity’ for local people. London CLT would support
the Lambeth Housing Design Principles as part of sustainable housing development and
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Rep
Code

Representation Wording

Site Type

Site

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Other Site

Christchurch This site will be considered for inclusion in the
Road/Streath forthcoming Site Allocations Development Plan
am Hill
Document.

No change

Other Site

Christchurch This site will be considered for inclusion in the
Road/Streath forthcoming Site Allocations Development Plan
am Hill
Document.

No change

Other Site

Christchurch
Road/Streath
am Hill
Christchurch
Road/Streath
am Hill

No change

contribute to policy H5 Housing Standards as part of the development.
London CLT believes that the site at Christchurch Road/Streatham Hill, (bordering Garden
Lane) should come forward as a wholly affordable housing scheme, led by the community,
and provide the opportunity to make accessible open space for the benefit of residents and
the wider environment. This aim would help to fulfil the emerging policies on affordable
housing under H2 Delivering Affordable Housing to “…maximise the delivery of affordable
housing…”.
This site would also make a direct contribution to Lambeth’s aims under revised policy H1
Maximising Housing Growth to support, “…the delivery of well-designed new homes on
small sites…” and to support “…custom build where it can be demonstrated that the
residential density of the site has been optimised and other policies have been met,
including those for affordable housing.”
The site comprises open space, which is currently inaccessible to the public and is often
used to illegally dump rubbish. The quality of the open space is currently in question, as it is
unmanaged and fenced-off. London CLT considers that the site has capacity to absorb
affordable housing as a complementary use for the currently derelict site.

Individual

159/1

Individual

161/1

TfL
Commercial
Development
Individual

172/5
178/1

Moreover, the provision of 100% affordable homes for local people could enable the open
space on the site to be enhanced. This could be through opening up the site for the
community to enjoy, creating sustainable management for the natural environment to
improve the habitat quality and also integrating the site with the surrounding urban
features to provide a calm sanctuary. The enhancement and community benefits provided
by a 100% affordable housing scheme, whose design and development is led by local
people, would contribute significantly to the local area.
Working with local young people and being one myself, I care deeply about our ability to
access affordable housing in the borough where we grew up. To that end, there is a fenced
off site on the corner of Christchurch Road / Streatham Hill that should be opened up for
public access. There is space on the site for some desperately-needed affordable housing,
and I support this being delivered through a youth-led Community Land Trust. I support
more CLT homes in Lambeth generally!
Having lived in Lambeth my entire life, accessibility to affordable housing within the
borough is something that deeply affects me and the people who are close to me. That
being said, there is a fenced off area on the corner of Christchurch Road/ Streatham hill,
that if opened up for public access could be used as an area for some affordable housing in
the area. I support this being made possible through a youth-led Community Land Trust.
Looking forward to seeing this goal be achieved,
TfL owns a site adjacent to Christchurch Road and Streatham Hill road which would be
suitable for such a development (please see appendix 1 for more information).
I want to see affordable homes on the CLT land given to Citizens UK. This is the land on top
of Brixton Hill junction of Christchurch road near Streatham bus garage.
I want them to have planning permission for the development of affordable homes that
reflect the living wage of ordinary lambeth people. This plan I support.

Other Site

This site will be considered for inclusion in the
forthcoming Site Allocations Development Plan
Document.
This site will be considered for inclusion in the
forthcoming Site Allocations Development Plan
Document.

No change
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Name
Individual

Individual

Rep
Code
187/1

189/1

Representation Wording

Site Type

Site

As a young person, I care deeply about their ability to access affordable housing in the
borough where I grew up, and I would like to see my local area provide affordable housing
for those who deserve it.

Other Site

Christchurch This site will be considered for inclusion in the
Road/Streath forthcoming Site Allocations Development Plan
am Hill
Document.

No change

Christchurch This site will be considered for inclusion in the
Road/Streath forthcoming Site Allocations Development Plan
am Hill
Document.

No change

Other Site

Christchurch This site will be considered for inclusion in the
Road/Streath forthcoming Site Allocations Development Plan
am Hill
Document.

No change

Other Site

Christchurch This site will be considered for inclusion in the
Road/Streath forthcoming Site Allocations Development Plan
am Hill
Document.

No change

Other Site

Christchurch This site will be considered for inclusion in the
Road/Streath forthcoming Site Allocations Development Plan
am Hill
Document.

No change

Other Site

Christchurch This site will be considered for inclusion in the
Road/Streath forthcoming Site Allocations Development Plan
am Hill
Document.

No change

Other Site

Christchurch This site will be considered for inclusion in the
Road/Streath forthcoming Site Allocations Development Plan
am Hill
Document.

No change

Other Site

Christchurch This site will be considered for inclusion in the
Road/Streath forthcoming Site Allocations Development Plan
am Hill
Document.

No change

To that end, there is a fenced off site on the corner of Christchurch Road / Streatham Hill
that should be opened up for public access. There is space on the site for some desperatelyneeded affordable housing, and I support this being delivered through a youth-led
Community Land Trust. I support more CLT homes in Lambeth generally!
I pass the site on the corner of Christchurch Road / Streatham Hill everyday on my way
Other Site
home from school , and I strongly believe that it should be used for truly affordable
housing.

Officer Response

Proposed Change

This would be delivered through a Community Land Trust (CLT) and would help lessen the
social issues of affordable homes in Lambeth. With future investment , many more CLT
homes could be developed.

Individual

201/1

Community
Group

267/1

Individual

268/1

Individual

271/1

Individual

277/1

Community
Group

279/1

I support the use of this site for CLT housing and it would be great for the public to have
access to the site.
At the top of my road on Christchurch there is a fenced off site that I believe should be
opened up for public access. As a resident in the area I would love to see more affordable
housing for members of the community and believe this land provides opportunity for this.
I care about the issue of affordable housing as a resident in the area, as a Londoner and as a
parent of a young person who grew up in the area. I am worried about my child and other
young people in the area being able to live in their own community in the future. I trust a
youth-led Community Land Trust will deliver this.
All Saints West Dulwich would like to urge the council to give the go-ahead to the
development of affordable housing on the vacant site in Christchurch Rd by the Community
Land Trust. It will help to meet the huge need for truly affordable housing and help young
people and key workers to stay in the area.
There is a fenced off site on the corner of Christchurch Road / Streatham Hill. It would be
good to find a way to open this site up for public access. There is also space on the site for
some desperately-needed affordable housing. I would support this housing being delivered
through a Community Land Trust, and support more CLT homes in Lambeth generally.
There is an area of land on Christchurch Road by Streatham Hill station which should be
used by the public. I would suggest using some of the space to create affordable housing, it
would be great if it could be owned by a CLT. We desperately need more truly affordable
homes in Lambeth and CLTs are one of the best ways to deliver this.
There is a fenced off site on the corner of Christchurch Road / Streatham Hill. It would be
good to find a way to open this site up for public access. There is also space on the site
for some desperately-needed affordable housing. I would support this housing being
delivered through a Community Land Trust, and support more CLT homes in Lambeth
generally.
There is a fenced off site on the corner of Christchurch Road / Streatham Hill, and it would
be good to find a way to open this site up for public access. There is also space on the site
for some desperately-needed affordable housing. I would support this housing being
delivered through a Community Land Trust, and support more CLT homes in Lambeth
generally.
Lambeth CLT want to deliver 27 truly affordable community homes on the corner of
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Name

Rep
Code

King's College
London

324/2

Lambeth
Methodist
Circuit

325/2

Reroot
Education
Collective

97/1

Representation Wording
Christchurch Road near Streatham Hill. The land is not in use and there is a desperate need
for more homes (that average-income people can afford). The CLT project would aid
housing growth so it would make sense to allow it to take place.
There is a fenced off site on the corner of Christchurch Road / Streatham Hill that can be
redeveloped to meet community needs. Please can we find a way to open this site up for
public access and affordable housing.
The site on Christchurch Road near the junction with Brixton Hill and Streatham High Road
is currently fenced off. This is owned by TfL and I understand they wish this to be used for a
community led affordable housing scheme through a Community Land Trust scheme. Ways
should be found to open up this land for a CLT scheme alongside a green space to allow
local people use this abandoned sit. In addition other sites should be identified for CLTs as a
way to deliver genuinely affordable housing for local people so that they can stay in
Borough.
I have recognised that there is a fenced off site on the corner of Christchurch Road /
Streatham Hill and that the future use of the site is in the process of being planned.

Site Type

Site

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Other Site

Christchurch
Road/Streath
am Hill
Christchurch
Road/Streath
am Hill

This site will be considered for inclusion in the
forthcoming Site Allocations Development Plan
Document.
This site will be considered for inclusion in the
forthcoming Site Allocations Development Plan
Document.

No change

Other Site

Christchurch This site will be considered for inclusion in the
Road/Streath forthcoming Site Allocations Development Plan
am Hill
Document.

No change

Other Site

Coin Street

Other Site

Coin Street

Other Site

It would be good to find a way to open this site up for public access, as community spaces
seem to be in decline in the local area.

No change

There is also space on the site for some desperately-needed affordable housing
I would support this housing being delivered through a Community Land Trust, and support
more CLT homes in Lambeth generally, as the high rent and ownership prices in areas of
Lambeth continue to force people out of their homes.
Individual

22/1

We need more truly affordable community spaces,
To whom it may concern:
I’d like the council to designate all coin street sites for social housing as they were always
intended to be.

Individual

24/1

My comments on the draft plan mainly concern the need for protection of sites earmarked
for social housing within the Coin Street development in the 1980s which remain vacant.
As a long-term Waterloo resident, I was part of the community effort which fought for all
the Coin Street sites to be designated for social housing. While some of these sites have
been developed for that purpose, it is disgraceful that after many decades the sites on
Doon Street, Cornwall Road/Stamford Street junction and Princes and Gabriel’s Wharves
stand vacant (or are in temporary use), and are in danger are losing designated status,
especially when the need for social housing locally is enormous.
These sites provide a major opportunity for provision of social housing and therefore it is
essential that they be designated as such to enable and encourage such development to go

The need for more affordable housing is clearly stated
No change
in the DRLLP PSV. The borough-wide policy approach to
securing affordable housing through the planning
system is set out in DRLLP PSV Policy H2. This aligns
with the approach in the Mayor's Draft London Plan and
will apply to all sites with potential for residential
development across the borough, including in
Waterloo. The DRLLP PSV does not include new site
allocations. Comments and proposals relating to
existing site allocation policies and other specific sites
will be considered through the forthcoming Site
Allocations Development Plan Document.
The need for more affordable housing is clearly stated
No change
in the DRLLP PSV. The borough-wide policy approach to
securing affordable housing through the planning
system is set out in DRLLP PSV Policy H2. This aligns
with the approach in the Mayor's Draft London Plan and
will apply to all sites with potential for residential
development across the borough, including in
Waterloo. The DRLLP PSV does not include new site
allocations. Comments and proposals relating to
existing site allocation policies and other specific sites
will be considered through the forthcoming Site
Allocations Development Plan Document.
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Individual

Rep
Code

25/1

Representation Wording

Site Type

Site

Officer Response

Other Site

Coin Street

Other Site

Coin Street

The need for more affordable housing is clearly stated
No change
in the DRLLP PSV. The borough-wide policy approach to
securing affordable housing through the planning
system is set out in DRLLP PSV Policy H2. This aligns
with the approach in the Mayor's Draft London Plan and
will apply to all sites with potential for residential
development across the borough, including in
Waterloo. The DRLLP PSV does not include new site
allocations. Comments and proposals relating to
existing site allocation policies and other specific sites
will be considered through the forthcoming Site
Allocations Development Plan Document.
The need for more affordable housing is clearly stated
No change
in the DRLLP PSV. The borough-wide policy approach to
securing affordable housing through the planning
system is set out in DRLLP PSV Policy H2. This aligns
with the approach in the Mayor's Draft London Plan and
will apply to all sites with potential for residential
development across the borough, including in
Waterloo. The DRLLP PSV does not include new site
allocations. Comments and proposals relating to
existing site allocation policies and other specific sites
will be considered through the forthcoming Site
Allocations Development Plan Document.

Other Site

Coin Street

ahead. As part of this, I object to Gabriel’s Wharf and Princes Wharf being designated
(ambiguously) for offices and ‘residential, but not specifically for ‘social housing’.
Failure to adhere to (or the watering down of) the original social housing objectives of the
Coin Street development would be seen as a betrayal by the local community which cares
very deeply about the future viability of the area for its residents.
I would like to see that the remaining vacant Coin Street sites are major development
opportunities for social housing and should be designated as such.
Doon St (vacant since 1984)
B2—corner of Cornwall Rd and Stamford St (vacant since 1985)
I would like to see Gabriel’s Wharf remain as it is but, if it is developed for offices and
residential, should be designated for social housing.
Prince’s Wharf (vacant ITV studios)
I understand that there is a crucial need for more social housing in the Waterloo area and
that that the sites could provide at least 200 new social homes.

Individual

26/1

Proposed Change

Apparently Lambeth’s Councils Plan no longer designates the Coin Street sites or any others
in Waterloo for social housing! This is outrageous and very frightening...there were meant
to be nearly 200 more social housing homes built on these sites in the last 18 years but this
has not happened. Why? Why did the building of social housing here suddenly stop?
As Lambeth council you are legally required to listen and respond to every resident
consultee .
Myself and many other local residents propose that the remaining vacant Coin Street sites
are major development opportunities for social housing and should be designated as such,
to guide and encourage their development:
•
Doon St (vacant since 1984)
•
B2 - corner of Cornwall Rd and Stamford St (vacant since 1985 but nearly an horrific
Abba nightclub)
•
Gabriel’s Wharf (temporary market - could be retained with social housing above)
•
Prince’s Wharf (vacant ITV studios)
These sites could provide at least 200 new social homes. There is a chronic shortage of
social housing in Waterloo.
These sites could house from several hundred to over a thousand local people, including
young families, grown up children who were born here, the homeless and older people.
PLEASE listen to local people and make sure social housing is assured on these sites in
Lambeth as it was assured in the covenant of 1984.

Individual

27/1

London becomes culturally poorer without diverse communities....central London needs
social housing more than ever.
I'm a local resident having lived in the area since 1995. I currently live in the newest of the
Coin Street Cooperatives. The area of the south bank has changed dramatically during this
time. I'm aware that Coin Street have a number of as yet undeveloped sites which are in
various stages of discussion.

The need for more affordable housing is clearly stated
in the DRLLP PSV. The borough-wide policy approach to
securing affordable housing through the planning
system is set out in DRLLP PSV Policy H2. This aligns

No change
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Site

Individual

28/1

Other Site

Coin Street

The need for more affordable housing is clearly stated
No change
in the DRLLP PSV. The borough-wide policy approach to
securing affordable housing through the planning
system is set out in DRLLP PSV Policy H2. This aligns
with the approach in the Mayor's Draft London Plan and
will apply to all sites with potential for residential
development across the borough, including in
Waterloo. The DRLLP PSV does not include new site
allocations. Comments and proposals relating to
existing site allocation policies and other specific sites
will be considered through the forthcoming Site
Allocations Development Plan Document.

Other Site

Coin Street

Other Site

Coin Street

The need for more affordable housing is clearly stated
No change
in the DRLLP PSV. The borough-wide policy approach to
securing affordable housing through the planning
system is set out in DRLLP PSV Policy H2. This aligns
with the approach in the Mayor's Draft London Plan and
will apply to all sites with potential for residential
development across the borough, including in
Waterloo. The DRLLP PSV does not include new site
allocations. Comments and proposals relating to
existing site allocation policies and other specific sites
will be considered through the forthcoming Site
Allocations Development Plan Document.
The need for more affordable housing is clearly stated
No change
in the DRLLP PSV. The borough-wide policy approach to
securing affordable housing through the planning
system is set out in DRLLP PSV Policy H2. This aligns
with the approach in the Mayor's Draft London Plan and
will apply to all sites with potential for residential
development across the borough, including in
Waterloo. The DRLLP PSV does not include new site
allocations. Comments and proposals relating to
existing site allocation policies and other specific sites
will be considered through the forthcoming Site
Allocations Development Plan Document.

·
Doon St (vacant since 1984)
·
B2 - corner of Cornwall Rd and Stamford St (vacant since 1985 but nearly an
Abbanightclub!)

Individual

29/1

Individual

30/1

Please consider these sites.
Lambeth has a chance to make a massive change for hundreds of families.
I am profoundly shocked that any London Borough, let alone a Labour one would give away
land won by the community for social housing. There is as much , if not more need for
social housing in inner london to day as there was then. If LBL does not understand why
housing is important in the inner city why not get in touch with Guys and St Thomas's NHS
Foundation Trust and offer the sites to them to develop for essential staff? Or to the local
housing co-ops to develop.

coin street sites
I understand that the site originally passed to Coin Street builders for low cost houses is
under some threat of change of use in your plans.
It is bad enough that some of the site has already been used to expand the cultural empire
of the South Bank: e.g. Ballet Rambert building.
There should not be any more development of this type because there is still such a great
need for social housing in Waterloo. There still is a covenant on this area for social housing,
but nothing has been built for many years. There does not seem to be any well insulated
(both sound and weather) flats for elderly tenants in the immediate area. This is something

Proposed Change

with the approach in the Mayor's Draft London Plan and
will apply to all sites with potential for residential
development across the borough, including in
Waterloo. The DRLLP PSV does not include new site
allocations. Comments and proposals relating to
existing site allocation policies and other specific sites
will be considered through the forthcoming Site
Allocations Development Plan Document.

While I wholly support Coin Street's work in the community and I personally did not feel
strongly about Mamma Mia the theatre experience being in my back garden, I would like to
ensure that there are safeguards built into Lambeth's ten year plan to ensure that the land
earmarked for social housing on the south bank remains so.
We're already facing chronic shortages of social housing nationwide. The southbank seems
to be changing to the playground of the elite with the new high rise buildings in front of
waterloo station. And then one blackfriars and south bank tower neighbouring Lambeth.
Please ensure the land earmarked for Coin Street's social housing programme is used as
was agreed in the 80s.
I’ve lived in Waterloo most my life, I have a young family and we reside in Edward Henry
House Co-op.
We are fortunate but sadly the same cannot be said for the hundreds of families stuck on
waiting lists or living in cramped over populated conditions waiting to find a home in
Lambeth.
Waterloo has a huge social housing need. There are sites all around Waterloo begging to be
used for housing.

Officer Response
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Individual

31/1

Individual

25/2

Representation Wording

Site Type

Site

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Other Site

Coin Street

No change

Other Site

Coin Street

Other Site

Coin Street

Other Site

Coin Street

The need for more affordable housing is clearly stated
in the DRLLP PSV. The borough-wide policy approach to
securing affordable housing through the planning
system is set out in DRLLP PSV Policy H2. This aligns
with the approach in the Mayor's Draft London Plan and
will apply to all sites with potential for residential
development across the borough, including in
Waterloo. The DRLLP PSV does not include new site
allocations. Comments and proposals relating to
existing site allocation policies and other specific sites
will be considered through the forthcoming Site
Allocations Development Plan Document.
The need for more affordable housing is clearly stated
in the DRLLP PSV. The borough-wide policy approach to
securing affordable housing through the planning
system is set out in DRLLP PSV Policy H2. This aligns
with the approach in the Mayor's Draft London Plan and
will apply to all sites with potential for residential
development across the borough, including in
Waterloo. The DRLLP PSV does not include new site
allocations. Comments and proposals relating to
existing site allocation policies and other specific sites
will be considered through the forthcoming Site
Allocations Development Plan Document.
The need for more affordable housing is clearly stated
in the DRLLP PSV. The borough-wide policy approach to
securing affordable housing through the planning
system is set out in DRLLP PSV Policy H2. This aligns
with the approach in the Mayor's Draft London Plan and
will apply to all sites with potential for residential
development across the borough, including in
Waterloo. The DRLLP PSV does not include new site
allocations. Comments and proposals relating to
existing site allocation policies and other specific sites
will be considered through the forthcoming Site
Allocations Development Plan Document.
The need for more affordable housing is clearly stated
in the DRLLP PSV. The borough-wide policy approach to
securing affordable housing through the planning
system is set out in DRLLP PSV Policy H2. This aligns
with the approach in the Mayor's Draft London Plan and
will apply to all sites with potential for residential
development across the borough, including in
Waterloo. The DRLLP PSV does not include new site
allocations. Comments and proposals relating to

that I need as I approach 80.
If more offices and high cost flats appear on this site then the original intentions of the
plans of 40 years ago will be lost.
Sites belonging to Coin St Community Builders at Doon Street, Gabriel’s Wharf, Princes
Wharf and the site on the corner of Cornwall Road and Stanford were all originally
designated as sites for social housing. I notice in your current proposals for the Waterloo
area that none of these sites are are now designated for social housing, of which there is a
chronic shortage in Waterloo. I would ask you therefore to ensure that at least Doon Street
and Cornwall Road/Stanford Street are clearly designated and marked as only being
available for Co-Op housing.

I would like to see that the remaining vacant Coin Street sites are major development
opportunities for social housing and should be designated as such.
Doon St (vacant since 1984)
B2—corner of Cornwall Rd and Stamford St (vacant since 1985)
I would like to see Gabriel’s Wharf remain as it is but, if it is developed for offices and
residential, should be designated for social housing.
Prince’s Wharf (vacant ITV studios)
I understand that there is a crucial need for more social housing in the Waterloo area and
that that the sites could provide at least 200 new social homes.

Individual

26/2

Myself and many other local residents propose that the remaining vacant Coin Street sites
are major development opportunities for social housing and should be designated as such,
to guide and encourage their development:
•
Doon St (vacant since 1984)
•
B2 - corner of Cornwall Rd and Stamford St (vacant since 1985 but nearly an horrific
Abba nightclub)
•
Gabriel’s Wharf (temporary market - could be retained with social housing above)
•
Prince’s Wharf (vacant ITV studios)

Hatfield’s
Gardens
Communicati
on Group

100/1

I am writing to you in the capacity of Chair of Hatfield’s Gardens Communication Group
(HGCG), former Chair of the Stamford Street Peabody Estate TRA and a Candidate in the
local elections for Bishops Ward in 2018.
The reason I mention all of the above is the fact that I take part in the community, listen to
our Resident’s concerns from not only the community perspective but also my own
personal and political angles.
I was part of the local community activists that fought the potential MammaMia Nightclub

No change

No change

No change

580

Name

Rep
Code

Representation Wording

Site Type

Site

proposal on land allocated and reserved for social housing and this was only stopped by the
collective efforts of local people and the costly use of the high court. We as residents don’t
want to go through this process again for land which was already reserved for social
housing again.

Officer Response

Proposed Change

existing site allocation policies and other specific sites
will be considered through the forthcoming Site
Allocations Development Plan Document.

I bring this point to your attention as since 1983 whereby Coin Street Builders bought land
at a reduced price on the Covenant (Bromley) agreement that this land was reserved for
social housing.
It now appears that the local plan no longer designates these sites for social housing.
I am writing to insist that all remaining vacant Coin Street sites are designated as major
opportunities for social housing and therefore to fulfil the promise made in 1984 that those
sites would provide at least 200 more social housing in an area which is desperate for this
and to bring a sensible balance to development in the area.
The remaining vacant sites are Doon Street, vacant since 1984, B2 - corner of Cornwall Rd
and Stamford Street (vacant since 1985), Gabriel’s Wharf and Prince’s Wharf.
I hope my comments are taken seriously and reflected in a revised local Lambeth plan
fulfilling the needs of local residents of our community and not siding with developers and
Coin Street Builders who are not interested in looking after the community they were
brought in to serve.
Individual

101/3

The Draft Plan would not meet the local needs for housing because it designates no sites
for much-needed social housing. It even effectively de-designates four Coin St sites from
social housing, even though they were designated as such in 1983, and have not been
implemented after 35 years.
Lambeth should secure these sites by designating them (again) for social housing in the
Draft Local Plan.

Other Site

Coin Street

Kennington,
Oval and
Vauxhall
Neighbourho
od Forum

102/28

Coin Street sites to be designated for social rent housing
• In 1984 Coin Street Community Builders promised to provide 400 social rented
(cooperative housing) dwellings within 10 years.
• 34 years later a miserable 200 or so have materialised.
• The sites can and must provide at least 200 more social rent homes.
• It is completely inappropriate that these vacant sites, originally intended and promised
for social housing could attract other preposterous, speculative proposals such as the
Mamma Mia nightclub.
• They must, therefore be designated for social rent housing as always intended and
campaigned for by the whole community from 1984 to the present date.
• Bearing in mind the shortage of affordable housing at social rents nationally and the
critical housing crisis in London, the Coin Street sites present major development

Other Site

Coin Street

The need for more affordable housing is clearly stated
No change
in the DRLLP PSV. The borough-wide policy approach to
securing affordable housing through the planning
system is set out in DRLLP PSV Policy H2. This aligns
with the approach in the Mayor's Draft London Plan and
will apply to all sites with potential for residential
development across the borough, including in
Waterloo. The DRLLP PSV does not include new site
allocations. Comments and proposals relating to
existing site allocation policies and other specific sites
will be considered through the forthcoming Site
Allocations Development Plan Document.
The need for more affordable housing is clearly stated
No change
in the DRLLP PSV. The borough-wide policy approach to
securing affordable housing through the planning
system is set out in DRLLP PSV Policy H2. This aligns
with the approach in the Mayor's Draft London Plan and
will apply to all sites with potential for residential
development across the borough, including in
Waterloo. The DRLLP PSV does not include new site
allocations. Comments and proposals relating to
existing site allocation policies and other specific sites
will be considered through the forthcoming Site
Allocations Development Plan Document.
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Individual

108/2

Individual

114/7

Individual

128/4

Individual

136/1

Representation Wording

Site Type

Site

Officer Response

Other Site

Coin Street

Policy H2 Delivering Affordable Housing
Coin Street Sites
Coin Street sites must be protected for social housing. In 1984 Coin Street Community
Builders promised to provide 400 social rented (cooperative housing) dwellings within 10
years. Thirty four years later only 200 or so have been built. The sites can and must provide
at least 200 more units. The Coin Street sites present major development opportunities for
social housing and must be designated for social housing:
• Doon Street, vacant since 1984 (the restaurant on the site has temporary permission
only).
• Corner of Cornwall Road and Stamford Street: vacant since 1985.
• Gabriel’s Wharf, used as a temporary market. Should be redesigned with new housing on
upper levels.
• Prince’s Wharf; vacant ITV studio. The conflation of Prince’s Wharf and the ITV site as Site
9 for office and residential is strongly opposed. The two sites must be designated
separately primarily for social housing.
It seems that the Coin St. sites and the Peabody Estate have not been designated as
residential. This needs to be rectified. The remaining undeveloped Coin Street sites, A,B2
and E should be developed as social housing and Community Land Trust developments
bearing in mind the need for a response to the diversity of critical housing need.

Other Site

Coin Street

The need for more affordable housing is clearly stated
No change
in the DRLLP PSV. The borough-wide policy approach to
securing affordable housing through the planning
system is set out in DRLLP PSV Policy H2. This aligns
with the approach in the Mayor's Draft London Plan and
will apply to all sites with potential for residential
development across the borough, including in
Waterloo. The DRLLP PSV does not include new site
allocations. Comments and proposals relating to
existing site allocation policies and other specific sites
will be considered through the forthcoming Site
Allocations Development Plan Document.
The need for more affordable housing is clearly stated
No change
in the DRLLP PSV. The borough-wide policy approach to
securing affordable housing through the planning
system is set out in DRLLP PSV Policy H2. This aligns
with the approach in the Mayor's Draft London Plan and
will apply to all sites with potential for residential
development across the borough, including in
Waterloo. The DRLLP PSV does not include new site
allocations. Comments and proposals relating to
existing site allocation policies and other specific sites
will be considered through the forthcoming Site
Allocations Development Plan Document.

Other Site

Coin Street

I have considered the draft plan Local Plan and as a long stand (1970), and could be
considered to be reasonable, resident of Waterloo I would ask you to please ensure the

Other Site

Coin Street

opportunities for social housing and must be designated for social rent housing, that is
housing to rent, at a social rent as defined by the local authority. The sites include:
• Doon Street: vacant since 1984 (The Green Room restaurant has temporary permission
only)
• Corner of Cornwall Road and Stamford Street: vacant since 1985
• Gabriels Wharf, used as a temporary market. Should be redesigned with new housing on
upper levels
• Prince’s Wharf: vacant ITV studio.
I would like to see the council set aside at the very least the plots of land owned by Coin
Street Community Builders in Doon Street, Cornwall Road, Gabriel's Wharf and Princes
Wharf as being reserved for social housing only.

Proposed Change

The need for more affordable housing is clearly stated
No change
in the DRLLP PSV. The borough-wide policy approach to
securing affordable housing through the planning
system is set out in DRLLP PSV Policy H2. This aligns
with the approach in the Mayor's Draft London Plan and
will apply to all sites with potential for residential
development across the borough, including in
Waterloo. The DRLLP PSV does not include new site
allocations. Comments and proposals relating to
existing site allocation policies and other specific sites
will be considered through the forthcoming Site
Allocations Development Plan Document.
The need for more affordable housing is clearly stated
No change
in the DRLLP PSV. The borough-wide policy approach to
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Representation Wording

Site Type

Site

counci confirms protection/retains protection for the following sites for social/affordable
housing and/or work units for local business: A. Doon Street (vacant since 1984), B. B2 corner of Cornwall Road and Stamford St (vacant since 1985 but nearly an Abba nightclub)
C. Gabriels Wharf (temporary market - could be retained with housing above) D. Princes
Wharf (vacant ITV studios)

Officer Response

Proposed Change

securing affordable housing through the planning
system is set out in DRLLP PSV Policy H2. This aligns
with the approach in the Mayor's Draft London Plan and
will apply to all sites with potential for residential
development across the borough, including in
Waterloo. The DRLLP PSV does not include new site
allocations. Comments and proposals relating to
existing site allocation policies and other specific sites
will be considered through the forthcoming Site
Allocations Development Plan Document.

When Lambeth Council sold these sites to Coin Street Builders they came with covenants
attached that prevented the land from being developed ONLY for social housing and
associated community uses which included financial covenants to claw back any profits
from any temporary uses. This has not been applied to Coin Street builders hence the
relentless use of these vacant sites (impacting on local housing) for temporary corporate
events and parking.
In 1984 Coin Street Builders made a commitment to build 400 Co-op homes within 10 years
After extensions so far totalling 20 years and now, 34 years later, Coin Street Builders have
clearly failed to fulfil this commitment in full view of Lambeth Council. There is no provision
for any social housing in the current draft where there are clearly there are designated sites
available. Why is that?
As my local council, Lambeth is legally required to listen and respond to every resident and
I vehemently oppose the adoption of this draft local plan. Instead the draft plan should
propose that the remaining vacant Coin Street sites are major development opportunities
for social housing and should be designated as such.

Individual

142/1

Protect these sites for the provision of at least 200 new social/affordable homes.
Apparently there is supported funding for these homes from major local businesses but
that has been refused by Coin Street Builders (and maybe Lambeth?). There is a chronic
shortage of social housing in Waterloo. These sites could offer housing from several
hundred to over a thousand local people, including young families, grown up children who
were born here, the homeless and carers of older people. Indeed Lambeth Council surely it
is your responsibility to enhance instead of shrinking this very vital and active community,
at the same time protecting it from the invisible and immensely affulent influencers that
pursue their own interests?
I am writing to propose in the strongest terms that the remaining vacant Coin Street sites
listed below must be regarded as major development opportunities for social housing and
should be designated as such:
•
Doon St (vacant since 1984)
•
B2 - corner of Cornwall Rd and Stamford St (vacant since 1985 but nearly an Abba
nightclub!)
•
Gabriel’s Wharf (temporary market - could be retained with housing above)
•
Prince’s Wharf (vacant ITV studios)
These sites could provide at least 200 new social homes housing several hundred to 1000+
local people including young families, grown up children who were born here, the homeless
and older people.

Other Site

Coin Street

The need for more affordable housing is clearly stated
No change
in the DRLLP PSV. The borough-wide policy approach to
securing affordable housing through the planning
system is set out in DRLLP PSV Policy H2. This aligns
with the approach in the Mayor's Draft London Plan and
will apply to all sites with potential for residential
development across the borough, including in
Waterloo. The DRLLP PSV does not include new site
allocations. Comments and proposals relating to
existing site allocation policies and other specific sites
will be considered through the forthcoming Site
Allocations Development Plan Document.

There is a chronic shortage of social housing in Waterloo. We do not need any more shiny
new ’towers in the sky’ for the better-off folk pr office workers. They have had their

583

Name

Rep
Code

Representation Wording
moment now it must be the turn of the ‘ real people on the ground’ (literally in some cases
given the rising homelessness in this area).
I am writing to object to Lambeth’s Local Plan as follows;
1. The Coin Street sites are no longer designated for social/co-op housing in the draft
Lambeth Local Plan yet it is the very reason why CSCB was formed – this doesn’t make
sense when there is a critical shortage of social homes throughout London and they have
vacant sites

Site Type

Site

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Other Site

Coin Street

The need for more affordable housing is clearly stated
in the DRLLP PSV. The borough-wide policy approach to
securing affordable housing through the planning
system is set out in DRLLP PSV Policy H2. This aligns
with the approach in the Mayor's Draft London Plan and
will apply to all sites with potential for residential
development across the borough, including in
Waterloo. The DRLLP PSV does not include new site
allocations. Comments and proposals relating to
existing site allocation policies and other specific sites
will be considered through the forthcoming Site
Allocations Development Plan Document.
The need for more affordable housing is clearly stated
in the DRLLP PSV. The borough-wide policy approach to
securing affordable housing through the planning
system is set out in DRLLP PSV Policy H2. This aligns
with the approach in the Mayor's Draft London Plan and
will apply to all sites with potential for residential
development across the borough, including in
Waterloo. The DRLLP PSV does not include new site
allocations. Comments and proposals relating to
existing site allocation policies and other specific sites
will be considered through the forthcoming Site
Allocations Development Plan Document.
The need for more affordable housing is clearly stated
in the DRLLP PSV. The borough-wide policy approach to
securing affordable housing through the planning
system is set out in DRLLP PSV Policy H2. This aligns
with the approach in the Mayor's Draft London Plan and
will apply to all sites with potential for residential
development across the borough, including in
Waterloo. The DRLLP PSV does not include new site
allocations. Comments and proposals relating to
existing site allocation policies and other specific sites
will be considered through the forthcoming Site
Allocations Development Plan Document.
The need for more affordable housing is clearly stated
in the DRLLP PSV. The borough-wide policy approach to
securing affordable housing through the planning
system is set out in DRLLP PSV Policy H2. This aligns
with the approach in the Mayor's Draft London Plan and
will apply to all sites with potential for residential
development across the borough, including in
Waterloo. The DRLLP PSV does not include new site
allocations. Comments and proposals relating to
existing site allocation policies and other specific sites

No change

Individual

148/1

Individual

148/5

5. The area around Cornwall Road should also remain designated to community housing.

Other Site

Coin Street

Individual

157/2

There is a real need for social housing in areas such as Coin Street and Cornwell Road.
These areas should remain designated for social housing.

Other Site

Coin Street

Caroline
Pidgeon AM

160/1

I wish to comment on Lambeth Council’s new Plan, which I understand no longer
designates Coin Street sites or any others in the Waterloo areas for social housing.

Other Site

Coin Street

I find such a proposed policy difficult to comprehend or justify, especially as Lambeth
Council so desperately needs to build more genuinely affordable homes. Indeed, only last
week the Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government published statistics
showing that the number of families in temporary accommodation (which were already at
totally unacceptable levels) had increased even further across the capital.
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment
_data/file/764301/Statutory_Homelessness_Statistical_Release_April_-_June_2018.pdf

No change

No change

No change
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Officer Response

Proposed Change

will be considered through the forthcoming Site
Allocations Development Plan Document.

[TABLE SCREENSHOT]
I have in the past been very happy to support local community activists who fought the
potential Mamma Mia Nightclub proposal on land allocated and reserved for social
housing. This was only stopped by the collective efforts of local people and the costly use
of the High Court. Local residents do not want to go through this process again over land
which has long been reserved for social housing.
I would reiterate that since 1983, when Coin Street Builders bought land at a reduced price,
they have had an obligation to provide social homes as set out in the land covenant.
I therefore express my full support for all remaining vacant Coin Street sites to be
designated as major opportunities for social housing. It is vital to fulfil the promise made in
1984 that those sites would provide at least 200 more social homes in an area with
desperate need and to bring a sensible balance to development in the area. The remaining
vacant sites are Doon Street, vacant since 1984, B2 - the corner of Cornwall Rd and
Stamford Street (vacant since 1985), Gabriel’s Wharf and Prince’s Wharf. In the current
draft plan, Gabriel’s Wharf and Princes Wharf are conflated with the sites described for
“offices” and “residential”, when instead they should specifically say social housing as set
out in the covenants from 1984.

Individual

171/3

Waterloo
Community
Development
Group

182/7

I do hope Lambeth Council can take this important opportunity to ensure vitally needed
social housing is provided for many hundreds of people in this part of London.
• The Coin Street and Peabody Stamford Street estates should be designated as residential.
Wherever possible, undeveloped Coin Street sites should be used for social housing.
Thank you for your work on the plan, and for the opportunity to respond.

The Coin Street sites were approved for around 400 co-op homes in 1983 and sold at a
discount price by the GLC to the Coin St Builders in 1984, with covenants which clearly
establish the purpose of the site for social housing, but only 220 homes have been built,
and several sites remain vacant. Given policy development on density and good design,
these sites could actually accommodate much more than 180 homes, perhaps as many as
500 (the Doon St tower was approved with 329 homes on one part of the site alone)
The sites were designated in the Waterloo District Plan 1977, in the draft Lambeth UDP
1992 and its adopted UDP 1998, and partly in the UDP 2007, but they are not so designated
in the current Plan and not proposed for designation in this draft revised Plan. This has
encouraged inappropriate speculative development on one the sites, with Lambeth unable
to consider the housing issues when considering the Mamma Mia application in 2017,
because of the lack of a clear designation.

Other Site

Coin Street

Other Site

Coin Street

The need for more affordable housing is clearly stated
No change
in the DRLLP PSV. The borough-wide policy approach to
securing affordable housing through the planning
system is set out in DRLLP PSV Policy H2. This aligns
with the approach in the Mayor's Draft London Plan and
will apply to all sites with potential for residential
development across the borough, including in
Waterloo. The DRLLP PSV does not include new site
allocations. Comments and proposals relating to
existing site allocation policies and other specific sites
will be considered through the forthcoming Site
Allocations Development Plan Document.
The need for more affordable housing is clearly stated
No change
in the DRLLP PSV. The borough-wide policy approach to
securing affordable housing through the planning
system is set out in DRLLP PSV Policy H2. This aligns
with the approach in the Mayor's Draft London Plan and
will apply to all sites with potential for residential
development across the borough, including in
Waterloo. The DRLLP PSV does not include new site
allocations. Comments and proposals relating to
existing site allocation policies and other specific sites
will be considered through the forthcoming Site
Allocations Development Plan Document.
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Other Site

Coin Street

The need for more affordable housing is clearly stated
No change
in the DRLLP PSV. The borough-wide policy approach to
securing affordable housing through the planning
system is set out in DRLLP PSV Policy H2. This aligns
with the approach in the Mayor's Draft London Plan and
will apply to all sites with potential for residential
development across the borough, including in
Waterloo. The DRLLP PSV does not include new site
allocations. Comments and proposals relating to
existing site allocation policies and other specific sites
will be considered through the forthcoming Site
Allocations Development Plan Document.

Other Site

Coin Street

The need for more affordable housing is clearly stated
No change
in the DRLLP PSV. The borough-wide policy approach to
securing affordable housing through the planning
system is set out in DRLLP PSV Policy H2. This aligns
with the approach in the Mayor's Draft London Plan and
will apply to all sites with potential for residential
development across the borough, including in
Waterloo. The DRLLP PSV does not include new site
allocations. Comments and proposals relating to
existing site allocation policies and other specific sites

Waterloo desperately needs more social housing. There are no other sites so blessed in
Waterloo, with potentially only Founders Place able to deliver a significant amount of social
housing. There are covenants preventing the sites being used other than for social housing
and associated uses, which the GLC put in place, which Bromley Council (acting on behalf of
the London Residuary Body) has made clear it would enforce. Without a clear planning
designation by Lambeth as LPA leaves the sites in a limbo and subject to unhelpful
speculative development, yet actually unable to be developed, thus continuing the blight
they have brought at being vacant since 1984. Unfortunately the enforceability of the
covenants is severely compromised from 2024, when a financial clawback facility is
terminated, so the sooner the status of these sites is clarified and developed, the better.
There is funding available to develop these sites for social housing, not least the s106 in lieu
of affordable housing provided by the approved ITV development, the Shell development,
or the Elizabeth House approval, as well as funds available from the Mayor of London.

Individual

184/2

Because of the peculiar behaviour of the landowner, we suggest that not only the 4 vacant
sites are designated for social housing and associated uses, but the entire Coin St estate:
(A) Doon St: could be home to at least 100 co-op homes and live/work units, but only a
ballet school built! Most of the site is vacant; the Green Room restaurant has temporary
permission
(B) Iroko: 59 homes + Neighbourhood Centre + vacant corner site
(C) Mulberry co-op: 56 homes
(D) Palm co-op: 27 homes
(E) Princes Wharf (vacant ITV studios) + Gabriel’s Wharf ‘temporary market’
(F2) Oxo tower (Redwood Co-op 78 homes) + Bargehouse Gallery
The remaining vacant Coin Street community builders sites are major development
opportunities for social housing, particularly council housing, Co-operatives or Community
Land Trusts and should be designated as such, to guide and encourage their development:
These are the Doon St site (vacant since 1984) , Site B2—corner of Cornwall Rd and
Stamford St (vacant since 1985) , Gabriel’s Wharf (temporary market— could be retained
with housing above) and Prince’s Wharf (vacant ITV studios)
In your proposed draft Plan, Gabriel’s Wharf and Princes Wharf are conflated with the ITV
site and identified as ‘Site 9’ for offices and ‘residential’, but not specifically social housing.
I strongly object to this.

Cllr Kevin
Craig

185/4

These sites could house anything from several hundred to over a thousand local people,
including young families, grown up children, and older people.
Page 71 Section 5 /
P7 I would be deeply concerned if the Coin St. sites and the Peabody Estate were not been
designated as residential. Is that the case? If so this needs to be rectified. The remaining
undeveloped Coin Street sites, A,B2 and E must be developed as social housing and
Community Land Trust developments bearing in mind the need for a response to the
diversity of critical housing need. I will carry on lobbying the Council and indeed Coin Street
for this to happen. There is a crisis in housing in Lambeth and it is particularly accentuated
in Bishop’s Ward. How can families on average incomes hope to house successive
generations.
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Site Type

Site

St John's
Church,
Waterloo

202/15

We are committed to maintaining diversity of the population in Waterloo and creative
solutions. Consideration should be given to designating the remaining Coin Street sites for
social housing at realistic densities. This would be a creative way to enable the diversity of
Waterloo to be maintained.

Other Site

Coin Street

Individual

206/1

With regard to Lambeth Council's draft plan for the top right hand corner of the borough, I
am horrified to see that you have failed or forgotten to include the existing social housing
along with the long-planned further social housing on the Coin Street Community Builders
(hereinafter referred to as CSCB) sites A,B,C,D,E. (Site F also includes a ‘Coin Street’ cooperative but this is just across the boundary and at the top left corner of Southwark.)

Other Site

Coin Street

Individual

206/10

Coin Street

Individual

206/2

I see no good reason as to why this Labour Lambeth Council can’t revise their draft plan
Other Site
further and work with CSCB & The Mayor to secure some of the multi-billion funding, to
finally implement the building of the housing that was originally planned and promised (and
which had cross-party support) along with the transfer of land to CSCB back in the 80s.
More social housing in the form of further purpose-built, innovatively designed, flag-ship
co-operative homes here could be the best viable option to help meet with the original
agreement to tackle the acute housing crisis and the ever-growing waiting list, which - as
we know - is even worse now (being over 30 years later). CSCB have already built the
Neighbourhood Centre for the long-planned larger community of people than is currently
here. Those in need of housing have already been deprived of 180 further co-operative
social housing homes here since the 1990s, on land for that was meant for and is still
available for that very purpose.
I live within the first of the ‘Coin Street’ co-operatives - Site C, that CSCB built 56 homes on
Other Site
and in 1988 we moved in. Mulberry Housing Co-operative Limited, as a registered social
landlord and in an agreement with CSCB, had previously taken on the remainder of the
125yr lease which is to remain until 2109. We all moved here not least because of the
security we felt we would derive from the long lease. It seems from your plan that there is
now a plan to scupper such security for this community along with the wider community
within the other existing co-operatives and those who should also benefit from the rest of
the social housing originally planned, if indeed it is not just an oversight that has caused you
to - on paper at least - wipe out this community's homes.

Coin Street

Officer Response
will be considered through the forthcoming Site
Allocations Development Plan Document.
The need for more affordable housing is clearly stated
in the DRLLP PSV. The borough-wide policy approach to
securing affordable housing through the planning
system is set out in DRLLP PSV Policy H2. This aligns
with the approach in the Mayor's Draft London Plan and
will apply to all sites with potential for residential
development across the borough, including in
Waterloo. The DRLLP PSV does not include new site
allocations. Comments and proposals relating to
existing site allocation policies and other specific sites
will be considered through the forthcoming Site
Allocations Development Plan Document.
The need for more affordable housing is clearly stated
in the DRLLP PSV. The borough-wide policy approach to
securing affordable housing through the planning
system is set out in DRLLP PSV Policy H2. This aligns
with the approach in the Mayor's Draft London Plan and
will apply to all sites with potential for residential
development across the borough, including in
Waterloo. The DRLLP PSV does not include new site
allocations. Comments and proposals relating to
existing site allocation policies and other specific sites
will be considered through the forthcoming Site
Allocations Development Plan Document.
The need for more affordable housing is clearly stated
in the DRLLP PSV. The borough-wide policy approach to
securing affordable housing through the planning
system is set out in DRLLP PSV Policy H2. This aligns
with the approach in the Mayor's Draft London Plan and
will apply to all sites with potential for residential
development across the borough, including in
Waterloo. The DRLLP PSV does not include new site
allocations. Comments and proposals relating to
existing site allocation policies and other specific sites
will be considered through the forthcoming Site
Allocations Development Plan Document.
The need for more affordable housing is clearly stated
in the DRLLP PSV. The borough-wide policy approach to
securing affordable housing through the planning
system is set out in DRLLP PSV Policy H2. This aligns
with the approach in the Mayor's Draft London Plan and
will apply to all sites with potential for residential
development across the borough, including in
Waterloo. The DRLLP PSV does not include new site
allocations. Comments and proposals relating to
existing site allocation policies and other specific sites

Proposed Change

No change

No change

No change

No change
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206/5

I strongly object to what appears to be an abhorrently deliberate bid to deprive local
people of their homes and to prevent the building of the further planned social housing in
this area, when as you will be acutely aware, councils are supposedly trying to find space
for more urgently needed social housing.

Site Type

Other Site

Site

Coin Street

Plenty of land here is available for social housing and was indeed planned for it. So far, the
land here - 8 sites acquired by CSCB in the early 80s, had been sold at a hugely discounted
price, specifically to enable that building of 400 social housing homes that were supposed
to have all been built before the end of the 90s. The availability of government
grants/funding for the building became increasingly difficult to secure to the point that so
far, (in 2018) they have only built c.220 homes. Lambeth’s draft plan appears to want to rid
this area of those homes, along with others nearby – for instance the Peabody Buildings.

Individual

206/6

Individual

206/7

Rather than encouraging and supporting CSCB over the years to build the rest of the social
housing it was meant to build, and especially now with the much-publicised country-wide
drive (including The London Mayor’s plan to build more social housing), with no current
recognition by Lambeth Council of the current or previously planned area here to consist of
social housing in its draft plan, I can only conclude that Lambeth Council is instead,
actively planning, supporting and encouraging SOCIAL CLEANSING. If this is so, then I
think Lambeth Council is knowingly aiming to decrease the number of perfectly viable social
housing homes whilst it might only be advertising its claim to be building more elsewhere in
the borough.
With regard to the Gabriel's Wharf and Princes Wharf site, I believe that this was originally
Other Site
planned to be used for social housing and so I am asking you to speedily rectify the wrongs
and live up to the intentions and promises agreed at the time of the transfer of the land to
CSCB (in conjunction with agreement for 400 co-operative housing homes across the sites)
that were in place for the building of social housing.

Please amend your plan to include designating the existing social housing homes to
continue for the long-term and indefinitely as such and to also designate the following
remaining sites as residential land to build social housing on:
Site A - Doon Street site (vacant since 1984 apart from temporary structures), meant to
have over 100 co-op homes,
Site B2 - on the corner of Stamford Street and Cornwall Road (vacant since 1985),
Site E - Gabriel's Wharf (temporary market and workshops since c.1988),
and in addition, Prince's Wharf (vacant ITV studios).

Other Site

Coin Street

Coin Street

Officer Response

Proposed Change

will be considered through the forthcoming Site
Allocations Development Plan Document.
The need for more affordable housing is clearly stated
No change
in the DRLLP PSV. The borough-wide policy approach to
securing affordable housing through the planning
system is set out in DRLLP PSV Policy H2. This aligns
with the approach in the Mayor's Draft London Plan and
will apply to all sites with potential for residential
development across the borough, including in
Waterloo. The DRLLP PSV does not include new site
allocations. Comments and proposals relating to
existing site allocation policies and other specific sites
will be considered through the forthcoming Site
Allocations Development Plan Document.

The need for more affordable housing is clearly stated
No change
in the DRLLP PSV. The borough-wide policy approach to
securing affordable housing through the planning
system is set out in DRLLP PSV Policy H2. This aligns
with the approach in the Mayor's Draft London Plan and
will apply to all sites with potential for residential
development across the borough, including in
Waterloo. The DRLLP PSV does not include new site
allocations. Comments and proposals relating to
existing site allocation policies and other specific sites
will be considered through the forthcoming Site
Allocations Development Plan Document.
The need for more affordable housing is clearly stated
No change
in the DRLLP PSV. The borough-wide policy approach to
securing affordable housing through the planning
system is set out in DRLLP PSV Policy H2. This aligns
with the approach in the Mayor's Draft London Plan and
will apply to all sites with potential for residential
development across the borough, including in
Waterloo. The DRLLP PSV does not include new site
allocations. Comments and proposals relating to
existing site allocation policies and other specific sites
will be considered through the forthcoming Site
Allocations Development Plan Document.
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Name
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Code
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Individual

210/6

Individual

210/7

Lambeth
Green Party

215/38

Representation Wording

Site Type

Site

Officer Response

Proposed Change

The London Housing Strategy sets out the Mayor's plans to tackle the capital's housing
crisis and his vision to provide all Londoners with a good quality home ...
Below is a short extract from: https://www.london.gov.uk/what-we-do/housing-andland/homes-londoners/what-homes-londoners:
‘The Mayor has secured more than £4.8 billion from Government to help start building
116,000 genuinely affordable homes by 2022. These new homes will be both for sale and
for rent. The Mayor will use this funding to support a range of affordable homes, and
chiefly:
Homes based on social rent levels - for people on low incomes’.
As the nature of fully-mutual housing co-operatives means being both a tenant and a
member with a nominal share (£1 in our case), this means that the tenant/members own
their homes collectively as the co-operative but not individually. As such, a housing cooperative that is registered as a social landlord, will continue to provide social housing
without the stock being whittled away by its tenants buying their homes individually. This
form of housing therefore maintains social housing stock numbers and brings people
together who will work together to collectively manage their housing, relieving councils of
the ongoing burden of doing so.
Policy H2 Delivering Affordable Housing Coin Street Sites. I object to the omission from the
Plan of the designation of these sites for social housing.
Coin Street sites must be protected for social housing. In 1984 Coin Street Community
Builders promised to provide 400 social rented (cooperative housing) dwellings within 10
years. Thirty four years later only 200 or so have been built. The sites can and must provide
at least 200 more units. The Coin Street sites present major development opportunities for
social housing and must be designated accordingly.
The vacant sites are:
·
Doon Street, vacant since 1984 (the restaurant on the site has temporary permission
only).
·
Corner of Cornwall Road and Stamford Street: vacant since 1985.
·
Gabriel’s Wharf, used as a temporary market. This could be redesigned to have
housing above the market.
·
Prince’s Wharf; vacant ITV studio. This site should not be treated as part of Site 9. The
two sites must be designated separately and primarily for social housing.
The London Plan recognises that social housing is desperately needed all across London.
Waterloo is no exception and it has the sites available and currently designated as such.
Coin Street Community Builders have failed to build them but that is no reason to dedesignate the sites. Other parties better able to provide them will come forward or the
financial constraints will change with time. At the time of the last UDP Lambeth saw little
hope of a public park on Hungerford Car Park and only local community pressure ensured it
remained policy. Now, ten or more years later it is fast becoming a reality with all parties
involved anxious to proceed quickly. It is not sound planning policy to ignore the possibility
of changing times and fortunes.

Other Site

Coin Street

The need for more affordable housing is clearly stated
No change
in the DRLLP PSV. The borough-wide policy approach to
securing affordable housing through the planning
system is set out in DRLLP PSV Policy H2. This aligns
with the approach in the Mayor's Draft London Plan and
will apply to all sites with potential for residential
development across the borough, including in
Waterloo. The DRLLP PSV does not include new site
allocations. Comments and proposals relating to
existing site allocation policies and other specific sites
will be considered through the forthcoming Site
Allocations Development Plan Document.

Other Site

Coin Street

The need for more affordable housing is clearly stated
No change
in the DRLLP PSV. The borough-wide policy approach to
securing affordable housing through the planning
system is set out in DRLLP PSV Policy H2. This aligns
with the approach in the Mayor's Draft London Plan and
will apply to all sites with potential for residential
development across the borough, including in
Waterloo. The DRLLP PSV does not include new site
allocations. Comments and proposals relating to
existing site allocation policies and other specific sites
will be considered through the forthcoming Site
Allocations Development Plan Document.

Other Site

Coin Street

Waterloo and Southbank In the draft plan Lambeth have missed a real opportunity to
maximise the amount of social housing in this area by not specifying social housing as one
of the preferred uses for Site 9 – ITV Centre and Gabriel’s Wharf, Upper Ground SE1. This
site, owned by Coin Street Community Builders (CSCB), is set to be used offices and
residential space according the the current draft plan. The site was originally approved for

Other site

Coin Street

The need for more affordable housing is clearly stated
No change
in the DRLLP PSV. The borough-wide policy approach to
securing affordable housing through the planning
system is set out in DRLLP PSV Policy H2. This aligns
with the approach in the Mayor's Draft London Plan and
will apply to all sites with potential for residential
development across the borough, including in
Waterloo. The DRLLP PSV does not include new site
allocations. Comments and proposals relating to
existing site allocation policies and other specific sites
will be considered through the forthcoming Site
Allocations Development Plan Document.
The need for more affordable housing is clearly stated
No change
in the DRLLP PSV. The borough-wide policy approach to
securing affordable housing through the planning
system is set out in DRLLP PSV Policy H2. This aligns
with the approach in the Mayor's Draft London Plan and
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Name

Rep
Code

Representation Wording

Site Type

400 co-op homes in 1983 but, at present, only 220 have been built. In order to address
Lambeth’s housing needs, the preferred use of Site 9 must be changed to specify social
housing on the CSCB site; this is particularly important given CSCB has not developed these
sites in over 30 years and Lambeth needs such sites to build desperately needed, genuinely
affordable homes. It is unacceptable that CSCB have continually used this site for
temporary events rather than committing to permanent developments which would
provide the area with much needed housing.
I understand that the draft Revised Lambeth Local Plan no longer designates the Coin Street Other Site
sites (Doon St, B2 - corner of Cornwall Rd and Stamford St, Gabriel’s Wharf and Princes
Wharf) or any others in Waterloo for social housing. This is extremely disappointing given
that these sites could help alleviate the chronic shortage of social housing in Waterloo.
Families who have lived in the area for generations are being separated as children have to
move away from their community in a vain hope to find affordable housing, while brand
new developments stand empty, held as investments, frequently by non UK residents. I
strongly object to this omission and urge you to designate the remaining vacant Coin Street
sites as development opportunities for social housing.

Site

Individual

216/1

Coin Street

Individual

218/3

2. It seems that the Coin St. sites and the Peabody Estate have not been designated as
residential and need to be. The remaining undeveloped Coin Street sites, A, B2 and E
should be developed as social housing. It is scandalous that this has been so slow.

Other Site

Coin Street

Individual

220/2

I am a tenant living on the Iroko Co-op, Coin Street Community Builders last venture into
social housing, built before becoming the commercial magnet that they now are. I am
outraged that after living in Waterloo for the majority of my life and being part of a family
that campaigned tirelessly for years alongside CSCB!, that the land that was finally won and
designated to build social housing for the local community, is no longer being considered
for development. This land was fought for by a small group of local people against the very
same 'money magnets' that you are now intending to hand it over to. You should be
ashamed as a Labour Council to be seen to take such an immoral stance. Think about the
heart of Waterloo, which is its longstanding strong and moral community. This plan will
have devastating consequences for us all, with families no longer having any hope of being
rehoused within Waterloo due to the already dire shortage of social housing. Our children
deserve to to be housed on the Coin Street sites which were designated for social housing
but to date have not been developed and if your plan is put into action, never will. Please
reconsider these obscene plans, save these sites and honour the covenant for the land
owned by Coin Street Community Builders to be developed for Social Housing. The motto
'Local Homes for Local Families' needs to be remembered.

Other Site

Coin Street

Officer Response

Proposed Change

will apply to all sites with potential for residential
development across the borough, including in
Waterloo. The DRLLP PSV does not include new site
allocations. Comments and proposals relating to
existing site allocation policies and other specific sites
will be considered through the forthcoming Site
Allocations Development Plan Document.
The need for more affordable housing is clearly stated
No change
in the DRLLP PSV. The borough-wide policy approach to
securing affordable housing through the planning
system is set out in DRLLP PSV Policy H2. This aligns
with the approach in the Mayor's Draft London Plan and
will apply to all sites with potential for residential
development across the borough, including in
Waterloo. The DRLLP PSV does not include new site
allocations. Comments and proposals relating to
existing site allocation policies and other specific sites
will be considered through the forthcoming Site
Allocations Development Plan Document.
The need for more affordable housing is clearly stated
No change
in the DRLLP PSV. The borough-wide policy approach to
securing affordable housing through the planning
system is set out in DRLLP PSV Policy H2. This aligns
with the approach in the Mayor's Draft London Plan and
will apply to all sites with potential for residential
development across the borough, including in
Waterloo. The DRLLP PSV does not include new site
allocations. Comments and proposals relating to
existing site allocation policies and other specific sites
will be considered through the forthcoming Site
Allocations Development Plan Document.
The need for more affordable housing is clearly stated
No change
in the DRLLP PSV. The borough-wide policy approach to
securing affordable housing through the planning
system is set out in DRLLP PSV Policy H2. This aligns
with the approach in the Mayor's Draft London Plan and
will apply to all sites with potential for residential
development across the borough, including in
Waterloo. The DRLLP PSV does not include new site
allocations. Comments and proposals relating to
existing site allocation policies and other specific sites
will be considered through the forthcoming Site
Allocations Development Plan Document.
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Coin Street
Community
Builders

Rep
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222/1

Representation Wording

Site Type

Site

Officer Response

Coin Street Community Builders (CSCB) is a company limited by guarantee established by
local residents in 1984. The company is controlled by a Board, elected by CSCB members.
Only people living locally can become CSCB members. The Board employs staff to manage
the company on a day to day basis. Profits are not distributed but are ploughed back into
CSCB’s public service objective. CSCB has transformed a largely derelict 13-acre site into a
thriving mixed use neighbourhood by creating new co-operative homes; shops, galleries,
restaurants, cafes and bars; a park and riverside walkway; and sports and community
facilities - including a neighbourhood centre. It organises festivals, markets and events;
provides childcare, family support, youth and community programmes, 1:1 advice, and
training and employment opportunities. Income is generated from a variety of sources
including leasing property, venue hire, fees for services, and managing businesses –
including conferences, a gallery, and joint ventures. CSCB manages and maintains the South
Bank riverside walkway between the National Theatre and Sea Containers House as well as
Bernie Spain Gardens and other areas of public realm. It is a founder member of South
Bank Employers’ Group, Jubilee Gardens Trust, South Bank BID, South Bank & Waterloo
Neighbours (SoWN), and a number of collaborative local organisations. Current
development projects include the consented Doon Street mixed development which
includes the completed Rambert headquarters and dance studios, PA1 housing and leisure
centre, and PA3 office and town square. Following public consultation and a landscape
design competition, CSCB will shortly be submitting plans for the re-landscaping of Bernie
Spain Gardens north and Queen’s Walk Gardens (between the riverside walkway and the
former London Television Centre). Since 2012 CSCB has also been developing proposals for
the redevelopment of Prince’s Wharf and Gabriel’s Wharf.
DOON STREET CSCB is making progress with the implementation of the approved scheme
and is confident that it can deliver the leisure centre and pedestrian connection between
Upper Ground and Waterloo Bridge described in Lambeth’s Infrastructure Plan.

Other Site

Coin Street

The need for more affordable housing is clearly stated
No change
in the DRLLP PSV. The borough-wide policy approach to
securing affordable housing through the planning
system is set out in DRLLP PSV Policy H2. This aligns
with the approach in the Mayor's Draft London Plan and
will apply to all sites with potential for residential
development across the borough, including in
Waterloo. The DRLLP PSV does not include new site
allocations. Comments and proposals relating to
existing site allocation policies and other specific sites
will be considered through the forthcoming Site
Allocations Development Plan Document.

Other Site

Coin Street

The need for more affordable housing is clearly stated
No change
in the DRLLP PSV. The borough-wide policy approach to
securing affordable housing through the planning
system is set out in DRLLP PSV Policy H2. This aligns
with the approach in the Mayor's Draft London Plan and
will apply to all sites with potential for residential
development across the borough, including in
Waterloo. The DRLLP PSV does not include new site
allocations. Comments and proposals relating to
existing site allocation policies and other specific sites
will be considered through the forthcoming Site
Allocations Development Plan Document.
The need for more affordable housing is clearly stated
No change
in the DRLLP PSV. The borough-wide policy approach to
securing affordable housing through the planning
system is set out in DRLLP PSV Policy H2. This aligns
with the approach in the Mayor's Draft London Plan and
will apply to all sites with potential for residential
development across the borough, including in
Waterloo. The DRLLP PSV does not include new site
allocations. Comments and proposals relating to
existing site allocation policies and other specific sites
will be considered through the forthcoming Site
Allocations Development Plan Document.
The need for more affordable housing is clearly stated
No change
in the DRLLP PSV. The borough-wide policy approach to

Coin Street
Community
Builders

222/8

Individual

227/1

I am deeply concerned that the Lambeth plan for Waterloo does not make adequate
provision for the social housing needed for it to retain its character as a socially diverse
residential community. For example, why is the land given to Coin St Community Builders
to provided social housing not designated for its intended use? Without adequate social
housing, large areas of London will become social ghettos that are not representative of the
whole community that makes London work. This is not in the long-term interest of London
and Londoners.

Other Site

Coin Street

Individual

228/2

One can currently see the borough boundary clearly, for example, on Stamford Street, one
end of which (the Southwark end) is now just a mass of concrete while the Lambeth end is

Other Site

Coin Street

Proposed Change
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Site

Cllr Jennie
Mosley

229/4

Page 71 Section 5 / P7 It seems that the Coin St. sites and the Peabody Estate have not
been designated as residential. This needs to be rectified. This area is in desperate need
for more social housing and not just homes that are way out of reach of the majority of
Bishops residents

Other Site

Coin Street

Individual

233/1

I wish to object to the fact that there is no provision made for social housing in the
Waterloo area. There is a chronic shortage of social housing in Waterloo. The remaining
vacant Coin Street sites are major development opportunities for social housing and should
be designated as such, to guide and encourage their development: They are the Doon
Street site (vacant since 1984) , Site B2—corner of Cornwall Rd and Stamford St (vacant
since 1985) , Gabriel’s Wharf (temporary market— could be retained with housing above)
and Princes Wharf (vacant ITV studios)

Other Site

Coin Street

Individual

233/3

All these sites could house anything from several hundred to over a thousand local people,
including young families, grown up children, and older people. My Child is one of a few
young teenagers in the area which is increasingly becoming family unfriendly. All the young
families who lived in the area just over 10 years ago have been forced out due to very high
rents.

Other Site

Coin Street

Individual

308/2

Coin Street should be ear-marked for social housing as explained here:
https://www.facebook.com/201162670421870/posts/411838102687658/

Other Site

Coin Street

a nice mixture of modern and historic residential properties, all relatively low rise, and
student accommodation by Kings College. Sadly, however, it is now decades since Coin
Street Community Builders lived up to their name and built the rest of the social housing it
was set up and legally bound to provide. It is essential that their remaining vacant sites be
brought into their intended use asap and this should be reflected in any plan for the area.
Other sites such as the bus station on Cornwall Road must also be protected for genuine
affordable housing.

Officer Response
securing affordable housing through the planning
system is set out in DRLLP PSV Policy H2. This aligns
with the approach in the Mayor's Draft London Plan and
will apply to all sites with potential for residential
development across the borough, including in
Waterloo. The DRLLP PSV does not include new site
allocations. Comments and proposals relating to
existing site allocation policies and other specific sites
will be considered through the forthcoming Site
Allocations Development Plan Document.
The need for more affordable housing is clearly stated
in the DRLLP PSV. The borough-wide policy approach to
securing affordable housing through the planning
system is set out in DRLLP PSV Policy H2. This aligns
with the approach in the Mayor's Draft London Plan and
will apply to all sites with potential for residential
development across the borough, including in
Waterloo. The DRLLP PSV does not include new site
allocations. Comments and proposals relating to
existing site allocation policies and other specific sites
will be considered through the forthcoming Site
Allocations Development Plan Document.
The need for more affordable housing is clearly stated
in the DRLLP PSV. The borough-wide policy approach to
securing affordable housing through the planning
system is set out in DRLLP PSV Policy H2. This aligns
with the approach in the Mayor's Draft London Plan and
will apply to all sites with potential for residential
development across the borough, including in
Waterloo. The DRLLP PSV does not include new site
allocations. Comments and proposals relating to
existing site allocation policies and other specific sites
will be considered through the forthcoming Site
Allocations Development Plan Document.
The need for more affordable housing is clearly stated
in the DRLLP PSV. The borough-wide policy approach to
securing affordable housing through the planning
system is set out in DRLLP PSV Policy H2. This aligns
with the approach in the Mayor's Draft London Plan and
will apply to all sites with potential for residential
development across the borough, including in
Waterloo. The DRLLP PSV does not include new site
allocations. Comments and proposals relating to
existing site allocation policies and other specific sites
will be considered through the forthcoming Site
Allocations Development Plan Document.
The need for more affordable housing is clearly stated
in the DRLLP PSV. The borough-wide policy approach to
securing affordable housing through the planning

Proposed Change

No change

No change

No change

No change
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33/1

Although I'm not a Lambeth resident I have very close connections to the Borough and I am
a resident of London. I am therefore fully aware of the terrible housing shortage in London
generally and Inner London in particular and am amazed to discover that the Lambeth Local
Plan ignores the opportunity to designate the vacant Coin Street sites for social housing?

Site Type

Site

Other Site

Coin Street

As an ex GLC employee I remember the battle to secure this land for social housing. It is a
disgrace that the land has remained vacant for so long and an even bigger disgrace that a
so called Labour Council is reneging on it's responsibilities to encourage and ensure the
original intention (provision of homes for the local community) is met.

Individual

330/1

there is no social housing in the plan,Yet Lambeth gave Coin St Community Builders
permission to have Mamma Mia the Party on a site designated for social housing. CSCB has
that & 3 other larger sites which were sold VERY cheaply to them for SOCIAL housing.
Lambeth shoud make sure that these sites are indeed used for that purpose. More private
housing in tower blocks will destroy the north Lambeth area & force the current inhabitants
to be excluded.

Other Site

Coin Street

Individual

34/1

I am proposing that the remaining vacant Coin Street sites are major development
opportunities for social housing and should be designated as such.
• Doon St (vacant since 1984)
• B2—corner of Cornwall Rd and Stamford St (vacant since 1985)

Other Site

Coin Street

Other Site

Coin Street

The sites could provide at least 200 new social homes. There is a chronic shortage of social
housing in Waterloo. These sites could house from several hundred to over a thousand
local people, including young families, grown up children, professionals and older people.

Individual

34/2

The sites could provide at least 200 new social homes. There is a chronic shortage of social
housing in Waterloo. These sites could house from several hundred to over a thousand
local people, including young families, grown up children, professionals and older people.
I am proposing that the remaining vacant Coin Street sites are major development
opportunities for social housing and should be designated as such.
• Gabriel’s Wharf (temporary market—could be retained with housing above)

Officer Response
system is set out in DRLLP PSV Policy H2. This aligns
with the approach in the Mayor's Draft London Plan and
will apply to all sites with potential for residential
development across the borough, including in
Waterloo. The DRLLP PSV does not include new site
allocations. Comments and proposals relating to
existing site allocation policies and other specific sites
will be considered through the forthcoming Site
Allocations Development Plan Document.
The need for more affordable housing is clearly stated
in the DRLLP PSV. The borough-wide policy approach to
securing affordable housing through the planning
system is set out in DRLLP PSV Policy H2. This aligns
with the approach in the Mayor's Draft London Plan and
will apply to all sites with potential for residential
development across the borough, including in
Waterloo. The DRLLP PSV does not include new site
allocations. Comments and proposals relating to
existing site allocation policies and other specific sites
will be considered through the forthcoming Site
Allocations Development Plan Document.
The need for more affordable housing is clearly stated
in the DRLLP PSV. The borough-wide policy approach to
securing affordable housing through the planning
system is set out in DRLLP PSV Policy H2. This aligns
with the approach in the Mayor's Draft London Plan and
will apply to all sites with potential for residential
development across the borough, including in
Waterloo. The DRLLP PSV does not include new site
allocations. Comments and proposals relating to
existing site allocation policies and other specific sites
will be considered through the forthcoming Site
Allocations Development Plan Document.
The need for more affordable housing is clearly stated
in the DRLLP PSV. The borough-wide policy approach to
securing affordable housing through the planning
system is set out in DRLLP PSV Policy H2. This aligns
with the approach in the Mayor's Draft London Plan and
will apply to all sites with potential for residential
development across the borough, including in
Waterloo. The DRLLP PSV does not include new site
allocations. Comments and proposals relating to
existing site allocation policies and other specific sites
will be considered through the forthcoming Site
Allocations Development Plan Document.
The need for more affordable housing is clearly stated
in the DRLLP PSV. The borough-wide policy approach to
securing affordable housing through the planning
system is set out in DRLLP PSV Policy H2. This aligns

Proposed Change

No change

No change

No change

No change
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Site Type

Site

• Prince’s Wharf (vacant ITV studios)

Iroko Housing
Cooperative

Iroko Housing
Cooperative

35/1

35/2

These sites were approved for the building of co-op homes in 1983 and sold at a discount
price to Coin St. Community Builders……but only 220 homes have been built thus far and
none in the last 18 years. Several key sites remain vacant. These sites are major
development opportunities for social housing and should be designated as such, to guide
and encourage their development:
· Doon St (vacant since 1984)
· B2 - corner of Cornwall Rd and Stamford St (vacant since 1985 but nearly an Abba
nightclub)
· Gabriel’s Wharf (temporary market - could be retained with housing above)
· Prince’s Wharf (vacant ITV studios)
These sites could collectively house over a thousand local people, including young families,
grown up children who were born here, the homeless and older people for whom there are
currently extremely limited local housing opportunities.
It seems very short sited of Lambeth to miss the opportunity to push for these sites to be
used for their originally intended purpose.
These sites are major development opportunities for social housing and should be
designated as such, to guide and encourage their development:

Other Site

Coin Street

The need for more affordable housing is clearly stated
No change
in the DRLLP PSV. The borough-wide policy approach to
securing affordable housing through the planning
system is set out in DRLLP PSV Policy H2. This aligns
with the approach in the Mayor's Draft London Plan and
will apply to all sites with potential for residential
development across the borough, including in
Waterloo. The DRLLP PSV does not include new site
allocations. Comments and proposals relating to
existing site allocation policies and other specific sites
will be considered through the forthcoming Site
Allocations Development Plan Document.

Other Site

Coin Street

Other Site

Coin Street

The need for more affordable housing is clearly stated
No change
in the DRLLP PSV. The borough-wide policy approach to
securing affordable housing through the planning
system is set out in DRLLP PSV Policy H2. This aligns
with the approach in the Mayor's Draft London Plan and
will apply to all sites with potential for residential
development across the borough, including in
Waterloo. The DRLLP PSV does not include new site
allocations. Comments and proposals relating to
existing site allocation policies and other specific sites
will be considered through the forthcoming Site
Allocations Development Plan Document.
The need for more affordable housing is clearly stated
No change
in the DRLLP PSV. The borough-wide policy approach to
securing affordable housing through the planning
system is set out in DRLLP PSV Policy H2. This aligns
with the approach in the Mayor's Draft London Plan and
will apply to all sites with potential for residential
development across the borough, including in
Waterloo. The DRLLP PSV does not include new site

· Gabriel’s Wharf (temporary market - could be retained with housing above)
· Prince’s Wharf (vacant ITV studios)

Individual

40/1

Previously designated areas for social housing, such as Coin Street Community Builder’s
sites, must be protected. No legal manipulation should stop us building now. Please can
Lambeth take action with local residents and get the additional 200 new social homes built
on the empty Doon Street, Cornwall Road and in the Gabriel’s Wharf/Prince’s Wharf sites.
Families, residents need these places. My own story - I’ve just been displaced from my Coin
Street co-op home and there are absolutely no vacancies – I’m told for up to 20 years. This
is simply wrong. I will help you if you need support with this.

Proposed Change

with the approach in the Mayor's Draft London Plan and
will apply to all sites with potential for residential
development across the borough, including in
Waterloo. The DRLLP PSV does not include new site
allocations. Comments and proposals relating to
existing site allocation policies and other specific sites
will be considered through the forthcoming Site
Allocations Development Plan Document.

In Lambeth’s draft Plan, Gabriel’s Wharf and Princes Wharf are conflated with the ITV site
and identified as ‘Site 9’ for offices and ‘residential’, but not specifically social housing. I
TOTALLY OBJECT TO THIS
The sites could provide at least 200 new social homes. There is a chronic shortage of social
housing in Waterloo. These sites could house from several hundred to over a thousand
local people, including young families, grown up children, professionals and older people.
As a local resident and chair of a local housing cooperative I am very disappointed to see
that the latest Lambeth Plan no longer designates the Coin Street sites or any others in
Waterloo for social housing. There is currently a desperate shortage of truly affordable
housing in the area and things are only getting worse.

Officer Response
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Site Type

Site

People are being driven out of their homes and communities because of private greed.
Individual

40/2

Please can Lambeth take action with local residents and get the additional 200 new social
homes built on the empty Doon Street, Cornwall Road and in the Gabriel’s Wharf/Prince’s
Wharf sites

Other Site

Coin Street

Individual

40/5

Please start working in the interests of the greater good and rejuvenate our broken housing
– and start with the Southbank sites that were originally designated for this purpose.

Other Site

Coin Street

Individual

41/1

VEHEMENT OBJECTION TO:
Lambeth’s Draft Local Plan

Other Site

Coin Street

Other Site

Coin Street

I have considered the draft plan Local Plan and as a long standing (1970), and could be
considered to be reasonable, resident of Waterloo I would ask you to please ensure the
council confirms protection/retains protection for the following sites for social/affordable
housing and/or work units for local business.:
A. Doon St (vacant since 1984)
B. B2 - corner of Cornwall Rd and Stamford St (vacant since 1985 but nearly an Abba
nightclub!)
Individual

41/2

please ensure the council confirms protection/retains protection for the following sites for
social/affordable housing and/or work units for local business.:
C. Gabriel’s Wharf (temporary market - could be retained with housing above)
D. Prince’s Wharf (vacant ITV studios)

Officer Response

Proposed Change

allocations. Comments and proposals relating to
existing site allocation policies and other specific sites
will be considered through the forthcoming Site
Allocations Development Plan Document.
The need for more affordable housing is clearly stated
No change
in the DRLLP PSV. The borough-wide policy approach to
securing affordable housing through the planning
system is set out in DRLLP PSV Policy H2. This aligns
with the approach in the Mayor's Draft London Plan and
will apply to all sites with potential for residential
development across the borough, including in
Waterloo. The DRLLP PSV does not include new site
allocations. Comments and proposals relating to
existing site allocation policies and other specific sites
will be considered through the forthcoming Site
Allocations Development Plan Document.
The need for more affordable housing is clearly stated
No change
in the DRLLP PSV. The borough-wide policy approach to
securing affordable housing through the planning
system is set out in DRLLP PSV Policy H2. This aligns
with the approach in the Mayor's Draft London Plan and
will apply to all sites with potential for residential
development across the borough, including in
Waterloo. The DRLLP PSV does not include new site
allocations. Comments and proposals relating to
existing site allocation policies and other specific sites
will be considered through the forthcoming Site
Allocations Development Plan Document.
The need for more affordable housing is clearly stated
No change
in the DRLLP PSV. The borough-wide policy approach to
securing affordable housing through the planning
system is set out in DRLLP PSV Policy H2. This aligns
with the approach in the Mayor's Draft London Plan and
will apply to all sites with potential for residential
development across the borough, including in
Waterloo. The DRLLP PSV does not include new site
allocations. Comments and proposals relating to
existing site allocation policies and other specific sites
will be considered through the forthcoming Site
Allocations Development Plan Document.
The need for more affordable housing is clearly stated
No change
in the DRLLP PSV. The borough-wide policy approach to
securing affordable housing through the planning
system is set out in DRLLP PSV Policy H2. This aligns
with the approach in the Mayor's Draft London Plan and
will apply to all sites with potential for residential
development across the borough, including in
Waterloo. The DRLLP PSV does not include new site
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41/3

When Lambeth Council sold these sites to Coin Street Builders they came with covenants
attached that prevented the land from being developed for ONLY social housing and
associated community uses which included financial covenants to claw back any profits
from any temporary uses. This has not been applied to Coin Street builders hence the
relentless use of these vacant sites (impacting on local housing) for temporary corporate
events and parking.

41/5

In 1984 Coin Street Builders made a commitment to build 400 Co-op homes within 10
years. After extensions so far totalling 20 years and now, 34 years later, Coin Street
Builders have clearly failed to fulfil this commitment in full view of Lambeth Council. There
is no provision by Lambeth for any social housing in the current draft when there are clearly
there are designated sites available. Why is that?
Instead the draft plan should propose that the remaining vacant Coin Street sites are major
development opportunities for social housing and should be designated as such and all
other plans for further development to create a 'metropolitan town centre' should be
withdrawn.

Site Type

Site

Other Site

Coin Street

Other Site

Coin Street

Other Site

Coin Street

Other Site

Coin Street

Protect these sites for the provision of at least 200 new social/affordable homes.
Apparently there is supported funding for these homes from major local businesses but has
been refused by Coin Street Builders (and maybe Lambeth?)

Individual

Individual

44/1

44/3

Vacant Coin street sites in Waterloo
1. Lambeth's sad history of collaboration with developers makes me wary of more requests
for 'public consultation' on major changes to my neighbourhood. I have lived here since
1997. I have see the ludicrous and costly shenanigans regarding the "Garden Bridge"
(continuing) and the "Mama Mia" fiasco. We need a council that protects locals, invests in
homes for the less well off, and insures that what is a huge transportation hub can also
exist as a place for ordinary residents like me. I involved myself in the roundabout
consultation and the 3D plan retained trees that would be felled: the actual model was
lying to the viewers. My opinions were ignored, the model remained unchanged and plans
to reorganise the roundabout contiune - we know now that a new traffic system will
facilitate a new skyscraper! Poor show Lib Peck!
3. The Coin Street vacant sites (below) in Waterloo should be included in the Lambeth Plan
as designated sites for social housing as they have remained undeveloped for over 30 years
and could provide much needed social housing. Shockingly they have been vacant for years
and the responsibility for developing these lies partially with Coin Street 'community
builders' who were tasked to provide local homes for the under privileged. The following
should be designated for social housing, in respect of Policy H2 Delivering Affordable
Housing:
• Doon St (vacant since 1984)
• B2 - corner of Cornwall Rd and Stamford St (vacant since 1985)

Officer Response
allocations. Comments and proposals relating to
existing site allocation policies and other specific sites
will be considered through the forthcoming Site
Allocations Development Plan Document.
The need for more affordable housing is clearly stated
in the DRLLP PSV. The borough-wide policy approach to
securing affordable housing through the planning
system is set out in DRLLP PSV Policy H2. This aligns
with the approach in the Mayor's Draft London Plan and
will apply to all sites with potential for residential
development across the borough, including in
Waterloo. The DRLLP PSV does not include new site
allocations. Comments and proposals relating to
existing site allocation policies and other specific sites
will be considered through the forthcoming Site
Allocations Development Plan Document.
The need for more affordable housing is clearly stated
in the DRLLP PSV. The borough-wide policy approach to
securing affordable housing through the planning
system is set out in DRLLP PSV Policy H2. This aligns
with the approach in the Mayor's Draft London Plan and
will apply to all sites with potential for residential
development across the borough, including in
Waterloo. The DRLLP PSV does not include new site
allocations. Comments and proposals relating to
existing site allocation policies and other specific sites
will be considered through the forthcoming Site
Allocations Development Plan Document.
The need for more affordable housing is clearly stated
in the DRLLP PSV. The borough-wide policy approach to
securing affordable housing through the planning
system is set out in DRLLP PSV Policy H2. This aligns
with the approach in the Mayor's Draft London Plan and
will apply to all sites with potential for residential
development across the borough, including in
Waterloo. The DRLLP PSV does not include new site
allocations. Comments and proposals relating to
existing site allocation policies and other specific sites
will be considered through the forthcoming Site
Allocations Development Plan Document.
The need for more affordable housing is clearly stated
in the DRLLP PSV. The borough-wide policy approach to
securing affordable housing through the planning
system is set out in DRLLP PSV Policy H2. This aligns
with the approach in the Mayor's Draft London Plan and
will apply to all sites with potential for residential
development across the borough, including in
Waterloo. The DRLLP PSV does not include new site
allocations. Comments and proposals relating to

Proposed Change

No change

No change

No change

No change
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44/4

The following should be designated for social housing, in respect of Policy H2 Delivering
Affordable Housing:

Site Type

Site

Individual

45/1

46/1

I would like to register my dissatisfaction that Coin Street sites or any other sites in
Waterloo are not set aside for Social Housing. We need social housing in Waterloo more
than another other building, business or attraction. Please include this desperate need in
the Lambeth Plan and respect the opinions and hard work of local Waterloo people to
make this area not just a transport hub and tourist attraction but allowing it to thrive with
the important local community aspect necessary for a mixed community.
In particular Coin Street Community Builders were given their land to specifically provide
social housing and community resources. They have not yet provided even the planned
number of homes and yet had received a huge discount in the cost of this land in 1983 to
do just this. The housing need has increased massively since that time and therefore
should be increasing their number of social housing homes built rather than not even fulfil
the original quota.
I would like to put forward to my objections and concerns about this local plan for
Waterloo, specifically the lack of social housing, the continued development and
devastation of our local shops that the current residents rely on and Lambeths refusal to
hold Coin Street Community Builders accountable for the social housing that they were
expected to build and even the covenants that stress they were supposed to build that
Lambeth have allowed them to continually profit even though the GLA practically gave
them the land at a great discount to provide these homes for this community.

47/1

"The Coin Street vacant sites (below) in Waterloo should be included in the Lambeth Plan
as designated sites for social housing as they have remained undeveloped for over 30 years
and could house hundreds if not thousands of people
• Doon St (vacant since 1984)
• B2 - corner of Cornwall Rd and Stamford St (vacant since 1985)

existing site allocation policies and other specific sites
will be considered through the forthcoming Site
Allocations Development Plan Document.
The need for more affordable housing is clearly stated
No change
in the DRLLP PSV. The borough-wide policy approach to
securing affordable housing through the planning
system is set out in DRLLP PSV Policy H2. This aligns
with the approach in the Mayor's Draft London Plan and
will apply to all sites with potential for residential
development across the borough, including in
Waterloo. The DRLLP PSV does not include new site
allocations. Comments and proposals relating to
existing site allocation policies and other specific sites
will be considered through the forthcoming Site
Allocations Development Plan Document.
The need for more affordable housing is clearly stated
No change
in the DRLLP PSV. The borough-wide policy approach to
securing affordable housing through the planning
system is set out in DRLLP PSV Policy H2. This aligns
with the approach in the Mayor's Draft London Plan and
will apply to all sites with potential for residential
development across the borough, including in
Waterloo. The DRLLP PSV does not include new site
allocations. Comments and proposals relating to
existing site allocation policies and other specific sites
will be considered through the forthcoming Site
Allocations Development Plan Document.

Coin Street

Other Site

Coin Street

Other Site

Coin Street

The need for more affordable housing is clearly stated
No change
in the DRLLP PSV. The borough-wide policy approach to
securing affordable housing through the planning
system is set out in DRLLP PSV Policy H2. This aligns
with the approach in the Mayor's Draft London Plan and
will apply to all sites with potential for residential
development across the borough, including in
Waterloo. The DRLLP PSV does not include new site
allocations. Comments and proposals relating to
existing site allocation policies and other specific sites
will be considered through the forthcoming Site
Allocations Development Plan Document.

Other Site

Coin Street

The need for more affordable housing is clearly stated
No change
in the DRLLP PSV. The borough-wide policy approach to
securing affordable housing through the planning
system is set out in DRLLP PSV Policy H2. This aligns
with the approach in the Mayor's Draft London Plan and
will apply to all sites with potential for residential

There are the vacant plots available for homes which CSCB have left vacant for decades,
continuing to use Doon st car park and other sites for temporary uses so they can profit
(£8m per year) from without fulfilling their obligations to this community. There has been
no social or affordable housing built since the 90’s, even properties that Lambeth own
themselves has been earmarked for single story business centre without any homes and
this is supposed to be for another 10 years.
Individual

Proposed Change

Other Site

• Gabriel’s Wharf. This site 9 should be specifically for social housing.
• Prince’s Wharf (vacant ITV studios).

Individual

Officer Response
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Site Type

Site

Please take note that ignoring and not including this Coin street vacant sites for the
Lambeth Local plan would be a dereliction of civi duty.

Individual

47/2

"The Coin Street vacant sites (below) in Waterloo should be included in the Lambeth Plan
as designated sites for social housing as they have remained undeveloped for over 30 years
and could house hundreds if not thousands of people

Other Site

Coin Street

• Gabriel’s Wharf (temporary market - could be retained with housing above)
• Prince’s Wharf (vacant ITV studios)”
Please take note that ignoring and not including this Coin street vacant sites for the
Lambeth Local plan would be a dereliction of civi duty.

Sian Berry
AM

48/1

I understand that the draft Revised Lambeth Local Plan no longer designates the Coin Street Other Site
sites (Doon St, B2 - corner of Cornwall Rd and Stamford St, Gabriel’s Wharf and Prince’s
Wharf) or any others in Waterloo for social housing. This is extremely disappointing given
that these sites could help alleviate the chronic shortage of social housing in Waterloo.
I therefore urge you to designate the remaining vacant Coin Street sites as development
opportunities for social housing.

Coin Street

Sian Berry
AM

48/2

I understand that the draft Revised Lambeth Local Plan no longer designates the Coin Street Other Site
sites (Doon St, B2 - corner of Cornwall Rd and Stamford St, Gabriel’s Wharf and Prince’s
Wharf) or any others in Waterloo for social housing. This is extremely disappointing given
that these sites could help alleviate the chronic shortage of social housing in Waterloo.
I therefore urge you to designate the remaining vacant Coin Street sites as development
opportunities for social housing.

Coin Street

Friends of
Jubilee
Gardens

52/6

The Coin Street sites must be protected for Social rent housing
Other Site
In 1984 Coin Street Community Builders promised to provide 400 social rented (cooperative
housing) dwellings within 10 years. 34 years later a dismal 200 or so have materialised.
The sites can and must provide at least 200 more social rent homes.

Coin Street

It is completely inappropriate that these vacant sites, originally intended and promised for
social housing could attract other preposterous speculative proposals such as the Mamma

Officer Response
development across the borough, including in
Waterloo. The DRLLP PSV does not include new site
allocations. Comments and proposals relating to
existing site allocation policies and other specific sites
will be considered through the forthcoming Site
Allocations Development Plan Document.
The need for more affordable housing is clearly stated
in the DRLLP PSV. The borough-wide policy approach to
securing affordable housing through the planning
system is set out in DRLLP PSV Policy H2. This aligns
with the approach in the Mayor's Draft London Plan and
will apply to all sites with potential for residential
development across the borough, including in
Waterloo. The DRLLP PSV does not include new site
allocations. Comments and proposals relating to
existing site allocation policies and other specific sites
will be considered through the forthcoming Site
Allocations Development Plan Document.
The need for more affordable housing is clearly stated
in the DRLLP PSV. The borough-wide policy approach to
securing affordable housing through the planning
system is set out in DRLLP PSV Policy H2. This aligns
with the approach in the Mayor's Draft London Plan and
will apply to all sites with potential for residential
development across the borough, including in
Waterloo. The DRLLP PSV does not include new site
allocations. Comments and proposals relating to
existing site allocation policies and other specific sites
will be considered through the forthcoming Site
Allocations Development Plan Document.
The need for more affordable housing is clearly stated
in the DRLLP PSV. The borough-wide policy approach to
securing affordable housing through the planning
system is set out in DRLLP PSV Policy H2. This aligns
with the approach in the Mayor's Draft London Plan and
will apply to all sites with potential for residential
development across the borough, including in
Waterloo. The DRLLP PSV does not include new site
allocations. Comments and proposals relating to
existing site allocation policies and other specific sites
will be considered through the forthcoming Site
Allocations Development Plan Document.
The need for more affordable housing is clearly stated
in the DRLLP PSV. The borough-wide policy approach to
securing affordable housing through the planning
system is set out in DRLLP PSV Policy H2. This aligns
with the approach in the Mayor's Draft London Plan and
will apply to all sites with potential for residential
development across the borough, including in

Proposed Change

No change

No change

No change

No change
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Site

Mia nightclub. They must, therefore be designated for social rent housing as always
intended and campaigned for by the whole community from 1984 to the present date.

54/6

The Coin Street sites must be protected for Social rent housing
Other Site
In 1984 Coin Street Community Builders promised to provide 400 social rented (cooperative
housing) dwellings within 10 years. 34 years later a dismal 200 or so have materialised.
The sites can and must provide at least 200 more social rent homes.

Coin Street

The need for more affordable housing is clearly stated
No change
in the DRLLP PSV. The borough-wide policy approach to
securing affordable housing through the planning
system is set out in DRLLP PSV Policy H2. This aligns
with the approach in the Mayor's Draft London Plan and
will apply to all sites with potential for residential
development across the borough, including in
Waterloo. The DRLLP PSV does not include new site
allocations. Comments and proposals relating to
existing site allocation policies and other specific sites
will be considered through the forthcoming Site
Allocations Development Plan Document.

Other Site

Coin Street

Other Site

Coin Street

The need for more affordable housing is clearly stated
No change
in the DRLLP PSV. The borough-wide policy approach to
securing affordable housing through the planning
system is set out in DRLLP PSV Policy H2. This aligns
with the approach in the Mayor's Draft London Plan and
will apply to all sites with potential for residential
development across the borough, including in
Waterloo. The DRLLP PSV does not include new site
allocations. Comments and proposals relating to
existing site allocation policies and other specific sites
will be considered through the forthcoming Site
Allocations Development Plan Document.
The need for more affordable housing is clearly stated
No change
in the DRLLP PSV. The borough-wide policy approach to
securing affordable housing through the planning
system is set out in DRLLP PSV Policy H2. This aligns
with the approach in the Mayor's Draft London Plan and
will apply to all sites with potential for residential
development across the borough, including in
Waterloo. The DRLLP PSV does not include new site
allocations. Comments and proposals relating to
existing site allocation policies and other specific sites

It is completely inappropriate that these vacant sites, originally intended and promised for
social housing could attract other preposterous speculative proposals such as the Mamma
Mia nightclub. They must, therefore be designated for social rent housing as always
intended and campaigned for by the whole community from 1984 to the present date.
The Coin Streets sites present major development opportunities for social housing and
must be designated for social rent housing, that is housing to rent, at a social rent as
defined by the local authority. That is:
• Doon Street: vacant since 1984 (The Green Room restaurant has temporary permission
only)
• Corner of Cornwall Road and Stamford Street: vacant since 1985
Individual

54/7

The Coin Streets sites present major development opportunities for social housing and
must be designated for social rent housing, that is housing to rent, at a social rent as
defined by the local authority. That is:
• Gabriels Wharf, used as a temporary market. Should be redesigned with new housing on
upper levels
• Prince’s Wharf; vacant ITV studio
The conflation of Prince’s Wharf and the ITV site as Site 9 for office and residential is
strongly opposed. The two sites must designated separately primarily for social housing.

Individual

56/2

It is utterly disheartening that the latest Lambeth plan has yet again neglected to include
the Coin Street Community Builders sites for urgent provision of new social housing.
This was the binding agreement between Lambeth Council and CSCB in 1983 when the Coin
Street sites listed below were acquired at a greatly discounted cost, for the specific purpose
of ‘homes not offices’.
The Coin Street vacant sites (below) in Waterloo should be included in the Lambeth Plan as
designated sites for social housing as they have remained undeveloped for over 30 years
and could house hundreds if not thousands of people

Proposed Change

Waterloo. The DRLLP PSV does not include new site
allocations. Comments and proposals relating to
existing site allocation policies and other specific sites
will be considered through the forthcoming Site
Allocations Development Plan Document.

The Coin Streets sites present major development opportunities for social housing and
must be designated for social rent housing, that is housing to rent, at a social rent as
defined by the local authority. That is:
• Doon Street: vacant since 1984 (The Green Room restaurant has temporary permission
only)
• Corner of Cornwall Road and Stamford Street: vacant since 1985
Individual

Officer Response
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Site

CSCB have not even come close to completing their agreed quota of new social homes.
They now seem to aspire to be corporate builders, rather than responsible custodians of
valuable land which was hard fought for by local people, and specifically promised for social
housing some 27years ago.

Officer Response

Proposed Change

will be considered through the forthcoming Site
Allocations Development Plan Document.

CSCB current vacant sites include:· Doon St (vacant since 1984)
· B2 - corner of Cornwall Rd and Stamford St (vacant since 1985 but nearly an Abba
nightclub)
Individual

56/3

Not a single Waterloo home has been built by CSCB for 18 years.
The Coin Street vacant sites (below) in Waterloo should be included in the Lambeth Plan as
designated sites for social housing as they have remained undeveloped for over 30 years
and could house hundreds if not thousands of people

Other Site

Coin Street

The need for more affordable housing is clearly stated
No change
in the DRLLP PSV. The borough-wide policy approach to
securing affordable housing through the planning
system is set out in DRLLP PSV Policy H2. This aligns
with the approach in the Mayor's Draft London Plan and
will apply to all sites with potential for residential
development across the borough, including in
Waterloo. The DRLLP PSV does not include new site
allocations. Comments and proposals relating to
existing site allocation policies and other specific sites
will be considered through the forthcoming Site
Allocations Development Plan Document.

Other Site

Coin Street

Other Site

Coin Street

The need for more affordable housing is clearly stated
No change
in the DRLLP PSV. The borough-wide policy approach to
securing affordable housing through the planning
system is set out in DRLLP PSV Policy H2. This aligns
with the approach in the Mayor's Draft London Plan and
will apply to all sites with potential for residential
development across the borough, including in
Waterloo. The DRLLP PSV does not include new site
allocations. Comments and proposals relating to
existing site allocation policies and other specific sites
will be considered through the forthcoming Site
Allocations Development Plan Document.
The need for more affordable housing is clearly stated
No change
in the DRLLP PSV. The borough-wide policy approach to
securing affordable housing through the planning
system is set out in DRLLP PSV Policy H2. This aligns
with the approach in the Mayor's Draft London Plan and
will apply to all sites with potential for residential
development across the borough, including in
Waterloo. The DRLLP PSV does not include new site
allocations. Comments and proposals relating to
existing site allocation policies and other specific sites
will be considered through the forthcoming Site
Allocations Development Plan Document.

CSCB have not even come close to completing their agreed quota of new social homes.
They now seem to aspire to be corporate builders, rather than responsible custodians of
valuable land which was hard fought for by local people, and specifically promised for social
housing some 27years ago.
CSCB current vacant sites include:-

Individual

56/5

Individual

57/1

· Gabriel’s Wharf (temporary market - could be retained with housing above)
· Prince’s Wharf (vacant ITV studios)
Please look carefully at the vast available space on the aforementioned Coin Street Sites
and include them in the Lambeth Plan as designated sites for social housing.

I am writing to you to register my protest at your future plan proposals and development
for Waterloo area.
As a long standing resident, I have seen many changes, some good and some bad but I
never felt under so much attack from Lambeth council trying to introduce changes that are
not for the benefit of local communities but for the benefit of large developers.
We do not want more hotels, more high rise buildings with luxury apartments, more
shopping and town centres. There are already enough of those, there is no room for more.
We need more social housing, more communal places for residents to meet, more green
places.

600
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I would urge Lambeth Council to listen to us, residents, and put our needs first before
profits. Although I do accept and agree that rejuvenation of inner cities are needed and we
all have to accept changes, what I do not accept is the greed and speed with which
Lambeth Council and Tfl are trying to push aside needs of local communities in order to
gain financial profit. Waterloo area has several locations that can and should be developed
for low cost social housing, locations like Doon St (it is disgraceful that is left undeveloped
and vacant since 1984 while people and families are left homeless); B2 – corner of Cornwell
Rd and Stamford Street (at the beginning and to get local community on their side, we were
promised community spaces with swimming pool and homes for local people on that site);
Waterloo area has several locations that can and should be developed for low cost social
Other Site
housing, locations like Gabriel’s Wharf can be retained with housing above…..

Site

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Coin Street

The need for more affordable housing is clearly stated
in the DRLLP PSV. The borough-wide policy approach to
securing affordable housing through the planning
system is set out in DRLLP PSV Policy H2. This aligns
with the approach in the Mayor's Draft London Plan and
will apply to all sites with potential for residential
development across the borough, including in
Waterloo. The DRLLP PSV does not include new site
allocations. Comments and proposals relating to
existing site allocation policies and other specific sites
will be considered through the forthcoming Site
Allocations Development Plan Document.
The need for more affordable housing is clearly stated
in the DRLLP PSV. The borough-wide policy approach to
securing affordable housing through the planning
system is set out in DRLLP PSV Policy H2. This aligns
with the approach in the Mayor's Draft London Plan and
will apply to all sites with potential for residential
development across the borough, including in
Waterloo. The DRLLP PSV does not include new site
allocations. Comments and proposals relating to
existing site allocation policies and other specific sites
will be considered through the forthcoming Site
Allocations Development Plan Document.
The need for more affordable housing is clearly stated
in the DRLLP PSV. The borough-wide policy approach to
securing affordable housing through the planning
system is set out in DRLLP PSV Policy H2. This aligns
with the approach in the Mayor's Draft London Plan and
will apply to all sites with potential for residential
development across the borough, including in
Waterloo. The DRLLP PSV does not include new site
allocations. Comments and proposals relating to
existing site allocation policies and other specific sites
will be considered through the forthcoming Site
Allocations Development Plan Document.
The need for more affordable housing is clearly stated
in the DRLLP PSV. The borough-wide policy approach to
securing affordable housing through the planning

No change

Individual

57/2

Individual

71/2

For example, Coin Street Community Builders (CSCB) currently have four housing co-ops
along the South Bank and have a number of vacant sites which would provide a huge
number of affordable dwellings for rental. As I understand it, CSCB had originally stated
they would build 400 social dwellings but this hasn’t yet happened. They do have a plan
to build on the Doon Street site but some of the housing will be private.

Other Site

Coin Street

Individual

71/3

I see that Princes Wharf has been has been identified as a site for offices and residential
properties. I would ask that any housing built on these sites is designated for social
housing and not private sale.

Other Site

Coin Street

Individual

74/1

I have lived in this area for over 30 years and been involved with a variety of local
organisations. Trying to adequately express the complete disillusionment being
experienced, especially this year, among local residents and lifelong supporters of Lambeth

Other Site

Coin Street

No change

No change

No change
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Council, is very sad!

77/9

The Coin Street sites must be protected for Social rent housing
Other Site
In 1984 Coin Street Community Builders promised to provide 400 social rented (cooperative
housing) dwellings within 10 years. 34 years later a dismal 200 or so have materialised.
The sites can and must provide at least 200 more social rent homes.

Coin Street

The need for more affordable housing is clearly stated
No change
in the DRLLP PSV. The borough-wide policy approach to
securing affordable housing through the planning
system is set out in DRLLP PSV Policy H2. This aligns
with the approach in the Mayor's Draft London Plan and
will apply to all sites with potential for residential
development across the borough, including in
Waterloo. The DRLLP PSV does not include new site
allocations. Comments and proposals relating to
existing site allocation policies and other specific sites
will be considered through the forthcoming Site
Allocations Development Plan Document.

Coin Street

The need for more affordable housing is clearly stated
No change
in the DRLLP PSV. The borough-wide policy approach to
securing affordable housing through the planning
system is set out in DRLLP PSV Policy H2. This aligns
with the approach in the Mayor's Draft London Plan and
will apply to all sites with potential for residential
development across the borough, including in
Waterloo. The DRLLP PSV does not include new site
allocations. Comments and proposals relating to
existing site allocation policies and other specific sites
will be considered through the forthcoming Site
Allocations Development Plan Document.

It is completely inappropriate that these vacant sites, originally intended and promised for
social housing could attract other preposterous speculative proposals such as the Mamma
Mia nightclub. They must, therefore be designated for social rent housing as always
intended and campaigned for by the whole community from 1984 to the present date.
The Coin Streets sites present major development opportunities for social housing and
must be designated for social rent housing, that is housing to rent, at a social rent as
defined by the local authority. That is:
• Doon Street: vacant since 1984 (The Green Room restaurant has temporary permission
only)
• Corner of Cornwall Road and Stamford Street: vacant since 1985
Individual

80/1

I would like to see The Coin Street vacant sites (below) in Waterloo included in the
Lambeth Plan as designated sites for social housing as they have remained undeveloped for
over 30 years and could house hundreds if not thousands of people.
• Doon St (vacant since 1984)
• B2 - corner of Cornwall Rd and Stamford St (vacant since 1985)
The Coin Street sites were approved for 400 co-op homes in 1983 and sold at a discount
price to the Coin St Builders... but only 220 homes have been built, and several sites remain
vacant.

Proposed Change

system is set out in DRLLP PSV Policy H2. This aligns
with the approach in the Mayor's Draft London Plan and
will apply to all sites with potential for residential
development across the borough, including in
Waterloo. The DRLLP PSV does not include new site
allocations. Comments and proposals relating to
existing site allocation policies and other specific sites
will be considered through the forthcoming Site
Allocations Development Plan Document.

1. The recent shock of the Mama Mia nightclub being proposed by Coin Street Community
Builders (CSCB) and supported by Lambeth Council on a site designated for social housing
was disgraceful. That such a project was supported by Lambeth, considering THEY
themselves no longer designate the Coin Street sites OR ANY OTHERS in Waterloo for
SOCIAL HOUSING. The plan in 1983 to build 400 social housing homes gave hope to local
residents and their families, but only 220 homes were built with several sites remaining
vacant.
These sites must be protected for social housing and if CSCB are unable to fulfil their
obligations, then Lambeth must RESCIND the original GLC 1983 contract as CSCB have not
built any social housing in 15 years, and therefore not abided by the original covenant. We
are all aware that in 5 or 6 years time CSCD will be able to do as they please and use the
vacant sites as a money making exercise that certainly will not be for social housing!
Is Lambeth aware that a one bedroom flat in Cornwall Road is presently on the market for
£780,000? If they are, then they will also be aware that houses in Roupell Street and
Whittlesey Street cost in excess of £1,250,000.
Individual

Officer Response

Other Site
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Proposed Change

I would like to see The Coin Street vacant sites (below) in Waterloo included in the
Lambeth Plan as designated sites for social housing as they have remained undeveloped for
over 30 years and could house hundreds if not thousands of people.

Other Site

Coin Street

No change

Other Site

Coin Street

The need for more affordable housing is clearly stated
in the DRLLP PSV. The borough-wide policy approach to
securing affordable housing through the planning
system is set out in DRLLP PSV Policy H2. This aligns
with the approach in the Mayor's Draft London Plan and
will apply to all sites with potential for residential
development across the borough, including in
Waterloo. The DRLLP PSV does not include new site
allocations. Comments and proposals relating to
existing site allocation policies and other specific sites
will be considered through the forthcoming Site
Allocations Development Plan Document.
The need for more affordable housing is clearly stated
in the DRLLP PSV. The borough-wide policy approach to
securing affordable housing through the planning
system is set out in DRLLP PSV Policy H2. This aligns
with the approach in the Mayor's Draft London Plan and
will apply to all sites with potential for residential
development across the borough, including in
Waterloo. The DRLLP PSV does not include new site
allocations. Comments and proposals relating to
existing site allocation policies and other specific sites
will be considered through the forthcoming Site
Allocations Development Plan Document.
The need for more affordable housing is clearly stated
in the DRLLP PSV. The borough-wide policy approach to
securing affordable housing through the planning
system is set out in DRLLP PSV Policy H2. This aligns
with the approach in the Mayor's Draft London Plan and
will apply to all sites with potential for residential
development across the borough, including in
Waterloo. The DRLLP PSV does not include new site
allocations. Comments and proposals relating to
existing site allocation policies and other specific sites
will be considered through the forthcoming Site
Allocations Development Plan Document.
The need for more affordable housing is clearly stated
in the DRLLP PSV. The borough-wide policy approach to
securing affordable housing through the planning
system is set out in DRLLP PSV Policy H2. This aligns
with the approach in the Mayor's Draft London Plan and
will apply to all sites with potential for residential
development across the borough, including in
Waterloo. The DRLLP PSV does not include new site
allocations. Comments and proposals relating to
existing site allocation policies and other specific sites
will be considered through the forthcoming Site
Allocations Development Plan Document.

• Gabriel’s Wharf (temporary market - could be retained with housing above)
• Prince’s Wharf (vacant ITV studios)”

Individual

81/1

I strongly object to Lambeth's Proposed plan for Waterloo as follows:
Why does the plan not designate the Coin Street sites, or any other sites in Waterloo for
social housing.
Coin Street's remaining sites are major develoment opportunities and should be used for
much needed social housing in the area.
These sites were fought for by local people in order to provide affordable homes for those
in housing need.

Individual

83/1

While supportive of many of the above neighbourhood proposals I object to the lack of
provision for any social housing whatsoever.
My understanding is that 8 Coin Street sites were specifically sold to CSCB for Co-op
housing. Against that background I am at a loss as to why there are no proposals on social
housing in the draft plan.
Specifically I would encourage you to look at the potential for such housing at:
Doon Street, the corner of Cornwall Road/Stamford Street
There is a dearth of social housing in the Waterloo area and the absence of any such
provision in the draft neighbourhood plan would be a wasted opportunity to make a
difference.

Other Site

Coin Street

Individual

87/2

2. Vacant Coin Street Sites I object to the remaining vacant Coin Street sites being
designated to anything other than social housing.
This is the very rare opportunity to increase family living in
Waterloo.

Other Site

Coin Street

No change

No change

No change
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Individual

Rep
Code
89/1

I wish to state my objection in the strongest possible terms to the Local Plan for the
Waterloo area which no longer designates the Coin Street sites or any other places in
Waterloo for social housing. Doon Street, B2, Gabriel's Wharf and Princes Wharf could
provide around 200 homes for a local people, many of whom were raised in the area and
are desperately short of suitable housing.

Other Site

Coin Street

No change

Individual

89/2

I wish to state my objection in the strongest possible terms to the Local Plan for the
Waterloo area which no longer designates the Coin Street sites or any other places in
Waterloo for social housing. Doon Street, B2, Gabriel's Wharf and Princes Wharf could
provide around 200 homes for a local people, many of whom were raised in the area and
are desperately short of suitable housing.

Other Site

Coin Street

Individual

90/2

The remaining vacant Coin Street sites are major development opportunities for social
housing and should be designated as such, to guide and encourage their development:
They are the Doon St site (vacant since 1984) , Site B2—corner of Cornwall Rd and Stamford
St (vacant since 1985) , Gabriel’s Wharf (temporary market— could be retained with
housing above) and Prince’s Wharf (vacant ITV studios)

Other Site

Coin Street

Individual

90/4

All these sites could house anything from several hundred to over a thousand local people,
including young families, grown up children, and older people.

Other Site

Coin Street

The need for more affordable housing is clearly stated
in the DRLLP PSV. The borough-wide policy approach to
securing affordable housing through the planning
system is set out in DRLLP PSV Policy H2. This aligns
with the approach in the Mayor's Draft London Plan and
will apply to all sites with potential for residential
development across the borough, including in
Waterloo. The DRLLP PSV does not include new site
allocations. Comments and proposals relating to
existing site allocation policies and other specific sites
will be considered through the forthcoming Site
Allocations Development Plan Document.
The need for more affordable housing is clearly stated
in the DRLLP PSV. The borough-wide policy approach to
securing affordable housing through the planning
system is set out in DRLLP PSV Policy H2. This aligns
with the approach in the Mayor's Draft London Plan and
will apply to all sites with potential for residential
development across the borough, including in
Waterloo. The DRLLP PSV does not include new site
allocations. Comments and proposals relating to
existing site allocation policies and other specific sites
will be considered through the forthcoming Site
Allocations Development Plan Document.
The need for more affordable housing is clearly stated
in the DRLLP PSV. The borough-wide policy approach to
securing affordable housing through the planning
system is set out in DRLLP PSV Policy H2. This aligns
with the approach in the Mayor's Draft London Plan and
will apply to all sites with potential for residential
development across the borough, including in
Waterloo. The DRLLP PSV does not include new site
allocations. Comments and proposals relating to
existing site allocation policies and other specific sites
will be considered through the forthcoming Site
Allocations Development Plan Document.
The need for more affordable housing is clearly stated
in the DRLLP PSV. The borough-wide policy approach to
securing affordable housing through the planning
system is set out in DRLLP PSV Policy H2. This aligns
with the approach in the Mayor's Draft London Plan and
will apply to all sites with potential for residential
development across the borough, including in
Waterloo. The DRLLP PSV does not include new site
allocations. Comments and proposals relating to
existing site allocation policies and other specific sites
will be considered through the forthcoming Site
Allocations Development Plan Document.

No change

No change

No change

604

Name
Individual

Rep
Code
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Officer Response

Policy H2 Delivering Affordable Housing

Other Site

Coin Street

Other Site

Coin Street

The need for more affordable housing is clearly stated
No change
in the DRLLP PSV. The borough-wide policy approach to
securing affordable housing through the planning
system is set out in DRLLP PSV Policy H2. This aligns
with the approach in the Mayor's Draft London Plan and
will apply to all sites with potential for residential
development across the borough, including in
Waterloo. The DRLLP PSV does not include new site
allocations. Comments and proposals relating to
existing site allocation policies and other specific sites
will be considered through the forthcoming Site
Allocations Development Plan Document.
The need for more affordable housing is clearly stated
No change
in the DRLLP PSV. The borough-wide policy approach to
securing affordable housing through the planning
system is set out in DRLLP PSV Policy H2. This aligns
with the approach in the Mayor's Draft London Plan and
will apply to all sites with potential for residential
development across the borough, including in
Waterloo. The DRLLP PSV does not include new site
allocations. Comments and proposals relating to
existing site allocation policies and other specific sites
will be considered through the forthcoming Site
Allocations Development Plan Document.

Other Site

Coin Street

I welcome the intention of encouraging affordable housing but I think the opportunity
should be taken to specifically designate the vacant and temporarily used sites around Coin
Street as social housing sites.
I hope you will be able to take my views into account and perhaps even act on them.

Individual

98/6

Individual

99/1

5. Sites for affordable housing (Policy H2): the Coin Street sites in Waterloo were won after
a long and bitter battle - in respect of which Lambeth supported the local community in
seeking to secure these sites for social housing. That was in 1984 - at which time the sites
were transferred to Coin Street Community Builders for a nominal sum on the basis that
they would deliver around 400 social housing units. Over 30 years later, 4 of the sites
)Down Street, corner of Stamford Street / Cornwall Road, Gabriel's Wharf and Prince's
Wharf) remain undeveloped and CSCB has delivered only 220 social housing units. As the
sites are all subject to a restrictive covenant that requires them to be used for the social
housing promised, it is essential that Lambeth designates these sites accordingly in the new
plan. Taken together, the sites have the potential to deliver a significant amount of social
housing for Lambeth and this opportunity must not be lost. It is unclear why Lambeth
would not have listed the sites accordingly in the plan. This would be totally consistent with
both the London Plan and national policy, would be fully justified and could easily be
delivered (there being no land cost to factor into the delivery of affordable housing on
these sites). I therefore urge the Council to designate the sites for affordable housing in the
new plan.
I am a local resident In Stamford Street who has campaigned to preserve Waterloo’s unique
character and open spaces, and I wish to make the following comments and objections to
the draft Lambeth Local Plan:
* Policy H2 Delivering Affordable Housing - the Coin Street sites should still be designated
as sites for social housing. I strongly object to this. These sites have been earmarked for
social homes and community use since 1984 by the GLC when they were sold to Coin Street
Community Builders (CSCB) for a heavily discounted price on the proviso that cooperative/
social homes for key workers in the area, would be built. To date, CSCB have only
completed 220 homes when there should have been closer to 400 yet it clearly states in
their convents that the sites are for community use, mainly social homes. I refer in
particular to:

Proposed Change

The need for more affordable housing is clearly stated
No change
in the DRLLP PSV. The borough-wide policy approach to
securing affordable housing through the planning
system is set out in DRLLP PSV Policy H2. This aligns
with the approach in the Mayor's Draft London Plan and
will apply to all sites with potential for residential
development across the borough, including in
Waterloo. The DRLLP PSV does not include new site
allocations. Comments and proposals relating to
existing site allocation policies and other specific sites
will be considered through the forthcoming Site
Allocations Development Plan Document.

1. Doon Street sites - vacant and undeveloped since 1984 except for Ballet Rambert’s
building which was given to them for “the price of a pair of ballet shoes each year”. The
other parts of the Doon Street site have a myriad of temporary pop up events from which
CSCB make a huge profit from (source: company accounts filed to Companies House) but
nothing specifically for the community it serves.
2. Site B2 on the corner of Stamford Street and Cornwall Road. This vacant site has not
been developed upon since its purchase in 1985. Its covenant states that it is for social
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TfL
Commercial
Development

172/14

TfL
Commercial
Development

172/18

Representation Wording

Site Type

Site
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Proposed Change

Montford
Place Beefeater/
Oval
Gasworks

DRLLP policy ED3(c) aligns with Draft London Plan policy
H6.

No change

Montford
Place Beefeater/
Oval
Gasworks

Lambeth is required by the Draft London Plan to ‘retain
capacity’ of its designated industrial land and
floorspace. In ‘retain capacity’ boroughs, London Plan
Policy E4C applies the principle of no net loss of
industrial floorspace capacity within designated Locally
Significant Industrial Sites (known as KIBAs in Lambeth).
289 Kennington Lane, 17 Oval Way and the Beefeater
Gin Distillery continue to provide valuable industrial
floorspace capacity therefore Lambeth is required to
continue protecting this as KIBA (LSIS) to be in general
conformity with the Draft London Plan. However, for
site-specific reasons, this site is one of a small number
in KIBAs identified as having potential for industrial
intensification and co-location with residential.

No change

Montford
Place Beefeater/
Oval
Gasworks

Draft London Plan policy (also reflected in the DRLLP
PSV) requires retention of industrial floorspace capacity
in KIBAs. Any redevelopment of this site must have
regard to this requirement.

No change

housing and even London Assembly members have written a joint cross-party letter to
remind the custodians of the land, Bromley Council, that the site should be used for
housing(see attachment). A potential recent judicial review could still happen if the site is
used outside of the terms of the covenant.
I have experienced first hand how chaotic and damaging it was for the community when
CSCB tried to lease Site B2 to celebrity Bjorn Ulvaeus for his Abba-themed restaurant/party
venue called ‘Mamma Mia! The Party’. There was overwhelming and unanimous opposition
to this inappropriate development which sits at the heart of a residential neighbourhood;
indeed B2 lies within Lambeth’s designated Residential Character Area.
The Montford Place site is a KIBA which is equivalent to the London Plan’s Locally Strategic
Industrial Site (LSIS) designation. Such sites are required to meet either 35% or 50%
affordable housing threshold depending on whether they meeting the industrial capacity
requirements detailed in the Draft London Plan. This is considered particularly onerous in a
location where the Council is wishing to see intensified commercial activity; particularly
given how small the Montford Place site is.
Montford Place Site Redevelopment Considered More in Keeping with Oval Gas Works
Scheme
The Montford Place site is identified for mixed use development in the OAKDA masterplan.
A mixed use, residential led scheme with B1 Use Class premises is the most appropriate use
for the site in light of Berkeley Homes’ redevelopment of the Oval Gas Works. The Oval Gas
Works and Montford Place site face one another. An industrial use at the Montford Place
site would adversely impact the residential amenity and place-making of the OGW scheme.

Other site

The amount of existing industrial premises in the KIBA has decreased markedly over the
years. The only remaining industrial activity is the Big Yellow Self Storage building and
possibly some small scale B2 uses in the Beefeater Gin Distillery. Most of the industrial
premises associated with the Gin Distillery has been demolished or had a change of use.
The site is now primarily used for its visitor centre and tour of the historic distillery. We
estimate there to be about 9,000 to 10,000 square metres of industrial floorspace within
the Big Yellow Self Storage building comprising about 90% to 95% of total industrial
provision within the Montford Place – Beefeater/Oval Gasworks KIBA.

TfL
Commercial
Development

172/20

In contrast to the diminished level of industrial provision, the quantum of office
accommodation and other non-industrial uses is growing in the KIBA. The OGW scheme
includes 10,160 square metres of offices. The Foundry (17 Oval Way) is comprised of offices
for about 25 organisations and meeting spaces. We estimate there is about 2,000 square
metres of offices. The Big Yellow Self Storage premises and the Beefeater Gin Distillery also
have an element of offices. There are additional non-industrial uses in the three sites that
are proposed to be removed from the KIBA in the Draft Revised Local Plan. We estimate
there to be about 13,000 to 14,000 square metres of existing and proposed offices in the
KIBA. There is considerably more office development in the surrounding area in close
proximity to the KIBA.
The proposed mixed use scheme for the Montford Place site will help to optimise its
development potential; it will be of a high quality design in keeping with the wider
regeneration of the area; it will include a wider package of s106 and higher CIL revenues;
generate increase public sector revenues such as Council Tax and New Homes Bonus; make
public realm improvements; provide new homes include Affordable units; be of a zero
carbon design in line with policy and will bring new residents and workers to the area which

Other site

Other site
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172/8
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Site

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Montford
Place Beefeater/
Oval
Gasworks

Land in KIBAs must be protected for industrial
floorspace capacity, given Lambeth's 'retain'
categorisation under Draft London Plan policy E4.
Therefore this site cannot be recognised as suitable for
large offices. The policy approach to KIBAs is set out in
DRLLP PSV policy ED3 and to offices in policy ED1.

No change

Network Rail
sites

These comments will be considered through the
forthcoming Site Allocations Development Plan
Document. Discussions with landowners will take place
through that process.

No change

will increase local spend in local town centres.
In terms of jobs the circa 2,100 sqm of commercial floorspace once fully occupied could
provide up to 208 onsite jobs based on it being used 100% as offices. Alternatively if the
commercial space was used 50% for offices and 50% for workshops (B1c) the site would
provide up to 124 onsite jobs once fully occupied. This configuration is considered possible
given the commercial floorspace can be designed to benefit from two separate entrances
off Montford Place. 100% B1c use of the ground floor would create 42 onsite jobs once fully
occupied. These employment levels are significantly higher than the 462 sqm of offices
generating 39 full time equivalent jobs envisaged in the OAKDA Masterplan.
Policy ED1 Offices (B1a)
The Local Plan should recognise the Montford Place – Beefeater/Oval Gasworks KIBA and
the surrounding neighbourhood as a significant office location suitable for large office
proposals over 1,000 sqm (GEA).
The proposed changes to the KIBA mean it is no longer a major industrial cluster. Instead it
is transforming into primarily mixed use zone with residential and a growing provision of
office floorspace. The significantly increased levels of housing surrounding the Montford
Place site means its future development will need to respect the surrounding residential
character.
Additionally, the redevelopment of the Montford Place site should help to further enhance
the area’s increasing economic performance. The OGW scheme will deliver 10,000 sqm of
office to the area centred around its purpose-built Generator building for shared workspace
and office suites. The Foundry already exists in the western part of the KIBA which provides
offices and conference and meeting space. The Tesco site recently achieved a resolution to
grant planning permission for over 2,500 sqm of offices and other flexible commercial
floorspace alongside significant amounts of new housing.

Network Rail

163/12

The existing office provision in Kennington / Oval and the increased future role of new
office development within the Montford Place – Beefeater/Oval Gasworks KIBA warrants
the area’s inclusion in Policy ED1 as a potential location suitable for large offices.
Housing
As you are aware, Network Rail has recently announced plans to release land for the
development of around 12,000 new homes as part of its contribution towards the
Government’s target to release land with the potential for 160,000 homes.

Other site
Other Site

Nearly 200 sites across the country have been identified as suitable housing development
opportunities for around 12,000 new homes. It is anticipated that land for around 5,000 of
these homes will be delivered in London. The land-release programme is central to
Network Rail’s objectives to help respond to the nation’s housing shortage.
The delivery of these sites is far from easy, and in order to realise full development
potential Network Rail requires the assistance and support of your Authority and other
organisations such as the Greater London Authority and Transport for London.
Many sites have difficult constraints and abnormal costs that are associated with
developing on railway land or on/over railway assets, and it is therefore requested that the
new Plan acknowledges both the potential that these sites can bring, but also the costs
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Proposed Change

Other Site

Woodlands
Nursing
Home

There are no proposals in the DRLLP PSV for this site.
The site is the subject of recent development proposals
that are under consideration through the Development
Management system, not through the current review of
the Local Plan. However, comments about this site will
be considered through the forthcoming Site Allocations
Development Plan Document.

No change

Other Site

Woodlands
Nursing
Home

No change

Other Site

Woodlands
Nursing
Home

There are no proposals in the DRLLP PSV for this site.
The site is the subject of recent development proposals
that are under consideration through the Development
Management system, not through the current review of
the Local Plan. However, comments about this site will
be considered through the forthcoming Site Allocations
Development Plan Document.
There are no proposals in the DRLLP PSV for this site.
The site is the subject of recent development proposals
that are under consideration through the Development
Management system, not through the current review of
the Local Plan. However, comments about this site will
be considered through the forthcoming Site Allocations
Development Plan Document.

associated with delivering them. Therefore, it is requested that a flexible approach is
adopted when considering the development of railway land and assets to recognise the
constraints they possess.
Furthermore, it is important that the work that was carried out by the GLA and London
Land Commission (LLC) in respect of the development of public land is not lost nor seen as
finished. It is vitally important work continues with public bodies to assist in the delivery of
the identified sites. A prime example of this is the site at Knolly’s Yard, Tulse Hill. This is
further discussed below.

Individual

123/3

Individual

141/3

Individual

169/1

Network Rail would welcome an opportunity to discuss the potential strategic
opportunities further with you throughout the preparation of the new Plan and is happy to
assist with the collation of relevant evidence and information to support your growth
strategies and identified development opportunities.
This suggestion to fill what can be seen to be a gap in the draft Local Plan is prompted by a
current proposal to develop the Woodlands Nursing Home site, Dugard Way, Kennington,
Lambeth, SE11 in which all the proposed buildings exceed the appropriate height for the
site, which would have to be below the height of the Master's House, a listed building - like
other recent housing developments on the former 'Workhouse' site. In addition there is a
proposal for a 34 storey tower and that and the other elements at 5-9 storeys are all of
inappropriate heights, the entire proposal representing a massive over-development of the
site - outside any of the Annex 11 sites and also too far away from the Elephant & Castle
towers for those to be relevant comparisons.
It is considered that the proposed development sites at the former Woodlands Nursing
Home, Dugard Way, off Renfrew Road and the Jewson site at Kennington Lane should both
be identified as specific development sites, and the type of development which would be
acceptable on these sites, in terms of density, and, in particular, height should be clearly set
out. Any applications coming forward on these sites in advance of the draft Local Plan being
adopted should then be refused on the ground of prematurity.
Re: Anthology London’s proposal to build a 320 unit development including a 35 storey
tower block at the Woodlands Nursing Home site, Dugard Way, Kennington, Lambeth,
London, SE11
I would like to register my objection to the plans for the above proposed development and
request an environmental impact assessment, based on the following:
The proposed tower block is an unacceptable height, mass and proximity to existing
residences which will impact on sunlight, privacy and create wind tunnels.

No change

The site is outside the dense Elephant and Castle hub area of tall buildings.
The proposal is not in line with Lambeth council’s Local Plan and emerging new London
Plan policies for tall buildings.
It will have unacceptable long term impact on any new and existing community from
overcrowding and densely populating a low rise urban area in Kennington.
There will be an unacceptable impact on the setting of listed buildings (Water Tower and
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Other Site

Woodlands
Nursing
Home

There are no proposals in the DRLLP PSV for this site.
The site is the subject of recent development proposals
that are under consideration through the Development
Management system, not through the current review of
the Local Plan. However, comments about this site will
be considered through the forthcoming Site Allocations
Development Plan Document.

No change

Other Site

Woodlands
Nursing
Home

There are no proposals in the DRLLP PSV for this site.
The site is the subject of recent development proposals
that are under consideration through the Development
Management system, not through the current review of
the Local Plan. However, comments about this site will
be considered through the forthcoming Site Allocations
Development Plan Document.

No change

Masters House Cinema Museum), Brook Drive Conservation Area and wider Kennington
townscape.
There will be unacceptable impacts on transport from deliveries and impacts on stretched
local services e.g. GP surgeries, schools.
The consultation has been developer-led and of poor quality, with leading questions on the
feedback form and with very limited local publicity / involvement.

Individual

170/2

We want a lower density development that respects the prevailing building heights,
density and massing of the surrounding residential properties and protects the
significance of the Listed Buildings, Conservation Areas. This is what would build a
stronger and more sustainable neighbourhood.
The Woodlands site off Dugard Way (former Lambeth Hospital / Nursing Home) should be
designated for low-rise development only. Tall buildings are not suitable in close proximity
to low-rise existing residential development; the impact on listed buildings and the
Kennington townscape would be unacceptable.
Any elements of the plan associated with designating / specifying development at the
Woodlands site off Dugard Way should specify development must be low rise to respect
the Kennington townscape and listed buildings (Water Tower, Cinema Museum) in close
proximity.
I also request that policies are in place to designate areas where tall buildings are not
suitable, specifically, tall buildings are not suitable in low-rise residential areas such as the
area in and around the Woodlands site off Dugard Way.

Individual

195/1

Please confirm receipt of my comments which I trust will be taken into account.
Re: Anthology London’s proposal to build a 320 unit development including a 35 storey
tower block at the Woodlands Nursing Home site, Dugard Way, Kennington, Lambeth,
London, SE11
I would like to register my objection to the plans for your proposed development on the
Woodlands Nursing Home site based on the following:
The proposed tower block is an unacceptable height, mass and proximity to existing
residences which will impact on sunlight, privacy and create wind tunnels.
The site is outside the dense Elephant and Castle hub area of tall buildings.
The proposal is not in line with Lambeth council’s Local Plan and emerging new London
Plan policies for tall buildings.
It will have unacceptable long term impact on any new and existing community from
overcrowding and densely populating a low rise urban area in Kennington.
There will be an unacceptable impact on the setting of listed buildings (Water Tower and
Masters House Cinema Museum), Brook Drive Conservation Area and wider Kennington
townscape.
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Other Site

Woodlands
Nursing
Home

No change

Other Site

Woodlands
Nursing
Home

There are no proposals in the DRLLP PSV for this site.
The site is the subject of recent development proposals
that are under consideration through the Development
Management system, not through the current review of
the Local Plan. However, comments about this site will
be considered through the forthcoming Site Allocations
Development Plan Document.
There are no proposals in the DRLLP PSV for this site.
The site is the subject of recent development proposals
that are under consideration through the Development
Management system, not through the current review of
the Local Plan. However, comments about this site will
be considered through the forthcoming Site Allocations
Development Plan Document.

Other Site

Woodlands
Nursing
Home

There are no proposals in the DRLLP PSV for this site.
The site is the subject of recent development proposals
that are under consideration through the Development
Management system, not through the current review of
the Local Plan. However, comments about this site will
be considered through the forthcoming Site Allocations
Development Plan Document.

No change

Other Site

Woodlands
Nursing
Home

There are no proposals in the DRLLP PSV for this site.
The site is the subject of recent development proposals
that are under consideration through the Development
Management system, not through the current review of
the Local Plan. However, comments about this site will

No change

There will be unacceptable impacts on transport from deliveries and impacts on stretched
local services e.g. GP surgeries, schools.
The consultation has been developer-led and of poor quality, with leading questions on the
feedback form and with very limited local publicity / involvement.

Individual

262/2

Individual

270/1

We want a lower density development that respects the prevailing building heights, density
and massing of the surrounding residential properties and protects the significance of the
Listed Buildings, Conservation Areas. This is what would build a stronger and more
sustainable neighbourhood.
It's ridiculous. Massive blocks are just being stuck wherever there is a bit of space. There is
no consideration of the size mix. My house is currently in danger of being overlooked by a
35 storey tower and 5 storey blocks. My house is 3 storeys high. The area has nothing
similar to these proposals in the vicinity but there is little concern about this.

I am concerned to note that although Walcot Square is a con
There is no mention of plans to protect the Walcot Square area, a conservation area, which
is threatened by the view of yet another tall building near Elephant and Castle, this time in
Lambeth Borough on Dugard Way. The view now on entering Walcot Square, praised for its
new buildings in Dickens's 'Bleak House', is of two 42 storey buildings with a space between
which would disappear if the Lambeth building is erected. There should be a plan for
consideration of such eventualities.

No change

As mentioned above, the protection of the conservation areas is not clearly defined. It
appears tall buildings may be erected which will totally block the view through Walcot
Square, a place which was mentioned in detail in Dickens's 'Bleak House'.
Individual

297/1

Individual

307/1

Where is the tall building map for the Dugard Way/Walcot Square area?
I would like to support the Anthology build at the Woodlands site( Dugald Way) However, I
believe that Anthologys proposals to build either, (a) a 4storey perimeter block at the back
of Renfrew Road townhouses plus a 35 Storey Tower block or (b) Mass density 7-9 storey
blocks filling the entire site, are misguided These options would see approx 300 new
homes squeezed into a very small site. These options will have a massive effect on the
privacy, light and amenity of all local residents in an area void of high rise blocks. A much
better option would be to have low level blocks ( height to be same as existing blocks)
which would enhance the site and preserve privacy, light and amenity etc. This site is not
on a main road as per the Elephant and Castle Tower blocks and would set a terrible
precedent in a low rise quiet area part of which is in a conservation area and would impact
seriously on 3 listed buildings that are on the site.
I support that the Kennington Woodlands Nursing Home Duggard Way site be redeveloped
with low density housing to reflect local housing in Renfrew Road and the conservation
area.
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Individual

309/1

Other Site

Woodlands
Nursing
Home

Individual

323/1

I support that an environmental impact assessment is needed. I also think that opening
up Castlebrook Close which is an established cul-de-sac of 17 houses has not been thought
through as the closure of Dante Road would lead to traffic congestion on a cul-de-sac which
is detrimental to good quality of life for the residents here. All traffic going via Brook
Drive, West Square, Oswin Street, Elliot Street and Hayles Street would deposits goods and
passengers on Castlebrook Close as there is no access via Dante Road. An absolute illthought out disaster that Anthology have not fully explored.
I note in the draft plan that high rise building should be constructed in "appropriate" areas.
I very much welcome this though much depends on the definition of appropriate. I very
much believe such buildings should not be built in "new" areas which are outside current
designated areas. I refer specifically to proposals to construct a high rise building on the
site of the former Woodlands Nursing Home (SE11 4TH). This area is made up exclusively
of low rise buildings and would totally overshadow the whole neighbourhood.

Other Site

Woodlands
Nursing
Home

Individual

58/1

I wish to comment on the plans for the Woodlands Nursing Home site, Dugard Way, SE11.

Other Site

Woodlands
Nursing
Home

I support that this site should be for lower density development, in line with the Bellway
Water Tower development (released 2009/2010) and the listed buildings that surround it
(Victorian Water Tower, Cinema Museum, Kennington Fire Station and Jamyang Buddhist
Centre).
To expand upon this position, I would like to make the following points:

Site Type

Site

Officer Response
be considered through the forthcoming Site Allocations
Development Plan Document.
There are no proposals in the DRLLP PSV for this site.
The site is the subject of recent development proposals
that are under consideration through the Development
Management system, not through the current review of
the Local Plan. However, comments about this site will
be considered through the forthcoming Site Allocations
Development Plan Document.
There are no proposals in the DRLLP PSV for this site.
The site is the subject of recent development proposals
that are under consideration through the Development
Management system, not through the current review of
the Local Plan. However, comments about this site will
be considered through the forthcoming Site Allocations
Development Plan Document.
There are no proposals in the DRLLP PSV for this site.
The site is the subject of recent development proposals
that are under consideration through the Development
Management system, not through the current review of
the Local Plan. However, comments about this site will
be considered through the forthcoming Site Allocations
Development Plan Document.

Proposed Change

No change

No change

No change

• The level of development density in the proposals for this developent, which at 711 per
ha is nearly twice what is considered acceptable in London Plan policy.
• The site is adjacent to two listed buildings, the Water Tower and the building containing
the Cinema Museum, together with the old fire station and police station on Renfrew Road.
The Water Tower was built as the highest building in the area, and its uniqueness rests on it
being taller than others around it. If a 30-storey tower block is built 10 metres to the north
it will completely dominate the skyline and mean that the Water Tower loses its unique
identity in the neighbourhood.
Policy Q26 in the emerging draft Local Plan 2018 states that tall buildings will only be
acceptable within areas identified as suitable. This site is not within any of the areas
identified as being acceptable for tall buildings. The policy also requires that there is no
unacceptable impact on strategic local views or heritage asset settings – see the point
made above.
• Furthermore, there is little or no demonstrable evidence to date that the design will
achieve “excellence”. Nor will it make a positive contribution to the townscape since it
dwarfs the Water Tower, and makes not contribution as part of a group of buildings since it
is set away from the Elephant and Castle opportunity area. There is also no evidence to
date that it will achieve the highest standards of architecture detailing or materials – all of
which are requirements for such a proposal.
• It is critical that the site can accommodate such a large development in terms of meeting
acceptable standards of access, accessibility, and servicing for the uses proposed. However
the site is actually very constrained for the number of units currently proposed. Dugard
Way is a private road and Dante Road is currently restricted due to the effects of traffic on
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Other Site

Woodlands
Nursing
Home

There are no proposals in the DRLLP PSV for this site.
The site is the subject of recent development proposals
that are under consideration through the Development
Management system, not through the current review of
the Local Plan. However, comments about this site will
be considered through the forthcoming Site Allocations
Development Plan Document.

No change.

local residents. The proposed development with not, in my view, have adequate access to
the number of units proposed on a small site area.
• I would like to point out that where tall buildings come forward outside the areas
identified in Annex 11, the onus is on the applicant to show the appropriateness of the site
for a tall building and that all of the points raised about are addressed and fully met. In
addition:
i) where proposed near existing tall building groups, proposals should follow the
established principles of the group composition such as stepping down in height around
cluster edges.
• This site is not within the Elephant and Castle Opportunity Area but is unreasonably being
treated by the developer and their planning advisors as though it is, and this attitude of
nudging outwards from key hubs of opportunity is not acceptable to those living in the
affected boroughs.

Individual

302/1

• Proper and meaningful engagement with the local community is needed to ensure that
development on this site is appropriate. The Bellway development released in 2009/2010
was an appropriate and sympathetic use of the land around the listed buildings of the
Water Tower and Masters House. This new development should likewise meet these
criteria.
As drafted the aim to maximise housing growth will lead to excessive densification in the
borough. An example is the development of the Woodlands Nursing Home site in SE11
(Prince's Ward). I object to the developers' present plans, in particular because of the
unacceptable height “the proposed flat blocks as well as the tower“ massing and proximity
to existing residences. These plans would also have an unacceptable impact on the local
area because of the excessive number of housing units involved, leading to overcrowding
and overdensity in a small area. I am happy to see the site developed to produce more
housing, but the developers need to completely revise their plans: they must eliminate the
tower block and reduce the number of housing units involved. The overall design must be
in keeping with the immediate area: the Water Tower Development in Dugard Way is a
good example of how to fit an appropriately-sized and well-designed development into a
small area.
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Policies Map
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LJAG

Rep
Code
103/3

Representation Wording
Designation of the Brixton Creative Enterprise Zone
LJAG is concerned that there has been no consultation in
Loughborough Junction on the creation of a Brixton Creative
Enterprise Zone. The first intimation we had that Lambeth
intended to create such a zone came when we read the
consultation on the changes to the Local Plan. We take the
view that any such designation should only be made after a
full consultation and should pay particular attention to the
views and needs of existing local businesses.

Plan
Issue
Section
Policies Brixton
Map
CEZ

Site/
Paragraph

Officer Response

Proposed Change

The boundary of the Creative Enterprise Zone reflects the CEZ
identified by the Mayor of London as one of London's six CEZs.

No change

The boundary of the Creative Enterprise Zone reflects the CEZ
identified by the Mayor of London as one of London's six CEZs.

No change

We notice that the Brixton Creative Enterprise boundary takes
in most of the railway arches in Loughborough Junction and
yet the boundary seems arbitrary as it excludes the arches
that sit alongside Elam Street Open Space between Gordon
Grove and Lilford Road. Lambeth has already noted in its
October 2018 review of KIBAs that railway arches provide
“…….. low cost industrial accommodation suitable for lowervalue industrial uses and other industrial related businesses
important to the local economy……….”
Loughborough Junction’s has an active business community
which includes the creative and digital industries but it also
includes a lot of other businesses, often based in the railway
arches, which would not be classified as “creative”. Many of
these are long-standing motor repair businesses who are
currently worried about the proposed change of ownership of
the railway arches. The idea that they may now find
themselves in the Brixton Creative Enterprise Zone is likely to
increase their sense of insecurity.

Loughboro
ugh
Junction
Neighbour
hood
Forum

16/1

LJAG does not support the creation of the Brixton Creative
Enterprise Zone without a meaningful consultation and
guarantees that the designation of such a zone will not lead to
rises in rents and business rates which would impact
negatively on our existing business community.
1. The creation of the Brixton Creative Enterprise Zone – Map Policies Brixton
6.1
Map
CEZ
We were unaware that a creative enterprise zone was being
considered for Brixton, nor that it would extend to include
most of the railway arches in Loughborough Junction. We feel
strongly that the creation of such a zone and the boundary
should have been consulted on before being included in the
Local Plan.
Loughborough Junction contains a wide range of businesses
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Acoustic
Group Ltd
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134/1

Representation Wording
many based in the railway arches. Many businesses could be
classified as creative but there are also many long-standing
motor repair workshops and other uses, which would not be
classed as “creative”, that we would want to protect.
We value the wide range of businesses based in
Loughborough Junction, we think this is what makes our area
special, and we are concerned that the creation of a Creative
Enterprise Zone will have a detrimental effect on this mix and
could have the effect of raising rents and business rates which
will lead to businesses being driven out of the area.
The property comprises a former 19th Century 'town house'
detached dwelling fronting Acre Lane largely used for
administrative purposes and a much later (c1920s) repository
type building to the rear (the 'warehouse'). The warehouse
abuts the rear gardens of residential properties in Sudbourne
Road to the south and is accessed via a short driveway to the
east of the former dwelling. The former dwelling fronting
Acre Lane was 'listed' in 1981 under the Planning (Listed
Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 as amended as
being a building of special architectural or historic interest Grade II. The building is described as an early 191h Century
villa. The warehouse to the rear of the building is not
referenced in the listing description. Off street vehicular
parking is limited to the immediate front and side of the listed
building - the occasional parking to the side necessarily
occupying the vehicular access driveway to the warehouse. To
the immediate east of the property on the same, south side,
of Acre Lane and separated by the vehicular access serving the
rear of No. 57 is another former residential - and similarly
Grade II listed - property that is now part of a timber yard
business - Acrelane Timber. Further to the east on the south
side of Acre Lane is undeveloped and vacant land (which was
subject to a proposal in the Lambeth Local Plan 2015 for a
preferred development for Class 01 Use to allow for primary
school expansion) and beyond that a Tesco supermarket,
various offices and secondary retail outlets before various
civic and retail uses within Brixton town centre. The land to
the immediate south of the property is dominated by
established, largely, terraced housing. The warehouse at the
rear of No.57 occupies the entire remaining footprint of the
owner's property - i.e. it fully extends to the boundaries of
Nos. 55 and 59 Acre Lane to the east and west respectively
and abuts the rear gardens of 39, 41 and 43 Sudboume Road
to the south. To the west ofthe site, with the exception of a
small Lidl, the land use is predominantly residential with
various, intermittent ground floor secondary retail and
services outlets e.g. hot food take aways, estate agencies etc
with some relatively new residential development behind
older frontage property. To the north is an extensive area of

Plan
Issue
Section

Site/
Paragraph

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Policies KIBA
Map
Site

Acre Lane

Noted.

No change
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established, largely terraced, residential properties. Within
the adopted Local Plan the site is outside of any designated
town centre, Central Activities Zone or similar designation

Plan
Issue
Section

Site/
Paragraph

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Acre Lane

Noted.

No change

The current occupant of the premises Orbital Sound utilises
the listed former dwelling for office and ancillary business
purposes and the old warehouse for the storage and
distribution of Its acoustic equipment and the configuration of
bespoke pcdages (sic) of that equipment for specific venues together with ancillary facilities for the repair and servicing of
equipment. The current occupant's presence in Lambeth is a
legacy of its original business origins in the London theatre
and entertainment industries. The business has, despite some
of the limitations of the premises for its particular operations
(identified elsewhere below), successfully grown into an
international business with a worldwide client base. Any
original locational rationale for the business to be situated in
Lambeth or elsewhere in London has been significantly
diminished by international and nationwide (out of London)
logistical considerations. Additionally, the highly skilled nature
of some of the jobs requires personnel to be sourced from
across the country and is not limited to London and the south
east.

Acoustic
Group Ltd

134/4

The existing business has 'worked around' the physical
limitations of the site and older nature of the buildings but It is
increasingly evident that neither the building fabric nor the
internal and external arrangements are suitable, or 'fit for
purpose', in the longer term for modem business needs and
are for this reason unlikely to meet the requirements for any
future business occupiers. In part due to the nature of the
business, the owner and current occupier of the premises are
able to carefully and responsibly regulate and schedule
transport activities to minimise the potential for highway
disruption, conflict with pedestrians and avoid other impacts
upon the amenities of the locality. However, occupiers of this
site for other employment uses with a higher density of
employment and or a greater frequency and different profile
of vehicle movements may not be able to operate in the same
manner. Whilst the current occupiers have no immediate
intent to move, their continued occupation of the property
beyond 2020 through to the end of the Plan Period - 2035 - is
most unlikely. The representations set out further below
should therefore be considered in this context and of the
existing commercial and physical considerations outlined
above.
The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (July, 2018)
Policies KIBA
sets outs at paragraph 35 the requirements for a local plan to
Map
Site
be found as 'sound':
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Officer Response

Proposed Change

"plans are 'sound' if they are:
a) positively prepared - providing a strategy which, as a
minimum, seeks to meet the area's objectively assessed needs;
and is informed by agreements with other authorities, so that
unmet need from neighbouring areas is accommodated where
it is practical to do so and is consistent with achieving
sustainable development;
b) justified - an appropriate strategy, taking into account the
reasonable alternatives, and based on proportionate evidence;
c) effective - deliverable over the plan period, and based on
effective joint working on cross-boundary strategic matters
that have been dealt with rather than deferred, as evidenced
by the statement of common ground;&
d) consistent with national policy - enabling the delivery of
sustainable development in accordance with the policies in this
Framework".
The proposed designation affecting 57 Acre Lane is considered
in the context of these tests further below. The revised NPPF
constitutes guidance for local planning authorities and
decision-takers both in drawing up plans and as a material
consideration in determining applications. Of relevance to the
Lambeth Local Plan Review and these representations:
Paragraph 7 of the NPPF states that "the purpose of the
planning system is to contribute to the achievement of
sustainable development" and at Paragraph 10 sets out the
prevailing theme at the heart of the Framework of a
'presumption in favour of sustainable development' in order
that it is pursued in a "positive way". Paragraph 8 identifies
three "overarching objectives" to sustainable development:
economic, social and environmental. These dimensions "give
rise to the need for the planning system to perform a number
of roles:
• an economic objective - to help build a strong, responsive
and competitive economy, by ensuring that sufficient land of
the right type is available in the right places and at the right
time to support growth, innovation and improved
productivity; and by identifying and coordinating development
the provision of infrastructure;
• a social objective - to support strong, vibrant and healthy
communities, by ensuring that a sufficient number and range
of homes can be provided to meet the needs of present and
future generations; and by fostering a well-designed and safe
built environment, with accessible services and open spaces
that reflect current and future needs and support
communities' health, social and cultural wellbeing &;
• an environmental objective - to contribute to protecting and
enhancing our natural, built and historic environment;
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including making effective use of land, helping to improve
biodiversity, using natural resources prudently, minimizing
waste and pollution and mitigating and adapting to climate
change, including moving to a low carbon economy".
Paragraph 9 advises that the objectives "...are not criteria
against which every decision can or should be judged" and
that "...decisions should play an active role in guiding
development towards sustainable solutions, but in doing so
should take local circumstances into account to reflect the
character, needs and opportunities of each area". "Plans and
decisions should apply a presumption in favour of sustainable
development. For plan-making this means that: a) plans
should positively seek opportunities to meet the development
needs of their area, and be sufficiently flexible to adapt to
rapid change." Paragraph 81 re-emphasises at d) in respect of
the economy and economic development strategies the need
for flexibility and 'to enable a rapid response to changes in
economic circumstances".
The principal policy of concern to the owner of 57 Acre Lane is
"Policy ED3 Key Industrial & Business Areas (KIBAs)" as
proposed to be amended with alterations encouraging the
intensification of business uses in Classes B1(b), B1(c), B2 and
B8 and industrial sui generis uses. The adopted part a) of the
policy -that otherwise "only" permits development in KIBAs
for "business, industrial, storage and waste management
uses......and other compatible industrial and commercial
uses"....... is proposed to introduce some exception in part c)
for residential and other uses. Insofar as the owner's site
includes office accommodation, "Policy ED1 Offices (B1a)" as
amended is of some relevance in respect of the potential for
alternative uses (assuming no overriding KIBA designation).
Evidence Base The strategic industrial/employment land data
referenced within the Borough's Review of Key Industrial &
Business Areas are acknowledged - notably the 'retain'
category assigned to the Borough where it should seek to
retain its capacity to accommodate industrial activity.
However, the progression from that strategic objective to the
'arrival' at the proposal to designate 57 Acre Lane as a KIBA is
unsubstantiated. For reasons set out further below the site
exhibits locational and physical characteristics that,
particularly given the considerable emphasis within the Draft
London Plan (2017) (as amended August 2018) upon the
intensification of such sites, renders the designation and the
site's long term retention of 57 Acre Lane within wholly
employment use(s) an unreasonable expectation. There is no
explicit reference in the draft KlBA to any specific data or
document to justify the proposed KlBA designation for the
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Policies KIBA
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Acre Lane

57 Acre Lane currently comprises a Listed Building that is occupied
by Orbital Sound. Orbital Sound is a supplier of audio and theatre
equipment. The Business Rates valuation website states that the
premises is comprised primarily of workshop space, with some
internal storage and office space therefore Lambeth understands
the building to be in B1c use with some ancillary spaces. Existing
heritage designations on site are noted however they do not
prevent the site from successfully operating in B1c use.

No change

Many of the listed buildings in Lambeth in commercial / industrial
use were built as villas but have been in that use from the pre-war
period and even before. Indeed some have been in their
commercial uses for almost as long as they were residential. The
commercial uses, and their associated alterations are evidence of
the changing fortunes of Lambeth’s middle class housing –
especially on busy main roads – which became undesirable for
residential use with the advent of wide-scale motor car use in the
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owner's site. The proposed designation appears to be driven
by the contribution (of the whole site) to the local economy
and of valuable services. There is no differentiation between
the (two) different businesses within the proposed KIBA and
their respective contribution of services to the local economy.
Orbital Sound services a worldwide market rather than a local
one that the timber yard is acknowledged to serve.
Clearly a trading business such as Orbital makes some
contribution to the local economy but that contribution is, for
the reasons referenced, no greater than any other businesses
or employment sites not subject to KlBA designations. If that
'contribution' criterion is the determining criterion for the
proposed designation then any number of existing
employment locations - with arguably greater local
contributions, better accessibility and with less potential for
adverse effects upon the amenities of neighbouring properties
- should also be subject to a KIBA designation.
The proposed designation should be underpinned by an
assessment of the suitability of the site in land use planning
terms. This is not evident in the commentary within the
Review document.
Further, whilst the listed status of the frontage building is
recorded - as a Heritage Asset - in the Review of Key Industrial
& Business Areas (October 2018) document, there is no
consideration of how other employment uses - as prescribed
by the draft revised KIBA policy could potentially affect the
integrity of the heritage asset. The current owner has been a
responsible steward of its heritage asset but different
ownership and occupation
- and a likely requirement to redevelop the rear of the
property to accommodate different employment uses
- may well have implications for the integrity and setting of
the listed building that do not, at this juncture in the local
authority's plan preparation, appear to have been considered.
Furthermore, it is difficult to see how many of the uses
envisaged for KIBA locations would be consistent with the
obligation the local planning has to have special regard to the
"desirability of preserving the listed building or its setting or of
any features of special architectural or historical interest1".
In summary, the strategy - or rationale - for concluding on the
retention through the KIBA designation of 57 Acre lane as an
employment site is not transparent, is unclear and not based
on proportionate evidence - for these reasons the proposed
designation is not considered to have been 'positively
prepared' or 'justified'. Conversely, if 57 Acre Lane were an
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1930s.
Often the domestic interiors weren’t altered. The commercial use
simply moved in and occupied the spaces. It is therefore common
to find staircases, cornices, chimney pieces, shutters and other
joinery in these properties. Indeed, compared to many properties
that remained in domestic use, they have often not been subject to
the change domestic tastes and are often more intact as a result.
In the past Lambeth had a policy approach that allowed listed
buildings to revert back to the use for which they were built. This
seems like a good idea when first considered but the practicalities of
such an approach with Lambeth’s historic buildings stock has proven
very problematic. There is no demand for large singe family villas
along Lambeth’s main roads. This means that a return to residential
use invariably means a conversion into flats. A flat conversion
requires the provision of toilets and bathrooms which necessitates
unsatisfactory sub-division of historic layouts. It also triggers
building control requirements in terms of accessibility, sound
attenuation and fire separation. Upgrading for fire separation often
necessitates the removal of lath and plaster walls and ceiling
finishes and the destruction of decorative plaster. The lifting and relaying of floor boards to accommodate sound attenuation and fire
separation leads to damage and loss to the historic floorboards,
skirting and other associated joinery. It is also necessitates the
invasive upgrade and or replacement of historic internal doors, the
installation of partitioning to create lobbies. Residential use also
seeks upgrade in thermal performance which can be challenging
too. The sum of alterations, even when approached with the best of
intentions, often results in the wholesale gutting and significant
remodelling of the historic interior to a harmful level. There may be
a modest improvement in the immediate setting (removal of
parking forecourts etc.) but the significance of the heritage assets
itself is diminished through these changes.
Such damaging loss to the significance of the historic building can be
avoided by maintaining the premises in their existing use. Lambeth
has therefore concluded that the design heritage of the site will not
be impacted by KIBA designation and vice-versa.
London Plan policy E4 requires Lambeth to maintain a sufficient
supply of land and premises to meet current and future demands
for industrial and related functions. This should make provision for
B1c uses. KIBA designation would help to achieve this and help
minimise the net loss of land as required by Lambeth’s ‘retain
capacity’ status. Therefore KIBA designation is justified in light of
London Plan policy.
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existing designated employment site the circumstances would
support its 'release' not retention.
Given the foregoing commentary, the Plan is not considered
to have been positively prepared, to be justified or to be
consistent with national policy and is therefore unsound.
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Policies KIBA
Map
Site

Acre Lane

No change

Policies
Map
Policies
Map

Acre Lane

57 Acre Lane is a Listed Building occupied by Orbital Sound. This
company is a supplier of audio and theatre equipment. The Business
Rates valuation website states that the premises is comprised
primarily of workshop space, with some internal storage and office
space therefore Lambeth understands the building to be in B1c use
with some ancillary spaces. London Plan policy E4 requires Lambeth
to maintain a sufficient supply of land and premises to meet current
and future demands for industrial and related functions. This should
make provision for B1c uses. KIBA designation would help to achieve
this. Lambeth is a borough identified in the London Plan required to
‘retain capacity’ of its designated industrial floorspace capacity. In
‘retain capacity’ boroughs, London Plan Policy E4C applies the
principle of no net loss of industrial floorspace capacity within
designated Locally Significant Industrial Sites (LSIS). Overall Lambeth
is proposing a net loss of land designated as LSIS. KIBA designation
would help minimise the net loss of land as required by Lambeth’s
‘retain capacity’ status. Therefore the KIBA designation is justified.
Support noted.
Support noted. The entirety of the Acrelane Timber land holdings
were not previously included in the area proposed to be designated
as KIBA. Therefore the whole of these holdings are now proposed to
be designated as KIBA.

It is proposed to extend the
proposed KIBA area to include the
whole of Acrelane Timber land
holdings.

CHANGES SOUGHT
For the foregoing reasons, the proposed KIBA designation is
demonstrably inappropriate and should be removed from No.
57 Acre Lane and the Proposals Map amended accordingly.

Brixton
Society
Acrelane
Timber

155/9
190/1

We support the proposed KIBAs on Acre Lane and Belinda
Road.
The London Borough of Lambeth (“LBL” / “the Council”) has
produced a Review of Key Industrial and Business Areas 2018.
This review provides evidence on employment land in
Lambeth to inform the partial review of the Lambeth Local
Plan 2015. The table below summarises the proposed changes
to Key Industrial and Business Areas (“KIBAs”):

KIBA
Site
KIBA
Site

Acre Lane

No change

Area (ha) Proportion of existing area (%)
Existing KIBA area 47.85 100
Proposed loss to existing -4.43 -9.3
Proposed new KIBAs +2.27 4.7
Overall KIBA change -2.16 -4.5
An assessment of non-designated industrial areas across the
borough carried out by LBL resulted in proposals to designate
four new KIBAs.
LBL proposes to designate part of the Owner’s Site (53-55 Acre
Lane), along with a neighbouring premises (57 Acre Lane) as
one of the four new KIBAs. An extract of the LBL KIBA Review
illustrating the proposed designation and rationale is attached
at Appendix 1. The justification for the proposed KIBA relates
to the full occupation of the properties at 53-57 Acre Lane,
which has been the case for a number of years. LBL also
conclude that if these businesses were to seek alternative
premises elsewhere in Lambeth, it is unlikely that these would
be achievable in non-KIBA areas as a result of the discrepancy
between employment and residential land values. LBL
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therefore conclude that a KIBA designation would protect the
land for continued business use.
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Policies KIBA
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Acre Lane

Support noted. The entirety of the Acrelane Timber land holdings
were not previously included in the area proposed to be designated
as KIBA. Therefore the whole of these holdings are now proposed to
be designated as KIBA.

It is proposed to extend the
proposed KIBA area to include the
whole of Acrelane Timber land
holdings.

Policies KIBA
Map
Site

Belinda Road

DRLLP PSV 2020 policy ED3 states that business, industrial, storage
and waste management uses, including green industries and other
compatible industrial and commercial uses (excluding large scale
retail), are acceptable in KIBAs. Therefore a wider range of uses are
acceptable in KIBAs than stated by LJAG.

No change

This approach supports the Owner’s commercial aspirations to
continue to trade from this location within the borough for
the foreseeable future. Furthermore, we can confirm that at
this time, the Council’s assessment of the KIBA in respect of
the Owner’s site is accurate. They therefore support the
proposed allocation and consider this to be sound.

Acrelane
Timber

190/2

Furthermore, it is noted that there is an opportunity to further
extend the KIBA in order to help address the Council deficit. In
particular, the proposed KIBA does not however include the
Owner’s entire land holding. 47– 51 Acre Lane bounds the
proposed KIBA to the east and comprises an integral portion
of the Owner’s commercial operations. The Owners therefore
seek to extend the proposed KIBA to include the entirety of
their commercial land interest, as shown at Appendix 2.
47 – 57 Acre Lane
The proposed KIBA comprises:
· 53-55 Acre Lane – land owned by ALT comprising a Timber /
Builder’s Merchants; and
· 57 Acre Lane – land occupied by Orbital Sound, an audio
equipment suppliers.
The total area is 0.9 acres / 0.37 hectares.
The 0.6 acre / 0.24 hectare area within ALT’s ownership to the
east of the KIBA comprises a ‘Goods In’ site which serves both
the Timber and Builders Merchants and is therefore integral
to the operation of the majority of uses within the KIBA. To
address the omission, we suggest that the KIBA is amended to
incorporate all of the Owner’s land holding.

LJAG

103/1

The extension of the proposed KIBA will ensure the continued
operation of the timber and builders merchants,
strengthening the designation whilst also contributing to the
provision of suitable KIBA land within the borough. This would
reduce the overall KIBA loss across the borough from -2.16ha
to –1.79ha.
Proposed new KIBA in Belinda Road
LJAG is opposed to the designation of Belinda Road as a KIBA
as this will have the effect of restricting the development
potential of Belinda Road and will set in stone industrial uses
which LJAG does not consider appropriate for the area.
We recognise that part of the site is already designated a
waste transfer site, currently occupied by Powerday. We also
note that Lambeth council in its borough-wide review of

The site already accommodates a lawful safeguarded waste site. The
proposed KIBA designation will not change the position with regard
to the existing waste use - it will align industrial land designation
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KIBAs, carried out in October 2018, took the view that
because the site is “……surrounded by railway lines, it is fully
screened from neighbouring residential uses so provides a
suitable location of ‘bad neighbour’ uses that otherwise find it
difficult to locate in inner London and Lambeth”.
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with waste use designation.
All planning applications are subject to highways and transport
assessments and so any traffic issues are carefully analysed and
assessed during the decision-making process.

It was our understanding that Lambeth council shared LJAG’s
view that Belinda Road is not a suitable location for a waste
transfer site and that if another site could be found within
Lambeth the council would support its relocation. Our main
objection to the waste transfer station is the traffic disruption
caused along Coldharbour Lane by skip lorries making a sharp
turn into Belinda Road. At busy times lorries are frequently
backed up in Coldharbour Lane causing traffic jams and
danger to pedestrians crossing the entrance to Belinda Road.

Heritage
Properties
Limited

19/1

LJAG celebrates the mixed use nature of Loughborough
Junction with industrial and residential uses sitting in close
proximity but in this case we take the view that designating
Belinda Road a KIBA will have the effect of reducing for ever
the likelihood that an alternative site will be found for the
waste transfer site and will restrict development opportunities
that might arise in the future.
I am the Buildings and operations manager for the 14
Policies KIBA
Apartments at Warrior Court, 2 Belinda Road, SW9 7DT.
Map
site
I have worked in the area for over 15 Years and know the local
area ( including Belinda Road ) well.
I do not support the proposal to make Belinda Road a KIBA for
the following reasons :1. The proposal is to effectively lock the land use of
commercial premises within the Zone to B class / Industrial
use. The justification is to support low value industrial uses in
the Borough. However Belinda Road arches have recently
been occupied by other uses such as Arts and Crafts, Sports
Training and Brewing of local beer with supported events. The
designation of a KIBA on Belinda Road will prevent such
Businesses / new local support groups from using the Arches
for this important type of work.
2. The Arts and Crafts and new innovation small business type
uses are important to the local economy and the designation
of a KIBA would be detrimental to the local demographics of
both Belinda Road and the Loughborough Junction area. Thus
the proposal is not consistent with the objectives to include
Loughborough Junction as a "Brixton Centre Enterprise Zone”
by restricting the uses of the Arches in Belinda Road to ‘B’
Class, these enterprise users are being prevented from
working there.
3. The other reason given in the Lambeth report (Review of
Key Industrial and Business Areas KIBAs October 2018) for

Belinda Road

Creative industries and brewing of local beer are the sorts of uses
that KIBA designation could help to support.

No change

DRLLP PSV 2020 policy ED3 states that business, industrial, storage
and waste management uses, including green industries and other
compatible industrial and commercial uses (excluding large scale
retail), are acceptable in KIBAs. Therefore a range of uses would be
able to come forward in the arches proposed to be designated as
KIBA. In turn KIBA designation helps to maintain lower land values,
by removing hope value for residential development. This helps to
support the viability of employment-only development in KIBAs and
maintain lower rental levels.
There is a lawful existing safeguarded waste site adjacent to 14
Warrior Court. Lambeth has updated the Review of KIBAs document
accordingly. The proposed KIBA designation will not change the
position with regard to the existing waste use - it will align industrial
land designation with waste use designation. Should any part of the
proposed KIBA come forward for redevelopment, any planning
application would be assessed in light of impacts on neighbouring
uses.
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supporting a KIBA at Belinda Road is that no residential uses
are near to or overlook the site (hence Bad neighbour uses
should be allowed to continue). The 14 Warrior Court
Apartments are both adjacent to and opposite the proposed
KIBA and there are many instances / complaints where the
‘bad neighbour’ type uses attract unlawful activity on the road
causing undue stress to residents and excessive noise in the
day caused by the industrial operations.
4. There are many times in the past where Arches have
remained vacant for over 5 years based on the current
planning use class system, by restricting the use options
further the market for re use is far more limited, thus there is
a greater risk of longer unoccupied / vacant periods. Hence
increasing the risk of crime to the locality.
For the reasons set out above I request the Council to
reconsider the proposal to include Belinda Road in a KIBA and
to allow the locality to continue operating based on the
standard Local Plan Polices for employment uses that are
more than suitable for this site.
Lilford Business Centre is located on Lilford Road, Camberwell
and comprises a large two storey building providing industrial
and office space. The site is located adjacent the railway line
to the west and access is taken from Lilford Road. The
surrounding area is predominantly residential in nature with
residential areas to the south, east and west and an
employment/industrial area to the north.
BizSpace’s Lilford Business Centre has evidently been in
employment use for many years, however, the premises are
somewhat outdated and would require significant investment
to bring it within today’s expectations for modern business
space. This does not represent a viable option and as such,
there is little prospect that the quality of the existing Business
Centre will be improved in the medium or long term.
Furthermore, the property is situated within a generally
attractive residential area with significant frontage onto
Lilford Road and in this respect sets it apart from the
remainder of the Camberwell Trading Estate KIBA, where units
back onto the railway line and have no road frontage. (This is
recognised in the KIBA October 2018 Review). Lilford Business
Centre, as it is currently, therefore has a negative impact on
the street scène and character and appearance of this
primarily residential area.
It is noted the KIBA October 2018 Review also states that in
respect of Camberwell Trading Estate (incorporating Lilford
Business Centre): ‘The configuration of the existing KIBA does
not provide scope for expansion for this area of employment
land. There may be scope for limited intensification within the
KIBA boundary’. In this respect, it is confirmed that BizSpace
has been exploring the potential to update the buildings and
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Policies KIBA
Map
Site

Camberwell
Trading Estate
and adjoining
sites

Noted.

No change

Policies KIBA
Map
Site

Camberwell
Trading Estate
and adjoining
sites

Noted

No change

Policies KIBA
Map
Site

Camberwell
Trading Estate
and adjoining
sites

Draft London Plan policy E4 outlines that a sufficient supply of land
and premises in different parts of London to meet current and
future demands for industrial and related functions should be
maintained. This should make provision for a range of industrial
uses. The London Plan does not allow other types of uses within
Locally Significant Industrial Sites (LSIS)(KIBAs in Lambeth).

No change
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facilities at the site and maximise the contribution of the site
through a redevelopment of the Lilford Business Centre to
provide a mixed use scheme, which would facilitate a
significant re-investment in modern ‘future proof’
employment provision at the site. Significantly, a preapplication submission has now been lodged that seeks the
re-provision of an enhanced quantity and quality of
employment floorspace at the site, with co-living apartments
above to address the clear need for such provision within this
part of the Borough to meet the needs of health workers and
others. This delivers significant improvement in the quality of
employment space, securing its long term future and helps
address a specific housing need. It represents a feasible option
and is entirely consistent with the approach in the emerging
London Plan.
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As such, BizSpace objects to the continued allocation of the
Lilford Business Centre within the KIBA. Rather, the site should
be specifically recognised for its potential for intensification
including the introduction of co-locating residential uses,
under the provisions of draft policy ED3 (c).
In the alternative, the policy approach within KIBA’s set out in
ED3 should be amended to allow for mixed use development
where the introduction of residential use would enable the
enhancement in the quantity and quality of employment
space provided and is compatible with wider regeneration
priorities.

Bizspace

121/2
0

In conclusion, the current employment use fails to achieve the
efficient use of this site. Conversely, the site represents a clear
opportunity to introduce the co-location of alternative uses,
specifically, residential, a concept that is endorsed in the
emerging draft Local Plan and London Plan. This would enable
re-investment into the site to provide improved employment
floorspace of an equivalent amount. It would also bring about
significant benefits in terms of enhancing the character and
appearance of the street scene, and economic contributions
through CIL, potential S106 and other revenues. The site
should therefore be recognised as such through its allocation
on the Proposals Map.
BizSpace’s Lilford Business Centre provides a clear
redevelopment opportunity, given its location within a
predominantly residential area, with residential properties
located adjacent and opposite the site. The policies for
housing should seek to acknowledge and support the
emerging need for innovative responses to housing, such as
co-living, providing this is of a high quality and is appropriate
to its context.

Officer Response

Proposed Change

The Draft London Plan policies on industrial land have been found
sound (See EIP Panel Report 2019). Lambeth is a borough identified
in the London Plan required to ‘retain capacity’ of its designated
industrial floorspace capacity. In ‘retain capacity’ boroughs, London
Plan Policy E4C applies the principle of no net loss of industrial
floorspace capacity within designated Locally Significant Industrial
Sites (LSIS). Overall Lambeth is proposing a net loss of land
designated as LSIS, so the Mayor requires intensification of the
remaining stock of KIBAs for industrial uses. Industrial intensification
and co-location with other uses such as residential (allowed for
through a plan-led approach in Draft London Plan policy E7) is
therefore not a priority in Lambeth. Lambeth does not need to rely
on KIBA land to meet and exceed its Draft London Plan housing
target. KIBA land must be prioritised instead to achieve the Draft
London Plan requirement to retain industrial floorspace capacity in
the borough. There are a small number of exceptions to this
approach: three KIBAs have been identified as appropriate for
intensification and co-location. These KIBAs have been considered
as such owing to unique site-specific circumstances in each case. In
all other KIBAs only intensification for business and industrial uses is
supported to achieve the overall level of intensification required.
Lilford Business Centre provides a valuable mix of B1 floorspace and
therefore Lambeth is required to continue protecting this space by
the Mayor.

Policies KIBA
Map
Site

Camberwell
Trading Estate
and adjoining
sites

Draft London Plan policy E4 outlines that a sufficient supply of land
and premises in different parts of London to meet current and
future demands for industrial and related functions should be
maintained. This should make provision for a range of industrial
uses. The London Plan does not allow other types of uses within
Locally Significant Industrial Sites (LSIS)(KIBAs in Lambeth).

No change

The DRLLP PSV 2020 is intending to be in general conformity with
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Whilst the site is currently designated as a KIBA and forms
part of the larger Camberwell Trading Estate, it is considered
that given its peripheral position within the overall designated
KIBA, being the most southern part of the estate and adjacent
to a large residential area to the south, east and west, it has
clear potential for providing housing. There are no major
constraints that would prevent this site from coming forward.
It comprises an urban brownfield site, which represents a
clear redevelopment opportunity to provide a mix of housing
and contribute towards meeting the housing needs of
Lambeth, and London as a whole. Accordingly, the site should
be recognised as such through an allocation.
In conclusion, Bizspace is seeking to ensure that policies
within the revised Lambeth Local Plan partial review provide
sufficient flexibility and do not prejudice the future beneficial
use of sites, particularly where the ongoing long term use of
the site for employment purposes no longer represents a
viable prospect, or where there is scope to introduce
alternative uses alongside the existing.

Bizspace

121/2
3

In addition, BizSpace is seeking to ensure that the revised
housing policies include a scope to deliver housing on
sustainable, urban and under-used sites, such as Lilford
Business Centre and it is right that Lambeth Council should
focus on the redevelopment of previously developed sites. In
this case, Lilford Business Centre represents a clear
opportunity and a sustainable location to meet some of the
housing requirements for Lambeth. Therefore, Bizspace
considers the site should be recognised as a specific allocation
that can support both employment and co-location of
residential uses.

Policies KIBA
Map
Site

Camberwell
Trading Estate
and adjoining
sites

Officer Response

Proposed Change

the new London Plan not the 2016 London Plan. The Draft London
Plan policies on industrial land have been found sound (See EIP
Panel Report 2019). Lambeth is a borough identified in the London
Plan required to ‘retain capacity’ of its designated industrial
floorspace capacity. In ‘retain capacity’ boroughs, London Plan
Policy E4C applies the principle of no net loss of industrial floorspace
capacity within designated Locally Significant Industrial Sites (LSIS).
Overall Lambeth is proposing a net loss of land designated as LSIS,
so the Mayor requires intensification of the remaining stock of KIBAs
for industrial uses. Industrial intensification and co-location with
other uses such as residential (allowed for through a plan-led
approach in Draft London Plan policy E7) is therefore not a priority
in Lambeth. Lambeth does not need to rely on KIBA land to meet
and exceed its Draft London Plan housing target. KIBA land must be
prioritised instead to achieve the Draft London Plan requirement to
retain industrial floorspace capacity in the borough. There are a
small number of exceptions to this approach: three KIBAs have been
identified as appropriate for intensification and co-location. These
KIBAs have been considered as such owing to unique site-specific
circumstances in each case. In all other KIBAs only intensification for
business and industrial uses is supported to achieve the overall level
of intensification required.
Lambeth welcomes in principle proposals to explore potential for
intensification of the KIBA, but this must be for industrial uses only.
Lilford Business Centre is located in the Camberwell Trading Estate
and adjoining sites KIBA. KIBAs represent Lambeth strategic supply
of LSIS. These sites are protected by DRLLP PSV 2020 policy ED3 and
London plan policy E4 for specific industrial uses. London plan policy
E4 outlines the range of use considered suitable for LSIS (KIBAs).
This does not include housing. DRLLP policy must be general
conformity with the London Plan.

No change

Lambeth is a borough identified in the London Plan required to
‘retain capacity’ of its designated industrial floorspace capacity. In
‘retain capacity’ boroughs, London Plan Policy E4C applies the
principle of no net loss of industrial floorspace capacity within
designated Locally Significant Industrial Sites (LSIS). Overall Lambeth
is proposing a net loss of land designated as LSIS, so the Mayor
requires intensification of the remaining stock of KIBAs for industrial
uses. Industrial intensification and co-location with other uses such
as residential (allowed for through a plan-led approach in Draft
London Plan policy E7) is therefore not a priority in Lambeth.
Lambeth does not need to rely on KIBA land to meet and exceed its
Draft London Plan housing target. KIBA land must be prioritised
instead to achieve the Draft London Plan requirement to retain
industrial floorspace capacity in the borough. There are a small
number of exceptions to this approach: three KIBAs have been
identified as appropriate for intensification and co-location. These
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Our written representations are made with reference to the
BizSpace site at 61 Lilford Road, Camberwell, London, SE5
9HR. Bizspace and Caddick are jointly promoting a mixed-use
development at the site which seeks to provide both modern
employment space and new co-living accommodation.
Caddick Developments is a privately-owned development
company which specialises in the development, construction
and management of commercial, residential and retail
projects around the UK. The company has a workforce in the
region of 400 people across the UK. Caddick Developments is
involved in a wide spectrum of development projects ranging
from large-scale industrial and office developments to major
mixed-use urban regeneration projects, city-centre and outof-town retail schemes.
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Camberwell
Trading Estate
and adjoining
sites

Officer Response

Proposed Change

KIBAs have been considered as such owing to unique site-specific
circumstances in each case. In all other KIBAs only intensification for
business and industrial uses is supported to achieve the overall level
of intensification required. Lilford Business Centre provides a
valuable mix of B1 floorspace and therefore Lambeth is required to
continue protecting this space by the Mayor.
Lambeth is progressing a Site Allocations DPD. This site can be
considered for inclusion in that document.
Noted.

No change

Caddick Developments are currently working alongside
BizSpace, the owner and operator of the site at 61 Lilford
Road. As development partners, Caddick Developments and
BizSpace are pursuing proposals for the sustainable
redevelopment of the existing site. A formal pre-application
submission was made to the London Borough of Lambeth on
27th November 2018 (Ref: 18/05120/PREAPP). The preapplication submission proposes the demolition of existing
buildings and re-development to provide a mixed-use
development comprising a range of B1 space including office
(Use Class B1a), research and development (Use Class B1b)
and light industrial (Use Class B1c) units at ground and first
floor with co-living accommodation (Sui Generis) on the floors
above in a building ranging in height from two to nine storeys.
This is an ageing employment location and the purpose of the
development proposed is to provide a range of modern
employment units which would continue to be managed by
Bizspace and which better meet future employment needs,
together with co-living accommodation providing much
needed accommodation for the staff of local employers,
including health workers and others within the area.
Co-living is a form of residential accommodation which is
focused on community and convenience. The proposed co-
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living component aims to create a long-term, sustainable
community within the building, with the intention to create an
environment where the tenants rent the co-living
accommodation for an extended period of time, to ultimately
establish roots locally and settle within the borough. The
proposed development is designed to achieve this vision, with
a strong emphasis on communal spaces and social interaction.
The BizSpace site at 61 Lilford Road is situated within the
south-western area of Camberwell. It forms part of the Key
Industrial and Business Area (KIBA), which is referred to as
‘Camberwell Trading Estate and Adjoining Sites’ in the
adopted Lambeth Local Plan. The southern part of the site is
occupied by a part two-storey B1 building, which fronts onto
Lilford Road. The building is known as Lilford Business Centre
and provides offices and studio workspaces. To the rear of this
building is a series of workshop units, which are in light
industrial use. The existing buildings are tired and dated and
require increasing investment to maintain in a reasonable
condition. [Figure included] The surrounding area is
predominantly residential in character, with Lilford Road
comprising a mix of 2, 3 and 4-storey terraced housing and
mansion blocks with Paulet Road comprising 3 to 4-storey
terraces. The site forms part of a linear block of employment
land running roughly north-south adjacent to the railway line.
There are a range of commercial uses within the railway
arches to the east of the site, which includes Pullman Garage
and is accessed via an existing private road which is
contiguous to the eastern boundary of the application site and
to the north, extending north of the Camberwell Film Studios.
King’s College Hospital is located approximately 500 metres to
the southeast of the site near the junction of Lilford Road and
Coldharbour Lane, together with the Maudsley and associated
medical research facilities. The hospital serves an inner-city
population of 700,000 in the London boroughs of Southwark
and Lambeth and is also a large teaching hospital. In terms of
public transport infrastructure, the site is situated
approximately 500m north of Loughborough Junction, which
is part of the Thameslink route. The site is located
approximately 1km from Denmark Hill Station, which provides
regular services to London Victoria, Blackfriars, Clapham
Junction, Bromley South and Sevenoaks. The majority of the
BizSpace site has a PTAL rating of 3.
The BizSpace site at Lilford Road is part of the KIBA referred to
as ‘Camberwell Trading Estate and Adjoining Sites’ in the
adopted Lambeth Local Plan (September 2015). Policy ED1 of
the Lambeth Local Plan refers specifically to KIBA sites and
states as follows:
“Development in KIBAs will be permitted only for business,
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Proposed Change

Policies KIBA
Map
Site

Camberwell
Trading Estate
and adjoining
sites

London plan policy E4 outlines the range of use considered suitable
for LSIS (KIBAs). This does not include housing. DRLLP PSV 2020
policy must be general conformity with the London Plan.

No change
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industrial, storage and waste management uses, including
green industries and other compatible industrial and
commercial uses (excluding large scale retail) ancillary to, or
providing for, the needs of the KIBA.” It is submitted that the
current wording of Policy ED1 is overly prescriptive and does
not recognise that some existing KIBA sites may not represent
a viable or efficient use of land. We consider that the policy
should provide greater flexibility to allow for alternative uses,
which would help to support the renewal and longer-term
sustainability of employment uses on the site. In this regard,
an alternative use on a KIBA site can help to unlock its
potential and help the site to respond positively to wider
opportunities for growth and the need for different land uses.
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Policies KIBA
Map
site

Clapham Park
Hill

Welmar Mews is proposed to be de-designated from the Clapham
Park Hill KIBA because the majority of B-class space has been lost to
residential - this area can no longer considered to be B-class land, it
is primarily residential. The remaining B-class unit in Welmar Mews
will continue to be protected by Local Plan policy ED4.

No change

Policies KIBA
Map
site

Clapham Park
Hill

The majority of B-class floorspace in Welmar Mews has been lost to
residential through permitted development rights. Therefore this
area can no longer be considered B-class land, it is primarily
residential. However, the remaining B-class space in Welmar Mews
will continue to be protected by Local Plan policy ED4.

No change

We would respectfully submit that a more nuanced approach
to land uses on KIBA sites would be consistent with Paragraph
80 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) which
emphasises the importance of helping “to create the
conditions in which businesses can invest, expand and adapt”.
Moreover, Policy 4.2 of the London Plan encourages the
renewal and modernisation of office floorspace to improve its
quality and flexibility.

Individual

49/1

The BizSpace site at Lilford Road is occupied by a series of old
and inefficient buildings that are increasingly out-dated. As a
matter of principle, we would consider that the
redevelopment of a site of this nature should be considered
acceptable where it retains the same level of employment
floorspace, whilst providing a more efficient layout and
modern buildings that meet future needs.
I am writing to you as I understand the KIBA status for Welmar
Mews is up for consideration. I am a resident at this address. I
urge you not to change its status and that the KIBA status be
maintained and strengthened.
My local area has benefitted hugely from being a mixed use
premises and in an age where Amazon and other online
businesses continue to destroy local businesses its status
should be at the forefront of importance.

Sonica
Studios

50/1

Please respect and maintain the rights of local business
owners.
I am writing with regard to the proposed removal of the area
of Welmar Mews from this KIBA.
Sonica Studios is a recording, audio production and rehearsal
facility that has been on this site for 23 years.
It can be seen as a perfect example of the type of business
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that Lambeth should be encouraging - a small, thriving
creative industry, employing local people and providing a
valuable community service as well as more far reaching
professional achievements.
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Proposed Change

Policies KIBA
Map
site

Clapham Park
Hill

9 Park Hill continues to provide a mix of employment space and
therefore KIBA designation at 9 Park Hill is not proposed to change.
This area will continue to be protected by Local Plan policy ED3.
Residential uses will not be supported in this area. Lambeth will
continue to monitor the position with regard to the implementation
of prior approvals within KIBAs.

No change

To give you an idea of the breadth of activity, our work has
ranged from working with the Royal Shakespeare Company,
recording gospel choirs, participating in the Youthsayers
workshops, (where local young school kids are given a taste of
performing and recording with a professional band), BAFTA
winners for work on Little Big Planet , a major computer
game, recording a number one chart single and number one
classical album, working with a number of Oscar winning film
actors, and recording music for the last Doctor Who series.
Through it’s sister company Studiostars it has also provided
over 20,000 children and young adults with their first taste of
producing music in a real recording studio.
Welmar Mews used to be a vibrant mixed use development,
with a number businesses particularly focused on fashion,
media, tech and wellbeing. Around 200 people were
employed here.
In the last two years, following permitted development rules,
Lambeth allowed the landlord / developer to gain change of
use to residential, (despite this being a KIBA), and these
business premises and jobs were lost, to be replaced by luxury
flats.
Sonica is now the only business remaining. We propose that a.
Either the existing KIBA be maintained to protect the
business, or b. The boundary be moved in such a way as to
include this portion in the Park Hill side.

Sonica
Studios

50/2

Relocating a long established recording studio is really not a
viable option. Years of work have gone into developing and
fine tuning the facilities.
Regarding the Park Hill portion of the KIBA:
There are a number of businesses here, serving photography,
video, and rehearsal, as well as a Yoga studio.
Here too, a high-end tech company employing another 50
people has fallen to the same landlord / developer, and they
were forced to vacate in 2016.
Their large office building has been left empty, and plans are
now being put forward to evict the remaining businesses and
develop the whole site into more luxury housing.
Rather than allow this, Lambeth has an opportunity to build a
real ‘creative hub’ for small businesses here. Given its
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location - equidistant from Brixton and Clapham, in an area
steeped in arts culture and creativity, surely there is no better
place in London to provide workspace and employment for
the next generation of filmmakers, photographers, musicians,
game developers, well-being and tech entrepreneurs?
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Proposed Change

Policies KIBA
Map
site

Clapham Park
Hill

The majority of B-class floorspace in Welmar Mews has been lost to
residential through permitted development rights. Therefore this
area can no longer be considered B-class land, it is primarily
residential. However, the remaining B-class space in Welmar Mews
will continue to be protected by Local Plan policy ED4. KIBA
designation at 9 Park Hill is not proposed to change as this area
continues to provide industrial uses. Lambeth will continue to
monitor the position with regard to the implementation of prior
approvals within KIBAs.

No change

Lambeth should be pro-active in reinforcing the KIBA status to
protect the existing businesses, and encourage the landlord to
look at possibilities for developing creative space, rather than
another bunch of fancy apartments. If Lambeth does not take
an active role, we will see the inexorable picking off of
businesses under permitted development, until the KIBA
status becomes meaningless.
We have also seen the impact that losing 250 jobs has had
upon other local businesses. Shops, cafe’s, restaurants and
pubs have all suffered.
In discussions with other business owners here, we have seen
that there is a huge and immediate demand for creative
workspace, rather than leaving buildings empty to push
through residential.
In other areas of London, planners have had the vision to
implement these kind of creative hubs. This would seem to be
the perfect location for a scheme of this kind, where like
minded businesses can grow quickly through 'crosspollination’.

Individual

51/1

Lambeth needs to be aware of, and to talk to the business in
both Welmar Mews and Park Hill, they are a resource that
should be protected - for the good of the whole area.
Regarding the "Local Plan Consultation" and the proposed
KIBA changes to Welmar Mews and Park Hill, in both cases I
would like the KIBA status to be maintained and strengthened.
Welmar Mews - has already seen the loss of a number of
business supporting jobs in the local community (Matches, a
Pilates studio, an import export firm to name but three).
Sonica Studios, in particular, has been there for over twenty
years. I understand that they are keen to stay.
Park Hill - has already seen the loss of a local tech firm and the
loss of the KIBA status would threaten the existence of a
photographic studio that has been there for decades.
The area does not need more luxury apartments, and more
pressure on the limited extant resources (parking, rubbish and
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recycling etc), what it does need is more opportunities for
local employment.
I want to voice that I’d like the KIBA status for Welmar Mews
to not be changed, and that the KIBA status for 9 Park Hill also
be maintained and strengthened. Having local businesses
around the residential area is an important part of the
Clapham community and it was be a shame if these longstanding businesses were edged out by greedy developers.

I am writing in regards to the KIBA status for Welmar Mews
and 9, Park Hill.
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Policies KIBA
Map
site

Clapham Park
Hill

Policies KIBA
Map
site

Clapham Park
Hill

The majority of B-class floorspace in Welmar Mews has been lost to No change
residential through permitted development rights. Therefore this
area can no longer be considered B-class land, it is primarily
residential. However, the remaining B-class space in Welmar Mews
will continue to be protected by Local Plan policy. KIBA designation
at 9 Park Hill is not proposed to change as this area continues to
provide industrial spaces. Lambeth will continue to monitor the
position with regard to the implementation of prior approvals within
KIBAs.
The majority of B-class floorspace in Welmar Mews has been lost to No change
residential through permitted development rights. Therefore this
area can no longer be considered B-class land, it is primarily
residential. However, the remaining B-class space in Welmar Mews
will continue to be protected by Local Plan policy. KIBA designation
at 9 Park Hill is not proposed to change as this area continues to
provide industrial spaces. Lambeth will continue to monitor the
position with regard to the implementation of prior approvals within
KIBAs.

Policies KIBA
Map
Site

Clapham Park
Hill

I would like the KIBA status for Welmar Mews to NOT be
changed, and that the KIBA status for 9, Park Hill be
strengthened and maintained.
In doing so this would allow key creative companies to provide
and maintain jobs and work opportunities in the area for
many people including Lambeth residents.

Sonica
Studios

130/1

I believe should the KIBA status be removed this would place
the creative community of 9, Park Hill under threat with the
possible result of seeing key creative companies move out of
Lambeth altogether. This would be a great loss to Lambeth
and local residents alike.
I am writing regarding the proposed removal of the area of
Welmar Mews from this KIBA. Sonica Studios is a recording,
audio production and rehearsal facility that has been on this
site for 23 years. It is a perfect example of the type of business
that Lambeth should be encouraging - a small, thriving
creative industry, employing local people and providing a
valuable community service as well as more far reaching
professional achievements. To give you an idea of the breadth
of activity, our work has ranged from working with the Royal
Shakespeare Company, recording gospel choirs, participating
in the Youthsayers workshops, (where local young school kids
are given a taste of performing and recording with a
professional band), BAFTA winning for work on Little Big
Planet, a major computer game, recording a number one
chart single and number one classical album, working with a
number of Oscar winning film actors, and recording music for
the last Doctor Who series. Through its sister company
Studiostars it has also provided over 20,000 children and
young adults with their first taste of producing music in a real
recording studio.

Proposed Change

The majority of B-class floorspace in Welmar Mews has been lost to No change
residential through permitted development rights. Therefore this
area can no longer be considered B-class land, it is primarily
residential. However, the remaining B-class space in Welmar Mews
will continue to be protected by Local Plan policy. KIBA designation
at 9 Park Hill is not proposed to change as this area continues to
provide industrial spaces. Lambeth will continue to monitor the
position with regard to the implementation of prior approvals within
KIBAs.
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Welmar Mews used to be a vibrant ‘mixed use’ development,
with a number businesses particularly focused on fashion,
media, tech and wellbeing. Around 200 people were
employed here. In the last two years, following permitted
development rules, Lambeth allowed the landlord / developer
to gain change of use to residential, (despite this being a
KIBA), and these business premises and jobs were lost, to be
replaced by luxury flats. We have also seen the impact that
losing 250 jobs has had upon other local businesses. Shops,
cafe’s, restaurants and pubs have all suffered. Sonica is now
the only business remaining. We propose that a. Either the
existing KIBA be maintained to protect the business, or b. The
boundary be moved in such a way as to include this portion in
the Park Hill side. Relocating a long-established recording
studio is not a viable option. Years of work have gone into
developing and fine tuning the facilities.
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Proposed Change

Regarding the Park Hill portion of the KIBA:
There are a number of businesses here, serving photography,
video, and rehearsal, as well as a Yoga studio.
Here too, a high-end tech company employing another 50
people has fallen to the same landlord / developer, and they
were forced to vacate in 2016. Their large office building has
been left empty, and plans are now being put forward to evict
the remaining businesses and develop the whole site into
more luxury housing. Rather than allow this, Lambeth now has
a golden opportunity to build a real ‘creative hub’ for small
businesses here. Given its location - equidistant from Brixton
and Clapham, in an area steeped in arts, culture and creativity,
surely there is no better place in London to provide workspace
and employment for the next generation of filmmakers,
photographers, musicians, game developers, well-being and
tech entrepreneurs?
Lambeth should be pro-active in reinforcing the KIBA status to
protect the existing businesses, and encourage the landlord to
look at possibilities for developing creative space, rather than
another bunch of fancy apartments. If Lambeth does not take
an active role, we will see the inexorable picking off of
businesses under permitted development, until the KIBA
status becomes meaningless. In discussions with other
business owners here, we have seen that there is a strong and
immediate demand for creative workspace, rather than
leaving buildings empty to push through residential. In other
areas of London, planners have had the vision to implement
these kinds of creative hubs. This would seem to be the
perfect location for a scheme of this kind, where like-minded
businesses can grow quickly through 'cross-pollination’.
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Lambeth needs to be aware of, and to talk to the business in
both Welmar Mews and Park Hill. They are a resource that
should be protected - for the good of the whole area.
In December 2002 we bought our house in Welmar Mews. We
loved the area as it was a mix of small businesses, live work
and residential. Sadly the landlord got rid of many of the
businesses and attempted to add more flats. His plan hasn’t
worked too well, but the businesses can’t return as he has
changed the design of the building. May I put in a strong
request that the KIBA status is not changed at Welmar Mews.
And the KIBA status is maintained at 9 Park Hill. The same
landlord is trying to spoil that area too. It is pretty shocking
that he can push through in order to make money without
thinking of the detrimental effect on this area.
DWD previously submitted representation to the LB of
Lambeth in November 2017 when an earlier stage of
consultation took place on the Local Plan. A copy of our earlier
representations is attached at Appendix 1. The assessment
and conclusions of the November 2017 representations
remain relevant and this letter should be read alongside
Appendix 1.
These representations relate to the Hackford Walk Key
Industrial Business Area (KIBA) designation. The relevant
policy of the Draft Revised Local Plan is Policy ED3 (Key
Industrial and Business Areas).
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Proposed Change

Policies KIBA
Map
Site

Clapham Park
Hill

The majority of B-class floorspace in Welmar Mews has been lost to
residential through permitted development rights. Therefore this
area can no longer be considered B-class land, it is primarily
residential. However, the remaining B-class space in Welmar Mews
will continue to be protected by Local Plan policy. KIBA designation
at 9 Park Hill is not proposed to change as this area continues to
provide a range of employment spaces. Lambeth will continue to
monitor the position with regard to the implementation of prior
approvals within KIBAs.

No change

Policies KIBA
Map
site

Hackford Walk

Parcel 4 (Vincent’s Yard) of the Hackford Walk KIBA accommodates
No change
Euro Label Printers commercial printers and so Lambeth
understands that the parcel is in B1c use. The Mayor identified
Lambeth as a ‘retain capacity’ borough in the London Plan. In ‘retain
capacity’ boroughs, such as Lambeth, London Plan Policy E4C applies
the principle of no net loss of industrial floorspace capacity within
designated Locally Significant Industrial Sites (known as KIBAs in
Lambeth), therefore Lambeth is required to continue protecting this
use by the Mayor.

We maintain the position that the KIBA designation should be
removed from parcel 4 of the Hackford Walk KIBA and that
the Council consider the complete de‐designation of the
Hackford Walk KIBA.
Site
The subject site of approximately 0.13 ha is located on
Hackford Road, 0.6 miles on foot east of Stockwell Station and
0.5 miles on foot from Stockwell District Centre.
Hackford Road and the immediate local area is characterised
by residential uses. The site comprises of 1 and 2 storey brick
built properties. The Valuation Office Agency states that the
total floorspace is circa 900 sqm. My client’s business, Euro
Labels Printers Ltd, occupies some of the space on the site
(circa 33%). The remaining space is let/ available to let to
commercial tenants.
The current adopted Policies Map designates the site as part
of the Hackford Walk Key Industrial and Business Area (KIBA).
The Hackford Walk KIBA currently comprises of four distinct
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plots:
1. 100 Hackford Road (Western KIBA) – Industrial building
housings the Type Archive museum;
2. 100A Hackford Road (Western KIBA) – Modern 2 storey
building occupied by caterers;
3. 119‐123 Hackford Road (Hackford Walk) (Centre of KIBA)–
Four storey block, comprises solely residential units; and
4. 119‐123 Hackford Road (Vincent’s Yard) (Eastern part of
KIBA) – Various commercial tenants (our client’s site).
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Site/
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Officer Response

Proposed Change

Proposed Change to Hackford Walk KIBA
Both the Local Plan Review 2017 and the current Draft Revised
Local Plan 2018 propose to remove parcel 3) above from the
KIBA designation. This is to reflect that this site is no longer in
industrial use and has permanently been converted to
residential.
The Council is proposing to retain the remaining 3 sites (i.e 1),
2) and 4)) within the KIBA designation.
Representations
Following the Local Plan Review 2017 the LB of Lambeth
prepared the “Issues Consultation Report” October 2018. This
document acknowledges in the summary table at page 97 and
98 that representations were submitted by DWD on behalf of
Euro Label Printers. No review or response to DWD’s
representations is provided and there is no justification of why
the LB of Lambeth maintains that parcel 4 should remain
within the KIBA.
The LB of Lambeth also prepared an update to the “Review of
Key Industrial and Business Areas (KIBAs)” in October 2018
(Review 2018). The Review 2018 forms one of the Local Plan
evidence base documents.
The review was undertaken following the Local Plan Review
2017 consultation. Whilst the document acknowledges that a
significant proportion of the Hackford Walk KIBA has been
permanently converted to residential use, it fails to assess the
impact of this change of use on the wider KIBA.
The 2018 Review does not examine the points raised in DWD’s
November 2017 letter of representation and no justification is
provided for the decision to retain parcel 4 in the KIBA. The
relevant points raised in DWD’s letter include:
1) Parcel 3, which is adjacent to the west side of parcel 4 is in
residential use and is proposed to be removed from the KIBA.
This has resulted in my client’s site becoming a small island
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site that it surrounded by residential uses.
2) The area is characterised by residential uses and the site is
also located immediately to the north of the Stockwell Park
Conservation Area. These uses and designations restrict the
types of commercial/ industrial activity that can take place on
my client’s site, to ensure that users do not cause noise, dust,
access or other disturbance to local residents.
3) The Hackford Walk KIBA provides a very small quantum of
commercial floorspace which cannot be expanded. The
removal of parcel 3 will result in the total KIBA area reducing
to only 0.29 ha. With parcel 1 currently used for non‐
commercial purposes (museum), only approximately 0.16 ha
of the KIBA is currently in commercial use/ available for
commercial use.
4) Occupiers often prefer to locate in areas where there is a
clustering of commercial/ industrial activity and at sites which
are visible to the public. Hackford Walk is no longer a
commercial cluster.
5) Access to the site is restricted, down a narrow road. To
access the site, vehicles must pass the residential uses on
Hackford Road and pass through parcel 3, which is in
residential use. The access further limits the type of
commercial/ industrial users that are able to utilise the site.
For the reasons set out above and in our earlier letter of
representation provided at Appendix 1, my client maintains
the position that the KIBA designation should be removed
from their site (parcel 4) and that the LB of Lambeth should
consider the complete de‐designation of the Hackford Walk
KIBA.
The subject site of approximately 0.13 ha is located within the
London Borough of Lambeth on Hackford Road. Hackford
Road is located between Brixton Road to the east (A23) and
Clapham Road (A3) to the west.
The site is located 0.6 miles on foot east of Stockwell Station,
0.7 miles on foot south of Oval Station and 0.5 miles on foot
from Stockwell District Centre. The site is also located a short
distance from both the Oval Local Centre and the Brixton Road
Local Centre.
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Policies KIBA
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Hackford Walk

Parcel 4 (Vincent’s Yard) of the Hackford Walk KIBA accommodates
No change
Euro Label Printers commercial printers and so Lambeth
understands that the parcel is in B1c use. The Mayor identified
Lambeth as a ‘retain capacity’ borough in the London Plan. In ‘retain
capacity’ boroughs, such as Lambeth, London Plan Policy E4C applies
the principle of no net loss of industrial floorspace capacity within
designated Locally Significant Industrial Sites (known as KIBAs in
Lambeth), therefore Lambeth is required to continue protecting this
use by the Mayor.

Hackford Road and the immediate local area is characterised
by residential uses. The site comprises of 1 and 2 storey brick
built properties. The Valuation Office Agency states that the
total floorspace is circa 900 sqm.
My client’s business, Euro Labels Printers Ltd, occupies some
of the space on the site (circa 33%). The remaining space is
let/ available to let to commercial tenants.
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The current adopted Policies Map designates the site as part
of the Hackford Walk Key Industrial and Business Area (KIBA).
The Hackford Walk KIBA currently comprises of four distinct
plots (see map at Appendix 1):
1) 100 Hackford Road (Western KIBA) – Industrial building
housings the Type Archive museum;
2) 100A Hackford Road (Western KIBA) – Modern 2 storey
building occupied by caterers;
3) 119‐123 Hackford Road (Hackford Walk) (Centre of KIBA)–
Four storey block, comprises solely
residential units; and
4) 119‐123 Hackford Road (Vincent’s Yard) (Eastern part of
KIBA) – Various commercial tenants (our
client’s site).
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Proposed Change to Hackford Walk KIBA
As part of the Local Plan Review 2017, the Council is proposing
to remove parcel 3) above from the KIBA designation. This is
to reflect that this site is no longer in industrial use and has
permanently been converted to residential.
The Council is proposing to retain the remaining 3 sites (i.e 1),
2) and 4)) within the KIBA designation.
Representations
My client supports the proposed removal of parcel 3) from the
KIBA designation. As recognised in the LB of Lambeth’s
‘Review of Key Industrial and Business Areas (KIBAs)’ (October
2017) this parcel is no longer in commercial/ industrial use
and has been permanently converted to residential. The
review also noted that in August 2016, 22 of the 33 units
within the Hackford Walk KIBA were vacant. We therefore
consider that it is appropriate to remove the KIBA designation
from parcel 3.
The proposed removal of parcel 3 from the KIBA, results in my
client’s site become a small island site surrounded by
residential uses to the north, east, south and west.
The KIBA currently totals 0.44 ha. The removal of parcel 3 will
result in the KIBA area reducing to approximately 0.29 ha. My
client’s plot totals approximately 0.13 ha and will therefore
represent circa 45% of the reduced KIBA (i.e without parcel 3).
My client’s site is separated from the western part of the
KIBA. Access to my client’s site is also along a road (Hackford
Walk) that passes through parcel 3, with residential uses on
both the north and south side of the narrow access road.
My client therefore considers that the KIBA designation
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should be removed from their site (parcel 4) and that the LB of
Lambeth should consider the complete de‐designation of the
Hackford Walk KIBA.
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Proposed Change

We consider that the KIBA designation is not appropriate for
the following reasons:
1) Parcel 3, which is adjacent to the west side of parcel 4 is in
residential use and is proposed to be removed from the KIBA.
This has resulted in my client’s site becoming a small island
site that it surrounded by residential uses.
2) The area is characterised by residential uses and the site is
also located immediately to the north of the Stockwell Park
Conservation Area. These uses and designations restrict the
types of commercial/ industrial activity that can take place on
my client’s site, to ensure that users do not cause noise, dust,
access or other disturbance to local residents, particularly the
residents at parcel 3. This constraint limits the types of
occupiers that can use the site and therefore impacts on the
level of interest received from potential occupiers seeking to
acquire space in this area.
3) Planning permission was granted in 1997 for parcel 1 to be
converted from commercial use to use as a museum. Whilst it
is acknowledged that this is a personal consent to the
museum use, this permission has been in place for 20 years.
This results in only parcel 2 and my client’s site, parcel 4,
currently being used for commercial purposes. As the LB of
Lambeth’s ‘Review of Key Industrial and Business Areas
(KIBAs)’ (October 2017) recognises “The configuration of the
existing KIBA does not provide scope for the expansion of this
area of employment land”. The Hackford Walk KIBA provides a
very small quantum of commercial floorspace which cannot
be expanded. With parcel 1 currently used for non‐
commercial purposes, only approximately 0.16 ha of the KIBA
is currently in commercial use/ available for commercial use.
In our view a KIBA designation is not appropriate at this
location.
4) Occupiers often prefer to locate in areas where there is a
clustering of commercial/ industrial activity and at sites which
are visible to the public. Hackford Walk is no longer a
commercial cluster. Parcel 4 is separated from the western
part of the KIBA and has residential uses on all sides. This
detracts some occupiers, who prefer to be positioned in
cluster areas and in locations with better visibility.
5) Access to the site is restricted, down a narrow road. To
access the site, vehicles must pass the residential uses on
Hackford Road and pass through parcel 3, which is in
residential use. The access further limits the type of
commercial/ industrial users that are able to utilise the site as
the size of vehicle that can access the site is constrained.
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The Hackford Walk KIBA was identified as part of the
employment review that the LB of Lambeth undertook in
2013. This review led to the land being designated as a KIBA
when the current Local Plan was adopted in 2015. The
character of this area has become even more residential than
it was in 2013/2015 and we do not consider that this
designation is appropriate.
For the reasons set out above, my client therefore requests
that the KIBA designation is removed from parcel 4 as part of
the Local Plan Review 2017 and that the Council consider the
complete dedesignation of the Hackford Walk KIBA.
We write on behalf of our client, the Workspace Group Plc, to
make representations to the draft version of the Revised
Lambeth Local Plan 2018 which closes on Monday 17
December 2018. This letter should be read in conjunction with
our previous representations made on 4 December 2017 in
relation to the Evidence Base (the “evidence base
consultation”) and the accompanying brochure submitted
with those representations.
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Officer Response

Proposed Change

Policies KIBA
Map
Site

Kennington
Business Park

Noted.

No change

The Workspace Group operates a number of sites within
Lambeth and is the leading provider of business space for
small and medium enterprises (SMEs) within the Borough. Our
representations relate to the general policy approach set out
within the draft Revised Local Plan. However, we also make
specific representations in reference to the proposed policy
approach towards the Kennington Business Park.
The Kennington Business Park is wholly owned by the
Workspace Group and currently accommodates over 110 local
businesses. The site already provides a variety of different
types of employment and business space (including offices,
studios, co-working space, meeting rooms and workshops) all
falling within the B1 use class.
Our client is investigating development options for the future
upgrade and improvement of the site. Any future
development works are likely to significantly increase the level
of business floorspace provided and the overall function of the
site. In our view, there is the opportunity to consider a more
flexible policy approach towards the redevelopment of the
site reflecting the ‘co-location’ approach (i.e. delivering
business/industrial space alongside other uses – including
residential) as advocated by the London Mayor in the draft
London Plan.
With this in mind, we set out our representations in the draft
version of the Revised Local Plan below:
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Policies KIBA
Map
site

Kennington
Business Park

Amend policy wording and supporting text in light of comment to
make clear which uses may be considered acceptable in KIBAs.

Amend policy wording:
a) Development in KIBAs will be
permitted only for business,
industrial, storage and waste
management uses, including green
industries and other compatible
industrial and commercial uses
(excluding large scale

Workspace is a specialised property based business that
provides office, studio, workshops and coworking space for
new and growing companies falling within Class B1.
Workspace provides business accommodation for rent in
London and manages over 3.6 million sqft of accommodation
across circa 65 sites/locations, with more than 4,000 tenants.
Workspace has increased the range of units on offer and
tenant diversity at its sites, whilst providing economies of
scale in terms of management and marketing. The result is a
substantial and diverse portfolio, able to meet the needs of
London's dynamic market. Workspace’s dynamic tenant mix
was exemplified by a survey (by Cambridge Economic
Associates) of the businesses/tenants at Kennington Park
Business Centre which highlighted the following:
• The typical market sectors of businesses choosing to locate
at Workspace centres by business sector was found to be:
Business Professional Service (30%); Creative Industries (20%);
Community Health & Education (18%); Charity, Voluntary and
Professional (12%); Manufacturing (5%); Catering (2%);
Government and Public Sector (2%);
• Half of businesses were start-ups or young companies
producing and selling their first product or service;
• Availability of affordable/low cost space, good transport
links, excellent IT and communications infrastructure and
availability of accommodation were key attractions to
businesses locating at Workspace business centres;
• Proximity to customer and clients and the location in
relation to the founder/director home was a significant driver
in the location of businesses;
• Also 77% of employees of businesses at a Workspace site
live within 10 miles of the centre;

Workspace
Group Plc

162/1
3

The survey also highlighted the important local benefits for
communities and businesses arising from a Workspace
business centre. Firms in the business centre were trading
22% of their turnover with each other (illustrating the
collaborative impact of Workspace’s model) with 58% of all
business taking place within London.
We note our proposal for the site includes elements of
ancillary café / non-B1 floorspace which would contribute
significantly to the employment environment of the KIBA.
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retail) ancillary to, or providing for,
the needs of the KIBA, other than
where clause (c) below applies.
Amend supporting text:
In some cases, uses such as smallscale cafés and gyms intended
primarily to serve the needs of
those working in and visiting the
KIBA, may be considered
appropriate. Proposals for café,
restaurant or D class uses that
would, by virtue of their location or
configuration, attract significant
numbers of customers with no
connection to the KIBA will not be
permitted.

Workspace
Group Plc

162/1
5

As per the pre-application advice received from the GLA in
relation to the future redevelopment of the Kennington
Business Park, we submit that:
• the Kennington Business Park has potential (through the
removal of older/outdated parts of the estate) to provide a
significant quantum of additional/upgraded business space
meeting the needs/demands of London’s SME market;
• any new floorspace provided via redevelopment will more
than off-set the quantum of existing floorspace to be removed
and will result in a substantial uplift in the business
potential of the site;
• any new floorspace provided will be flexibly designed to
support the full range of B1 type uses (including light
industrial uses) and will include suitable servicing facilities
(again
catering for the full range of uses);
• in accordance with emerging policy E7 of the draft London
Plan there is the opportunity to consider the co-location
approach with the introduction of other uses (particularly
residential)
on part of the site to support the delivery of the new business
space;
• the introduction of alternative uses as part of the

Policies KIBA
Map
site

Kennington
Business Park

Draft London Plan policy E4 outlines that a sufficient supply of land
and premises in different parts of London to meet current and
future demands for industrial and related functions should be
maintained. This should make provision for a range of industrial
uses. The London Plan does not allow other types of uses within
Locally Significant Industrial Sites (LSIS) (KIBAs in Lambeth).

‘Other compatible industrial and
commercial uses ancillary to, or
providing for, the needs of the
KIBA’ includes non-B class uses
usually associated with industrial
areas such as builders’ yards,
haulage, employment-training, bus
garages and telecommunications.
No change

The DRLLP PSV 2020 is intending to be in general conformity with
the new London Plan not the 2016 London Plan. The Draft London
Plan policies on industrial land have been found sound (See EIP
Panel Report 2019). Lambeth is a borough identified in the London
Plan required to ‘retain capacity’ of its designated industrial
floorspace capacity. In ‘retain capacity’ boroughs, London Plan
Policy E4C applies the principle of no net loss of industrial floorspace
capacity within designated Locally Significant Industrial Sites (LSIS).
Overall Lambeth is proposing a net loss of land designated as LSIS,
so the Mayor requires intensification of the remaining stock of KIBAs
for industrial uses. Industrial intensification and co-location with
other uses such as residential (allowed for through a plan-led
approach in Draft London Plan policy E7) is therefore not a priority
in Lambeth. Lambeth does not need to rely on KIBA land to meet
and exceed its Draft London Plan housing target. KIBA land must be
prioritised instead to achieve the Draft London Plan requirement to
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redevelopment of Kennington Business Park will assist in the
funding/investment in the delivery of the business space and
will
therefore play a significant role in supporting the delivery of
business space within the Borough.

Plan
Issue
Section

Site/
Paragraph

We therefore recommend that the outdated buildings at the
eastern end of the site (at the corner of Cranmer Road and
Foxley Road, and along Foxley Road) be released from the
KIBA designation as part of a consolidated masterplan for the
continued regeneration of the Business Park. This would
support the co-location approach and would allow for the
introduction of other uses (including commercial and
residential) reflecting the character of the surrounding area
and supporting the delivery of new business space.

Workspace
Group Plc

162/2

This subsequent change in flexibility would allow for a greater
scope in the redevelopment and rejuvenation of the whole
site. As previously outlined, Workspace would provide modern
high quality floorspace specifically designed to cater for SMEs,
thereby increasing the employment density and the overall
quality of the site in addition to increasing the permeability
and complementing the variety of adjacent uses.
In the case of the Kennington Business Centre, the site was
Policies KIBA
found to generate an estimated 1,350 jobs which directly
Map
site
contributed £50million of GVA to Lambeth’s economy each
year. As such, the continual regeneration and reinvestment of
Kennington Business Park is a key asset to Lambeth’s
economy.

Kennington
Business Park

Officer Response

Proposed Change

retain industrial floorspace capacity in the borough. There are a
small number of exceptions to this approach: three KIBAs have been
identified as appropriate for intensification and co-location. These
KIBAs have been considered as such owing to unique site-specific
circumstances in each case. In all other KIBAs only intensification for
business and industrial uses is supported to achieve the overall level
of intensification required. Buildings along Cranmer Road and
Foxley Road provide a mix of B1/2/8 spaces therefore Lambeth is
required to continue protecting this use by the Mayor.

Noted.

No change

Workspace seeks to continue to provide good value small
business units, in line with the key objectives of the London
Plan. In order to do this, some of their older premises (such as
parts of Kennington Business Park) require regeneration and
renewal to meet the modern and future needs of London's
emerging news businesses. Such regeneration requires
funding and Workspace proposes that if this is to be privately
funded, a high-value economic driver will be necessary to
enable redevelopment and ensure the overall viability of
regeneration.
Background to Kennington Business Park
Since acquiring Kennington Business Park, Workspace Group
have worked with Lambeth Council to transform the business
centre into a flexible and vibrant space which meets the needs
of rapidly changing business sector; this includes a range of
complimentary facilities such as an on-site café and on-site
gym together with 24 hour security.
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Policies KIBA
Map
site

Kennington
Business Park

Noted.

No change

Kennington Business Park is the largest asset in the
Workspace portfolio and represents 12% of the group’s total
floorspace in London. Workspace has worked to consolidate
the Business Centre within the constraints of the existing
building which mainly relate to the refurbishment of
Canterbury Court and Chester House/Chichester House under
planning application reference 10/04188/FUL. This
refurbishment has resulted in significantly improved flexible
business floorspace; the site currently hosts 110 business and
approximately 2,100 jobs.
The refurbished parts of the site also incorporate the
Workspace Group’s flagship co-working space which offers
dedicated desk space, hot-desking facilities alongside meeting
rooms, printing facilities, on-site management and break-out
areas. Intrinsic to the success of the co-workspace is the
creation of a unique community with a calendar of social and
networking events with complimentary facilities of a modern
work environment such as cycle racks, showers and communal
kitchens.
Workspace
Group Plc

162/3

Workspace is currently bringing forward plans for the
redevelopment of the buildings on the site fronting onto
Foxley Road and Cranmer Road. Workspace initially met with
Lambeth officers in July 2018 to present our proposals for the
partial redevelopment of Kennington Business Park
comprising replacement employment generating floorspace
and the introduction of residential to Foxley Road /
Camberwell New Road frontage.
We note the following key principles for the development of
the site were noted at the borough preapplication meeting:
• It was highlighted by the Borough that the site is located
within a Key Industrial and Business Area (KIBA) and thus
development of KIBAs will be permitted for business,
industrial, storage and waste management uses including
green industries and other compatible industrial and
commercial uses;
• The council would resist the introduction of residential uses
to the KIBA; and
• Any replacement buildings will need to be of high
architectural quality which responds to the character of the
complex of buildings.
Following on from the borough pre-app we met with Greater
London Authority (GLA) officers in September. We note the
following key principles in relation to the redevelopment of
the KIBA:
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Policies KIBA
Map
Site

Kennington
Business Park

Lambeth is a borough identified in the London Plan required to
‘retain capacity’ of its designated industrial floorspace capacity. In
‘retain capacity’ boroughs, London Plan Policy E4C applies the
principle of no net loss of industrial floorspace capacity within
designated Locally Significant Industrial Sites (known as KIBAs in
Lambeth). Overall Lambeth is proposing a net loss of land
designated as LSIS, so the Mayor requires intensification of the
remaining stock of KIBAs for industrial uses. Industrial intensification
and co-location with other uses such as residential (allowed for
through a plan-led approach in Draft London Plan policy E7) is
therefore not a priority in Lambeth. Lambeth does not need to rely
on KIBA land to meet and exceed its Draft London Plan housing
target. KIBA land must be prioritised instead to achieve the Draft
London Plan requirement to retain industrial floorspace capacity in
the borough. There are a small number of exceptions to this
approach: three KIBAs have been identified as appropriate for
intensification and co-location. These KIBAs have been considered
as such owing to unique site-specific circumstances in each case. In
all other KIBAs only intensification for business and industrial uses is
supported to achieve the overall level of intensification required.
Buildings along Cranmer Road and Foxley Road provide a mix of
B1/2/8 spaces therefore Lambeth is required to continue protecting
this use by the Mayor.

No change

• The redevelopment of the site to provide further industrial
capacity would be supported;
• Any introduction of non-industrial uses such as residential
should be considered as a planled process of which:
o There would be no loss of industrial, storage and
warehousing floorspace;
o Adjoining industrial sites are not compromised;
o Phasing is such that the employment floorspace is
completed and operational before the residential;
o It is demonstrated that the different uses can satisfactorily
co-exist; and
o Where there is no net loss in industrial capacity affordable
housing should be provided at a 35% level.

Workspace
Group

69/3

As part of the evolving development scheme for the site, we
note the comments from both the borough and the GLA and
have progressed with a scheme comprising wholly
employment floorspace. We met with borough planning
officers in December 2018 to present the scheme which
includes the removal of the buildings along Cranmer Road and
Foxley Road and replacement with modern B1(a)-(c)
floorplates.
4.0 KENNINGTON BUSINESS PARK AS EXISTING
4.1 The NPPF establishes that planning policies should help
create conditions in which businesses can invest, expand and
adapt. The approach should allow each area to build on its
strengths, counter any weaknesses and address the challenges
of the future (para 80, NPPF).
4.2 As noted above Draft London Plan Policy E7 it is incumbent
on boroughs to plan positively and be proactive in considering
LSIS suitable for co-location and intensification. In respect of
the above, the GLA has recently published ‘industrial
intensification and co-location through plan-led and
masterplan approaches Practice Note November 2018’. This
sets out the process for both plan-led or masterplan-led
approaches, the latter being Stage 1 and Stage 2. Both
approaches require (albeit at different points) the need to
review the existing LSIS (KIBA in this case) to understand and
identify sub-areas for intensification and co-location.
4.3 We set out below, a review of the existing Kennington
Business Park in terms of local policy designations, the uses /
activities on site, what has been done by Workspace to
maximise the employment offer to date in the context of
those designations, the strengths and weaknesses of the site
and how Workspace consider these impact on the current and
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future marketing and success of the site and why evolution of
the KIBA through intensification and co-location is needed to
ensure its future success. Moreover, based on Workspace’s
review, we identify where the potential sub-areas for
intensification and co-location could be, for these to be
subject to further review and testing by way of a Masterplan
approach.

Plan
Issue
Section

Site/
Paragraph

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Planning Policy Context
4.4 The statutory development plan comprises the London
Plan 2016 and the Lambeth Local Plan 2015. The Adopted
Policies Map 2015 shows that the site falls within the
following designations:
• Key Industrial and Business Area
• Protected Vista from Primrose Hill to the Palace of
Westminster
• Protected Local Views of/from Brixton Panoramic, Millbank
and Norwood Park
• Archaeological Priority Area (fronting Brixton Road)
• Flood Risk Zone (to the Camberwell New Road section of the
site and the centre of the site)
4.5 Adjacent to the site are the following designations:
• Local Centre (opposite side of Brixton Road)
• Local Space of Heritage Value (St Marks)
• Historic Park and Garden (Kennington Park)
• Conservation Area (to the north west – Kennington Park)
• Conservation Area (to the south east – Foxley Road)
• Conservation Area (to the south – Brixton Road)
4.6 Some of the buildings on the site are also locally listed, the
listing description is as follows:
“Queen Anne style commercial premises built around three
sides of a courtyard opening to Brixton Road. Two, three and
four storey blocks in stock red brick with stone dressings.
Unusual applied pediment decoration enlivens the facades.
Clock tower feature, Sash windows and iron windows. Good
ironwork to boundaries. Sympathetic modern additions.”
4.7 The extent of the listing is unclear, the reference to the
three sides of a courtyard opening can be understood to be
Lincoln House, Canterbury Court and Chichester House.
However, it is not clear whether it extends to Cranmer House
or the buildings fronting Cranmer Road namely Salisbury
House, Norfolk House, Worchester House, Winchester House
and Hereford House.
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Employment Offer
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4.8 Workspace own the freehold of Kennington Business Park
having purchased it from Brixton Estates in circa 2006. It has
seen notable change in this time, with the number of
businesses on site increasing from 20 to 105, with more on
the waiting list. Vacancy rates are low. The uses on the site are
predominantly Class B1(a)-(c) units, with a smaller element of
Class B2 and B8 and Sui Generis uses. There is also
a gym on site.
4.9 Over the years Workspace has increased the quantum and
quality of floorspace on site on a building by building basis. An
overview of the buildings that comprise the Business Park are
set out below, together with the investments made and the
matters
influencing the marketability of the spaces within the
buildings. Moreover, the matters affecting the marketability
of the site in terms of its wider offer.
4.10 Canterbury Court: This is the largest building on the site
and understood to be locally listed. A four storey building with
a deep footprint. The footprint limits the attractiveness of the
floorspace due to the access to daylight within the building,
specifically to the ground floor. The building also has a limited
active frontage to the ground floor and in relation to
surrounding roads. This is due to its historical use as servicing
London Black Taxis. Specifically, there is no ground floor
frontage or relationship to Camberwell New Road due to the
presence of a large boundary wall to the back of the
pavement. The building is set back from the wall by a few
metres, this was to enable the taxis to drive into the building
itself. This historical use of the site has limited the uses that
can operate within the ground floor due to the limited
frontage and daylight. Current occupiers include a gym,
printers and a conference furniture hire company. The latter
two businesses need direct ground floor service access.
4.11 The active frontage to the building is to Brixton Road
where Canterbury Court, Lincoln House and Chester House/
Chicester House have created an open informal courtyard.
Canterbury Court serves as the main reception for the whole
of the Kennington Business Park. Located at 1st floor level, the
reception is accessed via steps and ramp from the open
courtyard. The reception houses a café introduced by
Workspace. Beyond this are a series of open plan office
spaces/ pods set around a glass atrium. The glass atrium
serves the 1st to 3rd floors. The atrium was introduced by
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Workspace, together with the 3rd floor accommodation which
is an extension to the existing building. The atrium seeks to
address the deep floorplate of the building and improve the
attractiveness of the space. Beyond the atrium are a series of
individually let offices/ units, including Workspace’s offices. A
high street clothing brand occupies two floors to the eastern
end of the building and benefits from a private exposed
garden area beyond the glassed atrium.
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4.12 Workspace do not envisage any further potential for
additional floorspace being generated within the existing
fabric of the building. Rather, the existing fabric has already
been maximised and it is likely that the space will be
remodelled and refurbished over time.
4.13 Lincoln House: This is understood to be locally listed
based on the above description. Currently largely in office use.
Workspace do not envisage any notable changes to this
building.
4.14 Chichester House, Chester House: A four storey building
fronting onto Brixton Road. This is understood to be locally
listed based on the above description. It has limited active
street opening and activity. A modern entrance was
introduced to the rear of the building and as such it is largely
accessed and serviced from within the site. Workspace also
added new accommodation (a new 3rd floor) and glass
atrium. The space is occupied by a range of businesses
including a costume hire and prop hire company, whom also
have a workshop unit within Salisbury House to the rear. The
existing fabric has already been maximised and it is likely that
the space will be remodelled and refurbished over time.
4.15 Cranmer House: A four storey building at the junction of
Brixton Road and Cramner Road, currently occupied by a
range of office related businesses. Workspace do not envisage
any notable changes to this building.
4.16 Salisbury House, Norfolk House, Worchester House,
Winchester House and Hereford House: A series of two
storey buildings. The original Cranmer Road building facades
remain. To the rear the buildings are largely new format. The
buildings appear to have been built over at least two phases
running West to East. Decorative headstones show 1908,
before the last building in the run (Winchester House)
showing 1992. A range of businesses occupy the buildings
with a worksphop to the costume hire company, charities
(office functions), catering (understood to include a test
kitchen rather than on-site food preparation for function), an
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architecural firm and a meat stoarge and distribution
company.
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4.17 These buildings do not form part of the ‘courtyard’ of
buildings referred to in the local listing. They have lesser
architectural detailing and have been highly altered, such that
only the original façades remain. Workspace has identified
this part of the site
as offering potential for intensification of employment
floorspace and co-location with residential / other
complementary uses.
4.18 Gloucester House: This includes a range of single and two
storey modern buildings and occupiers including a furniture
maker fronting Cranmer Road, advertising and licencing
management of London Black Taxi’s fronting Foxley Road and
Camberwell New Road.
4.19 These buildings have little or no architectural quality,
workspace wish to explore the redevelopment potential of
these buildings to intensify the employment floorspace and
co-locate with residential/other uses.
4.20 Public Realm: Workspace have identified the arrival
point, specifically from Oval underground station, as weak for
a Business Park of this size and the nature of the occupiers.
The site entrance from Brixton Road, does not signal a
‘destination’.
4.21 As noted above the main reception for the business park
is to the 1st floor to Canterbury Court. Access to it is from
Brixton Road via a courtyard created by Canterbury Court,
Lincoln House and Chester / Chichester House. The courtyard
is cluttered, with car parking, redundant wind turbines and
the ramp and step access to the 1st floor reception. The
courtyard is not fully enclosed and is further weakened by the
vehicular ramp that negotiates level change down into the
site.
4.22 Whilst the buildings provide a strong urban edge to
Camberwell New Road, Brixton Road and Cramner Road, there
is little activity or engagement with the roads or built form
beyond them. Whilst in the case of Camberwell New Road this
is due to the historic boundary wall, to Cranmer and Brixton
this is largely due to the service and pedestrian entrances
being to the rear within the business park. The business park
turns in on itself, but not in a successful way. The main
entrances to buildings are within the main central area which
also serves as the main vehicular and service area.
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4.23 Wider Service Offer: The supporting offer to businesses
on the site is limited both within the site and in terms of the
surrounding area (i.e. Brixton Road Local Centre). On site,
there is the café introduced by Workspace (ancillary to the
Class B1 use within the building). The only other supporting /
complementary use is the gym to the ground floor. Beyond
this, businesses are reliant on the services available on Brixton
Road. The offer is weak comprising numerous vacant units.
4.24 In short, compared to other business park’s operated by
Workspace the offer of complementary uses on site and in the
surrounding area is lacking. This is a matter that is increasingly
affecting business location decision making. Workspace has
sought to address this through their portfolio (see Section 2)
with great success. There is a need to create both an inward
and outward looking destination at Kennington Business Park.
Strengths and Weaknesses
4.25 Strengths:
• A single landowner and workspace provider;
• Locally listed buildings on site create character and street
frontage of architectural interest;
• Predominantly employment use with Class B1 uses, with B2
and B8 uses;
• A range of workspace / unit sizes available on flexible leases;
• Currently low vacancy rates;
• The existing workspace within Canterbury Court, Lincoln
House, Chichester House and Chester House have recently
been refurbished and extended to maximise the offer.
4.26 Weaknesses:
• Convoluted pedestrian access to the business park from
Oval Underground station.
• A weak arrival point that does not signal Kennington
Business Park as a ‘destination’.
• Lack of active frontages to Brixton Road, Cramner Road and
Camberwell New Road;
• Locally listed buildings that do not necessarily lend
themselves to current market requirements;
• Level changes through the site, separate the main Brixton
Road arrival point from the rest of the business park;
• Car parking and servicing dominant the public realm within
the site;
• Limited complementary uses on site to support businesses.
• Limited complementary uses within the adjacent Brixton
Road Local Centre;
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4.27 Workspace have sought to maximise the quantum and
quality of employment space on the site. However, they see
further opportunity to intensify the employment offer of the
site through the partial demolition and redevelopment of the
site. This is needed to enable the business park evolve,
improve the wider offer and attractiveness of the business
park to existing and future businesses. In short secure its
continued success in the future.
4.28 Workspace needs to establish Kennington Business Park
as more of a destination, as a destination it is both outward
and inward looking. It needs to address the arrival point to
Brixton Road and the public realm within the site, together
with how the existing buildings respond to the roads that it
fronts. The complementary uses of the site also need to be
reviewed in terms of supporting the destination role and
activity that is being sought by businesses. These supporting
services and uses are needed to support businesses and
attract and retain high quality staff.
5.0 THE VISION FOR KENNINGTON BUSINESS PARK
5.1 An initial Masterplan Vision Document has been prepared
to support and inform these representations. Whilst prepared
having regard to the provisions of Draft London Plan Policy E7
Part E, it is not intended as a document that complies with the
recently published ‘Industrial intensification and co-location
through plan-led and masterplan approaches Practice Note
November 2018’.
5.2 The Practice Note sets out the process for both plan-led
and masterplan-led approaches. In respect of masterplan-led
approaches it sets out a two stage process with Stage 1
reviewing the LSIS (i.e. KIBA) to identify the sub-area for colocation and intensification and co-location, with Stage 2 then
taking the proposals forward for that sub-area. The
Masterplan Vision Document reviews the Kennington Business
Park as a whole and identifies a sub-area for intensification
and co-location having regard to the constraints and
opportunities on the site. This includes, but is not limited to,
the heritage assets on the site in the form of locally listed
buildings but also Workspace’s review of the employment
offer on site, what is working, what has already been
maximised and what offers the potential for employment
intensification.
5.3 The Masterplan Vision Document identifies the sub-area
as comprising Salisbury House, Norfolk House, Worchester
House, Winchester House, Hereford House and Gloucester
House. In terms of headline figures, the document identifies:
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Policies KIBA
Map
Site

Kennington
Business Park

Draft London Plan policy E4 outlines that a sufficient supply of land
and premises in different parts of London to meet current and
future demands for industrial and related functions should be
maintained. This should make provision for a range of industrial
uses. The London Plan does not allow other types of uses within
Locally Significant Industrial Sites (LSIS) (KIBAs in Lambeth).

No change

The DRLLP PSV 2020 is intending to be in general conformity with
the new London Plan not the 2016 London Plan. The Draft London
Plan policies on industrial land have been found sound (See EIP
Panel Report 2019). Lambeth is a borough identified in the London
Plan required to ‘retain capacity’ of its designated industrial
floorspace capacity. In ‘retain capacity’ boroughs, London Plan
Policy E4C applies the principle of no net loss of industrial floorspace
capacity within designated Locally Significant Industrial Sites (LSIS).
Overall Lambeth is proposing a net loss of land designated as LSIS,
so the Mayor requires intensification of the remaining stock of KIBAs
for industrial uses. Industrial intensification and co-location with
other uses such as residential (allowed for through a plan-led
approach in Draft London Plan policy E7) is therefore not a priority
in Lambeth. Lambeth does not need to rely on KIBA land to meet
and exceed its Draft London Plan housing target. KIBA land must be
prioritised instead to achieve the Draft London Plan requirement to
retain industrial floorspace capacity in the borough. There are a
small number of exceptions to this approach: three KIBAs have been
identified as appropriate for intensification and co-location. These
KIBAs have been considered as such owing to unique site-specific
circumstances in each case. In all other KIBAs only intensification for
business and industrial uses is supported to achieve the overall level
of intensification required.
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• Kennington Business Park: circa 46,540 sq.m. of existing
employment floorspace.
• Sub-area as existing: circa 10,320 sq.m of existing
employment floorspace.
• Sub-area as proposed: 10,320 sq.m. of employment
floorspace reprovided.
• Sub-area as proposed: 20,680 sq.m. of additional
employment / complementary uses (leisure / retail /
commercial).
• Sub-area as proposed: circa 13,300 sq.m. of residential
floorspace space.

Workspace
Group

69/5

5.4 The document sets out the Masterplan principles that sit
behind the above having regard to streetscape, uses,
pedestrian movement, access, servicing, massing, phasing and
decanting and residential amenity. It considers how the subarea could operate in combination with the wider operational
Kennington Business Park having regard to the Agents of
Change principles. It is intended as a document that facilitates
debate on the future vision for Kennington Business Park and
the potential for intensification and co-location. Workspace
would welcome further discussion with LB Lambeth and the
GLA in this regard with the intention of proceeding down and
Masterplan-led approach supported by a corresponding
change to the Local Plan Review.
6.0 LOCAL PLAN: WORKSPACE CHANGES SOUGHT
6.1 The approach of the Local Plan Review, and the evidence
base, appears to be based on the premise that as Kennington
Business Park is occupied, it is successful and therefore policy
should seek preservation in situ. However, this does not
enable Kennington Business Park to evolve over the 15 year
plan period or enable it to respond to changing market
conditions and the needs of businesses.
6.2 It is clear that Lambeth’s Draft Local Plan Review has been
prepared in the context of the Draft London Plan that has
been submitted for Examination. Assuming that the Draft
London Plan Policies are found sound in their current form, or
amended form, the Lambeth Local Plan Review will need to
comply with its provisions. The Draft London Plan policies are
clear that it is incumbent on local planning authorities to plan
positively and to be proactive in considering LSIS suitable for
co-location and intensification. Moreover, to plan positively to
meet and exceed housing and affordable housing targets.
6.3 Whilst the Local Plan Review seeks to identify KIBA’s
appropriate for industrial intensification and co-location,

Officer Response

Proposed Change

The Kennington Park KIBA provides a mix of B1 spaces therefore
Lambeth is required to continue protecting these by the Mayor.

Policies KIBA
Map
Site

Kennington
Business Park

KIBA designation protects land for specific industrial and commercial No change
uses as outlined in policy ED3. KIBA designations affords a greater
level of protection for all units in the Commercial Area and helps to
maintain lower land values, by removing hope value for residential
development. This in turn helps to ensure that existing KIBA uses
and KIBA compliant schemes remain viable.
Lambeth is a borough identified in the London Plan required to
‘retain capacity’ of its designated industrial floorspace capacity. In
‘retain capacity’ boroughs, London Plan Policy E4C applies the
principle of no net loss of industrial floorspace capacity within
designated Locally Significant Industrial Sites (LSIS). Overall Lambeth
is proposing a net loss of land designated as LSIS, so the Mayor
requires intensification of the remaining stock of KIBAs for industrial
uses. Industrial intensification and co-location with other uses such
as residential (allowed for through a plan-led approach in Draft
London Plan policy E7) is therefore not a priority in Lambeth.
Lambeth does not need to rely on KIBA land to meet and exceed its
Draft London Plan housing target. KIBA land must be prioritised
instead to achieve the Draft London Plan requirement to retain
industrial floorspace capacity in the borough. There are a small
number of exceptions to this approach: three KIBAs have been
identified as appropriate for intensification and co-location. These
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Kennington Business Park is not identified. This in our view is
not justified by the evidence base failing NPPF soundness test
(b). Moreover, it is not in compliance with the provisions of
the Draft London Plan Policy E7 or the NPPF in terms of
enabling the site to build on its strengths, counter its
weaknesses and address the challenges of the future. In this
respect it also fails NPPF soundness test (d).
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KIBAs have been considered as such owing to unique site-specific
circumstances in each case. In all other KIBAs only intensification for
business and industrial uses is supported to achieve the overall level
of intensification required.
London Plan policy E4 outlines the range of uses suitable for Locally
Significant Industrial Sites (KIBAs in Lambeth). DRLLP policy must be
in general conformity with the London Plan.

6.4 It is our position that the Local Plan Review should identify
Kennington Business Park as a KIBA suitable for intensification
and co-location.

The changes to policy PN8 are proposed in order to make clear that
active frontages are not appropriate within KIBAs. Uses that are
considered appropriate within KIBAs are outlined in DRLLP PSV 2020
policy ED3 and London Plan policy E4.

6.5 In this representation and the supporting vision document
we have set out the background to Workspace and their
understanding of the wider London employment market
having regard to their portfolio of sites. Moreover, the
importance of policy enabling sites to grow, evolve and
respond to the market. We have set out how Workspace have
managed Kennington Business Park to respond to the market
in the last 12 years, together with their assessment of the
existing employment offer and what is needed to enable both
the existing employment offer and Kennington Business Park
to compete over the next 15 year plan period. This includes
the identification of a sub-area within the site that we
consider appropriate for intensification and colocation with
residential and other uses.
6.6 As set out herein, we are seeking a revision to the Local
Plan Review Policy ED3 and Proposals Map to identify
Kennington Business Park as a KIBA appropriate for
intensification and co-location consistent with Draft London
Plan Policy E7. Moreover, the deletion of the proposed
changes to PN8 Kennington Oval.

Ekaya
Housing
Association

111/1

6.7 It is noted that the GLA has recently published ‘industrial
intensification and colocation through plan-led and
masterplan approaches Practice Note November 2018’. This
sets out the process for both plan-led or masterplan-led
approaches, the latter being Stage 1 and Stage 2. Both
approaches require (albeit at different points) the need to
review the existing LSISs (KIBAs in this case) to understand and
identify subareas for intensification and co-location. The
Vision document submitted with this representation identifies
such a sub-area. Workspace would welcome engagement with
LB Lambeth and the GLA to review the opportunities for this
sub-area through a Masterplan led approach.
Ekaya Housing Association are making representations to the
Draft Revised Lambeth Local dated October 2018, in
connection with the proposed allocation of Knolly’s Yard as a

Policies KIBA
Map
Site

Knolly's Yard

The existing site comprises a range of industrial units
accommodating lower-value industrial uses and other industrial
related businesses important to the local economy, particularly the

No change
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Key Industrial Business Area (KIBA). Ekaya Housing own land
adjacent to the access into Knolly’s Yard and as such, are
objecting to the proposed allocation of Knolly’s Yard as a KIBA.
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Within the initial Local Plan Review, LB Lambeth identifies the
site as being suitable as KIBA Land with potential for both
intensification and co-location. There are concerns regarding
the access and surrounding road infrastructure to
accommodate the type of traffic associated with KIBA uses,
especially as our land neighbours the access into the site;

Officer Response

Proposed Change

construction sector. The London Plan states that a sufficient supply
of land and premises in different parts of London to meet current
and future demands for industrial and related functions should be
maintained and therefore the designation of this site as a KIBA will
help to ensure this.
Lambeth acknowledges the site-specific constraints to
redevelopment affecting this site, particularly the significant access
issues. For this reason, and with the support of the Mayor,
intensification and co-location with residential is proposed to enable
the delivery of road/rail infrastructure changes required to facilitate
the redevelopment of the site, in accordance with London Plan
policy E7.

Uses identified as being acceptable within a KIBA are business,
industrial, storage and waste management uses, business,
waste uses, reusable energy technology, employment training,
industrial, green industries, builder’s yard, bus garage,
storage, refurbishing and repair, haulage, telecommunications
which would not lend themselves to co-location on this site
having regard to the principles within the London Plan;

DRLLP PSV 2020 policy ED3 states that business, industrial, storage
and waste management uses, including green industries and other
compatible industrial and commercial uses (excluding large scale
retail). Therefore a range of employment uses would be able to
come forward alongside residential.

Given the size and constraints of the site, the configuration of
uses will be unlikely to be sufficiently separated to protect
residential amenity;
The allocation of the site for KIBA uses would not accord with
the tests within the London Plan. As such, the potential uses
for the site should be far wider generic employment uses as
opposed to the ‘bad neighbour uses’ identified within the
policy text.
There are substantial issues associated with KIBA uses at
Knolly’s Yard in connection with the surrounding road
network, together with the single access into the site (which
we neighbour). For these reasons, KIBA type uses are not
suitable either due to the surrounding road network, the
access, nor co-locating with residential uses and, as such, we
object to such an allocation.

Eco World
London
Developme
nt Ltd.

117/1

This would be an opportunity to have a mixed-use on the site
(and widening the scope of uses, not just KIBA type uses)
would create the value required to unlock the site and meet
objectives for creating new jobs in Tulse Hill, Lambeth; the
delivery of a range of housing tenures to meet acute needs in
the Borough; and the environmental enhancement that this
neglected, back land site so badly needs. As such we object to
the proposed allocation of a KIBA, even with the co-location
on this site.
Eco World International are making representations to the
Draft Revised Lambeth Local Plan dated October 2018, in
connection with the proposed allocation of Knolly’s Yard as a
Key Industrial Business Area (KIBA).

Policies KIBA
Map
Site

Knolly's Yard

The existing site comprises a range of industrial units
accommodating lower-value industrial uses and other industrial
related businesses important to the local economy, particularly the
construction sector. The London Plan states that a sufficient supply

No change
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Within the initial Local Plan Review, LB Lambeth identified the
site as suitable for a KIBA. Representations were made
demonstrating that not only were KIBA uses not viable on this
site, but the access and surrounding road infrastructure were
not compatible with KIBA uses.
The Draft Revised Local Plan continues to propose this site as
being suitable for KIBA uses notwithstanding the evidence
that was put forward during the first round of consultation.
The representations below reinforce the issues associated
with KIBA uses on the site, and request that the site is not
designated as a KIBA, allowing an appropriate quantum and
type of employment use to come forward which is
appropriate for this site.
As such, our representations request (and demonstrate why)
the KIBA designation (even with co-location) would be too
restrictive for the site, stopping it coming forward for
development.
We set out below a summary of our representations:
• The latest revision of the Local Plan identifies the site as
being suitable as KIBA Land with potential for both
intensification and co-location. There are significant concerns
regarding the access and surrounding road infrastructure to
accommodate the type of traffic associated with KIBA uses;
• Uses identified as being acceptable within a KIBA are
business, industrial, storage and waste management uses,
business, waste uses, reusable energy technology,
employment training, industrial, green industries, builder’s
yard, bus garage, storage, refurbishing & repair, haulage,
telecommunications which would not lend themselves to colocation on this site having regard to the principles within the
London Plan;
• Illustrations at Figure 6.3 in the London Plan identifying the
approach to consolidation separating the B8 Storage and
Distribution from the residential, but mixes B1c with
residential. LB Lambeth have to date been clear that uses
associated with KIBAs are not uses which are compatible with
residential uses, but instead are ‘bad neighbour uses’;
• The irregular triangle shape of Knolly’s Yard means that it is
difficult to separate KIBA type uses with residential. The
London Plan policy requires that industrial and related
activities should not be compromised and should have
efficient function, access, service arrangements and
days/hours of operation 7 days/24 hour access;
• Given the constraints of the site, the configuration of uses
will be unlikely to be sufficiently separated to protect
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of land and premises in different parts of London to meet current
and future demands for industrial and related functions should be
maintained and therefore the designation of this site as a KIBA will
help to ensure this.
The council acknowledges the site-specific constraints to
redeveloping this site, particularly those relating to access. For this
reason, and with the support of the Mayor, intensification and colocation with residential is proposed to enable the delivery of
road/rail infrastructure changes required to facilitate the
redevelopment of the site.
Support for residential uses on this site is noted and aligns with
current proposals to designate the site as a KIBA that has potential
for industrial intensification and co-location in accordance with
London Plan policy E7.
London Plan policy E4 outlines the range of uses suitable for Locally
Significant Industrial Sites (KIBAs in Lambeth). DRLLP PSV 2020
policy must be in general conformity with the London Plan. DRLLP
PSV 2020 policy ED3 states that business, industrial, storage and
waste management uses, including green industries and other
compatible industrial and commercial uses (excluding large scale
retail). Therefore a range of employment uses would be able to
come forward alongside residential.
Lambeth is progressing a Site Allocations DPD. This site will be
considered for inclusion in that document. If the proposal is taken
forward, and a planning application is submitted, solutions to the
access issues will be investigated through transport and viability
assessments.
Lambeth would also assess what appropriate design mitigation
would be necessary to ensure appropriate levels of residential
amenity are met whilst ensuring that industrial and related activities
on-site are not compromised in terms of their continued efficient
function, access, service arrangements and days/hours of operation
noting that many businesses have 7-day/24-hour access and
operational requirements.
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Plan
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residential amenity as co-location is envisaged by the London
Plan;
• Work undertaken by i-transport confirms that the
surrounding residential road infrastructure network (which
includes Knollys Road), is insufficient to accommodate
vehicles associated with KIBA uses;
• Discussions with a number of commercial operators have
confirmed that due to the constrained road network
surrounding the site, they would not be prepared to operate
from the site;
• The current 3.1m bridge headroom prevents access by fire
engines and refuse vehicles, and the scaffolding lorries have to
be modified to enter the site. Scaffolding lorries that are
unable to enter the site have been observed loading and
unloading on the residential streets of Cameron Place and
Knollys Road. There is no pavement through the underbridge
pedestrians are therefore extremely vulnerable and there is
an increased risk of accidents;
• LB Lambeth have been provided with information which
demonstrates that the use of the site for those KIBA uses
identified above, would be unviable due to the cost associated
with the upgrading of the under bridge;
• Whilst a mix of uses on the site is considered more
appropriate, we are concerned that the potential uses
associated with a KIBA would be too restrictive and work done
to date confirms that operators would not locate to the site
due to constraints in the surrounding area. A widening of uses
would therefore be more appropriate and required to enable
this site to come forward;
• In line with London Plan Policy, if intensified industrial,
storage and distribution uses are required to be completed
and operational in advance of any residential component
being occupied, then based on research undertaken to date,
the site would be sterilized and would not be developed.
• To make the Plan ‘legally compliant’ a number of tests
within the NPPF need to be met. One of the relevant tests
requires sites to be deliverable taking into account
infrastructure costs, which if designated for KIBA uses (even
allowing for co-location) would not be possible.
• Assessment of a KIBA allocation against criteria within Policy
4.4 of the London Plan demonstrates that this is not a suitable
site for KIBA uses. As such, the potential uses for the site
should be far wider generic employment uses as opposed to
the ‘bad neighbour uses’ identified within the policy text.
Policy PN7 West Norwood
Policies KIBA
Policy PN7 West Norwood supports the provision of tall
Map
Site
landmark buildings at Tulse Hill, which we would support on
Knolly’s Yard. The policy states that:

Site/
Paragraph
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Knolly's Yard

Heights considered appropriate on this site will be considered in the
context of policy Q26.

No change

653

Name

Eco World
London
Developme
nt Ltd.

Rep
Code

117/1
2

Representation Wording
Tulse Hill – improving its role as a gateway to the wider West
Norwood area. Taller landmark buildings are supported where
they provide a focal point for the gateway and reinforce the
sense of destination. Given the area’s high accessibility the
density of new development should be optimised provided
the architectural quality and detailing is of an exemplar
standard to enhance the appearance of the town centre and
does not harm locally important views or the setting of
heritage assets.
The provision of tall buildings at Knolly’s Yard would be
appropriate given its close proximity to the station, and the
potential for place making attributes for the site. As part of
any redevelopment proposals it is proposed to include a
footbridge to allow for a through route opening up the site
and benefiting residents around the site by introducing desire
lines and quick links to the railway station. We would
therefore support the provision of tall buildings Tulse Hill and
specifically at Knolly’s Yard.
Background
This triangular site is bounded by mainline railway lines
between London Victoria and Waterloo, and the south coast.
The spine road on the site leads to a Network Rail building
located at the north-eastern apex of the triangle, which is
used for operational purposes.
The Department for Transport (DfT) has identified the site
(which excludes the operational building and associated land)
as surplus to operational requirements. As such, the site
presents an opportunity for redevelopment to generate
income to be reinvested in the rail network. Importantly, the
site is also identified as an opportunity site for the delivery of
new homes in London, addressing the requirement for all
public-sector landowners to identify sufficient land for the
delivery of 160,000 new homes nationwide (as set out in the
2015 Autumn Statement and 2016 Budget). The site was
identified as a brownfield housing opportunity by the London
Land Commission, which is tasked with helping to co-ordinate
and accelerate the release of such sites in public ownership
for new multi tenure housing developments. Network Rail
identify this is as one of their priority sites for residential
development.
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Policies KIBA
Map
Site

Knolly's Yard

Existing access issues are noted. Lambeth is progressing a Site
Allocations DPD. This site will be considered for inclusion in that
document. If the proposal is taken forward, and a planning
application is received, solutions to these issues will be carefully
investigated through transport and viability assessments. All
planning applications are subject to highways and transport
assessments and so any traffic issues or impacts on the surrounding
road network will also have to be carefully assessed during the
decision-making process.

No change

Lambeth would also need to assess what appropriate design
mitigation would be necessary to ensure appropriate levels of
residential amenity are met whilst ensuring that industrial and
related activities on-site are not compromised in terms of their
continued efficient function, access, service arrangements and
days/hours of operation noting that many businesses have 7day/24-hour access and operational requirements.

Originally proposed to be KIBA Land, the policy specifically
excluded residential uses. As set out in our original
representations, there are substantial issues associated with
KIBA uses at Knolly’s Yard in connection with the surrounding
road network, together with the single access into the site. For
these reasons KIBA type uses are not suitable either due to
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the surrounding road network, the access, nor co-locating
with residential uses. We address this in detail below.
The Site and Surrounding Area
Policies KIBA
The site measures approximately 1.2ha and is let by Network
Map
Site
Rail to a number of scaffolders and two metal fabricators. The
uses on the site do not have the benefit of a planning
permission but have been established on a piece-meal basis
over the last two decades. The tenants have erected informal,
temporary structures, mainly comprising racks with
corrugated iron roofs for the storage of scaffolding poles and
other materials. A number of shipping containers exist on the
site, and are used for storage, and portacabins / caravans used
for ancillary welfare / offices. These structures, are frequently
moved and / or dismantled and re-built. The site is untidy and
subject to dumping of waste materials both within individual
demises, and on the common parts of the site.
The site is not within a conservation area, and there are no
listed buildings on or adjacent to it. The closest conservation
area is Lancaster Avenue on the other side of Norwood Road.
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Knolly's Yard

Existing access issues are noted. Lambeth is progressing a Site
Allocations DPD. This site will be considered for inclusion in that
document. If the proposal is taken forward, and a planning
application is received, solutions to these issues will be carefully
investigated through transport and viability assessments. All
planning applications are subject to highways and transport
assessments and so any traffic issues or impacts on the surrounding
road network will also have to be carefully assessed during the
decision-making process.

No change

Access to the site is through a narrow ‘underbridge’ via the
residential streets of Knollys Road and Cameron Place. The
3.1m headroom prevents access to the site by fire engines and
refuse vehicles. Scaffolding lorries that currently use the site
have been modified to lower them sufficiently to fit beneath
the bridge. We understand that scaffolding lorries unable to
enter the site have been observed loading and unloading on
the residential streets of Cameron Place and Knollys Road.
There is no pavement through the underbridge; pedestrians
are therefore extremely vulnerable and there is an increased
risk of accidents. The single width access into the site has to
be closed on occasions to enable railway track / underbridge
repairs to take place; thus restricting movements in and out of
the site for the duration of any works.
The site is entirely enclosed by railway tracks and thick bands
of associated tree boundary screening. The site itself is
relatively flat and at the bottom of a relatively steep slope
from the south. As such, the site is effectively in a ‘bowl’,
several metres below the prevailing ground level.
The entrance to the site is located approximately 450m (6
minutes) walk from the West Norwood District Centre and is
therefore readily accessible to a wide range of shops and
services. The site entrance is approximately 950 m (11
minutes) walk to Tulse Hill overground station (providing
services to London Bridge, City Thameslink, St Pancras, West
Croydon, Beckenham, St Albans, Luton and Brighton). In
addition, it is a short walk (450m / 6 minutes) to bus stops, on
Norwood Road, for routes 2, N2, 68, N68, 196, 315, 322, 432,
468 and 690.
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The immediately surrounding streets are predominantly
residential, with development varying in scale between 2 and
5 storeys. Knollys Road comprises a mix of 2 – 4 storey
terraced and semi-detached houses dating from the early 20
century, plus later 3 - 4 storey blocks of flats. Cameron Place is
a late 20th century development of 3 storey flats and 2 storey
houses. Harpenden Road has a recent 3 storey terrace at its
southern end; and mainly 2 storey, early 20th century
terraced houses elsewhere with some larger 3 storey houses
on street corners. The north side of Leigham Vale is mainly
early 20th century, 2 storey, semi-detached houses but with a
modern 5 storey block of flats at its eastern end. The southern
side of the road is predominately undeveloped up to the
railway line.
Current Position in Respect of the Underbridge
To ensure that bridges and underbridges would not be subject
to a ‘bridge strike’, the Network Rail standard would normally
require minimum headroom of 5.7m, where this can be
achieved with reasonable economy. Where this is not
possible, the minimum headroom standard would be 5.3m. In
addition, the Highways Standard for the maximum gradient of
roads is no greater than 1:4 or 25 %.
An outline design has been developed to deliver an
underbridge with headroom clearance of 4.3m which with
current designs is the maximum that can be delivered at this
site. The 4.3m headroom would enable fire engines, refuse
vehicles and some commercial vehicles to enter the site but
importantly, would not provide sufficient headroom to enable
HGVs to enter the site.
The need for fire engines to be able to access the site is a key
requirement. The headroom that can be achieved at Knollys
Yard is 1m lower than Network Rail’s normal minimum
headroom standard of 5.3m and is the absolute minimum
necessary for emergency and refuse vehicles.
To provide 4.3m headroom requires the access roadway to be
at a gradient of 1:4, which is the maximum that the Highways
Standards will allow, and any increase in the headroom could
only be achieved by a further steepening of the roadway,
which is not possible as this would be beyond permissible
Highways Standards.
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Policies KIBA
Map
Site

Knolly's Yard

Lambeth acknowledges the site-specific constraints to
redevelopment affecting this, particularly the significant access
issues. For this reason, and with the support of the Mayor,
intensification and co-location with residential is proposed to enable
the delivery of road/rail infrastructure changes required to facilitate
the redevelopment of the site.

No change

Lambeth is progressing a Site Allocations DPD. This site will be
considered for inclusion in that document. Existing access issues are
noted - if the proposal is taken forward, and a planning application
is received, solutions to these issues will be carefully investigated
through transport and viability assessments. All planning
applications are subject to highways and transport assessments and
so any traffic issues or impacts on the surrounding road network will
also have to be carefully assessed during the decision-making
process, including the potential for an additional access point into
the site.

Where the headroom is less than the required 5.7m the
bridge must be designed to resist vehicle collision loads or
other suitable protection must be provided to prevent bridge
strikes. Network Rail engineers must be able to inspect the
bridge in the event of a strike and have a legal right to close
the access way. As the site is within a railway triangle (and this
is the single point of access and egress), it means that any
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occupiers within the site would be unable to enter or leave
the site other than by foot. This would therefore have an
impact on any funding for development purposes
unachievable.
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Policies KIBA
Map
Site

Knolly's Yard

Lambeth acknowledges the site-specific constraints to
redevelopment affecting this, particularly the significant access
issues. For this reason, and with the support of the Mayor,
intensification and co-location with residential is proposed to enable
the delivery of road/rail infrastructure changes required to facilitate
the redevelopment of the site. Delivery of residential on this site
would align with the 1991 planning permission.

No change

Although most bridge strikes may only result in a limited
period of closure, a major event requiring substantial repairs
could mean that the underbridge would be shut for a
considerable period of time. Network Rail would require a
‘sacrificial’ structure to be positioned ahead of the bridge to
ensure unsuitable vehicles cannot go near the bridge.
For the reasons stated above, and notwithstanding the
surrounding residential road network, the bridge cannot be
built to accommodate the headroom for
industrial/warehousing HGVs or the uses identified as suitable
for KIBA land. A planning application for a new under bridge
(Reference 16/04089/FUL) is currently with LB Lambeth for
determination.
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Surrounding Road Network
The surrounding road network has been reviewed to
understand its suitability for vehicles associated with KIBA
uses. Work undertaken to date has demonstrated that the
surrounding road network including the junctions of Knolly’s
Road with York Hill and Leigham Vale would result in conflict
between large vehicles and other traffic as well as along the
length of Knolley’s Road given its width with parking on either
side.
Planning Permission 0657/89/18674
Outline planning permission was granted at appeal on 1 May
1991 for the formation of a new road bridge access and 147
residential units. The Inspector noted that the only access
passes under a railway bridge which has a headroom of only
about 3.2m. This is inadequate to permit the passage of lorries
with roof spoilers or those carrying high loads, and is
considerably below the 4.0m recommended headroom for the
free passage of a fire appliance. With the cars usually parked
in Knollys Road, lorries can have difficulties in negotiating the
sharp turn into the access. The Inspector went onto say that
although there could be some loss of employment if the
appeal were allowed, that must be set against the advantage
of providing a significant number of additional dwellings in an
area with a severe housing shortage.
NPPF Tests
There is a requirement for the local plan to be ‘legally
compliant’. In order to be legally compliant, a local plan has to
be prepared in accordance with the Duty to Cooperate and

Policies KIBA
Map
Site

Knolly's Yard

Lambeth is progressing a Site Allocations DPD. This site will be
considered for inclusion in that document. If the proposal is taken
forward, and a planning application is received, solutions to these
issues will be carefully investigated through transport and viability
assessments. All planning applications are subject to highways and
transport assessments and so any traffic issues or impacts on the
surrounding road network will also have to be carefully assessed
during the decision-making process, including the potential for an
additional access point into the site.
Lambeth is progressing a Site Allocations DPD. Knolly's Yard will be
considered for inclusion in that document. Any site allocation policy
will need to have regard to deliverability, including viability.

No change
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legal and procedural requirements. This is required by
legislation and the Town and Country Planning (Local
Planning) (England) Regulations 2012 (as amended).
To be ‘sound’ a local plan should be positively prepared,
justified, effective and consistent with national policy. This is
explained in the National Planning Policy Framework 2018
(paragraph 35):
Paragraph 35 relates to Examining Local Plans. This states that
the Local Plan will be examined by an independent inspector
whose role is to assess whether the plan has been prepared in
accordance with the Duty to Cooperate, legal and procedural
requirements, and whether it is sound. A local planning
authority should submit a plan for examination which it
considers is “sound” – namely that it is:
• Positively prepared – the plan should be prepared based on
a strategy which seeks to meet objectively assessed
development and infrastructure requirements, including
unmet requirements from neighbouring authorities where it is
reasonable to do so and consistent with achieving sustainable
development;
• Justified – the plan should be the most appropriate strategy,
when considered against the reasonable alternatives, based
on proportionate evidence;
• Effective – the plan should be deliverable over its period and
based on effective joint working on cross-boundary strategic
priorities; and
• Consistent with national policy – the plan should enable the
delivery of sustainable development in accordance with the
policies in the Framework.
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Officer Response

Proposed Change

The Mayor supports the designation of this site as KIBA but also
acknowledges that co-location with residential will be necessary to
enable delivery of necessary road/rail infrastructure changes. He
stated that, in turn, this could enable effective use of the site for
both industrial and residential uses. The introduction of residential
uses on the site is planned to be achieved through a process of
intensification and/or consolidation of industrial uses in accordance
with London Plan Policy E7.
London Plan policy E4 outlines a broad range of employment uses
that are considered suitable for LSIS. DRLLP PSV 2020 policy must be
in general conformity with the London Plan.

We demonstrate below that designation of Knolly’s Yard as a
KIBA (including co-location) would not be ‘sound’ as no
consideration has been given by LB Lambeth to viability as the
plan would not be deliverable. Work undertaken to date, and
provided to LB Lambeth, demonstrates that uses associated
with a KIBA designation would not be viable, nor would it be
deliverable due to the surrounding road network, and the only
way to fund the improvement to the access would be for a
mixed use scheme with non-KIBA uses accommodated on the
site.
Viability
Gerald Eve LLP were instructed by Prime Place (now Eco
World International), to prepare an assessment to review the
viability of an employment use at Knollys Yard.
This report (which has been provided to LB Lambeth, please
do let us know if you require an additional copy to accompany
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these representations) demonstrated that employment-type
development of the quantum proposed at Knolly’s Yard would
not be viable due to the abnormal costs of improving the
inadequate underbridge access to the site. Therefore, the site
could not be developed for KIBA uses. To bring the site
forward, the type and quantum of employment uses cannot
be constrained by a KIBA designation (even with the colocation as suggested by LB Lambeth) as there would need to
be greater flexibility of the type and quantum of employment
space to ensure a viable scheme can come forward.

Plan
Issue
Section

Site/
Paragraph

Officer Response

Proposed Change

The site has a number of constraints which affect its suitability
for more intensive employment use. These include:
• restricted vehicular access due to the single access point via
a low railway underbridge, preventing access by emergency
and refuse vehicles and limiting demand for industrial use;
• location within the residential hinterlands of Tulse Hill;
• lack of local amenities to attract or support a greater
commercial workforce;
• lack of other businesses in the area which may deter
potential tenants;
• further potential access and traffic issues along Knollys Road
and wider highway infrastructure.
As previously noted, the clearance height of the underbridge
beneath the rail lines is just 3.1m. This makes the site
unsuitable for tall vehicles, and crucially, prevents access by
fire engines and refuse vehicles. The underbridge is also
extremely narrow, allowing for only single vehicle access.
There is currently no dedicated pedestrian footpath into the
Site, so pedestrian safety is also a particular concern.
A potential industrial scheme was prepared by Broadway
Malyan architects, to demonstrate the optimal site layout and
usage having regard to a standard suitable for new purposebuilt industrial premises at this location, which was informed
by the Gerald Eve Industrial Team with regards to the most
suitable use in commercial terms. The scheme drawn up by
Broadway Malyan comprises a total of 16 small industrial units
of between 1,500 and 3,000 sq ft. The total floor area
proposed amounted to 43,324 sq ft (Gross Internal Area).
Gerald Eve also considered the possibility of redeveloping the
Site with alternative employment use in the form of new
office (B1a) accommodation, delivered to a standard suitable
for a new office premises at this location. In the view of
Gerald Eve’s office agents, the location is not appropriate for
office use due to the lack of demand. Office use was therefore
discounted as a realistic alternative option for the Site. In
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assessing the proposals, Gerald Eve LLP undertook initial
viability appraisals in order to demonstrate the rationale and
justification for the notional industrial scheme.
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Proposed Change

The report provided a comprehensive evidence base in terms
of sales and market data in order to justify rents and values
for each option. The estimated rental value for the scheme
reflects what Gerald Eve considered to be achievable and
realistic for an industrial development with ancillary office at
the Site. This estimated rental value was robustly assessed by
the Gerald Eve’s industrial team, having regard to comparable
rental evidence, the demand for industrial use, and the site
specific constraints for a large industrial re-development.
Costs were prepared for all options by Cost Consultant, CPC.
The financial analysis was informed by a variety of consultant
inputs in order to objectively and transparently assesses the
various scenarios.
In addition to the above, after consultation with LB Lambeth,
Gerald Eve tested the financial impact of indicative scenarios
increasing the site coverage to 40% and 50%, albeit this
density is not considered achievable due to the site shape and
constraints. Neither of these scenarios generated a positive
land value with either a twin-box underbridge or a single-box
underbridge and, as such, were not considered financially
viable.
The potential to increase development density through upper
floors of industrial and ancillary office space has also been
investigated, and did not generate sufficient value to improve
the viability of any scenario.
Gerald Eve concluded that, based on retaining only the
existing Class B or employment-generating uses, the existing
uses of the site is not considered sustainable for continued
future use, and the cost of redevelopment of the site for Class
B uses is substantially greater than the value that can be
derived from it. Therefore, the existing principal uses of
industrial (B1c or B2), warehousing (B8) and indeed any
employment use are not economically viable for
redevelopment at this Site.
Having considered the above, and as set out in our original
representations, it would not be possible to provide the
quantum of employment floorspace required to satisfy the
relevant policy in addition to a quantum of residential
floorspace to cross fund any development.
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West Norwood and Tulse Hill - A Manual for Delivery (13 April
2017)
This report was prepared by LB Lambeth and includes the
Economic Vision, Masterplan Refresh and KIBA Health Check
all of which forms an important part of the evidence base for
the emerging Local Plan Review and will provide planning
guidance for the area. The report provides detailed analysis of
the current employment offer in the local area and
importantly sets out the vision for new employment and
investment.

Plan
Issue
Section
Policies KIBA
Map
Site

Site/
Paragraph
Knolly's Yard

Officer Response

Proposed Change

KIBA designation will protect the existing uses on site and allow
other industrial uses (including creative businesses) to come
forward. In turn, by identifying the site as an area suitable for
intensification, this ensures a net increase in industrial capacity on
site. This aligns with the aims of the Manual for Delivery.

No change

Policies KIBA
Map
Site

Knolly's Yard

The existing site comprises a range of industrial units
accommodating lower-value industrial uses and other industrial
related businesses important to the local economy, particularly the
construction sector. The London Plan states that a sufficient supply
of land and premises in different parts of London to meet current
and future demands for industrial and related functions should be
maintained.

No change

The report identifies a number of fundamental principles that
underpin the vision for the local area and in turn should
inform the delivery of this site. This includes the need to make
West Norwood and Tulse Hill a more diverse employment
hub, accommodating existing businesses and supporting new
ideas; and trying new things and approaches as well as
encouraging managed risks to enable change in terms of
Developers and Investors in the local area, the reports
recommends inter alia, buying into the aspirations of the
report as a whole including the delivery of workspace to
support SMEs and supporting local employment and supply
chain initiatives. In addition, the report states the desire to
encourage more creative uses and space for small businesses.

Eco World
London
Developme
nt Ltd.
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The designation of Knollys Yard as a KIBA does little to
encourage nor fulfil the aspirations of the Manual for Delivery
and, as such, would not be in accordance with the Manual for
Delivery.
London Plan Policy 4.4 Managing industrial land and premises
In addition to the known operational issues outlined above,
designation of the site as a KIBA (Lambeth’s ‘locally significant
industrial sites’, as defined in the London Plan) would not
accord with London Plan policies and guidance for designating
industrial land.
The London Plan (March 2016) requires a rigorous approach
to be taken to industrial land management to ensure that
sufficient stock of land and premises are available to meet the
needs of different types of industrial and related uses (Policy
4.4, Managing Industrial Land and Premises). Boroughs are
required to plan and manage their stock of industrial land and
premises in strategic industrial locations, locally significant
industrial sites and other industrial sites taking account of
various criteria. We address each criterion from the London
Plan below and demonstrate that the site is very poor quality
and is neither required, nor is it suitable for designation as a
KIBA / locally significant industrial site:

The Mayor requires Lambeth to ‘retain capacity’ of its designated
industrial floorspace capacity. In ‘retain capacity’ boroughs, such as
Lambeth, London Plan Policy E4C applies the principle of no net loss
of industrial floorspace capacity within designated Locally Significant
Industrial Sites (known as KIBAs in Lambeth), therefore Lambeth is
required to continue protecting the existing uses by the Mayor. KIBA
designation is not able to protect individual businesses but it will
protect the land uses on site.
Lambeth acknowledges the site-specific constraints to
redevelopment affecting this, particularly the significant access
issues. For this reason, and with the support of the Mayor,
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The need to identify and protect locally significant industrial
sites where justified by evidence of demand.
The site could not be said to be locally significant or part of
the “borough’s strategic reservoirs of land for business use”
[Lambeth Local Plan para 6.4 KIBA definition]. The present
uses provide a very low density of employment and are
essentially ‘meanwhile’ uses, utilising informal and temporary
structures on an environmentally despoiled site which has
inadequate access to serve them.
In its current state, the site has neither the buildings nor
access that would be necessary to accommodate any other
type of industrial or other business use and it is clearly not a
part of a strategic reservoir of land for business use.
Strategic and local criteria to manage these and other
industrial sites Knolly’s Yard is currently subject to Policy ED2
of the Lambeth Local Plan, which manages business, industrial
and storage uses outside of KIBA’s.

Plan
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Site/
Paragraph

Officer Response

Proposed Change

intensification and co-location with residential is proposed to enable
the delivery of road/rail infrastructure changes required to facilitate
the redevelopment of the site. Lambeth is progressing a Site
Allocations DPD. This site will be considered for inclusion in that
document. If the proposal is taken forward, and a planning
application is received, solutions to these issues will be carefully
investigated through transport and viability assessments. All
planning applications are subject to highways and transport
assessments and so any traffic issues or impacts on the surrounding
road network will also have to be carefully assessed during the
decision-making process, including the potential for an additional
access point into the site.
The Mayor supports the designation of Knolly’s Yard as LSIS (KIBA).
He stated that the introduction of residential on the site would
enable delivery of necessary road/rail infrastructure changes which
in turn could enable effective use of the site for both industrial and
residential uses. The introduction of residential uses on the site
could be achieved through a process of intensification and/or
consolidation of industrial uses in accordance with London Plan
Policy E7.

This policy provides a degree of protection for in-demand land
and floor space, together with the flexibility to justify changes
of use, where there are clear amenity, environmental and
planning benefits from doing so (and also enabling mixed-use
development including housing where the existing quantity of
Class B floorspace is replaced or increased). Policy ED2 is a
suitable policy framework for the Knollys Yard site without the
need or justification to enhance this through a KIBA
designation.
As this is very poor quality employment land, with little or no
actual floorspace, and with wholly inadequate access, this is
exactly the sort of land that should not be overly restricted in
policy terms, notwithstanding Network Rail and Eco World’s
intention to provide replacement enhanced employment
floorspace as part of any future mixed-use scheme.
The need for strategic and local provision for waste
management and transport facilities.
It is not possible to use the site for waste management or
transport facilities due to the low headroom and narrow
entrance, meaning refuse vehicles are unable to access the
site, and also the relatively narrow route through adjacent
residential streets surrounding the site.
Quality and fitness for purpose of sites.
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The site is clearly very low quality, which as demonstrated is
not fit for purpose due to inadequate access. There is
evidence of dumping of construction materials, and is hard to
keep clean and tidy due to the restricted access for refuse
vehicles.
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Officer Response

Proposed Change

Accessibility to the strategic road network and potential for
transport of goods by rail and / or water transport.
The site is poorly connected to the strategic road network:
vehicles are required to travel along relatively narrow, local
residential streets (with car parking on both sides) for
approximately 0.5km to get on to the A215. These residential
streets are not suitable for larger goods vehicles and HGVs, or
for frequent use by other commercial traffic. The site adjoins
the railway but is not a suitable location (due to its size and
restricted access) for rail freight. It does not adjoin water.
Accessibility to the local workforce by public transport,
walking and cycling.
Knollys Road has a PTAL score of 4. However, the site has a
single narrow access with no dedicated pedestrian footpath.
The health & safety issues associated with the inadequate
access to the site have been documented elsewhere within
these representations. There is no prospect of the existing
uses supporting improvements to access by public transport,
walking and cycling.
Integrated strategic and local assessments of industrial
demand to justify retention and inform release of industrial
capacity in order to achieve efficient use of land.
The site is predominantly used as scaffolders yards for the
temporary storage of scaffold poles between construction
projects. The use of each separately tenanted unit on the site
may fall within Use Class B8 or be sui generis, depending on
the activities carried out and the intensity of use. The Lambeth
Employment Land Review Update (2013) does not assess the
specific need or demand for scaffolding yards or other
activities supporting the construction industry. However, it
forecasts a change in the overall stock of B8 warehousing and
storage floorspace at between -7% to +60% to 2026,
depending on the projected growth scenario, and recognises
that the Borough’s capability to support demand for this
activity is constrained by supply. The site does not provide
Class B8 storage floorspace that could be used for any other
purpose than scaffold storage and, due to the inadequate
access, could not be upgraded to do so. Therefore, it could not
contribute towards meeting more general demand for
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industrial and warehousing / storage land and floorspace
within the Borough.
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The potential for surplus industrial land to help meet strategic
and local requirements for a mix of other uses such as
housing.
The site has been identified by Network Rail / DfT as surplus to
operational requirements (but only in the context of
delivering housing against their strategic delivery target, as an
alternative use) and a sustainable option for housing
development within the Borough, which the Government and
Mayor of London require to be taken forward. Housing
development would provide the value required to improve
access and unlock the site’s potential; and the site has
capacity to make an important contribution towards
Lambeth’s
London Plan target to provide a minimum of 1,589 net
additional dwellings per annum. Importantly, the site can
deliver priority affordable and housing as part of the tenure
mix. In addition, comprehensive housing-led, mixed use
development would provide for environmental enhancement
of this presently neglected site.
The Mayor of London’s Land for Industry and Transport SPG
(2012) sets out additional criteria for LPAs to use when
considering site specific allocations for industrial land in DPDs
[paragraphs 4.11 to 4.17]. We also address these briefly
below:
Economic criteria
Meets demonstrable local short term demand for industrial
development, and / or strategic long term demand.
Due to the health & safety and operational implications of the
inadequate access into the site, it is unable to meet either
short term, nor long term demand for industrial development.
Offers potential for the in-situ expansion of existing industrial
businesses.
Again, due to the inadequate access into the site and also the
restrictive nature of the local road infrastructure, there is no
potential for in-situ expansion.
Supports local or strategically important clusters of
employment or industrial activity.
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The site does not support a cluster of employment or
industrial activities.
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Proposed Change

Is viable for industrial development having regard to other
criteria in paragraphs 4.14 to 4.16 and the value of the land in
its existing (industrial) use.
The existing activities on site are not viable because they are
unable to support the infrastructure access improvements
that would be required to enable continued use. Work has
been undertaken which demonstrates that the quantum and
type of floorspace that can be accommodated on the site is
not sufficient on its own to generate the required amount of
income to upgrade the under bridge.
Meets demand and addresses the particular needs of waste
management, recycling, utilities (energy and water
management) and land for transport (see Sections 6, 7 and
Part B of this SPG).
This is addressed above.
Meets demand for new or emerging industries including green
industries and those which support innovation and research
(London Plan Policy 4.10).
The site does not presently support such industries. A mixeduse development could provide employment floorspace to
accommodate innovative businesses and start-ups, including
those identified within the West Norwood and Tulse Hill - A
Manual for Delivery.
Is well located to take advantage of existing or proposed
infrastructure or economic development / regeneration
funding.
Not applicable.
Offers potential for the provision of industrial units for
creative, knowledge-based, high technology and Small and
Medium Sized Enterprises (SMEs) serving local residential and
commercial areas, particularly where there is little alternative
provision in the local area.
Due to access constraints the site is currently unsuitable for
the provision of industrial units for these types of uses on
their own. However, only with a mixed-use development
could the floor space for creative, knowledge-based firms and
SMEs be considered viable and accommodated on this site.

665

Name

Rep
Code

Representation Wording
Is needed to accommodate provision for transport in terms of
London Plan policy and Mayoral guidance on provision for
transport and safeguarding river related uses, for example,
bus garages, rail depots, interchanges and terminals, wharves,
boat yards and inter-modal sites.
The site is not suitable for such uses.

Plan
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Officer Response

Proposed Change

Provides lower cost industrial accommodation suitable for
small, start-up, or lower-value industrial uses or other
industrial related businesses important to the local economy.
The site does provide lower cost accommodation for lowvalue businesses. However, the current activities could not
support provision of the access improvements that would be
required for such activities to continue. The only way in which
lower cost accommodation could be provided is for viable
employment uses and residential floor space to be provided
which could assist in cross funding the construction of this
type of space.
Land use criteria
Is well located in relation to the strategic highway network or
local highway network, in particular causing minimal traffic
impact in residential areas.
Access to the site is via relatively narrow residential streets,
with car parking on both sides, and traffic impacts as a result
of HGVs accessing the site are already evident. As such, the
site is located away from the strategic highway network and
the surrounding local highway network is considered to be
poor in terms of accommodating large vehicles associated
with KIBA uses.
Is well located in relation to the rail, river or canal network
including inter-modal rail heads and safeguarded wharves,
offering potential for transport of goods by rail and/or water
transport.
There is no such potential.
Is well located in relation to the Central Activities Zone, town
centres and/or public transport facilities, recognising that
many industrial activities have relatively low trip generation
and that other land uses (such as offices, leisure and retail)
may be more appropriate in locations with high public
transport accessibility.
Please see our response above.
Is part of a larger cluster of existing industrial activity, or area
designated for industrial protection including SILs and LSIS,
where re-designation of the industrial site would alter the
industrial character of the area or inhibit the operations of
nearby industrial uses.

666

Name

Rep
Code

Representation Wording
Knolly’s Yard is a stand-alone site which does not form part of
a cluster or area identified as a SIL or LSIS.
Offers potential for 24-hour working, or provides facilities for
‘bad neighbour uses’ (by virtue of issues including, for
example, noise, access, traffic generation, hours of operation,
lighting and air quality) without detriment to residential
amenity, being well screened from neighbouring uses,
particularly residential areas.
The site would not offer 24hr working given the access to the
site is via relatively narrow residential streets. We are aware
of anecdotal evidence of noise and disturbance to local
residents, particularly by way of loading and unloading of
scaffolding on residential streets. If co-location is proposed
then this would bring residential uses even closer to any ‘bad
neighbour’ uses.
· Offers potential for waste management or recycling uses.
Please see our response above.
· Offers potential for space intensive activities which do not
fall within the ambit of this SPG and would not, in this
location, compromise wider planning objectives. Not
applicable.
· Provides sufficient space for adequate operational parking
and turning space for goods vehicles (see London Plan Policy
6.13 and Part B of this SPG). As set out above, there is no
access for larger goods vehicles, or emergency and refuse
vehicles.
Demand based criteria
This requires that the site has been adequately marketed
through a commercial agent at a price that reflects market
value for industrial use for a reasonable period (normally at
least two years), with appropriate lease terms and offered
with potential for redevelopment of derelict or obsolete
industrial premises where this is required to meet the needs
of modern industrial users. This is not applicable in this case
because Network Rail has taken the decision that the health &
safety and operational risks associated with the inadequate
site access render the site unsuitable for the existing or
alternative industrial uses. Given the identified risks on the
site, Network Rail has taken the decision to reduce activity on
the site.
Has been vacant for a considerable period (normally at least
two years, and up to five years in areas of generally strong
demand), without realistic prospect of industrial re-use.
The existing uses on the site are being reduced and the
prohibitive costs of providing adequate vehicular, cycle and
pedestrian access into the site mean that there is no realistic
prospect of industrial re-use. It would not be possible to
market the site in full knowledge of a sub-standard access
arrangements with the potential of increasing activity on a site

Plan
Issue
Section

Site/
Paragraph

Officer Response

Proposed Change

667

Name

Eco World
London
Developme
nt Ltd.

Rep
Code

117/1
9

Representation Wording
where there is no access for fire tenders.
In addition, the site would score very poorly against the KIBA
Sites Appraisal Criteria set out in Appendix D of Lambeth
Employment Land Review Update (2013), which takes account
of:
• location in relation to the strategic highway network, rail /
water transport of goods and public transport;
• the condition of premises and site environmental quality;
• access; and
• potential for use for alternative industrial uses and / or insitu expansion of existing businesses.
The assessment against LB Lambeth’s and the GLA’s criteria
demonstrates that Knollys Yard site is not available for
continued industrial use and qualitatively unsuitable for KIBA
designation. Therefore, such a designation would not be in
line with the London Plan or local planning policies.
As designation of the site as a KIBA (or co-location) would not
conform to adopted planning policies and guidance, it is
therefore appropriate for Local Plan policy ED2 (Business,
industrial and storage uses outside KIBAs) to continue to be
used for development management purposes.
The policy seeks to maintain a stock of sites and premises in
business use (outside of SILs and KIBAs) across the Borough. It
allows for mixed-use development, including housing, where
the existing quantum of B class floorspace is replaced or
increased. In this case, floorspace would not be an
appropriate measure of existing industrial activity on the site
because much of the site is open and the informal floorspace
provided within portacabins and caravans varies from time-totime.
Application of policy ED2 would enable regeneration of this
site whilst ensuring the re-provision of a quantum of
employment floorspace as part of a scheme which addresses
priority planning objectives including housing provision in a
range of tenures, making optimum use of the valuable land
resource and sustainable development.
Conclusion
Designation of this site as a KIBA (albeit one which is identified
as being suitable for co-location) would not have the effect of
protecting existing uses on the site and local jobs. The effect
would be to sterilise the site and prevent important planning
and community objectives being met, including the
replacement of jobs on the site.
An opportunity to have a mixed-use on the site (and widening
the scope of uses, not just KIBA type uses) would create the
value required to unlock the site and meet objectives for
creating new jobs in Tulse Hill, Lambeth; the delivery of a
range of housing tenures to meet acute needs in the Borough;
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Policies KIBA
Map
Site

Knolly's Yard

KIBA designation is not able to protect individual businesses but it
will protect the land uses on site.

No change

The introduction of residential on the site would enable delivery of
necessary road/rail infrastructure changes which in turn could
enable effective use of the site for both industrial and residential
uses. The introduction of residential uses on the site will be
achieved through a process of intensification of industrial uses in
accordance with London Plan Policy E7.
London Plan policy E4 outlines the range of uses suitable for LSIS
(KIBAs). DRLLP PSV 2020 policy must be in general conformity with
the London Plan.
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and the environmental enhancement that this neglected, back
land site so badly needs.
Background
This triangular site is bounded by mainline railway lines
between London Victoria and Waterloo, and the south coast.
The spine road on the site leads to a Network Rail building
located at the north-eastern apex of the triangle, which is
used for operational purposes.
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Policies KIBA
Map
Site

Knolly's Yard

Existing access issues are noted. It is understood that the
introduction of residential on the site would enable delivery of
necessary road/rail infrastructure changes which in turn could
enable effective use of the site for both industrial and residential
uses. The introduction of residential uses on the site could be
achieved through a process of intensification and/or consolidation
of industrial uses in accordance with Draft London Plan Policy E7.

No change

The Department for Transport (DfT) has identified the site
(which excludes the operational building and associated land)
as surplus to operational requirements. As such, the site
presents an opportunity for redevelopment to generate
income to be reinvested in the rail network. Importantly, the
site is also identified as an opportunity site for the delivery of
new homes in London, addressing the requirement for all
public-sector landowners to identify sufficient land for the
delivery of 160,000 new homes nationwide (as set out in the
2015 Autumn Statement and 2016 Budget). The site was
identified as a brownfield housing opportunity by the London
Land Commission, which is tasked with helping to co-ordinate
and accelerate the release of such sites in public ownership
for new multi tenure housing developments. Network Rail
identify this is as one of their priority sites for residential
development.
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Originally proposed to be KIBA Land, the policy specifically
excluded residential uses. As set out in our original
representations, there are substantial issues associated with
KIBA uses at Knolly’s Yard in connection with the surrounding
road network, together with the single access into the site. For
these reasons KIBA type uses are not suitable either due to
the surrounding road network, the access, nor co-locating
with residential uses. We address this in detail below.
As part of this review, Lambeth originally put forward Knolly’s Policies KIBA
Yard as a KIBA (which amounts to 1.2ha of the proposed
Map
Site
additional Borough wide allocation of 1.9ha increase). As
summarised at the start of these representations, there are
many reasons why Knolly’s Yard is not suitable for a KIBA
designation (or, for co-location) which LB Lambeth are aware
of already.
Review of Key Industrial and Business Areas (KIBAs) October
2017
Lambeth’s review of KIBAs document states at Section 1.5 that
KIBA protection helps to maintain lower land values in those
locations, by removing hope value for residential
development. This in turn helps to support the viability of
employment-only development in KIBAs, which maintains a

Lambeth is progressing a Site Allocations DPD. This site will be
considered for inclusion in that document. If the proposal is taken
forward, and a planning application is received, solutions to these
issues will be carefully investigated through transport and viability
assessments. All planning applications are subject to highways and
transport assessments and so any traffic issues are carefully
analysed and assessed during the decision-making process.

Knolly's Yard

The council acknowledges the site-specific constraints to
redevelopment affecting this, particularly the significant access
issues. For this reason, and with the support of the Mayor,
intensification and co-location with residential is proposed to enable
the delivery of road/rail infrastructure changes required to facilitate
the redevelopment of the site. Lambeth is progressing a Site
Allocations DPD. This site will be considered for inclusion in that
document. If the proposal is taken forward, and a planning
application is received, solutions to these issues will be carefully
analysed and assessed through transport and viability assessments.

No change

As with any mixed use development, careful design would be
required to ensure appropriate levels of residential amenity are met
whilst ensuring that industrial and related activities on-site are not
compromised in terms of their continued efficient function, access,
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supply of lower value business space/land that is affordable to
a range of business sectors. KIBA status also protects ‘bad
neighbour’ business activities (involving noise, fumes or dust
for example) from sensitive neighbouring uses as housing and
schools.

Plan
Issue
Section

Site/
Paragraph

Individual

133/1

Proposed Change

service arrangements and days/hours of operation noting that many
businesses have 7-day/24-hour access and operational
requirements.
DRLLP PSV 2020 policy ED3 states that business, industrial, storage
and waste management uses, including green industries and other
compatible industrial and commercial uses (excluding large scale
retail) are acceptable in KIBAs. Therefore a range of employment
uses would be able to come forward alongside residential.

Under the 2007 UDP, some KIBAs had ‘mixed-use employment
areas’ within them, allowing residential in certain locations.
This provision was removed in the Core Strategy 2011 on the
grounds that it was undermining the effectiveness of the
affected KIBAs and threatening the viability of adjacent
business uses. Many of the former mixed-use employment
area have since been de-designated, because the level of
employment uses remaining no longer justified KIBA status.
The above is a clear indication of how KIBA land is addressed
by LB Lambeth i.e. land which is low value and suitable for bad
neighbour uses. As demonstrated in our previous
representations and also in these representations to the
Revised Local Plan, the significant constraints in terms of the
surrounding road infrastructure mean that uses associated
with KIBAs would not be suitable for Knolly’s Yard.
A Knollys Yard KIBA
Policies KIBA
This is now described as the largest brownfield site in
Map
Site
Lambeth. This suggests it is some kind of underused area ripe
for development and more intensive use. However in reality it
is little used because that it is all it is suitable for. It is noisy,
squashed between a triangle of railway lines. It is polluted by
years of use as a goods and coal yard. It is low lying and at
flood risk. It has a single cramped access road under a railway
bridge.
To make it practical for more industry and housing it would
need an extra access, probably onto the Tulse Hill end of
Leigham Vale, and improvement of current access onto
Knollys Rd. However the cost of such improved access would
be vast and would then require dense and highly profitable
development on this unsuitable site. Cost imperatives would
mean that this development would probably not provide
much good social and affordable house.
Such dense development impractical for two main reasons:
1 Intrastructure : Local instrastructure in Tulse Hill and West
Norwood simply cannot take a large amount of additional
housing or industry. Trains and buses towards central London
are already so crowded at rush hours that it is often
impossible to get onto them. Similarly roads in the
neighbourhood are already heavily congested most of the day.
There is little spare capacity in local schools and health
services. Developments over the last 10 years show the
increasing pressure on infrascture. So there is simply not

Officer Response

Knolly's Yard

Objections raised are noted. Support for small businesses and
workshops is welcomed - these are the types of uses that KIBA
designation will help to protect.

No change

The council acknowledges the site-specific constraints to
redevelopment affecting this, particularly the significant access
issues. For this reason, and with the support of the Mayor,
intensification and co-location with residential is proposed to enable
the delivery of road/rail infrastructure changes required to facilitate
the redevelopment of the site.
Lambeth is progressing a Site Allocations DPD. This site will be
considered for inclusion in that document. If the proposal is taken
forward and a planning application is received, a full transport
assessment will be necessary to evaluate how the proposals could
impact on the Yard and surrounding areas. Lambeth would need to
carefully assess future access proposals to the site for both vehicles
and pedestrians.
Lambeth would also need to assess what appropriate design
mitigation would be necessary to ensure appropriate levels of
residential amenity are met whilst ensuring that industrial and
related activities on-site are not compromised in terms of their
continued efficient function, access, service arrangements and
days/hours of operation noting that many businesses have 7day/24-hour access and operational requirements.
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163/2
1

Representation Wording
scope for significant anounts of new development.
2 Congestion on Knollys Rd: Knollys Rd is already heavily
parked and congested. Large amounts of additional traffic,
residential or business from Knollys Yard, coming and going
onto the street would be completely impractical, turning a
100% residential road into a thoroughfare. Not to mention
several years of heavy construction traffic coming and going
over the possibly weak York Hill railway bridge and that end of
Knollys Rd.
Possible solution?
The most practical use of Knollys Yard would be to encourage
its use for small businesses and workshops, ideally offering
local employment and with low transport requirements. Small
businesses that support the ‘cultural hub’ concept for West
Norwood would be ideal.This would not require vastly
expensive improvements to access, just some amelioration of
current access road past Cameron Place.
Key Industrial Business Area Designation: Knolly’s Yard
Within the initial Local Plan Review, LB Lambeth identified the
site as suitable for a KIBA. Representations were made by
Network Rail and our Development Partner Ecoworld
(formerly Be) demonstrating that not only were KIBA uses not
viable on this site, but the access and surrounding road
infrastructure were not compatible with KIBA uses.
The Draft Revised Local Plan continues to propose this site as
being suitable for KIBA uses notwithstanding the evidence
that was put forward during the first round of consultation.
Network Rail therefore further objects to KIBA uses on the
site, and requests that the site is not designated as a KIBA,
allowing an appropriate quantum and type of employment
use to come forward which is appropriate for this site.
Network Rail’s Development Partner Ecoworld have submitted
a separate response to the Draft Revised Local Plan.
Ecoworld’s representation demonstrates that the KIBA
designation (even with co-location) would be too restrictive
for the site and would stop it from coming forward for
development. Please refer to Ecoworld’s consultation
representation for further details in relation to the Knolly’s
Yard site, including; relevant London Plan Policies, the site and
surrounding area, Viability, Land use criteria, Economic criteria
and Demand based criteria.
Designation of this site as a KIBA would not accord with
London Plan policies and guidance, and would not have the
effect of protecting existing uses on the site and local jobs.
The effect would be to sterilise the site and prevent important

Plan
Issue
Section

Site/
Paragraph

Officer Response

Policies KIBA
Map
site

Knolly's Yard

The existing site comprises a range of industrial units
accommodating lower-value industrial uses and other industrial
related businesses important to the local economy, particularly the
construction sector. The London Plan states that a sufficient supply
of land and premises in different parts of London to meet current
and future demands for industrial and related functions should be
maintained and therefore the designation of this site as a KIBA will
help to ensure this. Therefore, with the Mayor's support, this site is
proposed to be designated as KIBA. In turn, with the support of the
Mayor, intensification and co-location with residential is proposed
to enable the delivery of road/rail infrastructure changes required
to facilitate the redevelopment of the site. KIBA designation is not
able to protect individual businesses but it will protect the land uses
on site.

Proposed Change

The Infrastructure Delivery Plan (evidence for the DRLLP PSV 2020)
identifies the infrastructure requirements needed to accommodate
the forecast level of growth across the borough.

No change

London Plan Policy E4C makes clear the range of uses that are
considered acceptable is Locally Significant Industrial Sites (known
as KIBAs in Lambeth). This does not include non-employment uses.
Local Plans must be in general conformity with the London Plan and
so non-employment uses will not be supported in KIBAs. DRLLP PSV
2020 policy ED3 states that business, industrial, storage and waste
management uses, including green industries and other compatible
industrial and commercial uses (excluding large scale retail) are
acceptable in KIBAs. Therefore a range of employment uses would
be able to come forward alongside residential.
Lambeth is progressing a Site Allocations DPD. This site will be
considered for inclusion in that document. If the proposal is taken
forward and a planning application is received, a full transport
assessment will be necessary to evaluate how the proposals could
impact on the Yard and surrounding areas. Lambeth would need to
carefully assess future access proposals to the site for both vehicles
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planning and community objectives being met, including the
replacement of jobs on the site.

Plan
Issue
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Site/
Paragraph

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Policies KIBA
Map
site

Knolly's Yard

No change

Policies KIBA
Map
site

Knolly's Yard

Support for KIBA designation and co-location with residential is
noted. Existing access issues are noted - if the proposal is taken
forward, and a planning application is received, solutions to these
issues will be investigated through full transport and viability
assessments, including potential for a new access point. Lambeth is
progressing a Site Allocations DPD. This site will be considered for
inclusion in that document.
Noted. Industrial intensification alongside co-location with
residential is proposed in only a small number of cases for sitespecific reasons in each case. In all other KIBAs only intensification
for business and industrial uses is supported to achieve the overall
level of intensification required.

Policies KIBA
Map
Site

Knolly's Yard

The existing site comprises a range of industrial units
accommodating lower-value industrial uses and other industrial
related businesses important to the local economy, particularly the
construction sector. The London Plan states that a sufficient supply
of land and premises in different parts of London to meet current
and future demands for industrial and related functions should be
maintained and therefore the designation of this site as a KIBA will
help to ensure this. The existing users of the site are the types of
uses suitable for KIBAs.

No change

and pedestrians, taking into account the potential for any new
entrances to the site.

An opportunity to have a mixed-use on the site (something
which KIBA designation would not support) would create the
value required to unlock the site and meet objectives for
creating new jobs in Tulse Hill, Lambeth; the delivery of a
range of housing tenures (affordable rent and intermediate
affordable housing, private rent) to meet acute needs in the
Borough; and the environmental enhancement that this
neglected, back land site so badly needs.

Individual

173/4

Whilst Network Rail does not view this site as being
appropriate as a KIBA allocation, it would welcome the
opportunity to work with Lambeth Council during its Local
Plan Review, including identifying other sites that may
potentially be suitable for long term industrial use.
New KIBAs
The proposed new KIBA on the railway triangle at Tulse Hill is
welcomed, with the mix of industrial and residential uses.
However, a proper access to the new community, via a tunnel
from Leigham Vale, is required as a prerequisite.

Norwood
Action
Group et al

196/1
95

Norwood
Action
group et al.

196/2
5

are shown on the Policies Map
This is only Knolly’s in Norwood area – currently…. Suspect
businesses like Travis Perkins will be pressing for this to be
expanded. However conflict with high impact industrial etc
uses
7. Local KIBAs (existing and new) are supported. The proposed
Knolly’s Yard KIBA with residential is problematic – all
proposals would expel current users (mainly scaffolders and
steel fabricators) which although locally desirable assets
cannot relocate nearby. All proposals would generate
considerably more traffic through residential road. Residents
are content with the status quo with a non-residential KIBA
designation.

No change

Lambeth is progressing a Site Allocations DPD. This site will be
considered for inclusion in that document. Existing access issues and
potential impacts on traffic flows are noted. If the proposal is taken
forward, and a planning application is received, solutions to these
issues will be carefully investigated through transport and viability
assessments. All planning applications are subject to highways and
transport assessments and so any traffic issues or impacts on the
surrounding road network will also have to be carefully assessed
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Plan
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Norwood
Action
group et al.

196/5
41

• New KIBA at Knolly’s Yard with provision for residential and
social use

Policies KIBA
Map
site

Knolly's Yard

Individuals

204/1

As residents of Knollys Road we would like the KIBA to remain Policies KIBA
as a KIBA. We do not think that the road or neighbourhood
Map
Site
can withstand a large development of housing without
significant work done on the infrastructure of West Norwood
and Tulse Hill. The access to this area for Heavy Good Vehicles
and residents cars needs to be significantly improved.

Knolly's Yard

Individual

263/1

I think given the housing shortage, residential developments
on Knollys Yard should be given priority over industrial uses.
Especially if the future residential schemes will include
affordable housing.

Knolly's Yard

There is currently only one vehicle access via Knolly’s Road.
Anything that generates significantly more traffic is
unacceptable to neighbours. There is no likelihood of an
additional vehicle access route off Leigham Vale and it is
understood the essential pedestrian link to TH station from
this area would be very costly but would be essential for
residents.

Policies KIBA
Map
Site

Officer Response
during the decision-making process, including the potential for an
additional access point into the site.
The council acknowledges the site-specific constraints to
redevelopment affecting this, particularly the significant access
issues (the site is surrounded by rail lines with only one narrow
vehicular access). For this reason, and with the support of the
Mayor, intensification and co-location with residential is proposed
to enable the delivery of road/rail infrastructure changes required
to facilitate the redevelopment of the site. Lambeth is progressing a
Site Allocations DPD. This site will be considered for inclusion in that
document. If the proposal is taken forward, and a planning
application is received, solutions to these issues will be carefully
investigated through transport and viability assessments. All
planning applications are subject to highways and transport
assessments and so any traffic issues or impacts on the surrounding
road network will also have to be carefully assessed during the
decision-making process, including the potential for an additional
access point into the site.
Knolly's Yard is not an existing KIBA - it is proposed to be designated
as a KIBA. The council acknowledges the site-specific constraints to
redevelopment affecting this, particularly the significant access
issues. For this reason, and with the support of the Mayor,
intensification and co-location with residential is proposed to enable
the delivery of road/rail infrastructure changes required to facilitate
the redevelopment of the site. Lambeth is progressing a Site
Allocations DPD. This site will be considered for inclusion in that
document. If the proposal is taken forward, and a planning
application is received, solutions to these issues will be carefully
investigated through during the decision-making process.
The existing site comprises a range of industrial units
accommodating lower-value industrial uses and other industrial
related businesses important to the local economy, particularly the
construction sector. The London Plan states that a sufficient supply
of land and premises in different parts of London to meet current
and future demands for industrial and related functions should be
maintained.

Proposed Change

No change

No change

No change

The Mayor requires Lambeth to ‘retain capacity’ of its designated
industrial floorspace capacity. In ‘retain capacity’ boroughs, such as
Lambeth, London Plan Policy E4C applies the principle of no net loss
of industrial floorspace capacity within designated Locally Significant
Industrial Sites (known as KIBAs in Lambeth), therefore Lambeth is
required to continue protecting the existing uses by the Mayor.
Support for residential uses on this site is noted and aligns with
current proposals to designate the site as a KIBA that has potential
for industrial intensification and co-location under London Plan
policy E7. Any residential development on this site would have to
provide affordable housing in line with London Plan policy H6.
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Its important that we address the housing shortage in the UK
and London so it would be beneficial for all to make use of
Knollys Yard for residential led development.

Plan
Issue
Section
Policies KIBA
Map
Site

Site/
Paragraph
Knolly's Yard

Individual

266/1

As residents of Knollys Road would like the KIBA to remain as
a KIBA. We do not think that the road or neighbourhood can
withstand a large development of housing without significant
work done on the infrastructure of West Norwood and Tulse
Hill. The access to this area for Heavy Good Vehicles and
residents cars needs to be significantly improved.

Policies KIBA
Map
Site

Knolly's Yard

Business

283/1

I support affordable homes on the knollys road site and think
this would be best. The area needs the inward investment
that homes would bring

Policies KIBA
Map
Site

Knolly's Yard

Officer Response

Proposed Change

The existing site comprises a range of industrial units
accommodating lower-value industrial uses and other industrial
related businesses important to the local economy, particularly the
construction sector. The London Plan states that a sufficient supply
of land and premises in different parts of London to meet current
and future demands for industrial and related functions should be
maintained.

No change

The Mayor requires Lambeth to ‘retain capacity’ of its industrial
floorspace capacity. In ‘retain capacity’ boroughs, such as Lambeth,
London Plan Policy E4C applies the principle of no net loss of
industrial floorspace capacity within designated Locally Significant
Industrial Sites (known as KIBAs in Lambeth), therefore Lambeth is
required to continue protecting the existing uses by the Mayor.
Support for residential uses on this site is noted and aligns with
current proposals to designate the site as a KIBA that has potential
for industrial intensification and co-location under London Plan
policy E7.
Knolly's Yard is not an existing KIBA - it is proposed to be designated
as a KIBA. The council acknowledges the site-specific constraints to
redevelopment affecting this, particularly the significant access
issues. For this reason, and with the support of the Mayor,
intensification and co-location with residential is proposed to enable
the delivery of road/rail infrastructure changes required to facilitate
the redevelopment of the site. Lambeth is progressing a Site
Allocations DPD. This site will be considered for inclusion in that
document. If the proposal is taken forward, and a planning
application is received, solutions to these issues will be carefully
investigated through transport and viability assessments.
The existing site comprises a range of industrial units
accommodating lower-value industrial uses and other industrial
related businesses important to the local economy, particularly the
construction sector. The London Plan states that a sufficient supply
of land and premises in different parts of London to meet current
and future demands for industrial and related functions should be
maintained.

No change

No change

The Mayor requires Lambeth to ‘retain capacity’ of its industrial
floorspace capacity. In ‘retain capacity’ boroughs, such as Lambeth,
London Plan Policy E4C applies the principle of no net loss of
industrial floorspace capacity within designated Locally Significant
Industrial Sites (known as KIBAs in Lambeth), therefore Lambeth is
required to continue protecting the existing uses by the Mayor.
Support for residential uses on this site is noted and aligns with
current proposals to designate the site as a KIBA that has potential
for industrial intensification and co-location under London Plan
policy E7. Any residential development on this site would have to
provide affordable housing in line with London Plan policy H6.
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289/1

292/1

Representation Wording
I'd like to see more housing. I have a family that needs
housing. Housing is good for the community. There are good
transport connections in Norwood. Knollys Yard should be
housing.

Need for home housing in Norwood. Lots of younge ppl got no
where to live. Lots of homelessness. Housing of homelessness.
Housing on knollys yard could help.

I don’t (sic) think industrial uses would be good for Knollys
yard. I think it would be better for homes to be built, this
would better serve our community and local businesses.

Plan
Issue
Section
Policies KIBA
Map
Site

Policies KIBA
Map
Site

Policies KIBA
Map
Site

Site/
Paragraph
Knolly's Yard

Knolly's Yard

Knolly's Yard

Officer Response

Proposed Change

The existing site comprises a range of industrial units
accommodating lower-value industrial uses and other industrial
related businesses important to the local economy, particularly the
construction sector. The London Plan states that a sufficient supply
of land and premises in different parts of London to meet current
and future demands for industrial and related functions should be
maintained.

No change

The Mayor requires Lambeth to ‘retain capacity’ of its industrial
floorspace capacity. In ‘retain capacity’ boroughs, such as Lambeth,
London Plan Policy E4C applies the principle of no net loss of
industrial floorspace capacity within designated Locally Significant
Industrial Sites (known as KIBAs in Lambeth), therefore Lambeth is
required to continue protecting the existing uses by the Mayor.
Support for residential uses on this site is noted and aligns with
current proposals to designate the site as a KIBA that has potential
for industrial intensification and co-location under London Plan
policy E7.
The existing site comprises a range of industrial units
accommodating lower-value industrial uses and other industrial
related businesses important to the local economy, particularly the
construction sector. The London Plan states that a sufficient supply
of land and premises in different parts of London to meet current
and future demands for industrial and related functions should be
maintained.
The Mayor requires Lambeth to ‘retain capacity’ of its industrial
floorspace capacity. In ‘retain capacity’ boroughs, such as Lambeth,
London Plan Policy E4C applies the principle of no net loss of
industrial floorspace capacity within designated Locally Significant
Industrial Sites (known as KIBAs in Lambeth), therefore Lambeth is
required to continue protecting the existing uses by the Mayor.
Support for residential uses on this site is noted and aligns with
current proposals to designate the site as a KIBA that has potential
for industrial intensification and co-location under London Plan
policy E7.
The existing site comprises a range of industrial units
accommodating lower-value industrial uses and other industrial
related businesses important to the local economy, particularly the
construction sector. The London Plan states that a sufficient supply
of land and premises in different parts of London to meet current
and future demands for industrial and related functions should be
maintained.

No change

No change

The Mayor requires Lambeth to ‘retain capacity’ of its industrial
floorspace capacity. In ‘retain capacity’ boroughs, such as Lambeth,
London Plan Policy E4C applies the principle of no net loss of
industrial floorspace capacity within designated Locally Significant
Industrial Sites (known as KIBAs in Lambeth), therefore Lambeth is
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293/1

There is a need for more housing. More housing needed for
workers. And it brings more customers. Definite need for
family homes at knollys yard.

294/1

295/1

I support more residential houses being built in Norwood and
Tulse Hill. Knollys Yard should be for housing.

I prefer homes on the knollys yard site rather than industrial
uses. It would be good for local business to have more people
and homes.

Plan
Issue
Section

Site/
Paragraph

Policies KIBA
Map
Site

Knolly's Yard

Policies KIBA
Map
Site

Policies KIBA
Map
Site

Knolly's Yard

Knolly's Yard

Officer Response
required to continue protecting the existing uses by the Mayor.
Support for residential uses on this site is noted and aligns with
current proposals to designate the site as a KIBA that has potential
for industrial intensification and co-location under London Plan
policy E7.
The existing site comprises a range of industrial units
accommodating lower-value industrial uses and other industrial
related businesses important to the local economy, particularly the
construction sector. The London Plan states that a sufficient supply
of land and premises in different parts of London to meet current
and future demands for industrial and related functions should be
maintained.
The Mayor requires Lambeth to ‘retain capacity’ of its industrial
floorspace capacity. In ‘retain capacity’ boroughs, such as Lambeth,
London Plan Policy E4C applies the principle of no net loss of
industrial floorspace capacity within designated Locally Significant
Industrial Sites (known as KIBAs in Lambeth), therefore Lambeth is
required to continue protecting the existing uses by the Mayor.
Support for residential uses on this site is noted and aligns with
current proposals to designate the site as a KIBA that has potential
for industrial intensification and co-location under London Plan
policy E7.
The existing site comprises a range of industrial units
accommodating lower-value industrial uses and other industrial
related businesses important to the local economy, particularly the
construction sector. The London Plan states that a sufficient supply
of land and premises in different parts of London to meet current
and future demands for industrial and related functions should be
maintained.
The Mayor requires Lambeth to ‘retain capacity’ of its industrial
floorspace capacity. In ‘retain capacity’ boroughs, such as Lambeth,
London Plan Policy E4C applies the principle of no net loss of
industrial floorspace capacity within designated Locally Significant
Industrial Sites (known as KIBAs in Lambeth), therefore Lambeth is
required to continue protecting the existing uses by the Mayor.
Support for residential uses on this site is noted and aligns with
current proposals to designate the site as a KIBA that has potential
for industrial intensification and co-location under London Plan
policy E7.
The existing site comprises a range of industrial units
accommodating lower-value industrial uses and other industrial
related businesses important to the local economy, particularly the
construction sector. The London Plan states that a sufficient supply
of land and premises in different parts of London to meet current
and future demands for industrial and related functions should be
maintained.

Proposed Change

No change

No change

No change
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313/1

Regarding Knollys Yard: Being so close to residential streets,
the site is unsuitable for industrial led development. Housingled, with some employment and maybe community bits would
fit in better with the area, and support local businesses.

Plan
Issue
Section

Site/
Paragraph

Policies KIBA
Map
Site

Knolly's Yard

Officer Response
The Mayor requires Lambeth to ‘retain capacity’ of its industrial
floorspace capacity. In ‘retain capacity’ boroughs, such as Lambeth,
London Plan Policy E4C applies the principle of no net loss of
industrial floorspace capacity within designated Locally Significant
Industrial Sites (known as KIBAs in Lambeth), therefore Lambeth is
required to continue protecting the existing uses by the Mayor.
Support for residential uses on this site is noted and aligns with
current proposals to designate the site as a KIBA that has potential
for industrial intensification and co-location under London Plan
policy E7.
The existing site comprises a range of industrial units
accommodating lower-value industrial uses and other industrial
related businesses important to the local economy, particularly the
construction sector. The London Plan states that a sufficient supply
of land and premises in different parts of London to meet current
and future demands for industrial and related functions should be
maintained.

Proposed Change

No change

The Mayor requires Lambeth to ‘retain capacity’ of its industrial
floorspace capacity. In ‘retain capacity’ boroughs, such as Lambeth,
London Plan Policy E4C applies the principle of no net loss of
industrial floorspace capacity within designated Locally Significant
Industrial Sites (known as KIBAs in Lambeth), therefore Lambeth is
required to continue protecting the existing uses by the Mayor.
Support for residential uses on this site is noted and aligns with
current proposals to designate the site as a KIBA that has potential
for industrial intensification and co-location under London Plan
policy E7. Therefore housing and employment uses are planned to
be delivered. Co-location with other uses could also be assessed
through this process. Lambeth is progressing a Site Allocations DPD.
This site will be considered for inclusion in that document. If the
proposal is taken forward and a planning application is received,
Lambeth would need to evaluate how the proposals could impact
on the Yard and surrounding areas.

Individual

314/1

I live on Harpenden Road. The triangle between the railway
lines should be housing. This is the best use of the land. We
need housing please.

Policies KIBA
Map
Site

Knolly's Yard

Lambeth would also need to assess what appropriate design
mitigation would be necessary to ensure appropriate levels of
residential amenity are met whilst ensuring that industrial and
related activities on-site are not compromised in terms of their
continued efficient function, access, service arrangements and
days/hours of operation noting that many businesses have 7day/24-hour access and operational requirements.
The existing site comprises a range of industrial units
accommodating lower-value industrial uses and other industrial
related businesses important to the local economy, particularly the
construction sector. The London Plan states that a sufficient supply
of land and premises in different parts of London to meet current
and future demands for industrial and related functions should be

No change
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I live on knollys road. I’m in favour of residential uses around
here.

Need something for kids on Knollys Yard. Such a long road.
Area could benefit from housing. Activities for young people.
More housing really needed.

Plan
Issue
Section

Policies KIBA
Map
Site

Policies KIBA
Map
Site

Site/
Paragraph

Knolly's Yard

Knolly's Yard

Officer Response

Proposed Change

maintained.
The Mayor requires Lambeth to ‘retain capacity’ of its industrial
floorspace capacity. In ‘retain capacity’ boroughs, such as Lambeth,
London Plan Policy E4C applies the principle of no net loss of
industrial floorspace capacity within designated Locally Significant
Industrial Sites (known as KIBAs in Lambeth), therefore Lambeth is
required to continue protecting the existing uses by the Mayor.
Support for residential uses on this site is noted and aligns with
current proposals to designate the site as a KIBA that has potential
for industrial intensification and co-location under London Plan
policy E7.
The existing site comprises a range of industrial units
accommodating lower-value industrial uses and other industrial
related businesses important to the local economy, particularly the
construction sector. The London Plan states that a sufficient supply
of land and premises in different parts of London to meet current
and future demands for industrial and related functions should be
maintained.
The Mayor requires Lambeth to ‘retain capacity’ of its industrial
floorspace capacity. In ‘retain capacity’ boroughs, such as Lambeth,
London Plan Policy E4C applies the principle of no net loss of
industrial floorspace capacity within designated Locally Significant
Industrial Sites (known as KIBAs in Lambeth), therefore Lambeth is
required to continue protecting the existing uses by the Mayor.
Support for residential uses on this site is noted and aligns with
current proposals to designate the site as a KIBA that has potential
for industrial intensification and co-location under London Plan
policy E7.
The existing site comprises a range of industrial units
accommodating lower-value industrial uses and other industrial
related businesses important to the local economy, particularly the
construction sector. The London Plan states that a sufficient supply
of land and premises in different parts of London to meet current
and future demands for industrial and related functions should be
maintained.

No change

No change

The Mayor requires Lambeth to ‘retain capacity’ of its industrial
floorspace capacity. In ‘retain capacity’ boroughs, such as Lambeth,
London Plan Policy E4C applies the principle of no net loss of
industrial floorspace capacity within designated Locally Significant
Industrial Sites (known as KIBAs in Lambeth), therefore Lambeth is
required to continue protecting the existing uses by the Mayor.
Support for residential uses on this site is noted and aligns with
current proposals to designate the site as a KIBA that has potential
for industrial intensification and co-location under London Plan
policy E7.
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I live on Knolly's Road. I'd like the yard to be used for a
community centre and residential use please.

Plan
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Policies KIBA
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Site/
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Knolly's Yard

Officer Response

Proposed Change

The existing site comprises a range of industrial units
accommodating lower-value industrial uses and other industrial
related businesses important to the local economy, particularly the
construction sector. The London Plan states that a sufficient supply
of land and premises in different parts of London to meet current
and future demands for industrial and related functions should be
maintained.

No change

The Mayor requires Lambeth to ‘retain capacity’ of its industrial
floorspace capacity. In ‘retain capacity’ boroughs, such as Lambeth,
London Plan Policy E4C applies the principle of no net loss of
industrial floorspace capacity within designated Locally Significant
Industrial Sites (known as KIBAs in Lambeth), therefore Lambeth is
required to continue protecting the existing uses by the Mayor.

Individual

319/1

The site on my road should be housing for young people at a
mix of tensures. This is not an industrial area really. Fifty
percent affordable housing a must.

Policies KIBA
Map
Site

Knolly's Yard

Support for residential uses on this site is noted and aligns with
current proposals to designate the site as a KIBA that has potential
for industrial intensification and co-location under London Plan
policy E7. Lambeth is progressing a Site Allocations DPD. This site
will be considered for inclusion in that document. If the proposal is
taken forward and a planning application is received, Lambeth
would assess whether any community uses would be suitable on
this site, taking into account London Plan policy E7.
The existing site comprises a range of industrial units
accommodating lower-value industrial uses and other industrial
related businesses important to the local economy, particularly the
construction sector. The London Plan states that a sufficient supply
of land and premises in different parts of London to meet current
and future demands for industrial and related functions should be
maintained.

No change

The Mayor requires Lambeth to ‘retain capacity’ of its industrial
floorspace capacity. In ‘retain capacity’ boroughs, such as Lambeth,
London Plan Policy E4C applies the principle of no net loss of
industrial floorspace capacity within designated Locally Significant
Industrial Sites (known as KIBAs in Lambeth), therefore Lambeth is
required to continue protecting the existing uses by the Mayor.

Individual

341/1

Agree with a more housing led scheme/ footbridge rather
than industrial led on Knollys Yard.

Policies KIBA
Map
Site

Knolly's Yard

Support for residential uses on this site is noted and aligns with
current proposals to designate the site as a KIBA that has potential
for industrial intensification and co-location under London Plan
policy E7. Any residential development on this site would have to
provide affordable housing in line with London Plan policy H6. 50%
affordable housing is required on industrial land where a net loss of
industrial floorspace capacity is proposed otherwise the policy
threshold is 35%.
The existing site comprises a range of industrial units
accommodating lower-value industrial uses and other industrial
related businesses important to the local economy, particularly the

No change
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55/1

I am writing to express my extreme concern at the designation
of a new KIBA for Knollys Road Goods Yard which will protect
& intensify industrial activity on the site. My reasons for
objection are that there is already insufficient access for the
high volume of HGV traffic entering & leaving Knollys Yard. I
own a property which has sustained severe damage as a result
of HGV traffic on Cameron Place - a road which is neither
designed nor suitable for its current use.'
At present all HGV traffic enters via a Cameron Place - a small
private road that is not structurally designed to take the
weight of HGVs and is not properly maintained. Because large
HGVs cannot pass under the low bridge to get to the yard this
area (highlighted on the attached deed plan) is continually
used as a loading/unloading area for multiple HGVs. They park
on the pavement (somebody conveniently removed the safety
bollards to enable this) and use the small residential street as
an industrial loading bay.

Plan
Issue
Section

Site/
Paragraph

Policies KIBA
Map
Site

Knolly's Yard

Officer Response
construction sector. The London Plan states that a sufficient supply
of land and premises in different parts of London to meet current
and future demands for industrial and related functions should be
maintained. Therefore we are required by the Mayor to protect the
existing uses on site.
The council acknowledges the site-specific constraints to
redevelopment affecting this, particularly the significant access
issues (the site is surrounded by rail lines with only one narrow
vehicular access). For this reason, and with the support of the
Mayor, intensification and co-location with residential is proposed
to enable the delivery of road/rail infrastructure changes required
to facilitate the redevelopment of the site. Lambeth is progressing a
Site Allocations DPD. This site will be considered for inclusion in that
document. If the proposal is taken forward, and a planning
application is received, solutions to these issues will be carefully
investigated through transport and viability assessments. All
planning applications are subject to highways and transport
assessments and so any access issues would be carefully assessed
during the decision-making process.
Objections to the proposed KIBA designation and comments
regarding HGV movements are noted.

Proposed Change

No change

Lambeth is progressing a Site Allocations DPD. This site will be
considered for inclusion in that document. If the proposal is taken
forward and a planning application is received, a full transport
assessment will be necessary to evaluate how the proposals could
impact on the Yard and surrounding areas. Lambeth would need to
carefully assess future access proposals to the site for both vehicles
and pedestrians during the decision-making process. Lambeth
would also need to assess what appropriate design mitigation would
be necessary to ensure appropriate levels of residential amenity are
met whilst ensuring that industrial and related activities on-site are
not compromised in terms of their continued efficient function,
access, service arrangements and days/hours of operation noting
that many businesses have 7-day/24-hour access and operational
requirements.

The weight of HGVs using this completely unsuitable road
which is unfit for purpose has caused the drains to collapse
resulting in severe structural damage to the properties
(originally investigated as subsidence but later found to be
due to water leakage from damaged drains in Cameron Place)
caused by movement & vibration to the 6 properties adjoining
Cameron Place 171-175 Knollys Road. This is now the subject
of an insurance claim AXA Claim Ref: 1350600
In addition our boundary wall has been hit by HGVs twice this
year alone & is now the subject of a 2nd insurance claim Claim
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Ref: MG1/2603628(1095729) (Police reports & photographs
attached). On another occasion I was in the front garden when
another HGV mounted the kerb to turn and was only about
1metre from my face as I stood in the garden. The current
access to Knollys Road Goods yard is dangerous to residents &
damaging to properties.

Plan
Issue
Section

Site/
Paragraph

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Policies KIBA
Map
Site

Knolly's Yard

Mayoral support noted.

No change

Policies KIBA
Map
Site

Knolly's Yard

Even to continue current industrial usage safe access for HGVs
needs to be provided - to designate the site a KIBA and
intensify industrial activity & volume of HGVs
entering./leaving (sic) and conducting their loading activities
there would be negligent of Lambeth Council as there will only
be further damage to our properties and ongoing risks to local
residents from HGV collision & loading/unloading (including
scaffolding poles & heavy items requiring mechanical loading).
Damage to our properties & risks of harm to residents from
this activity cannot be allowed to continue & these proposals
will only exacerbate the situation.
Access to Knollys Goods Yard is currently unsafe & as a KIBA it
will be even more dangerous. An alternative entrance/exit
wide enough & strong enough for HGVs should be created at
the Leigham Vale end (with strong, wide roads) just off the
A205.

Mayor of
London

70/23

Knight's Hill
Councillors

84/2

I would be grateful if you could make a response to my
specific concerns given the severity of the problems caused by
allowing HGV access to Knollys Road via Cameron Place.
Knolly’s Yard – The Mayor supports the designation of
Knolly’s Yard as LSIS (KIBA) and recognises the difficulties of
access to this site as evidenced in Lambeth’s Review of Key
Industrial and Business Areas 2018. It is understood that the
introduction of residential on the site would enable delivery of
necessary road/rail infrastructure changes which in turn could
enable effective use of the site for both industrial and
residential uses. The introduction of residential uses on the
site could be achieved through a process of intensification
and/or consolidation of industrial uses in accordance with
Draft New London Plan Policy E7. Due to the site peculiarities
and difficulties associated with access it is advised that
Lambeth should consider including the site as an allocation,
highlighting the requirements and priorities for delivering the
site.
Knollys Goods yard
The proposal is to specify this area as a KIBA instead of its
current sui generis. Access to the site is currently an entrance
under the railway line from Knollys Road via Cameron Place.
This is inadequate due to its being one lane wide and not high
enough for many trucks. The pedestrian route to Norwood Rd

Lambeth is progressing a Site Allocations DPD. This site will be
considered for inclusion in that document.

The council acknowledges the site-specific constraints to
redevelopment affecting this, particularly the significant access
issues (the site is surrounded by rail lines with only one narrow
vehicular access). For this reason, and with the support of the
Mayor, intensification and co-location with residential is proposed
to enable the delivery of road/rail infrastructure changes required

No change
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is down a steep hill via a rail bridge with a single pavement
insufficient for two wheelchairs to pass

Plan
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Site/
Paragraph

85/1

Individual

86/1

What kind of subsidiary housing might be compatible with
such a large area of B1 use? Why is the Mayor’s proposed D7
policy on intensification with housing applied here. The
investment needed to create the new access route is very
substantial. What sort of development can incorporate this
level of cost and still make developers a profit?
• I object to the designation of a new KIBA for Knollys Road
Policies KIBA
Goods Yard
Map
Site
o this will protect and intensify industrial activity on the site
o there is already insufficient access for the high volume of
HGV traffic entering & leaving Knollys Road Goods Yard via
Cameron Place (the only access route)
o Cameron Place is in a poor state of repair and the HGVs
damage it further
o the boundary of my property is directly adjacent to Cameron
Place
o HGVs park on the pavement outside our property to load
and unload goods - this blocks light to the windows and
creates a noise disturbance, it also completely blocks access to
the pavement for pedestrians forcing them into the road
o recently an HGV reversed into our boundary wall causing
£4500 of damage
Caltrops / bollards should be replaced on the council owned
pavement adjacent to 171-175 Knollys Road to prevent this
kind of anti-social behaviour by the businesses operating out
of the yard.
A Knollys Yard KIBA
This is now described as the largest brownfield site in
Lambeth. This suggests it is some kind of underused area ripe
for development and more intensive use. However in reality it
is little used because that it is all it is suitable for. It is noisy,
squashed between a triangle of railway lines. It is polluted by
years of use as a goods and coal yard. It is low lying and at
flood risk. It has a single cramped access road under a railway

Proposed Change

to facilitate the redevelopment of the site.
Lambeth is progressing a Site Allocations DPD. This site will be
considered for inclusion in that document. If the proposal is taken
forward, and a planning application is received, solutions to these
issues will be carefully investigated through transport and viability
assessments during the decision-making process. Lambeth would
also need to carefully assess future access proposals to the site for
both vehicles and pedestrians, taking into account the possibility for
any new entrances.

Due to the intensity of development on Knollys Rd, its lack of
alternative routes and the single narrow pavement on York
Hill rail bridge, it is essential that a new entrance is created
near Tulse Hill station, eg: via Leigham Vale close to where it
joins Palace Road and Norwood Road, just before the South
circular gyratory. The Local Plan should mention this
requirement for a new entrance – now more feasible due to
the recent removal of the sub-station equipment beside
Leigham Vale .

Individual

Officer Response

Policies KIBA
Map
Site

Knolly's Yard

Objections to the proposed KIBA designation and comments
regarding HGV movements are noted. Existing access issues are also
noted. Lambeth is progressing a Site Allocations DPD. This site will
be considered for inclusion in that document. If the proposal is
taken forward, and a planning application is received, solutions to
these issues will be carefully investigated during the decisionmaking process. Lambeth would also need to ensure that
appropriate design mitigation is in place to ensure appropriate
levels of residential amenity are met whilst ensuring that industrial
and related activities on-site are not compromised in terms of their
continued efficient function, access, service arrangements and
days/hours of operation noting that many businesses have 7day/24-hour access and operational requirements.

No change

Knolly's Yard

Objections raised are noted. Support for small businesses and
workshops is welcomed - these are the types of uses that KIBA
designation will help to protect.

No change

The council acknowledges the site-specific constraints to
redevelopment affecting this, particularly the significant access
issues. For this reason, and with the support of the Mayor,
intensification and co-location with residential is proposed to enable
the delivery of road/rail infrastructure changes required to facilitate
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bridge.

Plan
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To make it practical for more industry and housing it would
need an extra access, probably onto the Tulse Hill end of
Leigham Vale, and improvement of current access onto
Knollys Rd. However the cost of such improved access would
be vast and would then require dense and highly profitable
development on this unsuitable site. Cost imperatives would
mean that this development would probably not provide
much good social and affordable house.

Officer Response

Proposed Change

the redevelopment of the site.
Lambeth is progressing a Site Allocations DPD. This site will be
considered for inclusion in that document. If the proposal is taken
forward and a planning application is received, a full transport
assessment will be necessary to evaluate how the proposals could
impact on the Yard and surrounding areas during the decisionmaking process. Lambeth would need to carefully assess future
access proposals to the site for both vehicles and pedestrians.
Lambeth would also need to assess what appropriate design
mitigation would be necessary to ensure appropriate levels of
residential amenity are met whilst ensuring that industrial and
related activities on-site are not compromised in terms of their
continued efficient function, access, service arrangements and
days/hours of operation noting that many businesses have 7day/24-hour access and operational requirements.

Such dense development impractical for two main reasons:
1 Intrastructure : Local instrastructure in Tulse Hill and West
Norwood simply cannot take a large amount of additional
housing or industry. Trains and buses towards central London
are already so crowded at rush hours that it is often
impossible to get onto them. Similarly roads in the
neighbourhood are already heavily congested most of the day.
There is little spare capacity in local schools and health
services. Developments over the last 10 years show the
increasing pressure on infrascture. So there is simply not
scope for significant anounts of new development.

The Infrastructure Delivery Plan (evidence for the DRLLP PSV 2020)
identifies the infrastructure requirements needed to accommodate
the forecast level of growth across the borough.

2 Congestion on Knollys Rd: Knollys Rd is already heavily
parked and congested. Large amounts of additional traffic,
residential or business from Knollys Yard, coming and going
onto the street would be completely impractical, turning a
100% residential road into a thoroughfare. Not to mention
several years of heavy construction traffic coming and going
over the possibly weak York Hill railway bridge and that end of
Knollys Rd.

Individual

91/1

Possible solution?
The most practical use of Knollys Yard would be to encourage
its use for small businesses and workshops, ideally offering
local employment and with low transport requirements. Small
businesses that support the ‘cultural hub’ concept for West
Norwood would be ideal.This would not require vastly
expensive improvements to access, just some amelioration of
current access road past Cameron Place.
I am an owner of a property in Knollys Road (171-175), SW16
2JP. This property is a end of terrace block consisting of 6 flats
located on the corner of Knollys Road and Cameron Place.
Access on Cameron Place to Knollys Road Good Yard is
restricted due to the low railway bridge and road width, there
is no access for very large HGV’s therefore the whole road
especially at the side of my property is used as a loading area.

Policies KIBA
Map
Site

Knolly's Yard

Objections to the proposed KIBA designation and objections raised
are noted.

No change

The council acknowledges the site-specific constraints to
redevelopment affecting this, particularly the significant access
issues (the site is surrounded by rail lines with only one narrow
vehicular access). For this reason, and with the support of the
Mayor, intensification and co-location with residential is proposed
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This blocks access for all traffic and pedestrians, these large
HGV vehicles park on the pavement (which previously had
metal bollards) with fork lift trucks dropping large metal waste
into containers, taking several journeys. This is approx 1/2
metre away from resident's windows/wall thus causing
intolerable noise and vibration. This happens several times a
week. I think you would agree that this is unacceptable.
As such I would like to strongly object to the designation of a
new KIBA for Knollys Road Goods Yard which current uses
this sole and unsuitable access road for the following
reasons.
• The road has no parking restrictions therefore parked cars
cause narrowing of the road, large goods vehicles then use the
pavement to gain access and for loading.
• The road has calming speed bumps which have no effect on
large vehicles, it just causes major noise and vibration to the
surrounding properties.
• The road is in a poor state due to the daily use of heavy
vehicles.
• The danger to residents and local pedestrians is highlighted
by the fact that the wall on the corner of our property has
been virtually demolished by a large steel works lorry
reversing into it, which means that the pavement had been
driven over. This is under an insurance claim.
• The property has had severe drain damage (located on the
pavement side of the building) and the whole block has large
movement cracks. This is also under an insurance claim.
It is time to stop using these unsuitable areas for heavy
industrial use, the surrounding properties are residential with
no other local land being used in this way. As Cameron Place
this is the only access point to this rail blocked area,
suggesting that more housing and industry would not cause
unbearable congestion to the whole of Knollys Road further is
delusional. Knollys Road is currently under great pressure and
is mostly a one lane road, causing many frustrated and angry
drivers having to give way to large lorries.
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Officer Response

Proposed Change

to enable the delivery of road/rail infrastructure changes required
to facilitate the redevelopment of the site.
Lambeth is progressing a Site Allocations DPD. This site will be
considered for inclusion in that document. If the proposal is taken
forward and a planning application is received, solutions to access,
highways and traffic issues will be carefully analysed and assessed
during the decision-making process. If necessary, further mitigation
measures will be identified. Lambeth would also need to assess
what appropriate design mitigation would be necessary to ensure
appropriate levels of residential amenity are met whilst ensuring
that industrial and related activities on-site are not compromised in
terms of their continued efficient function, access, service
arrangements and days/hours of operation noting that many
businesses have 7-day/24-hour access and operational
requirements.

I would suggest the following as a short term solution:
• Reinstated the bollards along the side of Cameron Place/
Knollys Road protecting the paved area.
• Restrict parking in Cameron Place during working hours.
• Remove the speed bumps and repair the road.
• Allocate a loading area nearer the bridge.
Moving on I would suggest that this area could be cleared and
used as a valuable local green area (nature reserve/park).
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I would like to comment on the KIBA designation of Knollys
Yard.

Plan
Issue
Section
Policies KIBA
Map
Site

Knollys Yard - Largest KiBA in Lambeth!
I welcome KIBA designation, as it is important for Lambeth to
protect these sites, and indeed the Mayor’s Office I believe
also wants to preserve such sites. Now that the designation is
official, I would like to see more investment into access for
this site to realise its potential. While I do not agree it should
be largely residential, as one developer has suggested, it is
completely surrounded by busy railways tracks and will only
ever be suitable for light industry, workshops etc. I know
Lambeth are keen for some housing to go there, however, I
cannot imagine how the Fire Department would view any
development while the road into it is completely unsuitable
for large vehicles.

Site/
Paragraph
Knolly's Yard

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Support for KIBA designation is acknowledged. The council
acknowledges the site-specific constraints to redevelopment
affecting this, particularly the significant access issues (the site is
surrounded by rail lines with only one narrow vehicular access). For
this reason, and with the support of the Mayor, intensification and
co-location with residential is proposed to enable the delivery of
road/rail infrastructure changes required to facilitate the
redevelopment of the site.

No change

Lambeth is progressing a Site Allocations DPD. This site will be
considered for inclusion in that document. If the proposal is taken
forward, and a planning application is submitted, a full transport
assessment will be necessary to evaluate both pedestrian and
vehicular access to the site, taking into account the possibility for
additional entrance points into the site during the decision-making
process.

I have commented separately on access and a possible
solution in the Transport Strategy Consultation. I do wonder if
the Mayor is supportive, could Lambeth look to get support
from the wider Assembly to fund access and unleash its
potential? Of course, I believe that access should be from the
Tulse HIll end of Leigham Vale, which would provide easier
access for lorries which currently have to navigate the steep
York Hill into Knollys Road and then right under a bridge.
Berkeley
Group

197/1
6

As set out in our comments above, the new London Plan will
set ambitious new housing targets which will require a
significant uplift in the amount of housing delivered. The
housing target in Lambeth is set to increase by 33% which is
around 400 dwellings per year. In order to achieve these
ambitious targets Lambeth need to maximise housing delivery
on suitable sites such as the Montford Place KIBA. For this
reason, we are seeking the release of the full KIBA in
accordance with the masterplan to allow the maximum
potential of this site to be realised. Lambeth should also
consider adopting the OAKDA Masterplan into the Local Plan
at Policy PN8 as a site allocation.

Policies KIBA
Map
Site

Montford
As set out in the DRLLP PSV 2020, Lambeth is able to meet and
Place exceed its draft London Plan housing target without further deBeefeater/Oval designation of KIBA land.
Gasworks
Lambeth is a borough identified in the London Plan required to
‘retain capacity’ of its designated industrial floorspace capacity. In
‘retain capacity’ boroughs, London Plan Policy E4C applies the
principle of no net loss of industrial floorspace capacity within
designated Locally Significant Industrial Sites (LSIS). Overall Lambeth
is proposing a net loss of land designated as LSIS, so the Mayor
requires intensification of the remaining stock of KIBAs for industrial
uses. Industrial intensification and co-location with other uses such
as residential is proposed within this KIBA owing to unique sitespecific circumstances, in this case, to enable redevelopment of the
Oval Gasworks site (following de-commissioning of the gasholders).

No change

289 Kennington Lane, 17 Oval Way and the Beefeater Gin Distillery
continue to provide valuable industrial uses therefore Lambeth is
required to continue protecting these use by the Mayor. This
approach is supported by the Mayor. Lambeth is progressing a Site
Allocations DPD. This site can be considered for inclusion in that
document.
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I oppose the following proposal: Montford Place Beefeater/Oval Gasworks Designation of area that has
potential for industrial intensification and co-location 2.16
Transport for London Site To allow for potential industrial
intensification and co-location with residential and/or social
infrastructure (under Draft London Plan policy E7C)
Industrial intensification proposed area would be next to high
density residential areas. It doesn't make sense to have in the
heart of the community

Plan
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Policies KIBA
Map
Site

Site/
Paragraph
Montford
Place Beefeater/Oval
Gasworks

Brixton
Society
Individual

155/1
0
173/5

We also welcome the Parade Mews KIBA (map 2.15) though
this is just beyond our boundary.
It is not understood why a new KIBA is preferred at Parade
Mews instead of a CEZ, but I support either.

Policies
Map
Policies
Map

KIBA
Site
KIBA
site

Parade Mews

Norwood
Action
group et al.

196/5
40

KIBAs
• New KIBA at Parade Mews

Policies KIBA
Map
site

Parade Mews

Individual

Parade Mews

Support – could be creative focus whilst retaining car repair
important to local people. However residential applications
putting at risk whole of Mews – values and noise and
disturbance. Need Article 4 to back up policy designation

265/1

I would like to state my support for zoning Parade Mews in
Tulse Hill as a KIBA. THere are already many creative
industries in the area, but an increased density of creative
activities would vastly increase footfall, & enable businesses
to work together and support each other both creatively and
in terms of growing their customer base. THat end of the high
street is not particularly successful as a general retail area, so
would benefit massively from an increased range of local
offers, in particularly is premises were made available cheaply
to local artists and makers, of which there are many within
the WEst Norwood/Tulse Hill/West Dulwich community. This

Policies KIBA
Map
Site

Parade Mews

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Lambeth is identified in the London Plan as a 'retain' capacity
borough and so is required to retain its designated industrial
floorspace capacity. Overall Lambeth is proposing a net loss of land
designated as Locally Significant Industrial Sites (known as KIBAs in
Lambeth), so the Mayor requires intensification of the remaining
stock of KIBAs for industrial uses.

No change

Industrial intensification and co-location with residential is proposed
within this part of the KIBA owing to unique site-specific
circumstances, in this case, to enable redevelopment of the Oval
Gasworks site (following de-commissioning of the gasholders).
London Plan policy E7 (E) requires intensification and co-location
processes to ensure agent of change principles (see Policy D12
Agent of Change). The Agent of Change principle states that new
noise and other nuisance-generating development proposed close
to residential and other noise-sensitive uses should put in place
measures to mitigate and manage any noise impacts for
neighbouring residents and businesses.
Support noted.
KIBA designation will afford a greater level of protection for
industrial uses in Parade Mews, including for the types of smaller
creative firms currently located there. The Mayor has informed
Lambeth that only six specific areas across London have been
identified, by the Mayor, as Creative Enterprise Zones and only
those areas can use that title. Unfortunately, West Norwood is not
yet one of the Mayor's CEZ areas.
Support noted. Parade Mews has strong potential to continue to
meet the needs of small businesses in the area, particularly in the
B1c use class. Residential development would undermine the
employment status of the Mews.
Lambeth will continue to monitor the position with regard to the
implementation of prior approvals within KIBAs. However, the B1(c)
permitted right includes added protection of industrial areas in the
prior approval process. KIBA designation will significantly reinforce
Lambeth’s ability to resist change of use through the prior approval
process.
Support noted.

No change
No change

No change

No change
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Ruh Studio

272/1

Individual

273/1

Representation Wording
area already hosts ecellent activities such as artists open
house, which are immensely popular with locals & visitors,
and an increase in such events would bring further economic
growth and general physical improvement to the area.
I would like to urge Lambeth planning to include Parade Mews
as a KIBA within the Station to Station district. We are a
historically unique Victorian Mews: the former stables for the
horses pulling the trolleys up Knights Hill. There are
numerous craft workshops, including internationally
renowned glass makers, potters, who teach classes to school
children and adults, painters, and joiners. All of us live locally,
and employ people who live locally. During the year, we open
our doors to the community at Christmas for workshops, and
in the spring During the Dulwich Festival. Lambeth planning
will know that there is a desperate shortage of small
workshops and studios in the council. A nearby studio
building, Parkhall Trading Estate, has in recent years been reenvisioning the type of renters they admit. It has gone from a
bustling hive of joiners, artistic painters, printers, potters and
glass-makers to a quiet den of digitally based trades. There
are far too few workshops available now where the sounds of
manual crafts are tolerated, and Parade Mews is one of the
last remaining in Lambeth. As Parade Mews is one of the
few remaining workspaces in the council, it is imperative it is
protected against residential development too. A recent
proposal for change of use to residential space within the
Mews was declined, but it brought to light the vulnerability of
these unique workshops. Without KIBA classification,
individual change of use petitions will need to be contested,
and eventually one will slip through the net. A precedent will
be set, and before long, dwellings choked with parked cars
will outnumber workshops. Residents unhappy with the noise
of the workshops will complain, and one of the last remaining
outposts of creative industry in the council will be throttled.
Lambeth needs to be reminded that the future of creative
industry is not only digital, it is also manual. Parade Mews is a
uniquely creative hive offering workshops, education and
employment to local residents which needs to be protected
and promoted by the council.
I work in Parade Mews since 1997. I have seen it change very
little through the years because we have what we need. We
have recently become owners of our own spaces within the
mews. Together we are a group of about 20 artists and crafts
people. I fear the area becoming a KIBA does not mean we are
protected as artists and crafts people who are much needed in
the community and contribute to it. I agree we shall not
become space for housing especulation, but also we should
make sure industrial activities are controlled. Artistic, creative
activities should be encouraged where they don't exist and
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Paragraph

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Policies KIBA
Map
Site

Parade Mews

Support noted.

No change

Policies KIBA
Map
Site

Parade Mews

KIBA designation will protect the existing uses on site and allow
other industrial uses (including creative businesses) to come
forward.

No change

DRLLP PSV 2020 policy ED3 states that business, industrial, storage
and waste management uses, including green industries and other
compatible industrial and commercial uses (excluding large scale
retail) are acceptable in KIBAs. Therefore a range of uses would be
able to come forward in the Mews, not just industrial. In turn KIBA
protection helps to maintain lower land values, by removing hope
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Sandfish
ltd.

275/1

Individual

334/1

Norwood
Action
group et al.

196/2
6

Plan
Issue
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Site/
Paragraph

Yes, I am in favour of supporting that Parade Mews in SE27
becomes a newly designated KIBA Business Area. There is a
really strong community of craft and art-makers that has
developed in Parade Mews and I really feel that this is
something that Lambeth should support. Work space
available to makers is at a premium - the proposed change to
a KIBA could protect Parade Mews turning into a residential
area.
In regard to the proposed inclusion of Parade Mews as a new
KIBA zone...I wanted to point out that nearly all the businesses
there are related to ‘Arts, Crafts, Music and Media’ ... the
Mews has a very particular history as mainly Art studios and I
am not sure that 'Industrial 'is an appropriate label.

Policies KIBA
Map
Site

Parade Mews

Policies KIBA
Map
Site

Parade Mews

8. The spiralling costs at Parkhall KIBA have turned affordable
workspace into unaffordable workspace for very many. This is
counter to Lambeth policy of affordable workspace which
does not appear deliverable, so policy needs amending so that
it is.

Policies KIBA
Map
Site

protected where they exist, like in PArade Mews. I Don't see
that in the KIBAs lines.

Parkhall
Trading Estate

And Parkhall failing to meet Lambeth aspirations due to
spiralling monopoly operator costs.
Norwood
Action
group et al.

Bizspace

196/7
7

121/1

And Parkhall failing to meet Lambeth aspirations due to
spiralling monopoly operator costs.

This representation relates to the BizSpace sites at
Shakespeare Business Centre located on 245a Coldharbour
Lane, Brixton and Lilford Business Centre located at 61 Lilford
Road, Camberwell. This representation follows our earlier
representation to the consultation on ‘issues’ during
December 2017, and as such, it necessarily repeats much of
our previous commentary.

Policies KIBA
Map
site

Policies KIBA
Map
Site

Parkhall
Trading Estate

Shakespeare
Road Business
Centre

Officer Response
value for residential development. This helps to support the viability
of employment-only development in KIBAs and maintain lower
rental levels.
Support noted. KIBA designation will afford a greater level of
protection for all units in Parade Mews and will help to ensure a set
of premises maintained for smaller creative firms and also help to
maintain lower land values, by removing hope value for residential
development.

KIBA designation will protect the existing uses on site and allow
other industrial uses (including arts and creative businesses) to
come forward.

Proposed Change

No change

No change

DRLLP PSV 2020 policy ED3 states that business, industrial, storage
and waste management uses, including green industries and other
compatible industrial and commercial uses (excluding large scale
retail) are acceptable in KIBAs. Therefore a range of uses would be
able to come forward in the Mews. In turn KIBA protection helps to
maintain lower land values, by removing hope value for residential
development. This helps to support the viability of employment-only
development in KIBAs and maintain lower rental levels.
Noted. The council is seeking to introduce a policy (ED2) which will
No change
seek affordable workspace in developments in different parts of the
borough and help mitigate the issues highlighted by the respondent.
The council is satisfied that its policy is deliverable and justified.
KIBA designation is another mechanism that helps to maintain lower
land values by removing hope value for residential development in
specific locations. This helps to support the viability of employmentonly development in KIBAs and maintain lower rental levels.
Noted. The council is seeking to introduce a policy (ED2) which will
seek affordable workspace in developments in different parts of the
borough and help mitigate the issues highlighted by the respondent.
The council is satisfied that its policy is deliverable and justified.
KIBA designation is another mechanism that helps to maintain lower
land values by removing hope value for residential development in
specific locations. This helps to support the viability of employmentonly development in KIBAs and maintain lower rental levels.
Noted.

No change

No change
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By way of background, BizSpace is the Owner and asset
manager of the above mentioned office and industrial
premises located within the London Borough of Lambeth.
BizSpace is one of the UK’s leading providers of flexible
employment accommodation and currently manages a
portfolio of approximately 100 sites throughout England and
Scotland comprising a mixture of business centres, industrial
estates and business parks. BizSpace’s business model is
based on supporting small and start-up businesses, and
therefore plays an important role in the local and regional
economy in terms of not only providing office, industrial and
warehousing facilities on a flexible basis, but also in terms of
job creation, employing over 200 in-house staff, based in
various locations across the country.
As an experienced provider of flexible business space,
BizSpace is continually reviewing its sites and seeking to
maximise the value of the portfolio, through ongoing
improvement and investment within existing sites,
acquisitions of new opportunities and disposals of those sites
which, for a variety of reasons, are failing to meet the
BizSpace model. In this respect, whilst BizSpace remain
committed to the ongoing management and operation of its
Lambeth sites, BizSpace is also is keen to ensure that the
updated Lambeth Local Plan provides the flexibility necessary
to allow BizSpace to respond to changing circumstances,
including the ability to promote sites for alternative nonemployment uses where appropriate, noting the longevity of
the Plan period.
With regard to the Shakespeare Business Centre, BizSpace’s
primary objective is to ensure that the reviewed policies
which currently safeguard KIBAs strictly for B1, B2 and B8
uses, acknowledge that in certain circumstances sites may no
longer be suitable, or viable, for ongoing employment use (or
other ancillary use). As such, as set out above, our client
considers that the Council should provide greater flexibility in
the emerging KIBA-related employment policies and recognise
that in some circumstances not all employment sites, owning
to physical or other constraints will be able to accommodate
employment use, or can better be provided as part of a mix of
uses, in the medium to long term. Effectively, in cases such as
this, alternative use should be explored as a potential
opportunity to make the most efficient use of the site.

Plan
Issue
Section

Site/
Paragraph

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Policies KIBA
Map
site

Shakespeare
Road Business
Centre

London Plan Policy E4C makes clear the range of uses that are
considered acceptable is Locally Significant Industrial Sites (known
as KIBAs in Lambeth). This does not include non-industrial uses.
Local Plans must be in general conformity with the London Plan and
so only uses outlined in London Plan policy E4 A will be supported in
KIBAs.

No change

As such, as set out above, our client considers that the Council
should provide greater flexibility in the emerging KIBA-related
employment policies and recognise that in some
circumstances not all employment sites, owning to physical or
other constraints will be able to accommodate employment
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Bizspace

121/4

U+I Group
Plc

79/5

Representation Wording
use, or can better be provided as part of a mix of uses, in the
medium to long term. Effectively, in cases such as this,
alternative use should be explored as a potential opportunity
to make the most efficient use of the site.
On this basis, draft policy ED3 should provide criteria against
which non-employment proposals will be assessed. This
should not fall to the supporting text to the policy, as
currently drafted.
Shakespeare Business Centre is located on 245 Coldharbour
Lane, Brixton and comprises a range of traditional brick
buildings around a central courtyard providing industrial and
office space across three and half to four storeys. The site is
located adjacent to the railway line to the south-west of
Loughborough Junction and access is taken from Shakespeare
Road and Hinton Road. It has frontage and access to the
railway arches on Coldharbour Lane. The surrounding area is
mixed in character but predominantly residential to the south,
east and west with retail and other town centre uses to the
northwest.
Policy ED3: Key Industrial and Business Areas
U+I’s representations to the Lambeth Local Plan Review (30
November 2017) questioned the merits of retaining the KIBA
designation for Southbank House and Newport Street KIBA
(containing the central and east parts of the 8 Albert
Embankment site) due to:
• the inconclusive conclusion of the KIBA Review (October
2017), which noted that the potential of the central and east
sites to meet the demand for employment uses will depend
“on the outcome of this proposal”; and
• the support for mixed use redevelopment of the site,
including residential.
Given the emerging proposals for 8 Albert Embankment and
the evident support for a mixed use approach received from
the LB Lambeth Strategic Panel, the Central and East Sites
should be identified as areas with potential for
intensification/co-location alongside residential and other
uses. This approach was accepted through the planning
appeal associated with the site and has already been
suggested for two other KIBAs in the draft Local Plan. This
approach would also be in line with emerging London Plan
Policy E7 and would recognise the parallel allocation for the
site (Site 10) – which acknowledges the benefits of providing
non-B-class uses as well as residential uses within the KIBA
boundary if “it can be demonstrated that this is necessary to
achieve an acceptable scheme in all other respects”.
Accordingly, U+I requests that the Proposed Changes to the
Policies Map October 2018 (Section 2.3) is updated to identify

Plan
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Site/
Paragraph

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Policies KIBA
Map
Site

Shakespeare
Road Business
Centre

Noted.

No change

Policies KIBA
Map
site

Southbank
House and
Newport
Street KIBA

Draft London Plan policy E4 outlines that a sufficient supply of land
and premises in different parts of London to meet current and
future demands for industrial and related functions should be
maintained. This should make provision for a range of industrial
uses. The London Plan does not allow non-industrial uses within
Locally Significant Industrial Sites (LSIS) (KIBAs in Lambeth).

No change

Lambeth is a borough identified in the London Plan required to
‘retain capacity’ of its designated industrial floorspace capacity. In
‘retain capacity’ boroughs, London Plan policy E4C applies the
principle of no net loss of industrial floorspace capacity within
designated Locally Significant Industrial Sites (LSIS). Overall Lambeth
is proposing a net loss of land designated as LSIS, so the Mayor
requires intensification of the remaining stock of KIBAs for industrial
uses. Industrial intensification and co-location with other uses such
as residential (allowed for through a plan-led approach in Draft
London Plan policy E7) has only been identified as appropriate in a
small number of case. These KIBAs have been considered as such
owing to unique site-specific circumstances in each case. In all other
KIBAs only intensification for business and industrial uses is
supported to achieve the overall level of intensification required.
The KIBA provides a mix of B1 and B2 spaces therefore Lambeth is
required to continue protecting these by the Mayor. However
residential uses will continue to be allowed in the areas of land
covered by Site 10 which allows:
‘Mix of uses including residential and employment. Exceptionally,
configuration of the site to include some residential within the KIBA
boundary may be considered, if it can be demonstrated that this is
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the Central and East Sites of 8 Albert Embankment as areas
with “potential for industrial intensification and co-location
with residential and/or social infrastructure”.
To align with emerging London Plan Policy E7, U+I also
therefore requests that the wording of ED3 part c) is amended
to state: “c) Areas of KIBA land with potential for both
intensification and/or co-location with residential and other
uses”.

Plan
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Section

Site/
Paragraph

Officer Response

Proposed Change

necessary to achieve an acceptable scheme in all other respects.’
The site allocation will continue to allow for residential. This
approach is supported by the Mayor.

Appendix
Proposed Changes to the Policies Map October 2018

Wetherby
Ltd

144/4

Update Proposed Changes to the Policies Map October 2018
(Section 2.3) to identify the Central and East Sites of 8 Albert
Embankment as areas with “potential for industrial
intensification and co-location” through inclusion of another
Map at 2.18 (after page 26).
We write on behalf of Wetherby Ltd who own a number of
buildings on Wandworth Road comprising of 15 – 17 Clyston
Street, 120 -170 Stewart’s Road, and 206 – 208 Stewart’s
Road, with associated surface level car parking, referred to as
the Stewart’s Road site for the purpose of this representation.
The site falls within the Key Industrial Business Areas (KIBAs)
Site Allocation referred to as Wandsworth Road.
Our client recognises the importance of the planning policy
framework to help it and its partners realise their respective
ambitions to make best use of the estate. Wetherby Ltd is
supportive of the Council’s approach and strategy for growth
set out in the draft Local Plan. However, there are some
matters within the plan where we either seek clarification or
raise concern. Where concerns are raised against matters of
the plan which we consider could prejudice Wetherby Ltd’s
ability to manage their estate appropriately, we have
suggested proposed amendments to the plan for your
consideration.
The London Borough of Lambeth (LBL) is uniquely placed in
London to act as a focus for growth and any new local plan
must recognise and reflect this in its ambition. We are pleased
to note that this sentiment is captured in the emerging Local
Plan and would expect all decisions on policy direction to be
framed and taken in this context. However, we also feel that
the application of strict land use policies in some instances
fails to recognise the ability for mixed use developments to
make best use of brownfield land without compromising
certain functions.

Policies KIBA
Map
Site

Wandsworth
Road

Draft London Plan policy E4 outlines that a sufficient supply of land
and premises in different parts of London to meet current and
future demands for industrial and related functions should be
maintained. This should make provision for a range of commercial
and industrial uses. The London Plan does not allow other types of
uses within Locally Significant Industrial Sites (LSIS) (KIBAs in
Lambeth).

No change

The Draft London Plan policies on industrial land have been found
sound (See EIP Panel Report 2019). Lambeth is a borough identified
in the London Plan required to ‘retain capacity’ of its designated
industrial land. In ‘retain capacity’ boroughs, London Plan Policy E4C
applies the principle of no net loss of industrial floorspace capacity
within designated Locally Significant Industrial Sites (LSIS). 15-17
Clyston Mews continues to provide valuable industrial units and 206
– 208 Stewart’s Road is in B1 use. Therefore Lambeth is required to
continue protecting these addresses by the Mayor.
The buildings and yard to the north (120-170 Stewart’s Road) lie
outside of borough boundary.
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Policy ED3 – Key Industrial and Business Areas (KIBAs) Map
2.9 - Wandworth Road We broadly support Lambeth’s
proposed changes to the KIBAs, as set out within the Draft
Local Plan Policies Map. We acknowledge Lambeth’s decision
to remove 50 Clyston Street and 1 – 15 Corben Mews from
the KIBA for residential development on the Wandworth Road
KIBA site, as highlighted in map 2.9.

Plan
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Section

Site/
Paragraph

Officer Response

Proposed Change

In addition to the proposed changes to the Wandsworth Road
KIBA boundary to release the 1-15 Corben Mews site, we also
suggest that it would be appropriate that the plan should also
remove 15 – 17 Clyston Street, 120 -170 Stewart’s Road, and
206 – 208 Stewart’s Road (Stewart’s Road Site), as indicated in
the map below [map included]
The site is located within the KIBA, therefore Policy ED3 (Key
Industrial and Business Areas) of the Draft Local Plan applies.
This policy states that development in KIBA’s will be permitted
only for business, industrial, storage and waste management
uses, including green industries and other compatible
industrial and commercial uses (excluding large scale retail)
ancillary to, or providing for, the needs of the KIBA. However,
the draft New London Plan Policy E7 promotes intensification
of business uses in Use Classes B1b, B1c, B2 and B8 and
industrial sui generis uses to allow for land to come forward
for a mix of uses, including housing. Outside of KIBA’s office
uses are in any event protected under policy ED1.
Paragraph 6.22 of the draft plan states that KIBAs are
Lambeth’s ‘Locally Significant Industrial Sites’ and are a vital
part of the local economy representing the borough’s
strategic supply of land for industrial, business and waste
management uses use. They are also a source of lower cost
premises for smaller and start-up businesses, including many
in the creative, cultural and digital industries and other sectors
such as food-making and distribution. Based on this
description and the draft policy it is clear that the Council are
seeking to both safeguard and promote industrial type
activities in this location. However, this does not reflect the
character of the existing Stewart’s Road site.
Character of Stewarts Road The Stewart’s Road site is made
up of predominantly office uses across all three buildings. As
such, they do not meet the requirements of the KIBA
designation in totality. Furthermore, given that the buildings
can be largely occupied as offices it is highly unlikely that they
will revert back to industrial or other business uses in the
future. Therefore, the KIBA policy would be ineffective on this
part of the Wandsworth Road designation. Located on the
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western edge of the Wandsworth Road KIBA, the site directly
adjoins residential neighbours on both Stewarts Road, Clyston
Street and the 5-6 storey residential development, known as
Bradfield House fronting Wandworth Road. This relationship
with the existing residential premises suggests that more
industrial type activities are unlikely to gain favour in the local
community.

Plan
Issue
Section

Site/
Paragraph

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Character of Stewarts Road The Stewart’s Road site is made
up of predominantly office uses across all three buildings. As
such, they do not meet the requirements of the KIBA
designation in totality. Furthermore, given that the buildings
can be largely occupied as offices it is highly unlikely that they
will revert back to industrial or other business uses in the
future. Therefore, the KIBA policy would be ineffective on this
part of the Wandsworth Road designation. Located on the
western edge of the Wandsworth Road KIBA, the site directly
adjoins residential neighbours on both Stewarts Road, Clyston
Street and the 5-6 storey residential development, known as
Bradfield House fronting Wandworth Road. This relationship
with the existing residential premises suggests that more
industrial type activities are unlikely to gain favour in the local
community.
Given that the Stewart’s Road site currently consists of
predominantly non-KIBA compatible uses, it falls on the very
western edge of the KIBA, and its immediate relationship with
neighbouring residential uses, we suggest that a policy
designation to retain and promote industrial functions is not
an effective way for the borough to make best use of its
brownfield land. Rather, it makes better sense in urban terms
to define the edge of the IBA to include the next door
buildings and associated yard to the north in industrial use.
The Stewarts Road site has no urban interdependency with
this industrial area in terms of access, the site being separated
by a party wall. Rather, the Stewarts Road site is accessed
from both Stewarts Road and Clyston Road and forms part of
the mix of uses in this street.
It is noted that the 50 Clyston Street and 1 – 15 Corben Mews
site is proposed to be removed from the Wandworth Road
KIBA given that it is now functioning in residential use.
However, many of the characteristics of that site are similar to
the Stewarts Road site in terms of its relationship with other
neighbouring uses. Given that this site is being proposed for
release which the Council consider would not harm the wider
function of the KIBA we suggest the same principles could be
applied to the Stewarts Road site.
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The release of the site from the KIBA designation would
present Lambeth with an excellent opportunity to make best
use of a well located brownfield site.
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Proposed Change

Policies KIBA
Map
site

Waterworks
Road

The concern about loss of employment is noted. It is no longer
proposed to de-designate this site as a KIBA. Instead, it is proposed
to identify this KIBA as appropriate for industrial intensification and
co-location with residential development (under draft Local Plan
policy ED3 and London Plan policy E7). This approach acknowledges
the current mix of residential and B class uses but also protect and
enable intensification of the remaining industrial floorspace
capacity, alongside potential for further residential. All future
development proposals will be assessed against adopted policies in
the Lambeth Local Plan and London Plan therefore any potential
impacts on conservation areas will be assessed during the
development management process.

Waterworks Road is no longer
proposed to be de-designated.
Instead, it is proposed to identify
this as a third KIBA appropriate for
industrial intensification and colocation with residential
development (under draft Local
Plan policy ED3 and draft London
Plan policy E7).

Policies KIBA
Map
Site

Waterworks
Road

In light of the comments received it is no longer proposed to dedesignate this site as a KIBA. Instead, it is proposed to identify this
KIBA as appropriate for industrial intensification and co-location
with residential development (under draft Local Plan policy ED3 and
London Plan policy E7). This would acknowledge the current mix of
residential and B-class uses but also protect and enable
intensification of the remaining industrial floorspace capacity,
alongside potential for further residential.

Policies KIBA
Map
site

West Norwood
Commercial
Area

Planning records reveal that no application for residential use at
Zephyr House has been received.

Waterworks Road is no longer
proposed to be de-designated.
Instead, it is proposed to identify
this as a KIBA appropriate for
industrial intensification and colocation with residential
development (under DRLLP PSV
2020 policy ED3 and draft London
Plan policy E7).
No change

Taking into account other policies of the draft plan, a mixeduse scheme could provide office and other associated
business functions, which would provide employment uses
without, as a minimum, involving a net loss of office
floorspace from the current uses, in accordance with draft
Policy ED1.

Individual

12/1

Brixton
Society

155/8

Acme

1/1

Additionally, a mixed-use scheme could allow for a uplift in
other valuable uses compatible with the surrounding area. For
example, a residential element of any scheme would help
towards Lambeth’s housing delivery targets in accordance
with draft Policy H1 (Maximising housing growth). Such a
mixed-use scheme on the Stewart’s Road site would enable a
number of socio-economic benefits to be delivered within
Lambeth and meets with the overall draft Spatial Strategy.
- Change of use of potential development of industrial
buildings on Brixton Hill between Jebb Ave and Blenheim
Gardens (west side):
- Will this area be designated as an area for housing
development?
- What would be the terms of this? If that's proposed, Jean is
concerned about the potential loss of employment
opportunities, and what would the Planning constraints on
height of buildings be?
- How might future development impact on the conservation
of the fine Edwardian architecture on the west side of Brixton
Hill?
ED3 KIBAs: We object to the deletion of the Waterworks Road
KIBA (Brixton Hill, map 2.10). This KIBA has been gradually
diluted by the Council’s failure to enforce this policy, and
deletion would only encourage developers to defy the KIBA
policy more widely around the borough.

Acme is the tenant of Carlew House, East Place, West
Norwood, London, SE27 9JW, located within the West
Norwood Commerical Area KIBA – Map 2.11 in the Proposed
Changes to the Policies Map.
The envelope of the space we rent includes: Zephyr House, 2
Waring Street, London, SE27 9LH (see image below).

The Lambeth enforcement team investigate and take appropriate
action when breaches are reported through the Lambeth planning
enforcement webpage.
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It is our belief that Zephyr House is being used as residential
accommodation in contravention of planning and sections of
the Draft Revised Lambeth Local Plan October 2018, including:
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Proposed Change

Policies KIBA
Map
Site

West Norwood
Commercial
Area

The Lambeth enforcement team investigate and take appropriate
action when breaches are reported through the Lambeth planning
enforcement webpage.

No change

Policies KIBA
Map
Site

West Norwood
Commercial
Area

The Draft London Plan policies on industrial land have been found
sound (See EIP Panel Report 2019). Lambeth is a borough identified
in the London Plan required to ‘retain capacity’ of its designated
industrial floorspace capacity. In ‘retain capacity’ boroughs, London
Plan Policy E4C applies the principle of no net loss of industrial
floorspace capacity within designated Locally Significant Industrial
Sites (LSIS). Overall Lambeth is proposing a net loss of land
designated as LSIS, so the Mayor requires intensification of the
remaining stock of KIBAs for industrial uses. Industrial intensification
and co-location with other uses such as residential (allowed for
through a plan-led approach in Draft London Plan policy E7) is
therefore not a priority in Lambeth. Lambeth does not need to rely
on KIBA land to meet and exceed its Draft London Plan housing
target. KIBA land must be prioritised instead to achieve the Draft
London Plan requirement to retain industrial floorspace capacity in
the borough. There are a small number of exceptions to this
approach: three KIBAs have been identified as appropriate for
intensification and co-location. These KIBAs have been considered
as such owing to unique site-specific circumstances in each case. In
all other KIBAs only intensification for business and industrial uses is
supported to achieve the overall level of intensification required.

No change

• Policy ED3 Key Industrial and Business Areas (KIBAs)
• Policy ED5 Work-live development
We feel that residential use on this site undermines LB
Lambeth’s ambition for the area, creates unregulated and
potential dangerous living conditions, and risks setting a
precident of ‘residential use by the back door’ for commerical
premises in the borough.

Eco World
London
Developme
nt Ltd.

117/6

Travis
Perkins Plc

124/3

We hope that LB Lambeth will undertake a site visit to ensure
that this commerical building is fulfilling the aims laid out in
the Draft Revised Lambeth Local Plan October 2018.
The West Norwood KIBA is the closest KIBA to Knolly’s Yard
with a number of non-industrial type uses such as retail, and
churches occupying existing premises within the KIBA. LB
Lambeth should ensure existing sites within KIBA’s are used
effectively and as designated prior to allocating further land;
However, these representation seek to highlight that in some
circumstances builders’ merchant sites can, and often do,
operate alongside residential and other uses, a concept which
is supported by draft London Plan Policy E7. In particular these
representations seek to promote the West Norwood
Commercial Area KIBA as suitable for co-location and
intensification, given the range of uses in the KIBA and
surrounding sites that already operate alongside each other.
For the avoidance of doubt, the TP West Norwood branch is a
successful branch and TP do not intend to leave this KIBA.
However, the branch requires modernisation and there is
support from the local business and residential community for
renewal of the area. This KIBA should be included in the
Schedule of KIBA sites that have potential for industrial
intensification and co-location (under Draft London Plan policy
E7C).
Travis Perkins Norwood High Street - This branch is within the
eastern part of the West Norwood Commercial Area KIBA. This
KIBA is just outside of the West Norwood District Centre and is
surrounded by residential development as well as mixed use
buildings which include residential units, public houses, shops,
services and general town centre uses. Indeed we understand
that there are a number of residential units within the KIBA
itself, which are now in lawful use having been in Class C3 use
for over ten years. Figure 1 below provides an overview of the
range of existing uses both within and around this KIBA. The

The West Norwood Commercial Area KIBA continues to provide
valuable industrial floorspace capacity. The Travis Perkins site
contains a successful builders merchants, therefore Lambeth is
required to continue protecting this use by the Mayor.
KIBA designation affords a greater level of protection for all units in
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area shaded in purple represents the industrial type uses
within the KIBA [Figure 1 included]
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Policies KIBA
Map
Site

West Norwood
Commercial
Area

Support noted.

No change

Policies KIBA
Map
Site

West Norwood
Commercial
Area

Lambeth is a borough identified in the London Plan required to
‘retain capacity’ of its designated industrial floorspace capacity. In
‘retain capacity’ boroughs, London Plan Policy E4C applies the

No change

Indeed the West Norwood Commercial Area KIBA is an
important job creator in Lambeth, with low vacancy rates.
However, policy E7(C) of the Draft London Plan encourages
LPA’s to be proactive in considering whether certain industrial
related functions in Locally Significant Industrial Sites (LSIS) or
part of an LSIS (or in the case of LBL, a KIBA) could be
intensified or co located with residential and other uses such
as social infrastructure or contribute to town centre renewal.
Although it is a successful industrial estate in terms of low
vacancy rates, the eastern part of the West Norwood KIBA is
not ideal for KIBA compatible uses at present. This is due to its
steep topography and transport, car parking and highways
constraints. As the Council is aware, there is a local desire to
regenerate this part of West Norwood. Renewal of the KIBA
would result in better transport, servicing and parking
arrangements for the existing businesses (including Travis
Perkins) and would allow for new units to accommodate the
demand for studio space in the area. This would also be
compatible with the Strategy for West Norwood and Tulse Hill
(March 2017) which seeks to create a Creative Enterprise Zone
in this location.

Arriva
London

137/1

Cascho

138/1

Modernisation and renewal of the KIBA requires investment
and higher value uses to be permitted alongside Class B and
related sui generis uses in order to justify the costs of
regeneration. The KIBA already has alternative uses operating
within it and is surrounded by alternative compatible uses.
Allowing co-location in the KIBA would allow alternative uses
to be lawfully located above or alongside the existing
businesses which can remain in the KIBA, resulting in no net
loss of industrial capacity in line with policy E7 (E) of the draft
London Plan. Indeed, draft Policy ED3 (b) of the Lambeth Local
Plan Review will ensure that the existing businesses are
protected in any redevelopment. As such, in order to
encourage and promote a renewal of this area, the West
Norwood KIBA, or the eastern part of the West Norwood
KIBA, should be included in the Schedule of KIBA sites that
have potential for industrial intensification and co-location
(under Draft London Plan policy E7C).
Having reviewed the documentation, Arrival London are
supportive of the proposed KIBA policies, especially in relation
to West Norwood Commercial Area KIBA where our West
Norwood bus garage is located
Cashco have interests across the authoritative boundary of
Lambeth and are grateful for the opportunity to provide
representations at this stage. We wish our comments below

Officer Response

Proposed Change

the Commercial Area. This helps to support the viability of
employment-only development in KIBAs and maintain lower rental
levels.
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to be taken into consideration along with the previous
representations made on behalf of this client from NJL
Consulting during the 2017 round of consultation on the
Issues Paper. Our comments below will focus specifically on
the proposed changes to the Key Industrial Business Area
(KIBA) designations within the Borough, particularly those
identified for potential industrial intensification and colocation. Our client owns the site adjacent to and south of 107
Knight's Hill, Lambeth, located in the West Norwood
Commercial Area KIBA.
During the 2017 round of consultation, a letter was sent to the
land owners and/or occupiers in Lambeth’s Key Industrial
Business Areas (KIBAs) where it was proposed to change the
boundaries. On behalf of our client, NJL Consulting responded.
They noted that based on the West Norwood and Tulse Hill
Manual for Delivery, it is considered that there are findings
which suggest that the West Norwood Commercial Area is not
fulfilling its intended role as effectively as it should be. As
such, consideration should be given to the release of sites
from the West Norwood Commercial Area KIBA for alternative
uses or the relaxing of restrictive policies to allow for the
inclusion of mixed-use developments which will ensure that
sites within the Commercial Area are not underused or vacant,
as acknowledged within the Manual for Delivery.
The introduction of more flexible policies relating to
development within the KIBAs would ensure that sites,
especially those towards the edge of the KIBAs, in prominent
locations, do not remain vacant or underused, whilst meeting
the development needs of the Borough. Where a site is a
located on the edge of the KIBA its redevelopment and use
must be sympathetic towards the surrounding uses outside of
the KIBA, which may include residential dwellings or other
more sensitive uses (p. 106 of the Issues Consultation
Feedback Report).

Plan
Issue
Section

Site/
Paragraph

Officer Response

Proposed Change

principle of no net loss of industrial floorspace capacity within
designated Locally Significant Industrial Sites (LSIS). Overall Lambeth
is proposing a net loss of land designated as LSIS, so the Mayor
requires intensification of the remaining stock of KIBAs for industrial
uses. Industrial intensification and co-location with other uses such
as residential (allowed for through a plan-led approach in Draft
London Plan policy E7) is therefore not a priority in Lambeth.
Lambeth does not need to rely on KIBA land to meet and exceed its
Draft London Plan housing target. KIBA land must be prioritised
instead to achieve the Draft London Plan requirement to retain
industrial floorspace capacity in the borough. There are a small
number of exceptions to this approach: three KIBAs have been
identified as appropriate for intensification and co-location. These
KIBAs have been considered as such owing to unique site-specific
circumstances in each case. In all other KIBAs only intensification for
business and industrial uses is supported to achieve the overall level
of intensification required.
The West Norwood KIBA is the largest and oldest KIBA in the
borough which continues to provide a range of B-class industrial
uses. Lambeth is required to continue protecting these uses by the
Mayor. The level of occupation in all KIBAs including West Norwood
is very high (see Review of KIBAs 2019). The long term vacant site
adjacent to and south of 107 Knight's Hill is the exception because
the landowner has yet to bring forward a policy compliant
development proposal. In order to unlock the development
potential of this site for industrial use, the Council is actively
exploring a potential intervention through it regeneration powers.
KIBA designation affords a greater level of protection for all units in
the Commercial Area and helps to maintain lower land values, by
removing hope value for residential development. This in turn helps
to ensure KIBA compliant schemes are viable.

Comments by NJL Consulting were supported by members of
the public. Other consultees noted that ‘many units are
currently empty or occupied by churches and mosques which
suggests the current demand for large industrial units at
current rent levels is declining’. It was also noted that the
Lambeth Local Plan should encourage more mixed-use
environments that do not separate work and living space, but
maximises the optimal use of both. Mixed use prevents ‘dead
zones’ that plague many segregated environmental spaces
and mixed KIBAs are the healthiest way forward to prevent
unnecessary ghettoization. Finding innovative ways to
improve communities and environments requires new
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approaches to improve community dynamic thus multiple and
creative use of space should be supported. New and
collaborative mixed methods can help to innovate and
improve quality of life. Mixed KIBAs and a creative philosophy
behind mixed and multiple use spaces are necessary. (page
106 and 107 of the Issues Consultation Feedback Report).
In comparison to these KIBAs, the West Norwood Commercial
Area has only seen minimal amendments made to its
designation through the Local Plan review. The front curtilage
of properties at 38- 42 Dunkirk Street have been removed
from the KIBA. The KIBA has not been considered for
intensification. Whilst we acknowledge that both the
Beefeater/Oval Gasworks and Knolly’s Yard sites are very
much suited to intensification and co-location, given its recent
planning history, we question why our client’s site (land at
Knights Hill), has not been assessed and also found suitable.
An outline application was made at our client’s site (LA ref.
17/04472/OUT) for a mixed-use redevelopment comprising B8
floorspace, B1 floorspace and 24 residential apartments, with
associated car parking and landscaping. The application was
refused in March 2018 for three reasons, one of which was:
The proposed introduction of a residential use onto the site
would prejudice the West Norwood Commercial Area KIBA
designation and the potential for a KIBA compliant
development to come forward in the future. It would further
impact on the continued operation of industrial uses in the
KIBA and would jeopardise their future viability. As such, the
proposal would fail to comply with Policy ED1 of the Lambeth
Local Plan 2015.
Given the proposed addition to Policy ED3 through the Draft
Lambeth Local Plan, we would request that the land at Knights
Hill should be reassessed for consideration under clause c) of
this policy.
The policy notes that to be suitable for intensification and colocation, sites should be in line with Draft New London Plan
Policy E7 sections C and E. In accordance with section E part
1), development of the long vacant brownfield site at Knights
Hill would see an intensification of use in terms of storage
floorspace thereby supporting the aims of the Policy- using
intensification, colocation and substitution of land for
industry, logistics and services to support London's economic
function.

Plan
Issue
Section

Site/
Paragraph

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Policies KIBA
Map
Site

West Norwood
Commercial
Area

Lambeth is a borough identified in the London Plan required to
‘retain capacity’ of its designated industrial floorspace capacity. In
‘retain capacity’ boroughs, London Plan Policy E4C applies the
principle of no net loss of industrial floorspace capacity within
designated Locally Significant Industrial Sites (LSIS). Overall Lambeth
is proposing a net loss of land designated as LSIS, so the Mayor
requires intensification of the remaining stock of KIBAs for industrial
uses. Industrial intensification and co-location with other uses such
as residential (allowed for through a plan-led approach in Draft
London Plan policy E7) is therefore not a priority in Lambeth.
Lambeth does not need to rely on KIBA land to meet and exceed its
Draft London Plan housing target. KIBA land must be prioritised
instead to achieve the Draft London Plan requirement to retain
industrial floorspace capacity in the borough. There are a small
number of exceptions to this approach: three KIBAs have been
identified as appropriate for intensification and co-location. These
KIBAs have been considered as such owing to unique site-specific
circumstances in each case. In all other KIBAs only intensification for
business and industrial uses is supported to achieve the overall level
of intensification required.

No change

The West Norwood KIBA is the largest and oldest KIBA in the
borough which continues to provide a range of B-class industrial
uses. Lambeth is required to continue protecting these uses by the
Mayor. The level of occupation in all KIBAs including West Norwood
is very high (see Review of KIBAs 2019). The long term vacant site
adjacent to and south of 107 Knight's Hill is the exception because
the landowner has yet to bring forward a policy compliant
development proposal. In order to unlock the development
potential of this site for industrial use, the Council is actively
exploring a potential intervention through it regeneration powers.
KIBA designation affords a greater level of protection for all units in
the Commercial Area and helps to maintain lower land values, by
removing hope value for residential development. This in turn helps
to ensure KIBA compliant schemes are viable.

The Lambeth Employment Land Review Update 2013
identified the Knights Hill site as representing a ‘significant
opportunity for new development’. This is not disputed,
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especially given the location of the site on the edge of the
KIBA in a prominent location on Knight’s Hill. However, in
accordance with paragraph 120 of the NPPF, where the local
planning authorityconsiders there to be no reasonable
prospect of an application coming forward for the use
allocated in a plan, they should, as part of plan updates,
reallocate the land for a more deliverable use that can help to
address identified needs (or, if appropriate, deallocate a site
which is undeveloped). Whilst it is not the case that there is
no prospect of any employment floorspace being delivered at
the site, the site’s vacant nature for over 20 years must be
given due consideration. The site has not come forward for a
100% business development, which will be due in part to the
viability of such a scheme and the impact of such a
development on adjacent residential properties. As such,
consideration must be given to the benefits of providing a
mixed-use development whereby the residential element of a
proposal will enable the delivery of industrial and office
floorspace in line with the intentions of the site’s inclusion
within the KIBA.
As a vacant site, the proposed introduction of a residential use
onto the site would not prejudice the West Norwood
Commercial Area KIBA designation but rather, allocating the
site for co-location under Policy ED3 would ensure that a KIBA
compliant development is still able to operate, as part of a
viable development. The site’s planning history, particularly
the most recent application made, demonstrates its suitability
for co-location and as such, we request that it is considered to
be allocated under part c) of Policy ED3 as part of the Lambeth
Local Plan Review.
Enforcement action to remove places of worship and any
other non-industrial uses should be trailled.

Plan
Issue
Section
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Officer Response

Proposed Change

Policies KIBA
Map
site

West Norwood
Commercial
Area

The Lambeth enforcement team investigate and take appropriate
action when breaches are reported through the Lambeth planning
enforcement webpage.

No change

A CPO at Chapel Road has been included in the Council’s
Forward Plan since January 2018; the reasoning and impact on
the KIBA should be spelt out in the LLP.

Norwood
Action
group et al.

196/7
6

Engineerin
g Force

2/1

In order to unlock the development potential of the site at the
corner of Knight's Hill/Chapel Road for industrial use, the Council is
actively exploring a potential intervention through it regeneration
powers.

○ successful and strongly performing industrial locations (Key
Industrial and Business Areas)

Policies KIBA
Map
site

Noted.

No change

Moribund might describe main KIBA.
I am requesting the site called Weaver House, 19-21 Chapel
Road, London SE21 0TP which is located on the corner of
Weaver Walk and Chapel Road to be removed from Key

West Norwood
Commercial
Area

Policies KIBA
Map
site

West Norwood
Commercial
Area

Draft London Plan policy E4 outlines that a sufficient supply of land
and premises in different parts of London to meet current and
future demands for industrial and related functions should be

No change
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Industrial Area.

Plan
Issue
Section

Site/
Paragraph

I would like to draw your attention to 1970’s plan showing this
area was residential.
In the past 15 years this corner have been neglected and been
deserted mainly because of the Key Industrial Area. These
properties and land cannot be developed, and there are no
interest in using these area for business or industrial use.
All surrounding areas are residential.
Please can you consider the removal of Key Industrial Area
designation.
Engineerin
g Force

2/2

We are writing again to you with our request and proposal as
this was not mentioned in the Draft Lambeth Local Plan
Review Issues Consultation Report dated October 2018.

Policies KIBA
Map
site

West Norwood
Commercial
Area

I have attached two simple maps showing the areas we are
requesting to be removed from the KIBA.

19-21 Chapel Road – the engineering works – been empty for
12 years and several planning application been turned down
due to KIBA.
Norwood Technical College – demolished 21 years ago and the
land been vacant/empty for 21 years.
Quite clearly this section of the KIBA has failed and is not
suitable for such designation.

306/1

maintained. This should make provision for a range of commercial
and industrial uses. The London Plan does not allow other types of
uses within Locally Significant Industrial Sites (LSIS) (KIBAs in
Lambeth).
The Draft London Plan policies on industrial land have been found
sound (see EIP Panel Report 2019). Lambeth is a borough identified
in the London Plan required to ‘retain capacity’ of its designated
industrial floorspace capacity. In ‘retain capacity’ boroughs, London
Plan Policy E4C applies the principle of no net loss of industrial
floorspace capacity within designated Locally Significant Industrial
Sites (LSIS). 19-21 Chapel Road is in lawful B1 use. Therefore this
building should continue to be protected in accordance with London
Plan policy E4. Lambeth is required to continue protecting this use
by the Mayor.
The Issues Consultation Report did not include all representations
received but instead highlighted and summarised the points raised
by respondents for each topic.

No change

The Engineering Works is in B-class use. In turn, the lawful use of 1921 Chapel Road (as shown as 23, 25 and 27 in representation site
plan) is B1. Therefore Lambeth is required to continue protecting
these uses by the Mayor.

This section of KIBA is surrounded by residential use and we
are requesting this three plots to be release and taken out of
KIBA.

Reyco

Proposed Change

Lambeth is a borough identified in the London Plan required to
‘retain capacity’ of its designated industrial floorspace capacity. In
‘retain capacity’ boroughs, London Plan Policy E4C applies the
principle of no net loss of industrial floorspace capacity within
designated Locally Significant Industrial Sites (LSIS). The West
Norwood KIBA is the largest and oldest KIBA in the borough which
continues to provide a range of B-class industrial uses. The level of
occupation in all KIBAs including West Norwood is very high (see
Review of KIBAs 2019). The long term vacant site adjacent to and
south of 107 Knight's Hill is the exception because the landowner
has yet to bring forward a policy compliant development proposal.
In order to unlock the development potential of this site for
industrial use, the Council is actively exploring a potential
intervention through it regeneration powers.

As you can see from the site plan dated June 1970 no. 23, 25
and 27 Chapel Road used to be residential – today it is an
office block which is being used as residential.

In summery these three plots have been ignored and
neglected and there are great potential use. We therefore
request the council to remove the KIBA designation to allow
these section to be developed to a useful use and amenity.
Hello I have looked at the local plan notes and maps with
great interest. I have noticed an error in the proposed
changes to policy map 2.11 (page 18). The building known as
Zepher house (at the end of Waring Street) is in fact a
residential building. It was converted to apartments over 10

Officer Response

KIBA designation affords a greater level of protection for all units in
the Commercial Area and helps to maintain lower land values, by
removing hope value for residential development.
Policies KIBA
Map
Site

West Norwood
Commercial
Area

Planning records reveal that no application for residential use at
Zephyr House has been received.

No change

The Lambeth enforcement team investigate and take appropriate
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years ago, with all of the residents paying council tax. Yet,
according to the current map and the proposed new policy
map this building remains industrial. I strongly feel that this
building be taken out of the KIBA area on the map. I
understand that the council wants to protect the KIBA area,
and not grant a change of use to buildings within the area.
But the fact is that this building is and has been residential for
a number of years and the map should reflect reality. I look
forward to hearing from you.
I have looked at the local plan notes and maps with great
interest. I have noticed an error in the proposed changes to
policy map 2.11 (page 18). The building known as Zepher
house (at the end of Waring Street) is in fact a residential
building. It was converted to apartments over 10 years ago,
with all of the residents paying council tax. Yet, according to
the current map and the proposed new policy map this
building remains industrial.
I strongly feel that this building be taken out of the KIBA area
on the map.
I understand that the council wants to protect the KIBA area,
and not grant a change of use to buildings within the area.
But the fact is that this building is and has been residential for
a number of years and the map should reflect reality.
I look forward to hearing from you.
Our client, Travis Perkins plc, have three successful builders’
merchant branches within the London Borough of Lambeth,
which they ultimately wish to ensure are protected by the
draft policies of the Local Plan Review. However TP see an
opportunity to kick-start the regeneration of Norwood High
Street which could be led by redevelopment of the eastern
part of the West Norwood KIBA, if alternative uses such as
residential were permitted on the upper floors of industrial
units. Travis Perkins has successfully completed this types of
development in other inner London boroughs and a mixed use
approach to future redevelopment of the KIBA would be
compatible with the Strategy for West Norwood and Tulse Hill
(March 2017). We trust that this letter is of assistance and
that the Council will include the West Norwood Commercial
Area KIBA (or part of it on the eastern side of Norwood High
Street) on the Schedule of KIBA sites that have potential for
industrial intensification and co-location (under Draft London
Plan policy E7C).

Plan
Issue
Section

Site/
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Officer Response

Policies KIBA
Map
site

West Norwood
Commercial
Area

Planning records reveal that no application for residential use at
Zephyr House has been received.

West Norwood
Commercial
Area

Draft London Plan policy E4 outlines that a sufficient supply of land
and premises in different parts of London to meet current and
future demands for industrial and related functions should be
maintained. This should make provision for a range of commercial
and industrial uses. The London Plan does not allow other types of
uses within Locally Significant Industrial Sites (LSIS) (KIBAs in
Lambeth).

Policies KIBA
Map
Site

Proposed Change

action when breaches are reported through the Lambeth planning
enforcement webpage.

No change

The Lambeth enforcement team investigate and take appropriate
action when breaches are reported through the Lambeth planning
enforcement webpage.

No change

The Draft London Plan policies on industrial land have been found
sound (See EIP Panel Report 2019). Lambeth is a borough identified
in the London Plan required to ‘retain capacity’ of its designated
industrial floorspace capacity. In ‘retain capacity’ boroughs, London
Plan Policy E4C applies the principle of no net loss of industrial
floorspace capacity within designated Locally Significant Industrial
Sites (LSIS). Overall Lambeth is proposing a net loss of land
designated as LSIS, so the Mayor requires intensification of the
remaining stock of KIBAs for industrial uses. Industrial intensification
and co-location with other uses such as residential (allowed for
through a plan-led approach in Draft London Plan policy E7) is
therefore not a priority in Lambeth. Lambeth does not need to rely
on KIBA land to meet and exceed its Draft London Plan housing
target. KIBA land must be prioritised instead to achieve the Draft
London Plan requirement to retain industrial floorspace capacity in
the borough. There are a small number of exceptions to this
approach: three KIBAs have been identified as appropriate for
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I am writing to comment on the Draft Revised Lambeth Local
Plan 2018 on behalf of the owners of the following sites in
West Norwood: 23A Knight's Hill, 1 Knight’s Hill Square, 3
Knight’s Hill Square and 8 Beadman Street. The site owners
have produced a strategic development brief looking at
potential development options for the site. [Strategic
Development Brief attached]. The consensus from land
owners is that the KIBA is currently underperforming and their
properties underutilised. This site is ideally located to kickstart regeneration, providing affordable workspace and more
employment being located close to the railway station and
central to the northern end of the KIBA area.
Currently the draft Local Plan proposals would restrict
development options to business, industrial, storage, and
waste management uses only. A broad range of use classes for
the site to complement the existing B Class business use such
as A Class retail, restaurant/ café, C Class residential, D Class
community use would significantly increase the potential
viability of a new mixed use development.
The Draft London Plan 2018 Policies E2 and E7 are currently
supporting low cost business space and intensification, colocation and substitution of land for industry, logistics and
services to support London’s economic function. To ensure
the revised Lambeth Local Plan supports this approach it
would be key for the use designation to be relaxed in this area
to enable the viability of a new intensive development to
support affordable business space.
The principal of the redevelopment of the site has been
adopted in the emerging Neighbourhood Plan and is identified
in the draft design report produced by Aecom on behalf of the
Norwood Planning Assemble. The site owners are in the
process of looking into economic viability of a development
and would be able to share this information in due course.
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Policies KIBA
Map
Site
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Paragraph

West Norwood
Commercial
Area

Officer Response

Proposed Change

intensification and co-location. These KIBAs have been considered
as such owing to unique site-specific circumstances in each case. In
all other KIBAs only intensification for business and industrial uses is
supported to achieve the overall level of intensification required.
The site in question currently accommodates a builders' merchants.
Lambeth is required to continue protecting this use by the Mayor.
KIBA designation affords a greater level of protection for all units in
the Commercial Area and helps to maintain lower land values, by
removing hope value for residential development. This in turn helps
to ensure KIBA compliant schemes are viable.
Draft London Plan policy E4 outlines that a sufficient supply of land
and premises in different parts of London to meet current and
future demands for industrial and related functions should be
maintained. This should make provision for a range of commercial
and industrial uses. The London Plan does not allow other types of
uses within Locally Significant Industrial Sites (LSIS) (KIBAs in
Lambeth).

No change

The Draft London Plan policies on industrial land have been found
sound (See EIP Panel Report 2019). Lambeth is a borough identified
in the London Plan required to ‘retain capacity’ of its designated
industrial floorspace capacity. In ‘retain capacity’ boroughs, London
Plan Policy E4C applies the principle of no net loss of industrial
floorspace capacity within designated Locally Significant Industrial
Sites (LSIS). Overall Lambeth is proposing a net loss of land
designated as LSIS, so the Mayor requires intensification of the
remaining stock of KIBAs for industrial uses. Industrial intensification
and co-location with other uses such as residential (allowed for
through a plan-led approach in Draft London Plan policy E7) is
therefore not a priority in Lambeth. Lambeth does not need to rely
on KIBA land to meet and exceed its Draft London Plan housing
target. KIBA land must be prioritised instead to achieve the Draft
London Plan requirement to retain industrial floorspace capacity in
the borough. There are a small number of exceptions to this
approach: three KIBAs have been identified as appropriate for
intensification and co-location. These KIBAs have been considered
as such owing to unique site-specific circumstances in each case. In
all other KIBAs only intensification for business and industrial uses is
supported to achieve the overall level of intensification required.
The West Norwood KIBA is the largest and oldest KIBA in the
borough which continues to provide a range of B-class industrial
uses. The sites in question currently accommodate a range of B-class
uses, therefore Lambeth is required to continue protecting these
uses by the Mayor.
DRLLP PSV 2020 policy ED3 states that business, industrial, storage
and waste management uses, including green industries and other
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Plan
Issue
Section

We acquired 81-89 Norwood High Street, West Norwood early Policies KIBA
in 2018 and have recently been in discussions with LB
Map
Site
Lambeth’s planning team with regard to a proposed mixed use
redevelopment of the site to include business space and
residential units. The proposed development was the subject
of a public consultation with the local community on 11
December 2018 and we intend to bring forward a planning
application for a mixed business / residential development in
early in 2019.
However, these representations seek to ensure that the small
area at the rear of our site is removed from the West
Norwood KIBA and to promote the West Norwood KIBA as a
suitable Locally Significant Industrial Site (LSIS) for co-location
and intensification, given the range of uses in the KIBA and
surrounding sites that already operate alongside each other.
There is support from the local business and residents for
renewal of the area and this KIBA should be included in the
Schedule of KIBA sites that have potential for industrial
intensification and co-location (under Draft London Plan policy
E7C).
Changes to Policies Map (see attached JPEG) [JPEG attached]
A very small part of our site is proposed to remain in the KIBA.
Figure 1 in the attached JPEG shows the KIBA in relation to our
site. Figure 2 shows the proposed changes to the West
Norwood KIBA. The changes propose removal of the front of
38 – 42 Dunkirk Street from the KIBA. It does not make sense
for the rear of 85, 87 and 89 Norwood High Street to remain in
the KIBA. We understand that there is a perception that the
rear of our site is in independent industrial use, which is not
correct. The buildings are owned and operated by a single
entity and are all accessed from Norwood High Street. The
KIBA cuts through the existing buildings at the rear. It is very
difficult to design a mixed use redevelopment of the site
without some element of residential use located on the upper
floors of the rear of the site. This very small part of our site
within the KIBA is an unnecessary constraint and the only
constraint currently delaying this site coming forward to kickstart a long overdue regeneration of Norwood High Street.

Site/
Paragraph

West Norwood
Commercial
Area

Officer Response

Proposed Change

compatible industrial and commercial uses (excluding large scale
retail) are acceptable in KIBAs. Therefore a wide range of uses are
acceptable in KIBAs in accordance with London Plan policy E4.
KIBA designation affords a greater level of protection for all units in
the Commercial Area and helps to maintain lower land values, by
removing hope value for residential development. This in turn helps
to ensure KIBA compliant schemes are viable.
In light of the response, Lambeth has decided to slightly extend the
Amend KIBA boundary to remove a
area proposed to be de-designated from the KIBA to also include the small area of land to the rear of 85very rear parts of 85-89 Norwood High Street. The de-designation of 89 Norwood High Street.
this small parcel of land would not impact on the overall function on
the KIBA and would ensure that the KIBA boundary aligns with land
ownership boundaries. It would also enable a comprehensive
redevelopment of 85-89 Norwood High Street to take place and
help to ensure that the density of any scheme on that site can be
optimised. To assist applicants, the council is preparing a
Supplementary Planning Document for this stretch of Norwood High
Street to provide guidance on appropriate uses and forms of
development.
Lambeth is a borough identified in the London Plan required to
‘retain capacity’ of its designated industrial floorspace capacity. In
‘retain capacity’ boroughs, London Plan Policy E4C applies the
principle of no net loss of industrial floorspace capacity within
designated Locally Significant Industrial Sites (LSIS). Overall Lambeth
is proposing a net loss of land designated as LSIS, so the Mayor
requires intensification of the remaining stock of KIBAs for industrial
uses. Industrial intensification and co-location with other uses such
as residential (allowed for through a plan-led approach in Draft
London Plan policy E7) is therefore not a priority in Lambeth.
Lambeth does not need to rely on KIBA land to meet and exceed its
Draft London Plan housing target. KIBA land must be prioritised
instead to achieve the Draft London Plan requirement to retain
industrial floorspace capacity in the borough. There are a small
number of exceptions to this approach: three KIBAs have been
identified as appropriate for intensification and co-location. These
KIBAs have been considered as such owing to unique site-specific
circumstances in each case. In all other KIBAs only intensification for
business and industrial uses is supported to achieve the overall level
of intensification required. The West Norwood Commercial Area
KIBA continues to provide valuable industrial floorspace capacity,
therefore Lambeth is required to continue protecting this use by the
Mayor.
KIBA designation affords a greater level of protection for all units in
the Commercial Area and helps to maintain lower land values, by
removing hope value for residential development.
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Proposed Change

Policies KIBA
Map
Site

Zennor Road
Industrial
Estate

Draft London Plan policy E4 outlines that a sufficient supply of land
and premises in different parts of London to meet current and
future demands for industrial and related functions should be
maintained. This should make provision for a range of industrial
uses. The London Plan does not allow other types of uses within
Locally Significant Industrial Sites (LSIS) (KIBAs in Lambeth).

No change

We therefore ask the Council to remove the rear of 85-89
Norwood High Street from the KIBA.
West Norwood Commercial Area KIBA – Co-Location
Allocation of the West Norwood KIBA for intensification and
co-location with other uses in line with Policy ED7 of the Draft
London Plan (December 2017) is an obvious solution to secure
the regeneration and renewal of West Norwood. The strict
land use policies restricting uses in the KIBA are preventing
regeneration of the area. There are already a number of uses
operating within and around the KIBA and permitting other
uses in the air space above the industrial uses would attract
investment into the area. There has been a lot of discussion
locally about renewal of the area and although the KIBA is an
important employment area, it can, and currently does,
operate alongside many other uses, including residential. The
West Norwood KIBA should therefore be included on the
“Schedule of KIBA sites that have potential for industrial
intensification and co-location in line with Draft London Plan
policy E7C”.
The Strategy for Norwood and Tulse Hill which was published
in 2017 sets out ambitions for the area, but none of this can
happen without investment. Many of the local landowners are
keen to see redevelopment nearby, however the strict land
use policies for the KIBA is currently detracting investors from
coming forward.
Allowing other uses in the KIBA alongside the Class B and
associated sui generis industrial uses would retain the existing
businesses but would also create opportunities for local
regeneration. Otherwise, the KIBA will remain in its poor
condition for the foreseeable future.

Travis
Perkins Plc

124/8

We respectfully request that the Council reviews its current
plans for the West Norwood KIBA, which are restricting
renewal and regeneration of the area. By removing the small
part of the rear of our site from the KIBA, a full and
comprehensive redevelopment of the Site can come forward.
By allowing alternative uses within the West Norwood KIBA,
will attract local investment and kick start regeneration of the
area.
Weir Road Balham - This site is within the Zennor Road Estate
which is an allocated KIBA. TP are satisfied that draft Policy
ED3 will provide sufficient protection for their business in this
KIBA.
However the KIBA is also surrounded by established
residential estates and schools, is close to services and Balham

704

Name

Rep
Code

Representation Wording
town centre. This KIBA would also be suitable for
intensification or co-location with alternative uses, so long as
the existing businesses must be provided in line with draft
policy ED3(b). As such, the Council should also consider the
inclusion of the Zennor Road Industrial Estate on the Schedule
of KIBA sites that have potential for industrial intensification
and co-location (under Draft London Plan policy E7C).

Plan
Issue
Section

Individual

353/2

I am opposed to the proposed deletion of the Local Views.

Policies Local
Map
Views

Bankside
Open
Spaces
Trust

296/1
a

Policies Policies
Map
Map

Individual

281/1

Finally, the map used is very out of date. Waterloo Millenium
Green is not recognised as a green space, and Living Space is
not show - it says on the map that Givemenst Offices are there
which has not been the case for many years. It also does not
show one of the schools that fall in the new proposed area Oasis Academy Southbank.
None as yet

Individual

351/1

Norwood
Action
group et al.

196/5
44

Norwood
Action
group et al.

196/5
42

The fact you can't spell 'enter' correctly makes me wonder
how serious you are about this survey
• Royal Circus (entire )
Privately owned so may be an empty or unnecessary
designation, or protective for the future.

Sites Important for Nature Conservation:
• SINC 10/16 Rail track-side additions
Concerns that this will reduce scope for station
improvements. Is all this area worthy of designation?

Policies
Map
Policies
Map
Policies
Map

Policies
Map
Policies
Map
SINCs

Policies SINCs
Map

Site/
Paragraph

Map 4

Royal Circus

SINC10

Officer Response
Lambeth is a borough identified in the London Plan required to
‘retain capacity’ of its designated industrial floorspace capacity. In
‘retain capacity’ boroughs, London Plan Policy E4C applies the
principle of no net loss of industrial floorspace capacity within
designated Locally Significant Industrial Sites (LSIS). Overall Lambeth
is proposing a net loss of land designated as LSIS, so the Mayor
requires intensification of the remaining stock of KIBAs for industrial
uses. Industrial intensification and co-location with other uses such
as residential (allowed for through a plan-led approach in Draft
London Plan policy E7) is therefore not a priority in Lambeth.
Lambeth does not need to rely on KIBA land to meet and exceed its
Draft London Plan housing target. KIBA land must be prioritised
instead to achieve the Draft London Plan requirement to retain
industrial floorspace capacity in the borough. There are a small
number of exceptions to this approach: three KIBAs have been
identified as appropriate for intensification and co-location. These
KIBAs have been considered as such owing to unique site-specific
circumstances in each case. In all other KIBAs only intensification for
business and industrial uses is supported to achieve the overall level
of intensification required. The Zennor Road KIBA provides a mix of
B-class spaces therefore Lambeth is required to continue protecting
these by the Mayor.
The proposed deletions of Landmark Silhouette (xii) and Landmark
Silhouette (xiv) are justified as recently completed new
development / development under construction now obscure these
views.
Noted. A more up to date basemap has been used in the Draft
Revised Lambeth Local Plan Proposed Submission Version 2020 of
the Plan.

Proposed Change

No change

The base map has been updated.

Noted.

No change

Noted.

No change

The Review of SINCs found that this is a relatively large area of
predominantly native broadleaved trees, grassland and herbaceous
planting within a dense urban area and concluded that this area
should be designated as a SINC. Privately owned and managed sites
can be designated as SINCs if their ecological value and contribution
to the borough’s overall biodiversity can be demonstrated and
justified.
Policy EN1(b) prevents development which would result in loss,
reduction in area or significant harm to SINCs unless adequate
mitigation or compensatory measures are included appropriate to
the nature conservation value of the assets involved. Therefore the
policy allows development of SINCs subject to mitigation or
compensatory measures being provided. Similar cases involving the

No change

No change
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Norwood
Action
group et al.

196/5
43

Sites Important for Nature Conservation:
• SINC 10/16 Rail track-side additions

Policies SINCs
Map

SINC16

Brixton
Society

155/2
3

We welcome the additional SINCs on the east side of Brixton
Hill (map 8.4) and on railway embankments north of Herne
Hill station (map 8.5).

Policies SINCs
Map

Individual

193/3

Policy Maps P47 Table 11: Proposed new Sites of Importance
for Nature Conservation designations - (No current reference
to Old Paradise Gardens)

Policies SINCs
Map

Concerns that this will reduce scope for station
improvements. Is all this area worthy of designation?

Add Old Paradise Gardens (like Royal Circus Roundabout) as
new SINC
A relatively large area of predominantly native broadleaved
trees, grassland and herbaceous planting within a dense urban
area.

Norwood
Action
group et al.

196/5
45

Individual

203/1

• Knolly’s Yard (part) – shown on map but not referred to in
text

Policies SINCs
Map

Will this constrain development as KIBA + residential and
social uses? Is it justified?

Policies Map * Table 10 / Table 11 ought to include the
Cressingham Gardens Rain Gardens, the largest rain garden in

Policies SINCs
Map

Officer Response
extension of railway station platforms into existing SINCs have taken
place in Streatham, and appropriate mitigation and/or
compensatory measures were secured by agreement with the
landowner and rail operators.
Policy EN1(b) prevents development which would result in loss,
reduction in area or significant harm to SINCs unless adequate
mitigation or compensatory measures are included appropriate to
the nature conservation value of the assets involved. Therefore the
policy allows development of SINCs subject to mitigation or
compensatory measures being provided. Similar cases involving the
extension of railway station platforms into existing SINCs have taken
place in Streatham, and appropriate mitigation and/or
compensatory measures were secured by agreement with the
landowner and rail operators.
Support noted. Extension of the SINC would extend and improve an
important ‘green corridor’ for wildlife in an area of the borough that
is within an existing Area of Deficiency for Access to Nature (AoD)
for Lambeth. It would also ‘connect up’ an existing chain of open
land, composing the current SINC, to other areas of natural
greenspace within Brixton Hill, so improving the potential for wild
plant and animal species migration from existing habitats or into
new ones.
Old Paradise Gardens was assessed as part of the 2018 Lambeth
SINC review planning process - it is within an existing Area of
Deficiency for Access to Nature (AoD) for Lambeth. However, based
on existing initial assessments of habitat typology, coverage and
quality, it was difficult to justify the site as a proposed new SINC
(Local) unless there were a number of improvements in habitat
coverage or quality.
However, there are proposals, using capital and revenue investment
allocated to Old Paradise Gardens through local developments, to
undertake landscaping, boundary and habitat improvements which
would address this current position. It is proposed that the site be
re-assessed once these improvement have been completed, or in
2024, whichever is earliest.
The Review of SINCs outlines and justifies why this area of land
deserves to be designated as a SINC (see Table 7: Definitive list of all
proposed changes: boundary changes, SINC designation, site
reference codes, site names and citation). Policy EN1(b) prevents
development which would result in loss, reduction in area or
significant harm to SINC unless adequate mitigation or
compensatory measures are included appropriate to the nature
conservation value of the assets involved. Therefore SINC
designation would not prohibit development - the policy allows
development of SINCs subject to mitigation or compensatory
measures being provided.
Lambeth has no objections to adding the rain garden area on the
estate to the boundary for the adjacent ‘Brockwell Park’ Borough

Proposed Change

No change

No change

No change

No change

No change
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208/1

223/1
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Lambeth. More details and its importance can be found here:
https://www.wildlondon.org.uk/sites/default/files/living-withrainwater_0.pdf

Table 11: Proposed new Sites of Importance for Nature
Conservation designations (No current reference to Old
Paradise Gardens) Add Old Paradise Gardens (like Royal Circus
Roundabout) as new SINC. A relatively large area of
predominantly native broadleaved trees, grassland and
herbaceous planting within a dense urban area.

Table 11: Proposed new Sites of Importance for Nature
Conservation designations (No current reference to Old
Paradise Gardens) Add Old Paradise Gardens (like Royal Circus
Roundabout) as new SINC. A relatively large area of
predominantly native broadleaved trees, grassland and
herbaceous planting within a dense urban area.

Table 11: Proposed new Sites of Importance for Nature
Conservation designations (No current reference to Old
Paradise Gardens) Add Old Paradise Gardens (like Royal Circus
Roundabout) as new SINC. A relatively large area of
predominantly native broadleaved trees, grassland and
herbaceous planting within a dense urban area.

Plan
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Policies SINCs
Map

Policies SINCs
Map

Policies SINCs
Map

Site/
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Officer Response
SINC, provided: a) this could be securely connected to the existing
SINC by an appropriate ‘green corridor’ or additional habitat, and b)
this did not conflict with current or future proposals to improve or
upgrade the estate, which result in the rain gardens being relocated
or extended. Declaring small parcels of land isolated from other
larger SINCs, or whose long-term stability cannot be secured, is
difficult to support.
Old Paradise Gardens was assessed as part of the 2018 Lambeth
SINC review planning process - it is within an existing Area of
Deficiency for Access to Nature (AoD) for Lambeth. However, based
on existing initial assessments of habitat typology, coverage and
quality, it was difficult to justify the site as a proposed new SINC
(Local) unless there were a number of improvements in habitat
coverage or quality.

Proposed Change

No change

However, there are proposals, using capital and revenue investment
allocated to Old Paradise Gardens through local developments, to
undertake landscaping, boundary and habitat improvements which
would address this current position. It is proposed that the site be
re-assessed once these improvement have been completed, or in
2024, whichever is earliest.
Old Paradise Gardens was assessed as part of the 2018 Lambeth
SINC review planning process - it is within an existing Area of
Deficiency for Access to Nature (AoD) for Lambeth. However, based
on existing initial assessments of habitat typology, coverage and
quality, it was difficult to justify the site as a proposed new SINC
(Local) unless there were a number of improvements in habitat
coverage or quality.

No change

However, there are proposals, using capital and revenue investment
allocated to Old Paradise Gardens through local developments, to
undertake landscaping, boundary and habitat improvements which
would address this current position. It is proposed that the site be
re-assessed once these improvement have been completed, or in
2024, whichever is earliest.
Old Paradise Gardens was assessed as part of the 2018 Lambeth
SINC review planning process - it is within an existing Area of
Deficiency for Access to Nature (AoD) for Lambeth. However, based
on existing initial assessments of habitat typology, coverage and
quality, it was difficult to justify the site as a proposed new SINC
(Local) unless there were a number of improvements in habitat
coverage or quality.

No change

However, there are proposals, using capital and revenue investment
allocated to Old Paradise Gardens through local developments, to
undertake landscaping, boundary and habitat improvements which
would address this current position. It is proposed that the site be
re-assessed once these improvement have been completed, or in
2024, whichever is earliest.
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Table 11: Proposed new Sites of Importance for Nature
Conservation designations (No current reference to Old
Paradise Gardens) Add Old Paradise Gardens (like Royal Circus
Roundabout) as new SINC. A relatively large area of
predominantly native broadleaved trees, grassland and
herbaceous planting within a dense urban area.

It’s been noted that the Policies Map accompanying the draft
LLP 2020 shows a new SINC at the location in the subject line
[MDO47, Avenue Park Road, SE27].

Plan
Issue
Section
Policies SINCs
Map

Policies SINCs
Map

This site has planning approval for a 5-storey block of flats.
Groundworks have been undertaken to raise and level the site
which has involved adding hundreds of tonnes of rubble to the
site. However, since this work was completed several months
ago, nothing further has happened at this location.

Site/
Paragraph

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Old Paradise Gardens was assessed as part of the 2018 Lambeth
SINC review planning process - it is within an existing Area of
Deficiency for Access to Nature (AoD) for Lambeth. However, based
on existing initial assessments of habitat typology, coverage and
quality, it was difficult to justify the site as a proposed new SINC
(Local) unless there were a number of improvements in habitat
coverage or quality.

No change

However, there are proposals, using capital and revenue investment
allocated to Old Paradise Gardens through local developments, to
undertake landscaping, boundary and habitat improvements which
would address this current position. It is proposed that the site be
re-assessed once these improvement have been completed, or in
2024, whichever is earliest.
The existing planning permission will not be affected in retrospect
by any proposal to designate a new SINC. However, if the proposal is
adopted, any new schemes that come forward on this site would be
assessed against policy EN1.

No change

Can you comment on the SINC proposal, and perhaps on the
site’s future.
I referred specifically to MDO47, Avenue Park Road. This is
the land to the east of Tulse Hill Station and railway line as
shown in the map extract below. This roughly north-south
thin strip is surmounted at the northern end by a slightly
larger area of proposed SINC.
However, the entire area roughly coloured purple below has
an approved planning application to build a 5-storey block of
flats.

London
Travel
Watch

6/1

This conflict may have come about if this SINC is the result of a
desk study with the existence of the approved plan unknown.
I am raising this in my London TravelWatch capacity as it has
implications for passengers and the safe and efficient
operation of the railway.
As Rob understands it the proposal is to extend this SINC
designation to include all the platform areas of West Norwood
and Tulse Hill stations. There are two things that give me
cause for concern : Firstly, support the concept of nature
conservation and the plans the Friends of West Norwood
Station have would fully support this proposal and give it

Policies SINCs
Map

Policy EN1(b) prevents development which would result in loss,
reduction in area or significant harm to SINC unless adequate
mitigation or compensatory measures are included appropriate to
the nature conservation value of the assets involved. Therefore the
policy allows development of SINCs subject to mitigation or
compensatory measures being provided. Similar cases involving the
extension of railway station platforms into existing SINCs have taken
place in Streatham, and appropriate mitigation and/or
compensatory measures were secured by agreement with the
landowner and rail operators.

No change
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some force. However, both West Norwood and Tulse Hill
stations have to function effectively both operationally and
safely for passengers. Designation of some parts of the railway
embankments and cuttings under this SINC programme, such
as north of Knights Hill Bridge at West Norwood and some
parts of Tulse Hill station would potentially prevent the
railway from developing the land to provide better passenger
facilities than the current substandard facilities. As you know
West Norwood station is poor in its operational performance
and safety because of the lack of full platform lengths to
accommodate the trains using it. The only practical means of
resolving this is by an extension of the platforms towards
Streatham Hill / Tulse Hill and replacing Knight’s Hill bridge. A
means of funding this would be by the use of ‘air rights’ above
the railway tracks for development – obviously in keeping with
the town centre location.

Plan
Issue
Section

Site/
Paragraph

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Policy EN1(b) prevents development which would result in loss,
reduction in area or significant harm to SINCs unless adequate
mitigation or compensatory measures are included appropriate to
the nature conservation value of the assets involved. Therefore the
policy allows development of SINCs subject to mitigation or
compensatory measures being provided. Similar cases involving the
extension of railway station platforms into existing SINCs have taken
place in Streatham, and appropriate mitigation and/or
compensatory measures were secured by agreement with the
landowner and rail operators.

No change

The London Plan requires a clearly defined, fixed boundary for MOL
on the Local Plan Policies Map. It is therefore not possible to allow

The MOL boundary has been
amended as described.

Similarly at Tulse Hill platform lengths are sub-standard and
would require extensions of some sort to enable passengers
to get on and off trains at all doors.
London TravelWatch as the statutory consumer watchdog
representing passengers on the rail network in the London
Railway Area, is concerned that such a designation might
preclude development that would overcome the problems
with the current sub-standard platforms and passenger
facilities, especially at West Norwood where only 7 coaches
out of a normal consist of 10 are available for passenger use
on many trains.

Cllr Jane
Pickard

8/1

Please therefore could you make consideration for excluding
areas that would be necessary for platform extensions and
associated infrastructure at both these locations.
I understand that the SINC consultation referred to below has
been incorporated into the Borough Plan consultation, so I am
forwarding the query below to you.

Policies SINCs
Map

It seems there is a proposal to designate all the land to the
side of the railway between West Norwood and Tulse Hill
stations as a SINC. Can you please tell me:
3. Can enough space be left out of the SINC for extending
platforms at both stations at some date in the future?
Platform extensions for these stations have been discussed for
many years and may actually happen one day although there
are considerable problems involved in implementation.
South Bank
Centre

152/1
3

Proposed minor amendments to Metropolitan Open Land
boundaries at Jubilee Gardens As recognised in the Local

Policies Map
Map

Paragraph 7.3

709

Name

Rep
Code

Representation Wording
Plan, it has been a long-standing Council and GLA objective to
secure the use of Hungerford car park as an extension to
Jubilee Gardens. Two-thirds of the car park land is protected
as MOL for an extension to Jubilee Gardens with the
remainder of the site to be used for arts and cultural facilities,
including associated uses to support the South Bank’s role as a
cultural quarter. As the Council are aware, Southbank Centre
transferred ownership of the majority of Hungerford Car Park
to Braeburn in February 2017. This was done to help facilitate
the extension of Jubilee Gardens and the redevelopment of
the area of the Car Park retained by the Southbank Centre,
which is sustainably located in the de-designated area of the
Car Park.
Section 7 of the Proposed Changes to the Policies Map
(October 2018) proposes three minor amendments to
Metropolitan Open Land boundaries, including the following
change to the boundary of the Jubilee Gardens/Hungerford
Car Park boundary. The reason given for the proposed minor
amendment is as follows:
“Re-alignment of the Metropolitan Open Land (MOL)
boundary at Hungerford car-park to reflect the rectilinear
form of Jubilee Gardens and enable creation of an enlarged,
more coherent public open space. This proposed change
results in no net loss of MOL and retains at least two thirds of
the car park site in use as MOL, but will enable potential
development of the remaining one third more effectively to
frame and enhance the setting of Jubilee Gardens and relate
to it in terms of access, frontages and public realm design.”
(Table 9)

Plan
Issue
Section

Site/
Paragraph

Officer Response
for a flexible boundary, as any changes to MOL boundary must be
made through the statutory plan-making process. However, the
policy wording in PN1(h) has been updated to set out more fully the
urban design objectives expected of both development on one third
of Hungerford car park and the extension of Jubilee Gardens on two
thirds. In addition, a change to the boundary of the MOL on the
Policies Map is proposed – different to that proposed in the October
2018 consultation draft. The rationale for the proposed boundary
change is to allow development of one third of Hungerford car park
for arts and cultural uses to address the urban design objectives set
out in DRLLP PSV policy PN1(h), whilst optimising use of the
remaining two thirds of Hungerford car park as MOL and an
extension to Jubilee Gardens. The proposed revised configuration
of the one third/two thirds relationship gives greater potential to
integrate the two areas and provide a unified design; to provide for
an effective relationship between Jubilee Gardens and Belvedere
Road; to respect the setting of heritage assets; to respect views
from the Royal Festival Hall towards Jubilee Gardens, the London
Eye and World Heritage Site; and to provide a visual draw and
pedestrian desire line from the Belvedere Road viaduct arch into
Jubilee Gardens. It therefore enables any development on the one
third for arts and cultural uses, in accordance with policy, more
effectively to address the various planning constraints and
opportunities affecting the site than the adopted configuration of
MOL. There would be no loss of MOL as a result of this change, and
no change in the two thirds: one third ratio between MOL and
developable area.

Proposed Change
See policy PN1(h) for changes to
the policy wording.

Southbank Centre welcomes a potential re-alignment of the
boundary and supports the retention of two thirds of the car
park site as MOL. However, at this stage, Southbank Centre
are not able to confirm if the re-aligned boundary would
create a better or more appropriate development site on the
land retailed in Southbank Centre’s ownership. Southbank
Centre are committed to bringing forward a new development
on the non-MOL portion of the Hungerford Car Park and,
working with key stakeholders, Southbank Centre have
recently commissioned studies to investigate how that might
be achieved. However, these plans are at an early stage and
key principles of the redevelopment are not yet fixed.
On this basis, Southbank Centre are seeking flexibility in the
MOL boundary at Hungerford Car Park to allow it to be
amended further in the future, provided it results in no net
change to the amount of MOL. The flexibility could be
expressed in limits of deviation from an established principle.
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This would allow a development to come forward within the
existing non-MOL boundary or an alternative boundary which
still results in no net change to the amount of MOL. Retaining
a level of flexibly would avoid inadvertently impeding the
established policy objective of extending Jubilee Gardens and
developing a new arts and cultural facility to support the
South Bank’s role as a cultural quarter (Policy PN1).
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Officer Response

The London Plan requires a clearly defined, fixed boundary for MOL
on the Local Plan Policies Map. It is therefore not possible to allow
for a flexible boundary, as any changes to MOL boundary must be
made through the statutory plan-making process. However, the
policy wording in PN1(h) has been updated to set out more fully the
urban design objectives expected of both development on one third
of Hungerford car park and the extension of Jubilee Gardens on two
thirds. In addition, a change to the boundary of the MOL on the
Policies Map is proposed – different to that proposed in the October
2018 consultation draft. The rationale for the proposed boundary
change is to allow development of one third of Hungerford car park
for arts and cultural uses to address the urban design objectives set
out in DRLLP PSV policy PN1(h), whilst optimising use of the
remaining two thirds of Hungerford car park as MOL and an
extension to Jubilee Gardens. The proposed revised configuration
of the one third/two thirds relationship gives greater potential to
integrate the two areas and provide a unified design; to provide for
an effective relationship between Jubilee Gardens and Belvedere
Road; to respect the setting of heritage assets; to respect views
from the Royal Festival Hall towards Jubilee Gardens, the London
Eye and World Heritage Site; and to provide a visual draw and
pedestrian desire line from the Belvedere Road viaduct arch into
Jubilee Gardens. It therefore enables any development on the one
third for arts and cultural uses, in accordance with policy, more
effectively to address the various planning constraints and
opportunities affecting the site than the adopted configuration of
MOL. There would be no loss of MOL as a result of this change, and
no change in the two thirds: one third ratio between MOL and
developable area.
Support noted. However additional parts of Rathgar Road are no
longer proposed to be added to the local centre. The proposed
extension to the centre only includes areas of land on Coldharbour
Lane. Please note that policy PN10 of the DRLLP PSV 2020 proposes
a specific policy approach to Rathgar Road to ensure a
comprehensive refurbishment of the arches with a mix of uses that
complement the local centre. The policy also requires support for
and engagement with existing tenants.

South Bank
Centre

152/7

Proposed minor amendments to Metropolitan Open Land
boundaries at Jubilee Gardens - Southbank Centre are
seeking flexibility in the MOL boundary at Hungerford Car Park
to allow it to be amended in the future, provided it results in
no net change to the amount of MOL. The flexibly is proposed
in order to avoid inadvertently impeding the established
objective of extending Jubilee Gardens and developing a new
arts and cultural facility to support the South Bank’s role as a
cultural quarter;

Policies Map
Map

Paragraph 7.3

Network
Rail

163/1
6

Loughborough Junction Town Centre Extension
Network Rail confirms its support for the proposed extension
to the Loughborough Junction Local Centre and Policy PN10
Loughborough Junction. It is considered that the proposed
extension will support the principles of the draft
Loughborough Junction Action Plan. Specifically the inclusion
of Rathgar Road into the town centre will assist in providing
additional and a unique space for additional town centre uses
in a small cluster away from the main Coldharbour Lane
centre. This will also support a new route through one of the
arches to improve links from Loughborough Estate to the rail
station.

Policies Town
Map
Centres

Loughborough
Junction

Proposed Change

No change
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Changes to the town centre boundary
LJAG welcomes the extension of the Loughborough Junction
town centre to the south side of Coldharbour Lane between
Hinton Road and Herne Hill Road as this will enable any new
development to introduce retail and restaurant uses thus
strengthening and improving the cohesiveness of the town
centre.
However, we notice that our request, laid out in our response
to the first consultation on the Local Plan, that the town
centre boundary be extended down Loughborough Road to
include the frontage of LJ Works, has not been included. Once
again LJAG requests that the front of LJ Works should be
removed from the KIBA and included in the town centre
boundary to give LJ Works a much needed public face with the
possibility of a retail outlet for the tenants and/or a café.
We take the view that this small measure will dramatically
improve the success of LJ Works. Lambeth council is invested
in the success of LJ Works so it is a puzzle to us why the
council is intent on shackling the project by refusing to relax
the KIBA straightjacket on a small part of the site.
im writing as chair of the poynders gardens residents
association about the proposal in the draft local plan to
replace the poynders road local centre with a local centre
around kings avenue. this proposal will make life more
difficult for many of my residents. poynders road is a short
walk from our estate kings avenue is to far for the ejderly (sic)
and disabled residents to walk to. the poynders road centre
provides a good meeting point for my residents of my
estate and other people in the local area. im concernend that
this will not be relaced by the new proposal
I am writing on behalf of the Friend of Agnes Riley Gardens
about the Draft Local Plan in my capacity as Secretary. We
previously objected to the loss of shops and services at
Poynders Parade through the deletion of Poynders Road as a
local shopping centre. We note that the loss of Poynders
Road remains a proposal in the Draft Local Plan. We maintain
our objection. The users of our park value the services
provided by Poynders Road even in their severely depleted
form caused by the termination of leases by Metropolitan
Housing. They particularly mourn the loss of a café.

Plan
Issue
Section
Policies Town
Map
Centres

Site/
Paragraph
Loughborough
Junction

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Support noted for Coldharbour Lane extension. The London Plan
outlines that Lambeth is a borough required to ‘retain capacity’ of
its designated industrial floorspace capacity. In ‘retain capacity’
boroughs, London Plan Policy E4C applies the principle of no net loss
of industrial floorspace capacity within designated Locally Significant
Industrial Sites (known as KIBAs in Lambeth). The Loughborough
Junction Works site accommodates a mix of B1 uses therefore
Lambeth is required to continue protecting these uses by the
Mayor. Only KIBA compliant uses are allowed within KIBAs and
therefore the town centre boundary cannot be extended to include
the frontage of LJ Works as this would directly conflict with the KIBA
designation.

No change

Policies Town
Map
Centres

Poynders Road

Noted. Lambeth is now proposing to retain the Poynders Road Local
Centre, in addition to designating the new local centre on Kings
Avenue. This issue can be revisited in a future review of the Local
Plan once the implementation of the Clapham Park masterplan is
further advanced.

Retain existing Poynders Road
Local Centre.

Policies Town
Map
Centres

Poynders Road

Noted. Lambeth is now proposing to retain the Poynders Road Local
Centre, in addition to designating the new local centre on Kings
Avenue. This issue can be revisited in a future review of the Local
Plan once the implementation of the Clapham Park masterplan is
further advanced.

Retain existing Poynders Road
Local Centre.

The Friends have been very active in the park in the summer
both in the community garden and organising volunteers to
reopen the paddling pool in the park. Many park users have
expressed their concern about the loss of facilities in the area.
We ask that Poynders Road remains designated as a local
centre in the hope that Metropolitan acknowledge the need
for facilities in this part of the estate and revise their
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Representation Wording

213/1

Firstly I am objecting to the removal of Poynders Road as a
local centre (Annex 3). When I was a ward councillor I joined
with other local councillors in objecting to this proposal. I see
that in the Draft Local Plan this proposal to remove Poynders
Road still stands alongside the creation of a new Clapham Park
centre on Kings Avenue. I maintain my objection to the loss of
the Poynders Road local centre. The creation of the new
Clapham Park centre at Kings Avenue is too far away to serve
the residents for whom the Poynders Road centre is a natural
shopping and meeting place. Its location near Agnes Riley
Gardens was especially valuable.

proposals accordingly. We are dismayed that the Masterplan
proposals to eliminate the shopping parade have been agreed
in advance of decisions on the Local Plan and proper
consideration of objections to it.

Plan
Issue
Section

Site/
Paragraph

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Policies Town
Map
Centres

Poynders Road

Noted. Lambeth is now proposing to retain the Poynders Road Local
Centre, in addition to designating the new local centre on Kings
Avenue. This issue can be revisited in a future review of the Local
Plan once the implementation of the Clapham Park masterplan is
further advanced. With regards to whether the proposal was
considered a departure from the Local Plan, this was a matter for
when the decision was made. It cannot be considered through the
Local Plan process.

Retain existing Poynders Road
Local Centre.

I am aware that the planning permission granted to the
Clapham Park Masterplan effectively eradicates the local
centre at Poynders Road (as have the actions of the
landowner to terminate leases). I do not however think that
this is adequate justification for the removal of the local
centre in the Local Plan.
Firstly, I am of the view that the loss of the Poynders Road
centre was not sufficiently flagged up as a departure from the
Local Plan when that planning permission was granted.
Secondly, there may be changes afoot in the local area that
may undermine the relevance of the retail studies that
underpinned the decision to consolidate retail and service
activity on Kings Avenue. There is currently a planning
application for a secondary school on the Glenbrook primary
school site – additional to the existing primary school. Such a
development would undoubtedly increase footfall in the local
area, boosting demand. Moreover, without a local centre at
Poynders Road, this footfall may well be drawn through the
residential part of Clapham Park to the Kings Avenue centre,
thus increasing the impact of a new school on residential
amenity. Even if the current proposal for Glenbrook does not
succeed, the site is unlikely to remain undeveloped given the
shortage of such underdeveloped education sites in Lambeth
and the continued demand for secondary school places.
Thirdly, the detail of the Clapham Park Masterplan may be
revisited, as it has been before. Leaving the Poynders Road
local centre in place in the Local Plan would encourage any
such redrawing of the Masterplan proposals to include some
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Name

Rep
Code

Norwood
Action
group et al.

196/2
10

Guy's and
St Thomas'
NHS
Foundation
Trust

72/6

Representation Wording
retail facilities at Poynders Road – an outcome desired by
many local residents.
Does Lambeth need to reconsider district centre boundaries
e.g. Norwood Road between Lancaster Avenue and TH (sic)
and whether a smaller latter should be a local centre and not
part of much larger and arguably distant West Norwood
district centre. Losses to resi on Station Rise and closures
elsewhere. CEZ option? Residential at ground floor where set
back or can be designed to be OK despite adjacent main
highway

Policies map. With regard to the proposed changes to the
Policies map, on the whole we support these. We would
welcome confirmation that proposed changes to the
Westminster World Heritage site would not affect our
proposals for growth at St Thomas’ Hospital.

Plan
Issue
Section

Site/
Paragraph

Officer Response

Proposed Change

Policies Town
Map
centres

Tulse Hill

Lambeth has investigated the possibility of breaking up the district
centre boundary and the potential for a new local centre, however,
in land use terms this would not result in any significant changes to
the types of uses that could come forward. Some addresses in this
area of the district centre are proposed to be de-designated as they
solely comprise residential uses. Therefore if these sites were to be
redeveloped, town centre uses would no longer be required at
ground floor level. The Mayor has informed Lambeth that only six
specific areas across London have been identified, by the Mayor, as
Creative Enterprise Zones and only those areas can use that title.
Unfortunately, West Norwood is not yet one of the Mayor's CEZ
areas.
No changes are proposed to the Westminster World Heritage Site
designation. The Council’s evidence base work in relation to the
setting of the World Heritage Site supports the emerging policy but
is not itself planning policy. Any development coming forward on
the hospital site would be expected to preserve the Outstanding
Universal Value of the World Heritage Site in accordance with Policy
Q19.

No change

Policies WWHS
Map

No change
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Rep
Code
WeAreWaterloo 75/3

Representation Wording

Friends of
Ruskin Park

38/1

1.3. Neighbourhood plans must be in general conformity with the borough’s strategic policies, and
by designating almost every policy as strategic, Lambeth restricts the ability for Neighbourhood
Forums across the borough to plan for their communities. This is presumably not the intention of
Lambeth Council.
First, we would like to thank you for recording our earlier response in your summary of
consultation to date.

Individual

41/4

Kennington,
Oval and
Vauxhall
Neighbourhood
Forum

102/29

As my local council, Lambeth is legally required to listen and respond to every resident and I
vehemently oppose the adoption of this draft local plan.
The Kennington, Oval and Vauxhall Forum also submits as evidence the following extract from the
Raynsford Review of Planning in England.
Raynsford Review of Planning in England
Evidence received in relation to Power and Local Communities
The responses among groups that were not part of established NGO networks could best be
described as bewilderment. The position was stark in excluded communities, but even in middleincome areas there was a general lack of awareness of who made planning decisions, what rights
people had to be involved, and how they could access proposals. The loss of other community
support infrastructure such as libraries meant there was, in some communities, nowhere to view
plans or use a photocopier. This was a particular problem for those with no internet access. The
resources for organisations such as Planning Aid for London were clearly inadequate to meet this
challenge, a problem compounded by the lack of public sector planners who had time to help
enable communities to meaningfully engage in the process.

Document/
Issue
Annex 12

Officer Response

Consultation

Noted.

No change.

Consultation

The council has considered all responses made on the Draft Revised
Lambeth Local Plan.
Comment noted.

No change.

Consultation

Annex 12 sets out the council's analysis of strategic and non-strategic
policies in accordance with national policy. Lambeth welcomes
neighbourhood plans.

Proposed
Change
No change.

No change.

The result was a sense of anger about and mistrust of the planning system, which is plainly a
barrier to meaningful debate about the future of communities. There was also a real problem of
community apathy, which often seemed to relate not to being consulted too much (although there
were examples of this) but to the perception that such consultation did not lead to any real
tangible change for the better. Plans were seen as pointless when either their contents were not
delivered or decisions were made against plan policy. As one politician reflected, ‘people don’t
have time to waste looking at plans that never seem to make any bloody difference’.
Overall, the evidence revealed a range of concerns about barriers to community participation in
the local planning process: the power of developers to exploit and dominate the planning system,
particularly the unequal access to professional expertise to help explain the impacts of
development;
■ the complex language and procedures that shape planning decisions, which were often
completely unintelligible to members of the public: such language, it was suggested, was
deliberately deployed to exclude non-professional input;
■ a lack of support services in responding to planning applications and a repeated question about
why government funded support for neighbourhood planning but no other form of community
support;
■ a lack of community engagement skills among planners;
■ unequal legal rights in the decision-making process, which reinforced the perception of a system
constructed to benefit applicants;
■ anger that decisions seemed to ignore community concerns about heritage and the environment
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Name

Rep
Code

Individual

115/6

Individual

128/1

Individual

173/1

Representation Wording
– particularly when such concerns were not about national designations but about small-scale
community green space or streetscapes which were important to people’s lives;
■ viability testing and the resulting loss of policy on issues such as climate change and affordable
homes;
■ confusion over why elected members can or cannot offer support to communities, and a feeling
that elected members could no longer represent the views of those who had elected them in
planning decisions;
■ difficulty in engaging with plan preparation processes, and anger that consultation responses are
not taken seriously – the way that such responses were summarised by officers was often felt to be
dismissive;
■ concern about the quality and design of development, and particularly over why new housing ‘all
looks the same from Bristol to Bradford’ and lacked proper supporting social facilities for health
and education;
■ anger that Neighbourhood Plan policy can be easily overturned by the Planning Inspectorate;
■ anger that some new strategic plans had no effective accountability to the public at all;
■ frustration at the lack of enforcement action on conditions relating to working hours, and a
failure to check that what is built is actually what has been approved;
■ concern about making the voice of the public heard in the Nationally Significant Infrastructure
Projects process; and
■ anger at the perceived ‘purchase of planning permission’ through Section 106 agreements.
It is only because I was passed on an email on Friday from a fellow resident that I knew about these
plans, so I’m not sure how you have carried out meaningful consultations with local residents who
have responsibilities that mean they can’t attend public meetings at evening times.

Document/
Issue

Officer Response

Proposed
Change

Consultation

Consultation on the draft Local Plan was undertaken within the
resources available in accordance with the Regulation 18 requirements
of the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England)
Regulations 2012, where a local planning authority must notify
residents, businesses, stakeholders considered to have specific interest
in the draft Local Plan and the general public of the local plan and invite
each of them to make representations to the local planning authority
about what it ought to contain. The consultation was also in
accordance with Council's Statement of Community Involvement (SCI).
Consultation on the draft Local Plan was undertaken within the
resources available in accordance with the Regulation 18 requirements
of the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England)
Regulations 2012, where a local planning authority must notify
residents, businesses, stakeholders considered to have specific interest
in the draft Local Plan and the general public of the local plan and invite
each of them to make representations to the local planning authority
about what it ought to contain. The consultation was also in
accordance with Council's Statement of Community Involvement (SCI).

No change.

I write as a local Waterloo resident of 30 years standing. I would like to note the limited knowledge Consultation
available publicly, through Lambeth, in respect of this important consultation; especially given the
serious implications for the local community.

Consultation process
The consultation process for this stage of the review has been solely via the Council website. No
public meetings, public road shows or attempts to reach particular stakeholder or hard to reach
groups. The Council’s consultation processes as set out in the statement of community

Consultation

Printed copies of the DRLLP were made publicly available at libraries
and an electronic version was made available on the website. Full
details of the consultation methods can be found in the introduction to
this document. This said, the council notes these comments and always
tries to improve the methods it uses.
Noted. The consultation was undertaken in accordance with the
council's Statement of Community Involvement. This consultation was
on a draft Revised Local Plan which dictated how the consultation was
undertaken and this followed from the issues consultation which was in
a different format.

No change.

No change.
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Name

Individual

Rep
Code
221/1

Representation Wording
involvement have not been met. The Local Plan cannot therefore be said with confidence to be a
fair reflection of local people’s aspirations or needs.
I am writing to make some general observations which apply to each of your consultations (and
others over the years) in the hope that Lambeth might improve and hopefully make them more
effective. You will note from the attached that I have looked at the 191 public consultations listed
on Lambeth’s website for 2013 to 2018 and done some analysis on them. Here are some initial
observations

Document/
Issue

Officer Response

Proposed
Change

Consultation

No change. The consultation on the Draft Revised Lambeth Local Plan
complied with the council's Statement of Community Involvement and
the relevant planning legislation in collaboration with the council's
communications and engagement team. The consultation on the
Transport Strategy, Local Plan and Preliminary Draft Charging Schedule
took place at the same time as they are interrelated. They ran for 8
weeks rather than the statutory 6 week period to give stakeholders
longer to respond. The surveys were produced in collaboration with the
council's communications and engagement team and met the council's
standards, particularly in relation to accessibility. Methods such as the
consultation summary sheets sought to provide a summary of the
policies in plain English for people to easily access and understand.

No change.

Council consultations must take place within resources available. Whilst
accepting that there was a large amount of reading material, this is the
nature of a local plan consultation. This said, the council notes these
comments and always tries to improve the methods it uses.
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Document/
Issue

Officer Response

Proposed
Change

Consultation on the draft Local Plan was undertaken in accordance with
the Regulation 18 requirements of the Town and Country Planning
(Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012, where a local planning
authority must notify residents, businesses, stakeholders considered to
have specific interest in the draft Local Plan and the general public of
the local plan and invite each of them to make representations to the
local planning authority about what it ought to contain. The

No change.

• Consultations are spread unevenly through the year. On occasions, this can place undue burdens
on community groups / members of the public who may wish to respond to more than one
especially where deadlines coincide e.g. Transport Strategy, Local Plan and Preliminary Draft
Charging Schedule which all finish today. Suggestion: Lambeth should consider spreading
consultations more evenly throughout the year and avoid deadlines running into holiday periods
especially the run up to Christmas. Also, they should finish on the same time and day of the week
so that respondents get used to that i.e. not Fridays for some, Mondays for others etc. If published
dates are correct, consultations have finished on every day of the week at one time or another.
• Consultations are sometimes presented inconsistently as are surveys where they are included.
Suggestion: Lambeth should have a house style and stick to it.
• Once a consultation is over the main landing page is not always updated consistently. Suggestion:
There should be a link to the findings of the consultation and preferably a reference to the council
committee at which the findings were discussed.
• The required reading for some consultations is excessive. Suggestion: For public consultations
authors should be encouraged to get their points across more concisely and in plain English.
Perhaps the number of pages of key reading material should be noted on the consultation page if
only to act as a reminder to staff what burden is being placed on the public if they are expected to
read it.

Cllr Jennie
Mosley

229/1

• Consultations with large amounts of reading material are difficult to navigate. It seems likely that
many potential respondents are turned off Suggestion: Lambeth should try to link survey questions
to that part of a document to which the question relates. That would make it easier for people to
respond and to head off comments from those who haven’t got around to reading the relevant
part of the document
I write as a local Waterloo resident of 30 years standing. I would like to note the limited knowledge Consultation
available publicly, through Lambeth, in respect of this important consultation; especially given the
serious implications for the local community.
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Individual

276/4

More should be done to advertise the local plan and the opportunity for people to comment on
it.Most people in Lambeth are unaware of a local plan.

Consultation

Individual

305/1

The language of the report is such that it will deter any but the most dogged commentary. The use
of bureaucratese seems deliberately constructed to put off the average resident/stakeholder.

Consultation

Individual

305/2

Consultation

Holland Rise &
Whitebeam
Close TMO

310/1

Individual
Individual

336/4
344/1

The "stakeholder mapping" on page 4 (table 1) is a wish-list, not an actual representation of
consultation and consultees. As a minor example, you list under "consultation/publicity method":
"Promotion by ward councillors" and "promotion and support by ward councillors". This barely
happens, except at unannounced meetings, or meetings announced at such short notice that most
people don't know about it, until after the event. Under "aware and potentially active" you list
Tenants & Residents Associations as stakeholders. This is interesting personally, as being the
Secretary of a TRA, I recall a distinct lack of use of any of the listed "consultation/publicity
methods" regarding the last Local Plan, or this current giving this consultation a distinctly "lets
fulfill our consultation remit without actually allowing much consultation" feel. Section 2.3.1.
makes the presumption of access to the internet and/or the digital dexterity to use a smartphone,
but then qualifies lack of access or have a disability by signposting such residents to libraries or
using the post. This presupposes access to a local library that opens outside working hours, and/or
the ability to undertake a written critique of what is a rhetorically-inflated document.
There is a need to include local organisations and resident led housing management organisations
in the neighbourhood and growth plans. The Council seems to have a track of promotion cooperation but failing to deliver it by excluding local stakeholders. In any case the delivery of the
local plan inevitably gets hijacked by officers who consider such local stakeholders as obstructive
and fail to include them in the plans
I hope this is a consultation in which the views expressed will influence the eventual outcome.
This exercise on the one hand seems positive in that the council is at least making transparent what
its plans are and how they were created and on the other a pretence at engaging with the
community. How is it reasonable to expect people to review a report that runs to several hundred
pages and say that “you had a chance to comment”?

Individual

354/5

These issues should be raised and discussed in open forum and not behind closed doors. We now
have Green members on the council and I welcome their views.

Document/
Issue

Officer Response
consultation was also in accordance with Council's Statement of
Community Involvement (SCI).
Noted. The consultation was undertaken in accordance with the
council's Statement of Community Involvement. A number of different
methods were used to make people aware of the consultation and this
is set out in the introduction to this document. This said, the council
notes these comments and always tries to improve the methods it uses.
Noted. Words and terms are consistent with National and London Plan
policies, however Lambeth acknowledges that it is often complex. The
council produced topic-based, easy read summary sheets to help
residents, business owners and stakeholders understand the issues and
key points of the Local Plan and feedback from the previous round of
consultation.
The consultation on the Draft Revised Lambeth Local Plan complied
with the council's Statement of Community Involvement and the
relevant planning legislation in collaboration with the council's
communications and engagement team. Methods such as the
consultation summary sheets sought to provide a summary of the
policies in plain English for people to easily access and understand.

Proposed
Change
No change.

No change.

No change.

Consultation

Comment noted. Homes for Lambeth (HfL) set out that they will
involve stakeholders in their plans. This is set out on their website. The
council is grateful to those who comment on the Local Plan and has
considered all comments made.

No change.

Consultation
Consultation

The council has considered all responses made on the draft Local Plan.
No change. The consultation on the Draft Revised Lambeth Local Plan
complied with the council's Statement of Community Involvement and
the relevant planning legislation in collaboration with the council's
communications and engagement team. Methods such as the
consultation summary sheets sought to provide a summary of the
policies in plain English for people to easily access and understand.

No change.
No change.

Consultation

Whilst accepting that there was a large amount of reading material, this
is the nature of a local plan consultation, which involves seeking views
on a long and complex document. This said, the council notes these
comments and always tries to improve the methods it uses.
Consultation on the draft Local Plan was undertaken in accordance with
the Regulation 18 requirements of the Town and Country Planning
(Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012, where a local planning
authority must notify residents, businesses, stakeholders considered to
have specific interest in the draft Local Plan and the general public of
the local plan and invite each of them to make representations to the

No change.
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Rep
Code

Friends of
Lambeth
Libraries

238/1

City of London

76/1

LB Croydon

LB Wandsworth

LB Bromley

Individual
Individual

109/1

167/1

236/1

14/1
29/2

Representation Wording

I write on behalf of the Friends of Lambeth Libraries (FoLL) to submit a response to the recent
Draft Local Plan consultation. I appreciate that the deadline expired on December 17. However
FoLL were not made aware of this deadline and, given the importance of the library service to the
Borough and imperative for libraries to be represented in the plan, we write now so that our
comments can be incorporated. We note that the Proposed Submission version of the Plan is due
for publication in Autumn 2019 so are hopeful that time remains for our comments to be
incorporated.
Thank you for consulting the City of London Corporation on the Draft Revised Lambeth Local Plan
(October 2018) and for the opportunity to comment.
We note that the revised Local Plan updates the spatial strategy, vision and strategic objectives of
the Lambeth Local Plan adopted in September 2015. We look forward to engaging positively with
Lambeth now and in the future.
Thank you for inviting the London Borough of Croydon (LBC) to comment on the draft Revised
Lambeth Local Plan (DRLLP). In addition to these comments we confirm that there have been
helpful and ongoing discussions to meet the requirements of the duty to cooperate through the
preparation of our Local Plans.
The Croydon Local Plan (CLP18) adopted February 2018 sets out a strategy to ensure Croydon
continues to be an attractive and thriving place for all who live, work and visit. Once the new
London Plan is adopted the Croydon Local Plan 2018 will be reviewed. There is an up to date
program to reflect this in the Local Development Scheme (LDS)
Thank you for providing the opportunity to comment on the above document. Following on from
our recent Duty to Cooperate meeting I can confirm that we are broadly supportive of the policy
approach and that each Council has committed to preparing bilateral statements of common
ground in due course. Lambeth’s updated evidence base is noted, and as many policy areas share
common geographies the methodology and content may be helpful informing Wandsworth’s own
evidence base.
Officers have a number of comments on some of the consultation topic areas as follows:
The London Borough of Bromley is committed to engaging positively with its neighbours not only
to satisfy the requirements of the “Duty to Cooperate” but also to ensure that any potential
adverse impacts on its own communities are highlighted and investigated. We support the broad
objectives of the Draft Revised Local Plan.
We look forward to engaging with you further in relation to cross-boundary strategic matters in the
future
This seems to be a good overview.
Although the Coin St implemetation phase fell into the hands of egotistical incompetents who
removed any public accountability all the other sites in Waterloo which the community obtained
were quickly developed as housing co-ops. These Co-ops provide strong mutal support among
residents and are also are the only places where people growing up locally can ever get
accomodation. If young families have to move far away they cannot provide support to elderly

Document/
Issue

Consultation

Officer Response
local planning authority about what it ought to contain. The
consultation was also in accordance with Council's Statement of
Community Involvement (SCI).
Opposition councillors have had the opportunity to influence the
content of the DRLLP.
Noted. FoLL’s comments have been accepted after the deadline and
have been fully considered.

Proposed
Change

No change.

Duty to
Cooperate

Noted.

No change.

Duty to
Cooperate

Noted.

No change.

Duty to
Cooperate

Noted. Specific comments raised on the draft Local Plan have been
addressed individually per chapter and policy of the document.

No change.

Duty to
Cooperate

Noted.

No change.

General
General

Noted.
Noted.

No change.
No change.
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Document/
Issue

Officer Response

Proposed
Change

Individual

40/3

Building housing makes sense – it creates jobs in most of the trades, and you get your money back
because people pay rent. So local authorities should be involved for community, employment,
social and financial reasons. What we do not need is private housing. When I enquired the price of
the nearest one bedroom flat to Coin Street I was told it would cost me £3426 a month at 1
Blackfriars. This is madness. The financiers who never lay a brick themselves are making a mockery
of our culture, driving people away, many leaving to go back to Europe and elsewhere.
GL Hearn acts as planning consultants for BFI, which is the lead organisation for film in the UK and
now serves a key public role which covers the cultural, creative and economic aspects of film in the
UK.
BFI Southbank represents the core activity hub of BFI, which is supplemented by the IMAX cinema
located on the IMAX roundabout at Waterloo and BFI’s extensive archives and libraries located
outside London at Berkhamsted and Warwick. BFI’s office headquarters are in Stephen Street,
London.
BFI Southbank forms an integral part of the South Bank area which lies within the London Borough
of Lambeth, within the ‘Waterloo / South Bank’ area. It also forms part of the London Plan
designated Strategic Cultural Area.

General

Comment noted.

No change.

BFI

43/1

General

Comment noted.

No change.

Individual

46/4

This Lambeth local plan is unacceptable and unsustainable causing more harm than good. It goes
against the London plan to build more social homes IN LONDON even though there are available
sites and only benefits the business community not the residential community. I implore you to
think about what devastation you are doing and what harm you are causing. There are no benefits
to this plan, I have been a resident here for over 20yrs and I can tell you that maybe on paper this
looks like a great idea like all of the other developments in this area over the years but they’re not
and this community is genuinely suffering for your lack of foresight. There is no balance and that is
the problem. If you want a plan that works and benefits the whole community then it is time to
listen to what we are saying.
How dare you implement a plan of what is nothing more than gentrification whilst claiming to
represent the local people. We are the working class, tight knit community that put you in power.
Thank you for consulting the Mayor of London on the Draft Revised Lambeth Local Plan. As you are
aware, all Development Plan Documents in London must be in general conformity with the London
Plan under section 24 (1)(b) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004. The Mayor has
afforded me delegated authority to make detailed comments which are set out below. Transport
for London (TfL) have provided comments, which I endorse, and which are attached at Annex 1.

General

The DRLLP seeks to achieve the appropriate balance between housing
and economic growth. It plans to meet the new London Plan housing
target for the borough.

No change.

Individual

66/2

General

Noted. The DRLLP aims to maximise community benefits from
development and growth.
The Mayor's comments are welcome. The DRLLP PSV is aiming to be in
general conformity with the Draft London Plan.

No change.

Mayor of
London

70/1

relatives or older people to grand children or great grand children. By undermining informal care
Lambeth is reating more need for services which Lambeth cannot afford to meet. Of course for
younger people these increased needs will fall on authorities far away but Lambeth should have a
moral responsibility for the years of older people`´s fraility which are so much worse of younger
people are not around.

General

No change.

This letter sets out where you may need to amend existing and proposed policies and supporting
text to be more in line with the current London Plan and the emerging Draft New London Plan.
The draft new London Plan
The Mayor published his Draft London Plan for consultation on 1st December 2017 and the Minor
Suggested Changes (following consultation) on 13 August 2018. The Examination in Public of the
Draft London Plan will commence in January 2019 with publication anticipated in Winter 2019/20.
Once published, the new London Plan will form part of the Lambeth’s Development Plan and
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Code

Representation Wording
contain the most up-to-date policies.

Document/
Issue

Officer Response

Proposed
Change

General

Noted.

No change.

General

Noted.

No change.

General

Comment noted.

No change.

Comment accepted. Cross-references to the Accessible London
References
Supplementary Planning Guidance (SPG) document have been added in. to the
Accessible
London
SPG have
been
added in
paragraphs
2.118 and
10.1.
Comment noted. Responses to comments on policies H2, PN1, Site 8
No change.
and Q26 can be found in the relevant part of this schedule.

The Lambeth Local Plan is required to be in general conformity with the current London Plan,
however any policies that diverge from the Draft New London Plan will become out of date as the
Draft New London Plan gains more weight as it moves towards publication. In addition, the Draft
New London Plan and its evidence base are now material considerations in planning decisions.
General
The Mayor recognises this is a partial review of Lambeth’s existing Local Plan and welcomes the
overall approach to growth and development in the draft document. However, set out below are
some suggestions and other representations to clarify and improve upon some policy areas and to
ensure the document is more aligned to the draft new London Plan.
On 8 December 2017, the Mayor provided comments (reference: LDF22/LDD15/CG01) on
Lambeth’s earlier consultation on the Local Plan Review 2017, making suggestions as to how the
Local Plan should progress in light of the emerging Draft New London Plan. This letter follows on
from that earlier advice.
5. Our local Councillors are apparently totally ignored and the mood is, that unless and until
Lambeth makes positive moves to all of the above, then we believe that your time in your lovely
expensive new building is extremely limited.
We do not have any comments to make although we note and welcome Lambeth’s proposed
approach to increasing the quality of open space and green infrastructure in new developments
and improving air quality.
The changes and new proposals to which I object are those which highlight the over inflated
ambitions of officers of the local authority as opposed to the realistic, practical aspirations of the
local community who wish to live in an area which recognises, supports and serves its local people.

Individual

74/6

City of London

76/2

Individual

77/1

Knight's Hill
Councillors

84/7

Disability
Can we refer to Mayor’s Accessible London strategy please?

General

Individual

101/12

CONCLUSION

General

In respect of policies ---- H2 --------------------Affordable Housing
PN1 (h) --------------Imax Roundabout
PN (a)(iv) -----------Hotels
PN1 (part(a) i)------Shopping and Town Centre
Site 8 -----------------Cornwall Rd Bus Station
Q26 -------------------Tall Buildings

The comment does not give an explanation of the views expressed so it
is not possible to respond more fully.

The Draft Plan does not meet the needs of the local residents
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Rep
Code

Representation Wording

Document/
Issue

Officer Response

Proposed
Change

General

The PPG (Reference ID: 61-004-20190315) states 'Depending on the
No change.
issues and opportunities that exist locally local planning authorities
should, in consultation with their local community, consider the most
appropriate way to plan for the needs of their area. Paragraphs 17 to 19
of the National Planning Policy Framework describe the plan-making
framework which allows flexibility in the way that plans for the
development and use of land may be produced.' Paragraphs 17 to 19
do not specify that a Local Plan must be a single document. The council
considers it appropriate to bring forward site allocations as a separate
DPD.
The reference to permitted development rights in supporting text is a
No change.
useful signposting rather than setting out a comprehensive overview of
permitted development rights - applicants would be expected to refer
to relevant legislation for the most up to date permitted development
rights.

Historic England

119/4

It is therefore not justified and should therefore be withdrawn and should be seriously and
significantly redrafted
The draft Plan states that additional site allocations policies may be brought forward in a
subsequent Site Allocation Development Plan Document. The NPPG emphasises the need for
Local Plan’s to be a single document and we encourage local plans to be a single document.

Historic England

119/32

General Permitted Development Rights

General

119/33

The Plan makes reference to Permitted Development Rights at several points and outlines what
types of development may not require planning permission as a result. In our view, it is not
necessary to include this in the Plan. Firstly, Permitted Development Rights are likely to change
within the Plan period. Secondly, it could be misleading to applicants who may rely solely on the
Local Plan rather than referring to the GPDR Regulations, as the primary legislation, in the first
instance when considering what may, or may not, be permitted development.
Concluding thoughts

General

Noted. Officers have met Historic England to discuss their comments.

No change.

General

Noted. Specific comments raised on the draft Local Plan have been
addressed individually per chapter and policy of the document.

No change.

General

Comment noted. Responses to comments on policies ED14, Q19 and
ED2 can be found in the relevant part of this schedule.

Historic England

Development is Lambeth has the potential to impact upon a range of heritage assets of local,
national and international importance. We encourage you to ensure that the historic environment
is considered appropriately and consistently throughout the forthcoming additional site allocation
process.
We hope these comments are of assistance and we would welcome the opportunity to discuss
these issues as the Plan progresses. In the meantime I am happy to comment on revised wording
for the policies discussed in this letter prior to publication of the next draft.

VCI Holding Ltd

126/2

VCI Holding Ltd

126/30

Finally, we should like to stress that this opinion is based on the information provided by the
Council in its consultation. To avoid any doubt, this does not affect our obligation to provide
further advice and, potentially, object to specific proposals, which may subsequently arise where
we consider that these would have an adverse effect upon the historic environment.
In accordance with the requirements of the NPPF (2018), VCI supports Lambeth’s Local Plan review
to ensure that changing circumstances affecting the borough are taken into account, along with
any relevant changes in national policy. The following comments are submitted in relation to the
main objectives and specific policies contained within the Draft Revised Lambeth Local Plan
(October 2018).
The NPPF is clear that local planning authorities should set out a strategic approach within their
Local Plans which plans positively for the development and infrastructure required in the area to
meet the objectives, principles and policies of the NPPF. The output of any Plan is that effective
strategies are in place to identify the land and infrastructure necessary to support current and
projected future levels of development. Paragraph 35 of the NPPF identifies the tests for whether a
plan should be considered sound as follows:
• Positively prepared;
• Justified;
• Effective; and

723

Name

Rep
Code

Guy's and St
Thomas' Charity

140/7

Guy's and St
Thomas' Charity

140/31

Aldmarch Ltd

154/1

Aldmarch Ltd

154/2

Brixton Society

155/1

Individual

157/3

Representation Wording
• Consistent with national policy. VCI considers that the draft policies within Lambeth’s Local Plan
Review are broadly in line with the above tests. However, certain areas as identified in these
representations need to be reconsidered, including the cap on hotel provision, the consistency of
policy Q19 with national policy, and the effectiveness of policy ED2 relating to affordable
workspace, in order for the Plan to be sound.
The London Borough of Lambeth (LBL) is uniquely placed in London to act as a focus for growth and
any new local plan must recognise and reflect this in its ambition. We are pleased to note that this
sentiment is captured in the emerging Local Plan and would expect all decisions on policy direction
to be framed and taken in this context.
Summary In summary, the Charity are broadly supportive of the aims and objectives of the draft
local plan. However, where we consider there to be in accuracies in the wording of draft allocation
Site 1, we have sought to provide clarification, with particular regards to the existing uses on the
Royal Street site and what can therefore be realistically required to be replaced within any new
development.
Beyond the clarification sought we have also suggested a number of proposed amendments to the
draft policies. These amendments are proposed as we consider a number of the policies to be
unrealistic and ineffective, and place significant burden on development sites which could render
them undeliverable. On this basis we consider the plan as drafted to fail to meet the tests of the
NPPF and are unsound.
We write on behalf of our client Aldmarch Ltd in relation to the site at 250 Kennington Lane. We
set out our observations and suggested amendments to the emerging Lambeth Local Plan below.
We look forward to working with you over the coming months to ensure that the plan is able to
enable sustainable development and responds positively to the Government’s agenda for growth.
It is our view that the London Borough of Lambeth (LBL) is uniquely placed in London to act as a
focus for growth and any new local plan must recognise and reflect this in its ambition. We are
pleased to note that this sentiment is captured in the emerging Local Plan and would expect all
decisions on policy direction to be framed and taken in this context.
The Brixton Society was established in 1975 as the amenity society covering the wider Brixton area.
We are registered with the London Forum of Amenity Societies, and keep in touch with the London
Sustainability Exchange, the Brixton Business Improvement District and Transition Town Brixton.
We regularly comment on local plans, policy changes and individual planning applications, and try
to promote good practice in our area.
The aerial view on the front cover of this edition is emblematic of how much change has taken
place in the past decade, including:
• Development of the Black Cultural Archives at 1-3 Effra Road, including a new projecting front
wing.
• Incremental changes to Windrush Square since re-opening in 2011, including substantial increase
in cycle parking.
• New Hotel development above former Woolworths’ store.
• Unauthorised advertising hoardings obscuring fine 1930s façade of the Prince of Wales pub.
• Recurrent proposals for residential development within Piano House (top left of picture)
threatening local workspace.
• Refurbishment of the Town Hall, including new roof-scape.
Clearly a more up-to-date picture is required!
Lambeth is failing to consider its community and poorer residents with these plans, which in my
view is outrageous.

Document/
Issue

Officer Response

Proposed
Change

General

Noted.

No change.

General

Comment noted. Responses to proposed amendments to policies are
set out in the relevant parts of this schedule.

No change.

General

Noted. Specific comments raised on the draft Local Plan have been
addressed individually per chapter and policy of the document.

No change.

General

Noted. Specific comments raised on the draft Local Plan have been
addressed individually per chapter and policy of the document.

No change.

General

Noted. A new image for the front cover will be used once the final
version of the plan is adopted.

As
explained,
a new
image will
be used for
the front
cover.

General

The DRLLP aims to address and consider the views of all sections of the
community and other stakeholders.

No change.
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Name
Canary Wharf
Group

Rep
Code
158/1

Canary Wharf
Group

158/34

HB Reavis

164/1

Representation Wording
We hereby write in response to the consultation on the Draft Local Plan. This letter contains our
formal comments to the consultation and we set out our position on the “soundness” of the Draft
Local Plan having regard to the guidance set out in para. 182 of the National Planning Policy
Framework (“NPPF”) dated 2012 which states that a “sound” plan should be “Positively prepared”;
“Justified”; “Effective”; and “Consistent with national policy”. We reserve the right to make further
comments as and when further material becomes available.
In October 2018 LB Lambeth (“LBL”) published a Draft Revised Lambeth Local Plan (“Draft Local
Plan”) for consultation. The revised version takes into account the Revised National Planning Policy
Framework (“NPPF”) (July 2018) as well as the Draft New London Plan (December 2017, suggested
changes August 2018). The Draft Local Plan recognises LBL’s proposed increased annual minimum
housing requirements (from 1,195 to 1,589 net additional homes each year) as set out in the Draft
London Plan as well as the requirement for the borough to contribute to the Mayor’s strategic
target of 50% affordable housing.
We consider that the Proposed Local Plan cannot be considered sound in accordance with Section
20(5) of the 2004 Act and para 182 of the NPPF (2012), without significant modification.
• Given the numerous cross references, LBL will need to make sure that the Draft Local Plan is
consistent with the final new London Plan.
These representations to the Draft Lambeth Local Plan are submitted on behalf of our client HB
Reavis UK Limited (“HB Reavis”). HB Reavis is an integrated pan-European developer operating in
the United Kingdom, Poland, the Czech Republic, Slovakia and Hungary.

Document/
Issue
General

Officer Response

General

The draft Local Plan has been amended to ensure National Planning
Policy Framework, London Plan and Planning Practice Guidance
references are consistent and up to date with the latest versions, where
relevant.
Noted. Specific comments raised on the draft Local Plan have been
addressed individually per chapter and policy of the document.

Minor
changes
throughout
document.
No change.

General

Noted. Specific comments raised on the draft Local Plan have been
addressed individually per chapter and policy of the document.

No change.

General

Noted. Specific comments raised on the draft Local Plan have been
addressed individually per chapter and policy of the document.

No change.

General

Noted.

Proposed
Change
No change.

In 2017 HB Reavis acquired the Elizabeth House site at Waterloo. HB Reavis are now bringing
forward a major commercial office scheme on the site, which will also deliver significant public
realm improvements and works to alleviate capacity constraints at Waterloo Station.
In accordance with the requirements of the NPPF (2018), HB Reavis supports Lambeth’s Local Plan
review to ensure that changing circumstances affecting the borough are taken into account, along
with any relevant changes in national policy.

Individual

170/1

TfL Commercial
Development

172/1

HB Reavis considers that overall, the Draft Lambeth Local Plan has been positively prepared
however within these representations we highlight areas where the Plan may not be considered
justified, effective or consistent with national policy, and therefore HB Reavis considers the Plan to
be un-sound at this stage. Accordingly, we wish to comment on the following draft policies:
I attach comments from R141 in relation to the Draft Revised Lambeth Local Plan. I would like to
add my support to the points R141 makes.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Local Plan partial review key issues.
TfL is a significant land owner in the borough. Please note that our responses below represent the
views of the Transport for London Commercial Development (TfL CD) planning team in its capacity
as a significant landowner in the borough only, and do not form part of the TfL corporate response.
Our colleagues in TfL Borough Planning will provide a separate response, to this consultation, in
respect of TfL-wide operational and land-use planning / transport policy matters as part of their
statutory duties.
TfL CD works to identify development opportunities throughout our landholdings. We work to
unlock underutilised land through pursuing innovative solutions to enable development on our
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Name

Rep
Code

TfL Commercial
Development

172/29

Stanhope PLC

175/1

Gold Diamond
D County Hall
2013 Ltd

176/2

Representation Wording
sites. We are committed to providing exemplary development that will show case the Mayors
objectives of providing good growth. TfL CD has identified a number of sites in the borough for
residential led, mixed-use development which will make a significant contribution towards meeting
borough and TfL housing targets, as well as improved public transport infrastructure. These sites
are set in out appendix 1 of this consultation response.
Our representations in respect of the draft revised Local Plan are set out below in accordance with
your key topic headings and, when appropriate, in response to the questions you have asked.
Concluding Remarks
We trust that we have provided sufficient information for the Council to be able to consider our
representations in respect of the draft revised Local Plan 2018 consultation.
We write on behalf of Stanhope PLC to make representations to the Draft Revised Lambeth Local
Plan October 2018 . While the policy aspirations for the Local Plan are generally supported, we set
out below some suggested amendments in relation to the proposed approach to the delivery of
these aspirations under the relevant policies, as they are identified in the consultation draft.
We write on behalf of Gold Diamond D County Hall 2013 Ltd who own the Marriott Hotel within
the County Hall in the Waterloo Area Opportunity Area.

Document/
Issue

Officer Response

Proposed
Change

General

Noted.

No change.

General

Noted. Specific comments raised on the draft Local Plan have been
addressed individually per chapter and policy of the document.

No change.

General

Noted. Specific comments raised on the draft Local Plan have been
addressed individually per chapter and policy of the document.

No change.

The Hotel recognise the importance of the planning policy framework to help to control and
regularise the quality of Hotel development across the borough. In large, the Hotel are supportive
of the Council’s approach and strategy for growth set out in the draft Local Plan. However,
regarding some matters within the plan, the Hotel would like to either seek clarification or raise
concern. Where concerns are raised against matters of the plan which we consider could prejudice
the Hotel’s ability to realise its ambitions, we have suggested proposed amendments to the plan
for your consideration which will help all.
Site Allocations
The Marriott Hotel, County Hall site falls within the following policy designations:
· Thames Policy Area;
· Waterloo Opportunity Area;
· Central Activities Zone (CAZ);
· Proposed Waterloo/Southbank Metropolitan Centre;
· Archaeological Priority Area (Lambeth Palace and Lambeth Riverfront);
· South Bank Conservation Area;
· Grade II* Listed Building;
· Flood Zone 3;
· Proposed ‘Approaches to’ Westminster World Heritage Site zone; and
· The site is also adjacent to the River Thames SINC
Representations to Regulation 19 Consultation
The London Borough of Lambeth (LBL) is uniquely placed in London to act as a focus for growth and
any new local plan must recognise and reflect this in its ambition. We are pleased to note that this
sentiment is captured in the emerging Local Plan and would expect all decisions on policy direction
to be framed and taken in this context.

726

Name
Individual

Rep
Code
186/3

ITV PLC

188/1

Norwood
Action Group,
Norwood
Forum,
Norwood
Planning
Assembly,
Station to
Station (West
Norwood
Business
Improvement
District), Crystal
Palace and
Upper
Neighbourhood
Forum
[Norwood
Action Group et
al]
Norwood
Action Group et
al
Norwood
Action Group et
al
Norwood
Action Group et
al
Berkeley Group

196/1

Representation Wording
3) I fully support the aim of preserving and enhancing active street level frontages in the area;
particularly hope the council will continue to safeguard libraries and existing green spaces as
important social and community hubs; and finally thank you for putting this out to consultation and
for all the hard work that has gone into this plan.
ITV submitted comments at the Issues and options stage (see letter from DP9 dated 1st December
2017) and welcomes the opportunity to continue to participate in the process of plan preparation
relating to the revised Local Plan. ITV trusts that its comments are considered as the draft is
brought forward for Submission.
1. It is understood that the LLP is predicated in many regards, and may have to change as a
consequence of possible changes to the draft London Plan.

Document/
Issue
General

Officer Response

General

Noted. Specific comments raised on the draft Local Plan have been
addressed individually per chapter and policy of the document.

No change.

General

The draft Local Plan has been amended to ensure London Plan
references are consistent and up to date with the latest version, where
relevant.

Minor
changes
throughout
document.

Noted. The Council will continue to safeguard important community
and social facilities, including green spaces.

Proposed
Change
No change.

196/2

2. The undoubted impacts of fast evolving Artificial Intelligence in work and living do not seem to
be factored into forecasts. Single forecasts are given rather than upper/lower/median forecasts.

General

Noted. The forecasts used are largely based on GLA evidence that has
undergone examination through the Draft London Plan EiP.

No change.

196/3

3. Local Distinctiveness is given high status but enabling needs strengthening.

General

Comment not understood.

No change.

196/11

11. There is a need for more Article 4 directions to avoid literally unplanned consequences.

General

Noted. Article 4 Directions sit outside of the Local Plan process.

No change.

197/1

The Berkeley Group has worked successfully with the Borough to deliver a number of high-quality
developments of which we are very proud. We will soon embark on delivery of over 1,300 more
homes, of which 35% are affordable at the combined Oval Gas Works and Tesco Kennington Lane
sites. These sites will also deliver the ambitions of the OAKDA Masterplan which Berkeley
developed in partnership with Lambeth Council, and which will deliver new public realm and over
1,000 jobs on land that is currently under-developed, and in the case of the Oval Gas Works is
contaminated and has been cut off from the local neighbourhood for over a century.

General

Noted.

No change.

Reflecting on these developments and our strong relationship with the borough generally, Berkeley
supports the Borough’s emerging Plan and its ambitions to deliver high-quality homes,
employment opportunities and places.
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Name
St John's
Church,
Waterloo
St John's
Church,
Waterloo
London and
Quadrant
Housing Trust

London and
Quadrant
Housing Trust
Vauxhall One

Rep
Code
202/2
202/13
205/1

205/35
211/1

Representation Wording
Overall we welcome much of the draft Plan with its commitment to supporting and encouraging
the economic and social diversity of the Borough and dealing with inequality. It is vital that
planning decisions reflect these aspirations and vision.
We also welcome the support for neighbourhood-based service delivery. St John’s is keen to
contribute to all measures which can increase accessibility and community cohesion.
L&Q is one of the UK's leading housing associations and one of London's largest residential
developers. We own or manage over 95,000 homes in London and the South East and have an
ambitious target of building or enabling the construction of 100,000 new homes in the next 10
years. L&Q are a long-established landlord and developer in Lambeth and therefore have a longterm interest in ensuring that the new Lambeth Local Plan is successful. It is on this basis that L&Q
welcome the opportunity to submit representations on the Draft Revised Lambeth Local Plan.
We welcome the Draft Revised Local Plan continued objectives to “accommodate population
growth” and to “increase the mix and quality of housing to address the need for all types of
housing, including affordable housing and the needs of different groups in the community”.
L&Q support the Revised Draft Local Plan for Lambeth which will bring the plan up to date and
consistent with new and emerging new national and regional planning policies.
Our response looks at the most recent update whilst putting it in the context of the following
documents
Visioning Vauxhall May 2016
Vauxhall SPD 2013
Lambeth CDI Strategy 2018
Lambeth Borough Plan 2016-2021
Lambeth Local Plan 2018 Revised Edition
London Plan July 2018 Edition

Document/
Issue
General

Officer Response
Noted.

Proposed
Change
No change.

General

Noted.

No change.

General

Noted.

No change.

General

Noted. The draft Local Plan has been amended to ensure London Plan
references are consistent and up to date with the adopted version,
where relevant.
Noted.

No change.

General

No change.

• A key issue for Lambeth Council is sustainable development, specifically around:
1. Improving job creation
2. Increasing biodiversity
3. Improving design
4. Improving living conditions
5. Increasing housing availability
• Lambeth set out their 3 main priorities for the next 5 years as:
1. Reducing inequality
2. Promoting inclusive growth
3. Building strong and sustainable neighbourhoods
• The London Plan sets out the following aims for Lambeth (relevant to Vauxhall):
1. 1,589 net new homes to be delivered annually, with 50% of homes being designated as
‘affordable housing’
2. Sets out Nine Elms and Vauxhall (NEV) as an opportunity area
3. Enhance Thameside
4. Sets targets of reducing Carbon Dioxide emissions and reducing waste
5. Seeks the development of tall buildings, whilst protecting strategic views of Westminster and St
Paul’s
• Some of the key demographics for Lambeth:
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Rep
Code

Vauxhall One

211/30

Individual

214/1

Lambeth Green
Party

215/1

Lambeth Green
Party

215/5

Lambeth Green
Party

215/6

Lambeth Green
Party

215/32

Representation Wording
1. Around 60% of Londoners currently live in single-person households – this is projected to
increase
2. 73% of the housing stock in Lambeth are flats
3. Lambeth has a highly diverse population with less than 40% of residents identifying as White
British
4. Lambeth has a particularly young population, with over half of residents being between 20-44
5. Lambeth has a high-proportion of well-educated (degree-level) residents
By 2021 Lambeth want to have “improved people’s pride in our streets, by maintaining our streets
on a regular basis to ensure they are clean and tidy and introducing enforcement to tackle people
that behave irresponsibly.”
Vauxhall One currently have substantial regular local cleaning in the heart of Vauxhall. Vauxhall
One also has a long term deep cleaning strategy, peeling off years of pollution from the fascias of
the Viaduct and making good tunnels and making them pigeon proof.
I had not thought to comment on the local plan, as in my experience LBL is happy to ignore its
provisions any time it suits - so what's the point?For instance, I consulted the then local plan in
detail re the planning application for Carnegie Library, Herne Hill. I researched a number of
references to the need to preserve or replace (1) buildings with a community or cultural function
(2) green/biodiverse spaces, plus (3) a quite specific requirement to improve the Carnegie Library
and (4) points on protecting local amenity. Similar points were made in the planning objections by
over 300 other people (as opposed to15 in favour). Nonetheless LBL rubber-stamped what was in
effect its own planning application,followed by handing the asset transfer to a dubious 'local trust'
with no community involvement at all, of whom almost nothing is known beyond the fact that it is
determined to reduce the library to a fraction of its former space. This has led to the complete
wrecking of the Carnegie's garden and the building, badly affecting its use as a library and indeed
as a community/cultural building of any kind,with permanent deleterious effects on the whole
locality in terms of noise, traffic & danger and a future that seems to include total downgrading of
the library element.. So much for the local plan.
In general we are pleased with the overall direction of this plan and agree with many of the
proposals within it.
However, we have major concerns that many of the policies do not go far enough to truly reduce
inequality and build a strong and sustainable neighbourhood as they claim to do.
We also have serious concerns that Lambeth’s focus on “growth” as a key theme of this draft plan
will have detrimental impacts on Lambeth’s services, communities and the environment.
Commercial and residential developments are often not without harm, and there are not enough
considerations in this plan for mitigating the effects of this. In this response we make proposals for
putting in place measures to prevent new developments having damaging effects on local
communities and the environment.
We hope that Lambeth will incorporate the following comments and proposals into the final local
plan in order to create a borough that truly protects its most vulnerable residents and puts
environmental considerations at the forefront of its planning.
ACCESSIBILITY Lambeth’s Local Plan must do more to specifically address the needs of those with
disabilities. Although accessibility is mentioned at points, we would like to see specific targets for
meeting the needs of residents with disabilities. To enable all residents to lead active, fulfilling lives
which contribute to the borough, the council needs to listen to their requirements. For example, by
ensuring events are fully accessible and held at times and locations which don’t exclude residents
with disabilities.

Document/
Issue

Officer Response

Proposed
Change

General

Noted.

No change.

General

Noted. Planning decisions are made in accordance with the
development plan and any other material consideration, as required by
statute.

No change.

General

Comment noted. All policies have been assessed as part of the
Sustainability Appraisal process which also considered impact on
equalities.

No change.

General

The plan proposes many measures to ensure that any harmful impacts
of development are effectively mitigated.

No change.

General

Noted. Specific comments raised on the draft Local Plan have been
addressed individually per chapter and policy of the document.

No change.

General

A range of policies in the Local Plan address the need for people with
disabilities, such as H4, H5, H8, ED8, ED11, ED14, S1, S2, T1, T2, T4, T7,
Q1, Q6, Q13 and the Places and Neighbourhoods policies. Crossreferences to the Accessible London Supplementary Planning Guidance
(SPG) document have also been added in to the plan.

References
to the
Accessible
London
SPG have
been
added in
paragraphs

Targeted engagement also took place in order to engage with people
with disabilities during the issues consultation.
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Rep
Code

Representation Wording

Document/
Issue

Officer Response

Lambeth Green
Party

215/35

General

The timings of night-time street lighting are not dealt with through
Local Plan policy.

Individual

219/1

General

The council has considered all responses made on the draft Local Plan.

No change.

Lambeth
Staying Healthy
Partnership
Board

225/1

We would also resist any restrictions or curtailing of night-time street lighting as this
proportionality disadvantages people with mobility needs and visual impairment. Especially with
many uneven and difficult to access roads and footways across the borough.
I object to a number of the changes but only have 20 minutes in which to write this before your
deadline so will have to be brief. As someone who moved into the borough at a time when few
professional people were doing so, who has since brought a family up here when it is a highly
urbanised environment and who is now engaged in building up a tech company I would hope that
my perspective would not be simply dismissed as those of a negative bystander.
The Lambeth Staying Healthy Partnership Board (SHPB) welcomes the opportunity to respond to
the Lambeth Local Plan review. The Lambeth Staying Healthy Partnership Board (SHPB) is the lead
partnership body reporting directly to the Health & Wellbeing Board on strategy, action,
investment and progress to prevent ill health, promote health and wellbeing and reduce health
inequalities of the Lambeth population. It also reports to the Lambeth CCG Integrated Governance
Committee. The aims of the Staying Healthy Partnership Board (SHPB) are:
· To support the Health & Wellbeing Board to take a strategic and evidence based approach to
decision making and prioritisation in health improvement so as to improve population health and
wellbeing and reduce health inequalities
· To enable partners to deliver coherent and strategic health improvement action and commission
health improvement services including the health services where responsibility has transferred to
the local authority so that they are effective, efficient and evidence based, meet population health
needs and reduce health inequalities.
· To enable the Health and Wellbeing Board to give effective account of progress on health
improvement and reducing health inequality including commissioning action to achieve these goals
and to ensure that there is appropriate transparency, engagement and co-production in health
improvement work across organisations, patients and the public.

General

Support noted.

No change.

General

Noted.

No change.

General

Comment noted.

No change.

Individual

228/1

Individual

228/3

The SHPB recognises the role that the Local Plan can have in shaping the borough and its immense
contribution to the health and wellbeing of residents. The areas that the Local Plan covers are the
wider determinants of health which play a significant part in effectively tackling health inequalities.
We therefore recommend that health and wellbeing outcomes are made more explicit in the Local
Plan. We broadly agree with the proposals being put forward as part of the review of the Local
Plan. We would however suggest that wherever possible these proposals are implemented in a
way which enhances any potential health and wellbeing impacts and mitigates any potential
negative outcomes. Specific responses to the questions posed as part of the consultation have
been provided through the online survey. However below are the responses the SHB in relation to
the proposals for the different areas of the review.
Having lived in Waterloo and worked nearby in Westminster for mos of my adult life, I well recall
how we all looked to Lambeth to stand up for local people against greedy developers and
unsuitable schemes to turn our close-knit residential area into a tourist trap (e.g. South Bank) and
more recently a soulless mass of tower blocks providing housing for no one but only investment
opportunities in the sky for those with a few million to blow on a socalled luxury appartment (or
two, or half a dozen).
I trust that Lambeth Council will return to supporting local people against the incursions of greedy
developers with no interest in the local community before Waterloo becomes a sad wasteland of
hotels, empty "apartment" blocks and retail outfits catering for the needs of the wealthy at the
expense of the people who voted this council in and have lived in the area for generations.

Proposed
Change
2.118 and
10.1.
No change.
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Name
SPACNation
Revival

Rep
Code
328/1

Individual

337/3

Individual

338/12

Individual

343/5

Individual

347/8

Individual

350/23

Individual
Individual
Norwood
Action group et
al.

351/2
354/4
196/41

Norwood
Action group et
al.
Individual

Representation Wording
My church SPACNation is the answer to development not growth but development for each and
every community in Lambeth and the whole UK. I'm representing the church on behalf of my
community Lansdowne Green estate. With the mentorship and guidance I've received from my
leaders and my relationship with the Youth in my community I believe I know what really effects
my community and I want to bring revival to my community. It would be a pleasure if we could
come together to bring about successful change to our community and opportunities for our New
Generation. Please email to discuss on what I can bring to the table.
This is a plan in the pockets of developers and that DOES NOT stand up and provide for Lambeth
residents. Yet another example of London councillors not giving one about their residents. This will
destroy communities and force younger people on low incomes away from the area they call their
home.
The more guidance we give to developers on parameters for development of housing (such as the
35% affordable - And as long as the guidance is realistic and recognises the cost and risk of
construction in London) the more development should come forward with less confrontation
For too long the borough has been hugely inefficient, compare Wandsworth for example , run by
incompetent officials and corrupt or semi corrupt politicians.
Despite everything posted on social media by Lambeth Council and (North Korea dictatorship) style
council website Love.Lambeth.gov.uk the rubbish along Norwood Road is nothing for any employee
of the council to be proud of. I don't know why anyone bothers standing for election as councillor
in Lambeth
Get out of your Ivory Towers and meet/talk to Lambeth residents and let them punch you in the
face.
Eliminate the crooks who overvalue works in Lambeth owned properties by 100-200%
I pay well over Â£1100 in council tax per year and I do not feel I'm getting value for money.
○ the provision of school places which affects pupils travelling across borders to attend schools in
neighbouring boroughs, as well as other provision for children and young people

This does not seem to be addressed elsewhere.
196/111 and contributing to the development of local community identity
351/15

Environment
Agency

237/1

Friends of
Lambeth
Libraries

238/3

Friends of
Lambeth
Libraries

238/9

Reality is reduction in local identity despite similar current policy.
Stop translating leaflets into 100 different languages. You are discouraging people from overseas
from learning English

We support the Draft Revised Local Plan and note that comments from our consultation of 04
December 2017 haven been incorporated. We provided comments on flood risk, contaminated
land, water resources and quality, biodiversity and waste management.
We believe the new Local Plan should recognise the comment made by a consultation respondant
who remarked "libraries are affordable workspaces", and the respondents at the Lambeth Learning
Disabilities Forum Workshop in November 2017 that Lambeths town centres would benefit from
"more libraries and protection for existing libraries".
We note the consultation response (link; p221) that "[t]he Local Plan should highlight the
importance of libraries which should not be converted to other uses. Annex 2 says that Carnegie
Library will have improved library provision but in reality the number of hours with a fully trained
librarian have been reduced."

Document/
Issue
General

Officer Response
Noted.

Proposed
Change
No change.

General

Comment noted.

No change.

General

Noted.

No change.

General

Noted.

No change.

General

Noted.

No change.

General

Comment noted.

No change.

General
General
General

Noted.
Noted.
The need for school places is addressed in the IDP and Policy S3, as well
as sections 2 and 3 of the DRLLP.

No change.
No change.
No change.

General

Comment noted.

No change.

General

Noted. The Council's Statement of Community Involvement (SCI)
provides a list of considerations to ensure consultations are accessible
to harder to reach groups, including those who may not use English as a
first language. In order to reach these groups, it is important that
consultations are translated so that everyone can be involved.
Support noted.

No change.

Affordable workspace is defined by the London Plan as 'workspace that
is provided at rents maintained below the market rate for the space for
a specific social, cultural or economic purpose'. Libraries are considered
social infrastructure and protected through Local Plan policy S1.
Reference to the Issues consultation report is noted.

No change.

General
Issues
Consultation
Report
Issues
Consultation
Report

No change.

No change.
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Name
Friends of
Lambeth
Libraries
Friends of
Lambeth
Libraries

Rep
Code
238/10
238/11

Representation Wording
We note the consultation response (link; p222) that: "Lambeth has failed shopkeepers, residents,
library users and sport centre users and there is little point in setting out a plan if infrastructure is
being dismantled for the benefit of outside interests."
We note the consultation response (link; p223)which expresses the view that "[t]he council is
closing our local libraries for the benefit of profitable companies and using our local parks for
commercial purposes. These buildings and spaces were given for the enjoyment of the people of
Lambeth and allowing libraries to become private gyms and cinemas at public expense makes no
sense."

Document/
Issue
Issues
Consultation
Report
Issues
Consultation
Report

Officer Response
Reference to the Issues consultation report is noted. Infrastructure is
planned for in the DRLLP with appropriate protection for community
facilities.
Reference to the Issues consultation report is noted. Community
facilities are protected by Policy S1 and parks by Policy EN1.

Proposed
Change
No change.
No change.
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Appendix 1: Table to show how LJNF representations have been reflected in PN10 of the DRLLP Proposed Submission Version.

Loughborough Junction Neighbourhood Forum representation wording

How it is proposed to take this forward in P10 and supporting text

11.90 Loughborough Junction is defined in the Local Plan as a district
centre. It is situated between Brixton, Camberwell and Herne Hill.

Reflected in paragraph 11.131 of the DRLLP Proposed Submission Version.

11.91 Loughborough Junction is defined by its high-level railway lines,
railway arches and railway bridges and it is this natural convergence
which forms the centre of the neighbourhood.

Reflected in paragraph 11.131 of the DRLLP Proposed Submission Version.

11.92 After years of under-investment local groups are working with the
council to transform the area into a lively and attractive mixed use
neighbourhood where shops, industrial spaces and homes sit
comfortably together.

Reflected in paragraph 11.131 of the DRLLP Proposed Submission Version.

11.93 The area has a number of large estates of social housing and east
and south of the station there are streets of Victorian and Edwardian
terraces houses, many of which are now divided into flats both owneroccupied and privately rented from private and social landlords. The
oldest houses, dating from the 1840s, are in the Loughborough Park
conservation area where there is a mix of social and owner-occupied
houses and converted flats. The Milkwood Estate is a housing
association-owned estate of small Victorian terrace houses south of the
station.

Reflected in paragraph 11.132 of the DRLLP Proposed Submission Version.

The centre of Loughborough Junction, notably the area between Herne
Hill Road and Hinton Road, is subject to redevelopment plans which will
bring an estimated 400 additional units of housing to the area in the
period 2018-2022. The development plans are being brought forward by
a housing association and private developers and will require the
replacement of existing workplace space. The amount of affordable
housing will be in accordance with the requirements of the Lambeth
Local Plan. No new buildings to be higher than the highest already in the

Each Places and Neighbourhoods section includes a new housing section
within the supporting text setting out the housing growth potential for that
part of the borough, within the context of the borough-wide housing target
and trajectory. The Loughborough Junction section is therefore following this
approach.
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Appendix 1: Table to show how LJNF representations have been reflected in PN10 of the DRLLP Proposed Submission Version.

Loughborough Junction Neighbourhood Forum representation wording

How it is proposed to take this forward in P10 and supporting text

neighbourhood, ie the 12 storey blocks on the Loughborough Estate and
should not overshadow existing homes.
11.94 Ruskin Park to the south and Myatt’s Fields to the north are the
two major parks, both of which have had investment in recent years.
Smaller parks include Milkwood Community Park, Loughborough Park,
Wyck Gardens and Elam Street Open Space. Wyck Gardens, between
Barrington Road, Millbrook Road and Loughborough Road has recently
received investment with a new entrance and a new orchard. It is home
to the Ebony Horse Club stables; volleyball courts; a children’s play area
and a “meanwhile” space known as the Platform, home to the
Loughborough Farm community café. Loughborough Park, with
entrances on Moorlands Road and Loughborough Park, has a children’s
play area; a basketball court; and a community building and food growing
area which are currently unused. Elam Street Open Space, with entrances
on Gordon Grove and Lilford Road has a “natural” feel with a wetland
area; many wildflowers; mature trees; and simple landscaping ideal for
fostering bio-diversity. As an area with a high concentration of flats and
few private gardens, public open space and parks needs to be protected
for health and wellbeing.

Reflected in paragraph 11.145 of supporting text of the DRLLP Proposed
Submission Version.

11.95 The centre of Loughborough Junction remains industrial with a
large number of motor repair workshops existing alongside artists’
studios, recycling centres and an electricity sub-station. The Shakespeare
Biz Centre contains 97 small business units occupied mainly by the
creative industries. The Mahatma Gandhi Industrial Estate on Milkwood
Road provides larger industrial units. Some former industrial premises
are now used as places of worship by groups of different faiths. The level
of unemployment in Loughborough Junction is high, particularly among
young people. The creation of opportunities for employment is therefore
key to the regeneration of the area. This requires space for local

Reflected in paragraphs 11.139 and 11.140 of the supporting text of the
DRLLP Proposed Submission Version.
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Loughborough Junction Neighbourhood Forum representation wording

How it is proposed to take this forward in P10 and supporting text

businesses to start up and grow, good transport connections to other
areas of employment and programmes of support to enable people to
find work.
The development of LJ Works on Loughborough Road is a positive
development. LJ Works is funded by the GLA’s Regeneration Fund and
Lambeth council on a piece of land designated a Key Industrial and
Business Area (KIBA) which has been temporarily occupied by a
community food growing project, the Loughborough Farm. The
development will provide 850 square metres of affordable workspace,
including a shared kitchen and textile workshops with local people having
priority when the units are allocated. As well as workspace, LJ Works will
include a communal kitchen and communal textile workshop which will
be available to rent by the hour. The Loughborough Farm will have a
permanent home on the site and will provide the green landscaping.

Reflected in paragraph 11.140 of the supporting text of the DRLLP Proposed
Submission Version.

11.96 The local town centre has lost significant trade over the last thirty
years but, although that decline appears to be in reverse, there remain
empty units. There are 36 commercial units in the town centre along
Coldharbour Lane of which seven are empty. There are additional shops
on Milkwood Road and Loughborough Road where all units are occupied.
The shops serve the day-to-day needs of the neighbourhood but there is
a lack of retail diversity.

Reflected in paragraph 11.137 of the supporting text of the DRLLP Proposed
Submission Version.

11.97 Loughborough Junction station is served by the cross-London
Thameslink Wimbledon and Sutton loop line with trains running north to
St Albans, Bedford and Luton and south to Wimbledon and Sutton.
Passengers passing through the station numbered an estimated 854,826
in 2016/2017. The number of people using Loughborough Junction
station has been declining with overcrowding the likely cause.

Reflected in paragraph 11.142 of supporting text of the DRLLP Proposed
Submission Version, although supporting text does not name specific train
routes.

735

Appendix 1: Table to show how LJNF representations have been reflected in PN10 of the DRLLP Proposed Submission Version.

Loughborough Junction Neighbourhood Forum representation wording

How it is proposed to take this forward in P10 and supporting text

Loughborough junction is served by a number of bus routes: the P4 and
P5, the 35, 45 and 345.

Reflected in paragraph 11.142 of supporting text of the DRLLP Proposed
Submission Version, although supporting text does not name specific bus
routes.

Loughborough Junction is located in both Coldharbour and Herne Hill
wards. In the 2011 census Coldharbour ward has the lowest level of car
ownership in Lambeth and Herne Hill ward has the highest level of
cycling to work in South London.

Reflected in paragraph 11.143 of supporting text of the DRLLP Proposed
Submission Version.

11.98 In recent years local community groups have formed and come
together to consider how the area should respond to change, these
include the Loughborough Junction Action Group (LJAG), the 7 Bridges
Project, the LJ Neighbourhood Forum, and the LJ Works Steering Group.
In 2013 LJAG worked with the council to produce the Loughborough
Junction Plan.

Reflected in paragraph 11.133 of supporting text of the DRLLP Proposed
Submission Version.

11.99 Bringing the community together via art is central to
Loughborough Junction and is spearheaded by the 7 Bridges project.
Loughborough Junction has a high proportion of artists working in artists’
studios and railway arches. The 7 Bridges project uses the bridges as
canvases to showcase local artists, establish a sense of place, and bring
art and science to the community. Projects have included work on two
bridges: the Cambria Road bridge where 32 artists worked on a fossil
theme and the Loughborough Road bridge where nine local artists
worked on an African theme. Other ventures have included a mural by
Polish artist Jola, a photomontage of local people and two street
photography projects: We are Loughborough Junction and Made in
Loughborough Junction.

Reflected in paragraph 11.134 of supporting text of the DRLLP Proposed
Submission Version.
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Loughborough Junction Neighbourhood Forum representation wording

How it is proposed to take this forward in P10 and supporting text

11.10 The local community has been active in protecting community
assets. LJAG has registered the following as Assets of Community Value
within Loughborough Junction: The Green Man Skills Zone; Sunshine
International Arts; Ebony Horse Club; The Platform and Grove Adventure
Playground. The Cambria pub is also listed as an asset of community
value.

Reflected in paragraph 11.135 of supporting text of the DRLLP Proposed
Submission Version.

Policy PN10

Reflected in PN10a) and PN10a)(i).

Loughborough Junction
The council will work with local organisations and stakeholders to
support the role of Loughborough Junction as a local centre with a clear
identity and sense of place. This will be done by using the railway bridges
as a catalyst for change, improving the public realm with imaginative and
well-designed schemes which will engender a sense of pride in
Loughborough Junction and improve safety. The creative industries will
be developed and encouraged. Greater use of under-used spaces will be
made to increase public safety and the appearance of the area.
The council and local groups will resist development on valuable open
space and will protect assets which are of community value.

Reflected in P10a)(vii).

The council will work with local groups to improve the transport
infrastructure in order to cope with the expected rise in population over
the next ten years. This will prioritise walking, cycling and the use of
public transport over private car use. Measures to include: widening
pavements; pedestrian crossings on local desire lines; Dutch style cycle
infrastructure; within building curtilage, secure cycle storage for all
homes and businesses, on-street cycle parking for visitors; the provision
of a locked cycle park at Loughborough Junction station; There is an
opportunity to create green walking and cycling routes alongside the

Reflected in PN10a)(vi) and PN10c). Some elements of the suggested text is
dealt with in borough-wide policies for design, parking and transport.
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Loughborough Junction Neighbourhood Forum representation wording

How it is proposed to take this forward in P10 and supporting text

railway viaducts by removing existing impediments and preventing
development close to railway lines. Bus priority via 24-hour clearways;
bus lanes and bus gates; the provision of hire bike schemes and
additional car hire spaces.
The council will use the Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) and Section
106 to contribute to measures that prioritise walking and cycling and
public transport over private car use.

It is not appropriate for the Local Plan to specify what CIL and s106 funds will
be spent on. This is dealt with through a separate decision-making process.

The council and local groups to lobby for improvements to Loughborough
Junction station including the provision of a lift to improve accessibility;
more rush hour trains; and new stations on the Overground at Brixton
East and at Camberwell Station Road.

The potential for improvements to transport services in Loughborough
Junction is reflected in the policy and supporting text, including the promotion
of ‘metroisation’ and improved physical access to the station.

The council will require all new housing development in Loughborough
Junction to be private car free except for all ability car club parking space.

Car parking is dealt with London Plan transport policies which are crossreferenced in the Local Plan.

The council will work with local groups to improve the retail and leisure
environment of Loughborough Junction with extensions to the town
centre boundary.

Reflected in PN10a)(ii).

The council will identify local development opportunities and will
prioritise the reprovision of industrial and business use, the provision of
affordable housing and new public open green space. High quality design
will be promoted.

Reflected in PN10a). This is also supported by relevant borough-wide policies
in the Local Plan.

The amount of affordable housing* in any new development will be in
accordance with Lambeth’s Local Plan which states that: “On sites of at
least 0.1 hectares or capable of accommodating 10 or more homes, at
least 50 per cent of units should be affordable where public subsidy is
available, or 40 per cent without public subsidy.” The affordable housing
shall be as stated in the Lambeth Local Plan ie 70 per cent of housing

Affordable housing is dealt with by London Plan and the housing policies in
the Local Plan.
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Loughborough Junction Neighbourhood Forum representation wording

How it is proposed to take this forward in P10 and supporting text

units should be social and affordable rent and 30 per cent intermediate
provision and the mix of sizes will encourage the provision of family units
ie no more than 20 per cent will be one bedroom units; no more than
between 20 and 50 per cent will be two bedroom units and 40 per cent
will be three or more bedroom units.
The council will protect the mixed used nature of Loughborough Junction
by protecting and encouraging local businesses especially those in the
railway arches.

Reflected in PN10a)(vi). Railway arches are also covered by borough-wide
policy ED6.

The council will plan to provide all essential services: food, retail, primary
healthcare, public transport and access to employment to be within
close, 200m, walking distance of every home.

PN10 will support improvements to the local centre’s retail and leisure offer
so residents can access essential services within walking or cycling distance of
their homes. This objective is also supported by relevant borough-wide
policies.

*Affordable housing can be for social rent, affordable rent or
intermediate housing. Affordable rent is housing owned by local
authorities and private registered providers, such as housing
associations, determined through the national rent regime. Affordable
rent is subject to rent controls and can be no more than 80 per cent of
the local market rent, including service charges where applicable.
Intermediate housing is homes for sale and rent provided at a cost above
social rent but below market levels. These can include shared equity ie
shared ownership and equity loans.

Affordable housing is dealt with by London Plan and the housing policies in
the Local Plan.
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